DSL-252

Project Name: Opheim Branch lines Phase 1-Dry Proposed Implementation Date: Summer 2025
Prairie Rural Water Authority

Proponent: Dry Prairie Rural Water Authority, P O Box 577, Culbertson, Montana 59218

Type and Purpose of Action: The applicant proposes to construct water transmission main and appurtenant
items through two State of Montana Trust tracts in Valley County. The selected pipeline route across state
lands is the most cost-effective route for this project. Other routes were rejected based upon engineering
design requirements, topographical features, and increased costs.

A Programmatic Environmental Assessment for the Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System/Fort Peck
Reservation and Dry Prairie Service Areas was conducted in October 2022 (PEA) and is referenced below. In
the environmental assessment areas listed below where the PEA is cited the appropriate page references are
included in the text. In the areas where no PEA reference exists, findings from Glasgow Unit staff conducted
independently are submitted because they were either not addressed in the PEA, or did not meet the
Glasgow Unit staff criteria.

T35N R43E, SWANW4 NW4SW4 Section 2 County: Valley
T30N 40E SE4SE4 Section 16

I. PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

1. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT, AGENCIES, Dry Prairie Rural Water Authority has
GROUPS OR INDIVIDUALS CONTACTED: submitted a Right of Way Easement
Provide a brief chronology of the application to the Department of
scoping and ongoing involvement for | Natural Resources and Conservation,
this project. Glasgow Unit Office for Opheim Branch

lines Phase 1 to place water
transmission pipelines and appurtenant
items on State of Montana Trust lands.

2. OTHER GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES WITH Other government agencies that have
JURISDICTION, LIST OF PERMITS jurisdiction for this project are
NEEDED: United States Department of Interior-

Bureau of Reclamation, United States
Department of Interior-Bureau of Indian
Affairs, Montana Department of
Environmental Quality, Montana
Department of Natural Resocurces and
Conservation, and the United States
Department of Interior-US Fish and
Wildlife Service.

3. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Action Alternative: Grant a Right of
Way Easement to Dry Prairie Rural Water
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Authority to place water transmission
main lines and appurtenant items on
State of Montana Trust land on the
above referenced tracts.

No Action Alternative: Deny a Right of
Way Easement to Dry Prairie Rural Water
Authority to place water transmission
main lines and appurtenant items on
State of Montana Trust on the above
referenced tracts.

IT. IMPACTS ON THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
RESOURCE POTENTIAL IMPACTS
4. GEOLOGY AND SOIL QUALITY, Action Alternative: 1In the PEA

STABILITY AND MOISTURE: Are
fragile, compatible or unstable
soils present? Are there unusual
geologic features? Are there
special reclamation considerations?

(4-1)
the proposed action would cause short
term soil disturbance with the .
potential for minor soil erosion by
wind and water. Modern Installation
(plow in method) practices reduce
disturbance. Best management practices
during construction can prevent most
soll erosion from normal events.

¢ Glasgow Unit staff concur with the
findings of the PEA

No Action Alternative: The No Action
alternative (4-1) also describes the
possibility of additional impact by
the creation of additional water wells
and subsequent systems potentially in
the future if proposed project is not
implemented.

¢ Glasgow Unit staff concur with the
findings of the PEA.

5.

WATER QUALITY, QUANTITY AND
DISTRIBUTION: Are important
surface or groundwater resources
present? Is there potential for
violation of ambient water quality
standards, drinking water maximum
contaminant levels, or degradation
of water quality?

Action Alternative: In the PEA (4-1)
This action diverts water from the
Missouri River and distributes that
water through the proposed
transmission and distribution lines.
Also referenced are the crossings in
ephemeral and perennial drainages and
wetlands resulting in minor short-term
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II.

IMPACTS ON THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

disturbances with negligible long term
adverse effects

e Glasgow Unit staff concur with
findings of the PEA

No Action Alternative: PEA (4-1) The
No Action alternative results in
continued efforts to obtain potable
water which likely will have greater
effects that the continued
implementation of the Dry Prairie
Water Authority plan.

e Glasgow Unit staff concur with
findings of the PEA.

6.

AIR QUALITY: Will pollutants or
particulate be produced? 1Is the
project influenced by air quality
regulations or zones (Class I
airshed)?

Action Alternative: No significant
impacts to long term air quality are
anticipated and are not mentioned in
the Programmatic EA conducted in 2002.
And Glasgow Unit staff believe short
term air quality effects will be
minimal resulting in no significant
long term air quality impacts.

No Action Alternative: Under this
alternative there will be no impacts
to air quality.

7.

VEGETATION COVER, QUANTITY AND
QUALITY: Will vegetative
communities be permanently altered?

Are any rare plants or cover type
present?

Action Alternative: PEA (4-2)
Vegetation would be removed during the
installation of waterlines and
construction of facilities.
Reclamation and reseeding with native
species.

s Glasgow Unit staff concur with
findings of the PEA but add with
“DNRC approved native grass
seeding mix”.

e Glasgow Unit staff requires
implementation of best practices
to prevent and control the
introduction of noxious weeds.

No Action Alternative: PEA (4-3) The
No Action Alternative would result in
continued efforts to obtain potable
water and adding new wells and
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IT. IMPACTS ON THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

expansion of other distribution
systems could disrupt additional
native prairie, croplands, and
riparian areas.
¢ Glasgow Unit staff concur with
findings of the PEA.

8. TERRESTRIAL, AVIAN AND AQUATIC Action Alternative: PEA (4-3) Wetlands
LIFE AND HABITATS: 1Is there would be affected by construction of
substantial use of the area by the buried pipelines as they cross
important wildlife, birds or fish? wetlands associated with perennial and

ephemeral/intermittent streams, poorly
drained depressions and stock ponds.
Surface activity in these areas likely
will increase sediment levels in these
areas until vegetation is
reestablished. Ecological impacts are
likely to be relatively short term.

e Glasgow Unit staff concur with the
findings of the PEA.

No Action Alternative: PEA (4-3) The
No Action Alternative would result in
continued efforts to obtain potable
water and adding new wells and
expansion of other distribution
systems could disrupt additional
native prairie, croplands, and
riparian areas.

* Glasgow Unit staff concur with the
findings of the PEA.

9. UNTQUE, ENDANGERED, FRAGILE OR Action Alternative: PEA (4-6)
LIMITED ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES: Species of Concern (Piping Plover,
Are any federally listed threatened | Interior Least Tern, Bald Eagle,
or endangered species or identified | Whooping Crane) Piping Plovers nest at

habitat present? Any wetlands? some prairie potholes. The proposed
Sensitive Species or Species of project would not be likely to
special concern? adversely affect piping plovers or

modify or destroy critical habitats.

Overall, the proposed project could
result in direct loss of habitat used
for hiding cover, foraging, nesting
and thermal cover. Effects to
wildlife and wildlife habitat would be
negligible with mitigation, and
monitoring.

¢ Glasgow Unit staff concur with
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II. IMPACTS ON THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

findings of the PEA.

No Action Alternative: PEA (4-3) The
No Action Alternative would result in
continued efforts to obtain potable
water and adding new wells and
expansion of other distribution
systems could disrupt additional
native prairie, croplands, and
riparian areas.

o Glasgow Unit staff concur with
findings of the PEA.

10. HISTORICAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL Action Alternative: A Class I
SITES: Are any historical, (literature review) level review was
archaeological or paleontological conducted by the DNRC staff
resources present? archaeologist for the are of potential

effect (APE). This entailed inspection
of project maps, DNRC’s sites/site
leads database, land use record,
General Land Office survey plat, and
control cards. The Class I search
revealed that no cultural or
paleontological resources have been
identified in the APE. Because much
of the APE was previously cultivated,
no additional archaeological
investigative work will be done.

This project is unlikely to
significantly impact additional
cultural or paleontological resources.
HOWEVER, if previously unknown
cultural of paleontological materials
are identified in areas of native
vegetation and undisturbed soils,
during project related activities, all
work will cease until a professional
assessment of such resources can be
made.

No Action Alternative: PEA (4-10) The
No Action Alternative would result in
continued efforts to obtain potable
water and adding new wells and
expansion of other distribution
systems could affect cultural
resources.

® Glasgow Unit staff concur with
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IT. 1IMPACTS ON THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT

findings of the PEA.

11. AESTHETICS: Is the project on a
prominent topographic feature?
Will it be visible from populated
or scenic areas? Will there be
excessive noise or light?

Action Alternative: This project on
State land will not impact the
aesthetics of the surrounding area.
The project is located next to
existing roadways. During installation
operations, the project will be
visible. Dry Prairie has been
extending services in the area and the
population is aware of the minimal
disruptions created which are of
short-term consequence.

No Action Alternative: Under this
alternative there will be no long-term
impacts to aesthetics assocliated with
the State land.

12. DEMANDS ON ENVIRONMENTAL RESQURCES
OF LAND, WATER, AIR OR ENERGY:
Will the project use resources that
are limited in the area? Are there
other activities nearby that will
affect the project?

Action Alternative: There are no other
projects planned or underway that
would affect the demands of
environmental resources including
land, water or energy.

No Action Alternative: PEA (4-11) The
No Action Alternative would result in
continued efforts to obtain potable
water by adding new wells and the
expansion of other distribution
systems could disrupt additional
native prairie, croplands, riparian
areas, and cultural resources

e Glasgow Unit staff concur with
findings of the PEA.

13. OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTS
PERTINENT TO THE AREA: Are there
other studies, plans or projects on
this tract?

Action Alternative: There are no
similar projects currently proposed.

No Action Alternative: There are no
similar projects currently proposed.

ITI. IMPACTS ON THE HUMAN POPULATION

RESOURCE

POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
MEASURES

14. HUMAN HEALTH AND SAFETY: Will

Action Alternative: The installation
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this project add to health and
safety risks in the area?

of a water pipeline has minimal human
health and safety risks. These risks
are to be mitigated by the contractor
providing the installation services.

No Action Alternative: The No Action
Alternative would result in continued
efforts to obtain potable water by
adding new wells and the expansion of
other distribution systems could
further disrupt additional aspects of
Human Health and Safety.

15. INDUSTRIAL, COMMERCIAL AND
AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITIES AND
PRODUCTION: Will the project add
to or alter these activities?

Action Alternative: The project will
have no significant impact to the
current livestock grazing or dryland
agriculture activities that occur on
State trust land.

No Action Alternative: The No Action
Alternative would result in continued
efforts to obtain potable water by
adding new wells and the expansion of
other distribution systems could
disrupt additional native prairie,
croplands, riparian areas, and
cultural resources including
industrial, agricultural and
commercial activities.

16. QUANTITY AND DISTRIBUTION OF
EMPLOYMENT: Will the project
create, move or eliminate jobs? If
so, estimated number.

Action Alternative: PEA (4-8)
Significant positive economic impact
will result from this project.

e Glasgow Unit staff concur with the
PEA findings.
No Action Alternative: PEA (4-9)
Increased employment, earnings, and
local spending would not be realized
under this alternative.

e Glasgow Unit staff concur with
these findings.

17. LOCAL AND STATE TAX BASE AND TAX
REVENUES: Will the project create
or eliminate tax revenue?

Action Alternative: PEA (4-8) The
project will receive both federal and
state of Montana tax revenue.

e Glasgow Unit staff concur with the
PEA findings.

No Action Alternative:
Increased employment,

PEA (4-9)
earnings,

and
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local spending would not be realized
under this alternative.

® Glasgow Unit staff concur with the
PEA findings.

18. DEMAND FOR GOVERNMENT SERVICES:
Will substantial traffic be added
to existing roads? Will other
services (fire protection, police,
schools, etc) be needed?

Action Alternative: The project will
place no additional demands for
government services.

No Action Alternative: Under this
alternative there will be no demand
for government services.

19. LOCALLY ADOPTED ENVIRONMENTAL
PLANS AND GOALS: Are there State,
County, City, USFS, BLM, Tribal,
etc. zoning or management plans in
effect?

Action Alternative: No effect.

No Action Alternative: No effect.

20. ACCESS TO AND QUALITY OF
RECREATIONAL AND WILDERNESS
ACTIVITIES: Are wilderness or
recreational areas nearby or
accessed through this tract? Is
there recreational potential within
the tract?

Action Alternative: No significant
impacts to wilderness or recreational
activity are anticipated.

Neo Action Alternative: There will be
no impacts to wilderness or
recreational activity.

21. DENSITY AND DISTRIBUTION OF
POPULATION AND HOUSING: Will the
project add to the population and
require additional housing?

Action Alternative: PEA (4-8)
of this project may affect
availability of housing if the timing
is concurrent with peak seasons for
tourism, hunting, and petroleum
development.

Timing

¢ Glasgow Unit staff concur with the
PEA findings.

No Action Alternative: PEA (4-9) There
will be no changes in the demand for
temporary housing.

¢ Glasgow Unit staff concur with the
PEA findings.

22. SOCIAL STRUCTURES AND MORES: Is
some disruptiocn of native or
traditional lifestyles or
communities possible?

Action Alternative: PEA (4-12) The
project will not negatively affect the
existing population of negatively
affect the socioeconomic or cultural
status disrupt the traditional
lifestyles of the local community. The
water project will enhance the day to
day lives of the rural communities by
supplying reliable, potable water.

e Glasgow Unit staff concur with the
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PEA findings.

No Action Alternative: PEA (4-12) The
no action alternative would not change
existing conditions.

® Glasgow Unit staff concur with the
PEA findings.

23. CULTURAL UNIQUENESS AND DIVERSITY: Action Alternative: PEA (4-12) The
Will the action cause a shift in project will not negatively affect the
some unique quality of the area? existing population, the socioeconomic

or cultural status, or disrupt the

traditional lifestyles of the local
community. The water project will
enhance the day to day lives of the
rural communities by supplying
reliable, potable water.

e Glasgow Unit staff concur with the
PEA findings.

No Action Alternative: PEA (4-12) The
no action alternative would not change
existing conditions.

¢ Glasgow Unit staff concur with the
PEA findings.

24. OTHER APPROPRIATE SOCIAL AND Action Alternative: The installation

ECONOMIC CIRCUMSTANCES: of these water pipelines and
appurtenant items will improve the
social and economic circumstances for
the residents of Northeastern Montana
area.

No Action Alternative: There will be
no change to current economic
circumstances under this alternative.

EA Checklist Prepared-By: (Don Pyrah, Glasgow Unit Manager, 1/28/2025
3 rd

\,/)A(

IV. FINDING

25. ALTERNATIVE SELECTED: Action Alternative

Approve the Dry Prairie Rural Water Authority
request to construct water transmission main and
appurtenant items through two State of Montana
Trust tracts in Valley County. The selected pipeline
route across state lands is the most cost-effective
route for this project. Other routes were rejected
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based upon engineering design requirements,
topographical features, and increased costs.
26. SIGNIFICANCE OF POTENTIAL IMPACTs: | inding of No Significant impact
Glasgow Unit staff concur with these findings.
**The Final Programmatic Environmental
Assessment for the Fort Peck Reservation Rural
Water System Fort Peck Reservation and Dry Prairie
Service Areas October 2022 (PEA) are referenced in
portions of the above EA.
27. Need for Further Environmental Analysis:
[ ] EIS [ ] More Detailed EA [X] No Further Analysis
EA Checklist Approved By: Jocee Hedrick Northeastern Area Manager/MTDNRC
Name Title

03

{ Date: February 4, 2025
Signature
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Summary

SUMMARY

This environmental assessment (EA} discioses
the effects of construction of the Fort Peck
Reservation Rural Water System (FPRRWS), a
municipal, rural, and industrial project in four
counties of northeastern Montana., The
proposed project would provide an adequate
supply of good-quality water for domestic and
industrial use and for livestock water in the Fort
Pack Reservation and Dry Prairie service areas.
The proposed project would consist of a water
withdrawal intake and treatment plant near the
community of Poplar, pumping stations,
pipelines, storage tanks, power lines, and other
ancillary faciliies. The proposed project would
serve a future population of about 30,000 people
with water being pumped from the Missouri
River.  Major Features of the project are
presented in Summary Table.

This EA is a programmatic document because
some pipeline alignments and other project
componrents have not been finalized, Additional
compliance with the National Environmental
Policy Act {NEPA) may be required and would
tier to this EA.

The proposed project would not be likely to
adversely affect threatened and endangered
species {i.e., pailid sturgeon, bald eagle, piping
plover, least tern and whooping crane) or critical
habitat, or jeopardize proposed species, or
destroy or adversely modify proposed critical
habitat. Consultation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) was condugsted under
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act and
there was concurrence that the project wouid not
be likely to adversely affect federally listed
species with implementation of avoidance,
mitigation, and monitoring.

Viability of populations of species of special
goncern (both plants and animals) would not be
[gopardized by the proposed action. Areas of
important  habitat would be avoided or
construction would be timed to avoid sensitive
lfe-history stages of species of special congern.

Losses of larval fish and egys as a result of
entrainment at the water intake would have a
negligible effect on fish populations in the
Missouri River. Average annual dischargse of the
Missourt River in the project area is zbout 8.5
million acre-feet per year. The FPRRWS would

use about 6,202 acre-feet per year, about 0.09
percent of the annual Missouri River dischargs.

Adverse effects from the proposed project would
be avoided or mitigated and would be negligible
for resources in the project area, Environmentzl
commitments that will be implemented to avoid
or mitigate potential adverse effects of
construction and operation of the project are
presanted in this EA. Measures include those
recommended in the Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act Report prepared by the
USFWS.

Where practicable, wetlands would be avoided;
however, shortderm losses in wetiand functions
and values would occur in the project area
during and shortly after construction primarily as
a result of construction of the pipeline
distribution system. Replacement of topsail and
reseading with native species would restore
affected wetlands over the short term.
Additional wetlands mitigation would be
developed to compensate for wetlands that do
not respend adequately to topsoil replacement
and seeding.

Degradation of water quality from sediment
generated during construction would have a
negligible effect on the agustic bicta. Prairie
streams in the project area typically have high
levels of suspended and deposited sediment fo
which native fishes have adapted. Timing
construction {o take place during low-flow
periods would minimize the downstream
transport of sediment and would avoid sensitive
spawning periods for fish,

Pipeline installation on prime farmiand soils
could  cause shortterm  soil erosion  and
compaction during construction. These effects
would be shori term and eliminated by
cultivation and natural freeze-thaw  cycles,
Because pipeline depth would be approximately
seven feel, prime farmiand soils could continue
to be farmed without affecting their prime
farmland status. The presence of pipelines
would not affect the designation of prime
farmiands.

Native prairie would be disturbed as a result of
construction of the distribution pipelines,

Firal Programmatic EA
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SUMMARY TABLE

Major Features of the Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System

Proiect Features

Fort Peck Reservation Service Area

Dry Prairie Servige Area

Size of project area

3,200 square miles

4 600 square mies

Projected population 10 be served

16,995

10,438

Miles (acres Jof pipaiing

1,370 (4,151 acres)

1,820 (5,515 acres)

Miles {acres) of pipeline over 8 inches diameter

121 (367 acres)

144 (435 acres)

Nuraber of primary pumping stations 7 13
Construction costs $124.8 miilion 87.3 million
Annual pperation and maintenance cosis $2.00 million $1.55 million
Average water consumption 2.76 millon gal/day 2.34 million gal /day
Known archaapiogical sites 380 210
Wetlands crossed by project 18.5 acres 16.7 acras
Perennial streams crossings 15 i1

Federa! land crossed by project 0 miles 40 mies (12 1acres)
State land crossed by project G miles 70 miles (212 acres)
Native prairie eyossed by project 411 miles (1245 acres) 546 miles {1654 acres)
TiE species adversely affectsd Nane None

Prime farmiand affected 17 miles (57 acres} 23 miles {70 acres}
Allotted and trust lands crossed ¢10 mides (1848 acres) 0 miles
Tamporary lodging available 235 unils 878 units
Mitigation/reciamation costs $2.02 million $4.36 miliion

* Although the construction right-of-way widih wouid vary, depending on pipe diameter, agreage i this table was calculated

Fssuming an averagé construction right-cf-way widhth of 25 feet.

pumping stations, and water storage tanks.
Disturbance of native prairie would increase the
potential  for proliferation of noxicus weeds.
Control of noxious weeds will be addressed in
noxious weed plans that would be submitted o
each county weed district prior to construction.
Replacement ¢f topsoil in the sequence in which
it was removed and seeding in fa!l following
construction with native species would reduce
the potential for noxious weeds and reestablish
native plant communities,

" Bite-specific cultural resources surveys would be
conducted for all parts of the project where
construction activities would pose a risk to
historic and prehisloric rescurces.  Cultural
resolrces would be avoided if possible. Cultural
resources that cannot be avoided will be deatt
with following conditions specified in  the
programmatic agreement between the Bureau of
Reclamation (BOR}, the Fort Peck Tribes, the
Dry Prairie Rural Water Authority, and the State
Histeric Preservation Officer (SHPO).

Site-specific, Class 1l cultural resources studies
have not been completed for most the project
area. Prior to construction, a BOR archaeologist
or an archaeologist approved by BOR would
determine areas where Class Ill surveys are
required,

During periods of high demand {(e.g., peak
tourist season and hunting season) there could
be compettion for available lodging {e.n.,
motelsihotels, rooms, and RV spaces) among
sonstruction workers on the FPRRWS project
and other temporary visitors to the project area.
Temporary lodging limitations in some parts of
the& project area (e.g, Opheaim, Scobey, and the
Reservation) could require workers and others
seeking lodging to drive longer distahces for
fodging. Workers would likely find local rooms
or camp in RV's at designated sites, on public
lands, or on private lands.

The proposed project would not adversely affect
Indian Trust Assels or raise issues with
environmental justice. Social and economic
conditions on the Fort Peck Reservation would
improve with a reliable supply of good-guality
water.

This EA has determined that the proposed
action or altematives, with mitigation and
avoidance measures, would not significantly
affect the quality of the physical, natural, and
human environments. The project sponsors will
continue to work with state and federa
regulatory agencies to secure the necessary
parmits for construction and operation of the
proposed project.

Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System
{(FPRRWS), & municipal, rural, and industrial
{(MR&D) project, is proposed to serve the Fort
Peck Indian Reservation (Reservation) in
northeastern Montana and adjacent Dry Prairie
service area {Figure 1). The project would not
provide irrigation water for crops. This
environmental  assessment (EA), prepared
according to requirements of the National
Environmentat Policy Act (NEPA) and the
Montana Envircnmental Policy Act (MEPA),
analyzes potential and anticipated impacts o the
envirchment from constructing and operating the
project.

The Department of the Interior, Bureau of
Reclamation {(BOR} i the lead federal agency
responsibie for cversesing compliance with
NEPA. The Montana Department of Natural
Resources and Conservation (DNRC) and
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) are
cooperating agencies responsible for overseeing
compliance with MEPA.

The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) is also a
cooperating federal agency in preparation of this
EA. The BlA would use this EA to satisfy NEPA
compliance regarding leases, easements, rights-
of-way, and permits that the BIA may approve
regarding Indian trust land. The BIA could adopt
this EA or tier to its analysis fo mest
requiremants of future proposed actions.

The BOR, BIA, and DNRC will determine if the
proposed project has the potential for significant
effects on the quality of the human environmant.
i it is determined that the proposed project
would not significantly affect the guality of the
human environment, 2 Finding of No Significant
Impact (FONSI) will be prepared by BOR. If
significant impacts are determined to be likely In
this EA, the environmental review process wouid
be expanded and an environmental impact
statement would be prepared.

This EA is a programmatic document bhecause
some pipeline alignments and other project
components have not been finalized. Therefore,
comprehensive site-specific inventories were,
impractical for the entire project arsa.  Additional
NEPA and MEPA documents will be required as
site-specific components are developed prior to

construction. This programimatic EA is expected
to address all impacts that may occur with
construction and operation of the project, but
does not address in delall the site-specific
impacts. If, as the project design is completed, it
is defermined that the nature and magnitude of
some impacts have not been addressed In this
programmatic EA, additional analysis will be
required to comply with NEPA and MEPA,

Examples of additional NEPA compliance that
may be required are acquisition of easements to
¢ross lands managed or under easement {o the
LS. Fish and Wildlife Service. Site-specific
analysis of lands that would be affected is
required for easements granted by the U.58. Fish
and Wiidlife Service. Additional compiiance with
MEPA would also be reguired for construction
across state lands and for permifs ¢ encroach
or cross state highways. After submilta! of an
Application for Right-of-Way Easemeni, the
DNRC is required fo prepare environmental
assessments for parcels of state land that would
be affected by construction.

There is uncerlainty if additional electrical
transmission fines will be constructed from the
Westen Area Power Administration (WAPA)
substation in Wolf Point to provide power to the
pumps at the intake structure near Poplar. If new
powerlines need to he constructed, this action
would require additional NEPA and MEPA
compliance that would tier off this EA.

The Fort Peck Assiniboine and Bioux Tribes
(Tribes) and Dry Prairie Rural Water Authority
{Dry Prairie), through cooperalive agreements
with the BOR are conducting planning, design,
and environmental analysis for the proposed
project. The Tribes and Dry Pralre will consuit
and coordinate with the lead federal agency,
state agencies, and other entities Involved with
administrative and regulatory aspects of the
proposed FPRRWS project.

PURPOSE

The purpose of this project is to provide a
dependable regional supply ©f good-quality
water for domestic and livestock consumption,

Firal Programmatic £EA
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garden-scale irrigation, and industrial use in
northeastern Montana through implementation
of the Forl Peck Rural Water System Act of
2000 (P.L. 106-382). The FPRRWS would draw
water from the Missouri River tc serve a 7,800
square-mile region in northeastern Montana in
need of a sufficient supply of good-quality water
for domestic and livestock consumption, and
industrial ulilization. The project is not intended
to provide irrigation water for agriculture or for
fire suppression. The project area includes
private tand; tand administered by state and
federal agencies; Indian trust land; and tribaliy
owned land, in Valley Daniels, Sheridan, and
Roosevelt counties.

NEED FOR THE PROJECT

Currently, individuals and communities in the
Fort Peck Reservation and Dry Prairie service
areas get most of their domestic water from
weils or from the Missourf River. Some
residents purchase boltled water. Well yields
are low and uncertain and intensive treatment is
required to make water suitable for human
consumgtion.

The Missouri River provides water for the
communities of Culbertson, Glasgow, and St
Marie. Glasgow and St. Marie rely on a system
owned and operated by Boeing Company that
draws water from the dredge ponds immediately
downstream from Fort Peck Reservoir. The Fort
Peck Rural County Waler District also draws
water from dredge ponds to provide municipal
water for the community of Fort Peck and a
surrounding 50-square mile service area. All
other communities in the Fort Peck Reservation
and Dry Prairie service areas rely on
groundwater.

Groundwater sources generally produce small
quantities of water relative to the demand and
water guality is uniformly poor. Dissolved solids
range from 748 mg/l (Brockton) to 2,332 mg/
(Fort Kipp), and sulfates range as high as
1,120mg/l {(Fort Kipp). These levels of dissolved
materials exceed the limits for drinking water set
by Environmentai Protection Agency (EFPA). In
addition, concentrations of iron and manganese
at many locations also exceed drinking water
standards. Extensive treatment of groundwater
is necessary, including fron and manganese
removal, ion exchange, and reverse gsmosis,
Water supplies for fivestock are sufficiently high

in minerals to adversely affect the livestock
industry, the primary source of income and
employment aver much of the project area.

The most abundant source of groundwater in the
region is the Flaxville gravels, Aithough this
aguifer would provide adequate groundwater for
parts of the project area, as many as 80 percent
of wells drilled into this aquifer have nitrate
levels exceeding the maximum allowabls limit in
drinking water. Nitrates can be removed from
drinking water by reverse 0smosis or distiliation,
but this is costly and is not considered an
aliernative to the proposed project.

BACKGROUND

An adequate supply of good-quality drinking
water has historically been a problem in
northeastern Montana. In 1992, the Fort Peck
Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes began work to
estabish a waler supply project for the
Reservation.  When plans for the proposed
waler development project were presented to
the Montana Congressional delegation for
federal funding, they suggested the project area
be expanded to include areas ouiside of the
Reservation that are also experiencing similar
water quality problems.

In 1997, a steering committee, consisting of a
county commissioner, a conservation district
member, and one member at large was formed
for the off-Reservation part of the project. In
1998, an association of conservation diskricts
was formed to administer the off-Reservation
part of the project now called Dry Prairle Rural
Water. With passage of two state laws (1998
legislature) that created a funding mechanism
for regional waler systems {SB 220) and the
creation of water authorities (8B 302), the off-
Reservation part of the project became the Dry
Prairie Ryral Water Authority.

Prior to preparation of this EA, the proposed
project was analyzed in the "Technical Report
for Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System”
{1996}, The "Final Enginesring Report” (2001),
the “Water Conservation Plan” (2001) and the
“Value Engineering Report” (2001). These
reports  address need for the project;
engineering considerations; projected costs for
project  components;  baseling  biological,
demographic, and economic information; and

Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System
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other aspects of the proposed project
Information from these sources is widaly used in
ihis EA.

FORT PECK RURAL WATER
SYSTEM ACT OF 2000

Congress authorized and provided planning
appropriations for the proposed FPRRWS
project on October 27, 2000 through the Fort
Peck Rural Water System Act of 2000 (PL 106-
382, 114 Stat. 1451), The legislation authorized
the construction of a water project that would
bring safe drinking water from a regional
freatment plan on the Missoun River to the Fort
Peck Indian Reservation and to all or parts of
Roosevelt, Sheridan, Daniels, and Valley
counties outside the Reservation. Congress
authorized $175 million for the project, with $124
million for the Fort Peck Reservation service
arsa and %51 million for the Dry Prailrie service
area. In addition to federal funding, the State of
Montana and the Dry Prairie water users will
each provide an additional $8.4758 million for the
Dry Prairie service area for a tofal proposed
budgst of $192.1 million.  Construction is
proposed to begin in 2002 and extend through
2011.

CONTAMINANT SURVEY

Bepartment of Interior (D01} policy requires that
contaminant surveys be conducted for land
transfers that occur betwaen the DO and non-
DO entities. Transfers that involve acguisition
of land or bulidings are surveyed for
contamination to ensure that DO! doss not
acquire land with hazardous materials liabililies.
Possible land acquisitions for the FPRRWS
project could include locations for the water
treatment plant, pumping stations, storage
tanks. Forms for conducting contaminant
surveys are inciuded in Appendix A,

ISSUES DISCUSSED IN THIS EA

lssues discussed in this EA were identified from
comments submilted by state and federal
agencies and the public. The following are
potential project-related effects examined in this
document.

» Effects on threatened and endangered
species, proposed  coritical habitat, and

species of special concern such, as the
pallid sturgecn, bald eagle, piping plover,
and least tern.

¥ Effects on migratory birds

» Effects on native prairle vegetation and
associated wildlife.

> Effects on wetlands and waters of the United
States.

» Effects on soils and prime farmiands,

» Effects on  cuitursl,  historical, and
archagolegical resources.

> Effects on the local economy and
government services.

» Effects on tand use and development.

Effects on noxious weed infestations.

A

Effects on fisheries.

v v

Effects on wildiife,

Effects on human health and guality of life.

Y v

Cumulative effects,

¥

Mitigation requirements.

» Monitoring and environmental compliance,

ASSUMPTIONS OF ANALYSIS

Analysis and conclusions regarding potential
effects that could or would result from the
proposed FPRRWS project are based on the
following assumptions:

» Project sponsors would obtain necessary
easements, permits and  licenses for
construction anu operation of the project in
the Fort Peck Reservation and Dry Prairie
service aress.

» Private land owners will donate easements
for the project.

» Environmental commitments to  avoid,
minimize, campensate, and menitor for lost

Final Programmatic EA
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or degraded resource valugs wolld be
implemented.

An  interdiscipiinary team consisting of
resource specialists representing state and
federal agencies and project sponsors would
monitor the projest 1o ensure that
envirorgmenial commitments are
implemented and effective.

Acreage estimates associated with the
project pipeline system are bazsed on an
average pipeline nght-of-way width 25 feet.

Ninety percent of project construction
workers would be from the project-area,
four-county iabor force.

If the Proposed Action were not
impiemented, individuals and communities
would continue o seek good-guality water
fram welis and the Missouri River,

Fort Peck Resarvation Rural Water System
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES

DEVELOPMENT OF
ALTERNATIVES

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT
REJECTED

Various allernatives to fulfil the purpose snd
need for the proposed FPRRWS were
considered and analyzed, bui none were
determined less damaging to the environment or
to provide greater henefits for fewer costs than
the proposed action. The alternatives of hauling
water and drilling more wells {o tap groundwater
were rejected because they would not meet the
project purpose and need of providing a region-
wide, reliable source of good-quality water,
Although there are groundwaler aquifers that
could provide some of the project needs,
groundwater needs to be extensively freated
{i.e., reverse osmosis or distiliation) fo remove
nitrates and  other harmful or undesirable
chemical constituents, Treating groundwater
through reverse asmosis or distillation would be
prohibitively expensive on a regional scale, It
would also be unreliable.  Existing systems to
freat groundwater, for example at Medicine
Lake, have proven {o be unreliable and
prohibitively costly to operate, maintain, and
replace.  Therefore, all afternatives but the
Proposed Action and No Action were considered
but rejected.

ENGINEERING MODIFICATIONS
CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED

The following engineering miedifications were
analyzed as aiternative methods for meeling the
purpose and need of the FPRRWS. They do not
represent alternatives to the proposed action
{2.g., hauling water or drilling new wells) and
could not be implemented in the absence of the
FPRRWS.

Intake at Fort Peck Reservoir or
Nashua

Although the Reservoir is at 2 highet elevation
than the project area (thus reducing pumping
costs), the distance over which water would be
pumped is substantially longer, Ninsty percent
of water needs for the project would be pumped
from Nashua or Fort Peck, with 10 percent going
directly to Glasgow. Because of the increased
pipeline length, size, and volume of water, taking
water from the vicinity of Fort Peck Reservoir
would cost more, use more energy, and have
more environmental effects because of longer
large-diameter pipehines. Pumping costs from
an intake at Fort Peck Reservoir or Nashuza
would be higher than for an intake at Poplar or
some other central location. An intake at Fort
Peck Reservoir or Nashua would be about $10
millich more than an intake at Popiar because of
higher pipe and pumping costs.

Infiltration Gallery on Missouri River

An infiltration gallery was considered to address
fish entrainment concerns. Rather thian diverting
water from the river channel, an infiltration
gallery would divert water fom shallow
groundwater flowing along the bed of the river.
An infiliration gallery is a network of perforated
pipe laid horizontally and packed in gravel,
below ihe riverbed. Water would infilirate
downward from the river by gravily, through the
packed gravel, and into the perforated pipe, To
construct an infillration gallery, a portion of
riverbed  would have to be temporarily
dewatered.

An infiitration gallery intake was considered but
rejecied because of problems with maintenance
and other factors. An infiliration gallery would
become clogged and not transmit sufficient
amounts of water without frequent maintenance
because of high sediment lcads in the Missouri
River. An infiliration gallery would also draw
water from the alluvium of the Missouri River.
Water quality of alluvial groundwater in the
Missouri River, generally, is not as good as
surface water. There wouid be no cost savings

Final Programmatic EA
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if an infiltration galiery were used as a waler
intake.

"Looping” the Core Pipelines

Concerns were raised over the efficiency of
disinfection of water due to the long residence
time in some segmenis of the pioeline system.
The alternative of "looping” the pipeline was
considered but rejected because of cost and
limited potential to improve residence time of
disinfectants in pipelines. Long residence time
of water in pipelines is not desirable because
levels of disinfectant are depleted when water
remaing in the pipe for extended periods.
Looping would involve constructing the pipeline
so that water would not remain in the pipeline for
extended periods of time.  Looping would
reguire increased pipe diameters and more
pumping capacity, which would substantiaily
increase costs. it is unlikely that looping would
reduce formation of biofiims in pipes because
residence time in smaller pipes that are looped
would be comparable to residence time in
smaller unlooped lines. Rather than looping
pipeling segments, flushing valves would be
used at dead ends in pipelines. Flushing valves
would accomplish the same purpose (e,
reduce the potential for biofilm formation} as
looping pipeline segments.  Addition of the
diginfectant  chloramine  would  enhance
disinfection In the pipeline systerm where water
has a long residence tima.

The Value Engineering Study evaluated the
main looping system and determined that it was
redundant to provide water from two different
directions because of Increased cost for
pumping plants and pipelines. Excessive
aperation and maintenance costs were found to
be associated with the pipelines and pumping
stations needed for looping. Looping the major
pipeline system was determined unjustifiable
and a cost savings could be realized by bringing
water from only one direction fo serve the area.

Gravity Water Intake

To save costs associated with pumiping water
from the wet well at the project intake io the
water treatment plant, a gravity water intake was
analyzed., With a gravity intake, water would be
diverted from an intake near Wolf Point and

conducted in a 20-mile open ditch to the water
treatment plant near Poplar.

This alternative was rejected because of higher
construction, operation, and maintenance costs,
refiability concerns, and environmental mitigation
costs. The risic of flow distuption due to freezing
in winter and Missouri River flooding were
considered unacceptably high,

NO ACTION

NEPA reguires that the proposed action and
other reasonable alternatives be compared to
the future without the project, or no achon, to
determine the effects of project construction and
operation,  Under this alternative, the project
sponsors would not receive the necessary
federal and state permits and authorizations to
consfruct the FPRRWS.

With no action, individuals and communities
would continue to treat water and haul water, but
at some point the treatment costs would exceed
ability to pay. Communities would continue fo
use water that doss not meet standards.
Existing treatment systems could be abandoned.
Population growth is projected fo increase on
the Fort Peck Reservalion and decrease in the
Dry Prairie service area with or without the
project.

PROPOSED ACTION

Congress authorized funding for the FPRRWS
under PL 108-382, 114 Stat. 1451 at $175
million, with additional funding from the Stats of
Montana and the Dry Prairie water users
contributing another $17 million. Considering all
funding sources, the total projected cost of the
preject in 1998 dollars is $192 million. Becauss
the project wouid be constructed over a 10-year
period, this authorized funding amount would be
adjusted for inflation.

When completed, the project would serve a
maximum of about 30,000 people. The 2000
census shows that the population for the
combined Fort Peck and Dry Praitie service
areas is 24,417 persons,

After the project is constructed, 25 fulltime
employees would be needed for operation and
maintenance of both the Fort Peck Reservation

Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System
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and Dry Prairig service areas, with a combined
annual budget of $3.572 miliion.

The Fort Peck Tribes have a federal reserved
water right for 1 million acre-feet from the
Missourt River dating from 1888, Most water
rights in the western United States have prionty
dates based on when water was first pui to
beneficial use (e.g., agricuiture). However,
federal reserved water rights for Indian
reservations and other federally reserved lands
have priorties dating back to at least as early as
establishment of reservations, even If water use
on the reserved lands began at a much later
date. The proposed project would use about
8,200 acre-feet each year of the one million
acre-feet approved by the State of Montana
Reserved Water Rights Compact Commission,
The Tribes have agreed to provide the Dry
Prairie service area water from fribal water righis
at no cost for the life of the project,

The Proposed Action addressed in this EA
represents the maximum project development
authorized under the Fort Peck Reservation
Rural Water System Act of 2000. Consequently,
project effects analyzed in this EA reflect the
maximum project development that could {ake
place. The actual geographic extent and
population served by the project could be
smaller i communities in the Fort Peck
Reservation and Dry Prairie service do not
participate in the praject.

Value Engineering Studies conducted by the
BOR, consulting enginsers, and the project
sponsors indicate that there are several possible
pipeline and pumping station configurations that
may provide water to parts of the Dry Prairie
service at less cost than the Proposed Action.
Possible project reconfigurations are addressed
in the “‘Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water
Systems  Accountability Report” (Watson
Engineering Aptil 16, 2002).

Two pipeline reconfigurations analyzed in the
Accountability Report provide water to Opheim
and Plentywood were determined to have
potentially  lower electrical, operation, and
maintenance costs. The main features of these
reconfigurations include:

> Allocation of flow between the three main
core pipelines to eliminate  the

interconnecting points at the northwest and
southeast points in the system.

> Relocation of reservoirs at higher elevations
between pumping stations.

¥ Variation of pipeline pressures at pumping
stations.

» Align pipeline between Highway 2 and
Sccbey west of the Poplar River.

» Deliver water to Opheim and Plentywood
glong a single route of the main
fransmission pipeline.

Although electrical, operation, and maintenance
costs would be lower with the Opheim and
Plentywood reconfiguration, pipeline costs would
be higher. The economic feasibility of the
reconfigurations will be analyzed in greater
detail when engineering design-level
investigations are undertaken for the project
prior to construction,

Major components of the Proposed Action
include the following:

INTAKE STRUCTURE NEAR POPLAR

A screened intake would be constructed in the
channe! of the Missouri River near Poplar, for a
distance of about 150 feet to withdraw water
intc two 42-inch, non-metallic pipes. The intake
and mesh size (0.25 inches or smaller) of the
screen on the intake structure would be
designed so that water velocities entering the
intake would not exceed 0.50 feet per second.
The intake structures would be placed in 3 sump
and two 42-inch pipes would be placed in a
trench in the river bottom, excavated from a
barge (Figure 2).

Raw water would be conveyed in the 42-inch
pipes o a wet well located beyond the 100-year
fiocodplain.  The gradient of the pipe would be
designed so that water would be delivered from
the iniake by gravity. The wet well would be
constructed to a depth of about 30 feet to allow
gravity flow from the intake. The wet well would
be about 15 feet in diameter to accommodate
vertical turbine pumps piaced in the well to lift
water to the freatment plant. Pumping units
would be housed in a facility with heat and
ventilation and would be equipped with cranes to
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remove and repair the pumps. The water intake
also would be equipped with air for delivery to
the intake screens to keep them free from debris
that could restrict water intake.

The intake system would aiso include a faciiity to
add potassium permanganate solution to the
raw water stream before it reaches the water
treatment plant, Potassium  permanganate
would oxidize organic materials that could impart
taste and cdor to the water. Oxidation of
organic materials prior to chiorination in the
treatment piant would reduce the poteniial for
formation of trihalomethanes, chemical
compounds that can cause cancer and damage
internal organs. Project design would minimize
the potential for potassium permanganste to
contaminate Missouri River water,

Chlorination would be accomplished through the
addition of chiotine and ammonia during water
treatment to form chloramine. Chloramine is an
effective disinfectant for longer periods than
chioring alone.

WATER TREATMENT PLANT

A conventional water lreatment plant, occupying
from 5 to 10 acres, is proposed for the project.
Ceonventional  water  treatment  involves
coagulationffloccuigtion, sedimentation, filtration
to remove suspended particles from the raw
water, and disinfection of filtered water to kill
microorganisms. Other conventional water
treatments may also include activated-carbon
absorption, alum and cation coagulation, pH
modification, corrosion inhibition, and
fluoridation.  The water treatment would be
designed fo freat @ maximum of 13.099 million
gallons per day.

Conventional treatment combined with super
pulsator, clarifier, microfiliration, nanofiltration, or
media filtration may contribute to lower water
freatment cosls and improve quality of the
trealed water. Additional analyses and the final-
design stage of the project will be undertaken to
adequately evaluate the relative merits of these
additional water treatment options.

Suspended sediment from treated water would
be ftransported to sludge ponds following
removal at the water treatment plant.  The
sludge ponds would be about one acre in size.
At full operating capacity (diversion of 6,200

acre-feet annuadly), about 0.84 acre-feet of
sludge {i.e., sediment and chemical coaguiants)
would be deposited in the sludge ponds. Sludge

would be disposed of in an approved landfill. '

PUMPING STATIONS AND
RESERVOIRS

Twenty primary pumping stations on the core
pipeline system and 90 smaller pumping stations
on branch lines are proposed to move water
throughout the project area.  Each primary
pumping station would have fouwr pumps, One
pump would have the capacity t© provide one-
half the daily maximum demand. Each primary
pumping station would have backup pumps that
would be available for emergency use. Primary
and secondary pumping stations would together
occupy about 20 acres,

Pumping stations would be operated by
electricity from focal distribution lines and would
be equipped with heating and ventilation
egquipment,  Pumping stations with electrical
demands greater than 5 horsepower would
require three-phase power, whereas smaller
pumps would nead one-phase power. Three-
phase power is currently available for pumping
stations at all locations on the main pipeline
system. Some upgrades may be required on
existing electrical distribution systems along
branch lines off the main pipeling system. The
twenty primary pumpling stations would have
diese! backup generators in the event of
elecirical power failure. Pumping stations would
also be used as access points to add additional
chlerine to the system if necessary.

Each pumping station would have an associated
storage tank.  Storage fanks would provide
water when short-term demands during peak-
uge periods are greater than can be supplied by
the pipeline.

PIPELINE TRANSMISSION SYSTEM

The pipeline for the project (Figure 3) requiring
9,666 acres of right-of-way, would extend about
3,191 miles and have pipelines ranging from 2 to
24 inches in diameter (Table 1). Approximately
1,370 miles of pipeline would be placed in the
Fort Peck service area and 1,820 miles would
be in the Dry Prairie service area (Table 1),
Maximum pressures in the pipeline would be

Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System



~, Pump Station
il High Water

| Lo Water

fader  wu owe  mme e e s mer - w

Screens

Gravity Intake

MISSOURI RIVER INTAKE SCHEMATIC
FORT PECK RESERVATION RURAL WATER SYSTEM

FIGURE 2




NORTH DAKOTA

8 ==

Intake and
Treatment

0 Miles 8

MAXIM 2902313300

m— Main Off-reservation Pipeline (DPRW)
Off-reservation Pipeline (OPRW)

Main On-reservation Pipeline (Tribes)
- - On-reservation Pipeline (Tribes)

August 2002
State Administered Land
BLM Administered Land .
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Land Project Study Area
g.S. FlSh' and Wildlife Service Conservation Easements Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System
eservation Boundary . . .
County Boundary Valley, Daniels, Sheridan, and Roosevelt Counties, Montana



Alternatives

TABLE 1
Miles of Pipelinne by Diameter for the Fort Peck Reservation and
Dry Praitie Service Areas

Pipe Diameter Fort Peck Dry Prairic Total Miles
2 inch 816.4 1,072.3 1,888.7
4inch 384.2 517.9 9021
& inch 435 858 134.3
8 inch 0 59.6 59.6
10 inch 0 27.5 27.5
12 inch 14.3 3g.1 53.4
14 inch 62.7 18.0 70,7
18 inch 30.0 0 30.0

24 inch 24.3 0 243
Total miles of Pipe 1,370.4 1.820.1 31905

250 pounds per square inch. Pipe sizes were
determined by use of a hydraulic modst that
analyzed projected waler demands at various
locations, topographic features that affect
pumping requirements, and electricity sources
and costs,

SUPERVISORY CONTROL AND
ACQUISITION (SCADA)
INSTRUMENTATION

Communication links 1o monitor and control
operation of pumping stations, reservoirs, and
the treatment plant wouid be provided
electronically by  SCADA  instrumentation.
Operation of project facilities would be
monitored from computers at control centers in
Poplar (Fort Peck Reservation service area) and
Culbertson (Dry Prairie service area). Project
pperators in the Fort Peck Reservation and Dry
Prairie service areas would be able to monitor
operation of all project facilities, but only project
operators on the Fort Peck Reservation would
be able control operation of the facilities on the
Reservation. Similarly, only Dry Prairie
operators would have access to controls of
pumping stations and resarvoirs in the Dry
Prairie service area,

ELECTRICITY SUPPLY

The Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System
Act of 2000 (P.L. 108-382) specifies that power
to operate the FPRRWS project will he made
available from power designated for future
irrigation  and drainage for the Pick-Sloan
Missouri Basin program. This power is available

only during the irrigation season (April through
September). Western Area Power
Administration (WAPA) will supply this power at
a firm rate of approximately 18 mills per kilowatt
hour, with capacity and energy sufficient to meet
water freatment, pumping, and incidental
operational requirements of the project. During
the monihs of October through March, WAPA is
authorized to supply such additional power as is
needed at the best available rate, purchasing
such additional power as necessary. Furchase
power costs currently are expecled to range
from 156 to 40 mills depending on markef
conditions. Annual energy requirements for the
project are estimated o be about 14.2 milion
kilowatt hours, about 1 megawatt demand. With
variations in market conditions for purchase
power, power costs to operate the project will
also vary in the future, with the tend most likely
toward higher costs than currently estimated,

Depending on whether power to the proiect is
delivered directly through the federal grid or
through an intermediate transmission
arrangement, additional costs may be incurred
for delivery over non-federal lings. Costs will be
higher if additiona! transmission capacity is
added to meet the load requirements in either
case.

CATHODIC PROTECTION

At locations where welded sieel or ductile iron
pipe is used and soils are corrosive, special
measures to prevent corrosion of the pipe will be
impiemented  (fe., cathodic  protection).
Corrosion of the pipeline would be prevented by
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induction of weak eiectrical currenis threugh
buried pipelines.

SERVICE AREAS

The FPRRWS project would consist of the Fort
Peck Reservation and the Dry Prairie service
aregs (Figure 1). Project faciliies for the Fort
Peck Reservation service area would be owned
by the federal government and held in trust for
the Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes by the Bureau
of Indian Affairs (BIA) The Fort Peck
Reservation part of the projsct would be
managed and operated by the Fort Peck
Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes under contfract
with the BiA as provided under the Indian Self-
determination Act (P.1. 92-638).

The Dry Prairie part of the project would be
owned, operated, and managed by the Dry
Prairie Rural Water Authority. The Dry Prairie
Rurat Water Authority s 3 legal entity,
established by Montana Senate Bill 302, with
authority to supply water to districts and
municipaiities, issue bonds, and carry out other
responsibiliies necessary o manage and
cperate the off-Reservation part of the project.
A cooperative agresment between the Dry
Prairie Rural Water Authority and the Bureau of
Reclamation  specifies  the  policy  and
responsibilities for planning and construction of
the FPRRWS in the Dry Prairie service area.

ldentification of future water users for both
service areas of the project has been ongoing
since 1998 and will continue through preparation
of this EA. Future rural water users in the Dry
Prairie service area have paid a fee of $100 to
register for the project, Each community that
chooses o receive water from the proiect has
paid a fee of $5.00 per service connection within
their water system. Each community that
chooses to receive water from the project would
have the option of maintaining existing waler
supply facilities. However, the economic
advantages of receiving water from the project
may make it less desirable for communities to
maintain existing water-supply facilities. All Dry
Prairie Rural Water Authority contracts with
municipalities would have an exclusive water-
supply provision,

Once the project is complete, there would be no
monthly charge for water to residents in the Fort
Pack Reservation service area (both tribal and

non-tribal members). Legisiation for the
FPRRWS authorizes appropriations to cover
monthly water and operation and rnaintenance
costs for water users in the Fart Peck
Reservation service area, whether thay are tribal
or non-tribal members.

Water users in the Dry Prairie service area
would be billed monthly based on the amount of
water used. Each water user would have =
mater installed to record water usage. Rates for
Dry Prairie water users are estimated at $40 per
rmonth,

There would be no taxes assessed o water
users in the Fort Peck Reservation or in the Dry
Prairie service areas for construction and
operation of the system All costs for
construction, operation, and maintenance in the
Fort Peck Reservation service area would be
covered by federal appropriations.

Caonstruction funding for the Dry Prairie service-
area faciliies would be provided by federal
appropriation ($81 million}, state appropriation
{$8.475 million}, and initia! assessment to Dry
Prairie water users {$8.475 million). Additional
money necessary for construction, operation,
and maintenance of the Dry Prairie service-area
facitities would be generated from local bonding
using the water systern Hself as collateral
Revenue bonds would be retired through money
generated by the system and not taxes.
Financing the local share (ie., $8.475 million
from water users) of construction cosis with
revenue bonds would allow for  voluntary
participation in the project.

Although it is important to identify water users
prior to construction so that the system can be
sized to efficiently distribute water to all parts of
sarvice areas, it is not possible to predict
locations for all future water users. If a person
or household chooses to receive water from the
project after the project is completed, fees fo
hook up to water distribution lines would be
borne by the water user. Hook-up costs would
vary depending on the length of pipeline that
would be constructad from the distribution line to
the site of use. It is likely that the average cost
to hook up after the project is completed would
be $1,000 to $2,000 per waler user. If & water
user chooses to quit recelving water from the
project afler the project has been in operation,
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there would be no fee assessed to terminate
services.

Because the infake structure and water
treatment plant would provide water to both
service areas, it would be necessary for Dry
Prairie fo pay for part of the operaticn and
maintenance costs of these facilities, Costs to
Dry Prairie for operation and maintenance would
be prorated on amounts of water used in the Dry
Prairie service area,

RIGHT-OF-WAY {(ROW} EASEMENTS

Construction of pipelines for the project would
require obtaining ROW easements for crossing
public and private land in the Fort Peck
Reservation and Dry Prairie service areas. On
the Ressrvation, pipelines would cross trust
lands owned by the Assiniboine and Sioux
Tribes, lands of individual tribal members, and
private lands, no longer in trust.

Most land within the Dry Prairie service area is
privately owned, but there are parceis of state
and federal land distributed throughout, There
are relatively large blocks of state land in
Daniels and Valley counties (Appendix B and
Figure 3}. Lands managed by The Bureay of
Land Management and U.S. Fish and Wildiife
Service would be crossed betwesn Glasgow and
St. Marie and in the Medicine Lake/Westby area,
respectively, {Appendix B and Figure 3j.

Easements would need to be obtained from
each federal agency to construct the project on
lands managed by that federal agency. NEPA
gompliance for issuing easements to cross lands
administered by the U.8. Fish and Wildlife
Service would probably require site-specific
environmental  assessments  for  parcels
encroached on by the project Parcels
administered  include Waterfow! Production
Areas, the Medicine Lake National Wildlife
Refuge, and private lands for which the US,
Fish and Wildlife Service has sasements.

Project  sponsors  assume  that  private
landowners would donale easements o the
project because of the benefits they and their
neighbors would receive from water dealivery.
This has been a common practice on other large
MR&I projects in the Great Plains, |If a
landowner chooses not to donaie sasements,
negotiztions would be conducted to attempt to

accommodate concerns of the landowner, i a
tandowner fails fo provide the requested
easement, the project engineer would evaluate
the feasibility of routes arcund the parcel and
chovse the best alternate route.

Generally, construction easements for the
project would be 75 feet wide with a permanent
operation and maintenance easemernt varying
from 5 fo 35 feet, depending on pipe size
Permanent easements on siate lands fypically
are 5 to10 feet for pipelines up to 12 inches and
20 feet for pipelines up fo 36 inches. Permanent
easemenis allow access for repair of breaks or
other  shori-term  maintenance  activities.
Agricultural activities would be allowed within the
permanent easement, but no permanent
structures, iree planting, or other activities that
would hinder project operations would be
allowed.

Permanent easements are proposed for all
structures  including  pipelines. Pumping
stations, reservoirs, and other smail facilities
would be on lands with permanent sasements.
Large faciliies such as the water treatment
plant, intake, and maintenance buildings would
be ocated on land purchased by the project.

WATER CONSERVATION PLAN

Water conservation is a standard and accepted
practice of contemporary municipai, rural, and
industrial water projects. Public law 106-382
provides that a water conservation plan be
developed that will ensure that Reservation and
Dry Prairie water users use the best practicable
technology and management techniques fo
conserve water. The Water Conservation Plan
{(Watscn Engineering no date} prepared for the
FPRRWS is based on guidelines of the EPA,
mandated under the Safe Drinking Water Act of
19986, as amended.

EPA guldelines for the proposed project include
the following water conservation planning goals
and objectives:

¥ Eliminating, downsizing, or posiponing the
need for capital projects.

¥ Improving the utilization and extending the
life of existing facilities.

* Lowering variable operating costs.
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¥ Avoiding new source development costs.

L4

Improving  drought  and
prepargdness.

emergency

» Educating water users about the value of
water.

¥ Improving refiability and marging of safe and
dependable vields.

» Protecting and preserving environmental
resources.

It is not anticipated that increased availability of
good quality water would require expansion of
existing sewage treatment facilities in
communities in the project area. The Water
Conservation Plan is directed at  water
conservation during days of peak summer
consurmption, and would reduce rather than
expand the demand for sewage treatment.

If the project were not implemented (o action)
water conservation would occur because of the
high cost of {reating water and scarcity of good-
quality water in the region. Water conservation
would be self imposed because of scarcity and
cost,
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE
PROJECT AREA

The project area for the FPRRWS includes all or
parts of Valiey, Daniels, and Sheridan counties -
approximately 7,800 sguare miles in
northeastern Montana (Figure 3). The Fort
Peck Reservation covers about 3,200 square
miles, and the Dry Prairie service area covers
about 4,600 square miles. The project area is
bounded on the north by the Canadian border,
on the east by North Dakota, on the south by the
Missouri River, and on the west by an arbitrary
line that allows most of the residents of Valley
County to be included. Because the boundaries
are fixed as a result of the Congressional
authorization for the FPRWSS, changes would
require an act of Congress.

Tribal headquarters for the Fort Peck
Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes are at Poplar,
Montana. The Reservation includes parts of
Dantels, Valley, GSheridan and Rocsevelt
counties.  Land ownsership of the 2,083,310
acres on the Reservation consists of about 27
percent aliotied lands, 65 percent fee lands, and
17 Tribal trust lands.

The Dry Prairie service area includes portions of
Valley, Daniels, Sheridan, and Roosevelt
counties, Together the Fort Peck Reservation
and Dry Prairie service area include all of
Daniels, Sheridan, and Roosevelt counties and
part of Valley County. The majority of land
ownership is private. The Dry Prairie Rural
Water Authority is headquariered in Culbertson,
Montana.

DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING
WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM

The Missouri River is the source of water for the
communities of Culbertson, Glasgow, and St
Marie. Glasgow and St. Marie rely on a system
cwned and operzted by Boeing Company that
draws water from the dredge ponds downstream
from Fort Peck Reservoir. Other communities
sych as Bainville, Medicine Lake, Plentywood,
Poplar, and Wolf Point rely on groundwater.

The Missouri River provides 2,848,000 gallons
per day and wells provide an additional
7,823,000 galions per day, for a total water
supply capacity in the project area of 10,480,000
galions per day.

Existing water treatment includes ssitlement,
floccutation of suspended sediments, and
chlorination. lron and manganese removal are
common in many communities that rely on
groundwater (e.g., Bainville, Medicine Llake,
Plentywood, Poplar, and Wolf Point). Green
sand filters are in use for iron and manganess
removal. Flaxville uses ion exchange for nitrats
removal. Frazer and Froid use reverse osmosis
for water treatment Dislribution systems are
generally in good repair,

Some larger communities in the prolect area
have investigated ways to improve their water
supply systems. For example, Wolf Point is
considering conversion to surface water from the
Missouri River and has begun a process to
obtain water righis from the State of Montana.
Boeing Company has undertaken investigations
to rehabilitate the intake at the dredge ponds
downstream from Fort Peck Reservolr,
pipelines, pumping stations, and treaiment
plants to provide a more reliable water source
for Glasgow and St Matie.

TOPOGRAPHY, GEOLOGY, AND
SOILS

The project area lies within the Glaciated
Missourl Plateau section of the Great Plains
Physiographic Province {DeVelice et al 1985),
The southern boundary of this province Is
defined by the southern extent of the continental
glaciation during the last ice age. The plains
primarily consist of relatively flat fo gently rolling
sedirmentary and till surfaces modified by stream
erosion and glaciation.  Areas of dissected
topography (badlands and incised drainages)
exist along the Missouri River and in the
headwaters of Big Muddy Creek.

Pronounced landforms in the project area
inciude the Big Muddy Creek drainage, Medicine
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Lake area, and Missouri Coteau prairie potholes
(Heide! et al 2000). Big Muddy Creek lies in a
broad valley formed as major outwash channel
near the margin of a glecial fronl. Terraces that
are both pre- and post-glacial in origin border
the broad stream valley, oversized for the
sfream now occupying it. In the northern part of
the study area, Big Muddy Creek and s
tributaries cut into the Flaxville gravel and the
Fort Union Formation, made up of claystone,
calcareous siltstone, and sandstone.

Medicine Lake is located above the ancestral
Missourt River channel that originally flowed
north to Hudson Bay. The last glacial activity
forced it to turn its course south as the glacial
sheet moved down from Canada. The sand
deposits around Medicine Lake originate from
the bed of the outwash channel Most of the
sand deposits form a thin veneer over glacial fill
and bedrock,

The outwash terrain around Westby and
collapsed moraine landscape around
Comertawn make up the Missouri Coteau prairie
pothole area, with a high density and diversity of
wellands (Heidel et al 2000} The area
experienced at least three periods of glacial
advances, the most recent of which Jleft
hummocky, collapsed sediment fringed by
outwash channels.

Elevations in the project area range from about
1,800 feet south of Bainville to over 3,200 feet in
the northwestern part of the study area.

Grassland soils dominate the project area and
generally have dark surface layers with high
organic matter content. Soils with high clay
contents are most common throughout the
project area. These soils have high water- and
nutrient-holding  capacities and some have
abundant salts. They offen have high shrink-
swell potentials and may be unstable when wet
but the dry climate and gentle topography of the
project area has resulted in few problems with
pipeline infegrity.

Medium- and sandy-textured soils are also
present and especially susceptible to wind and
water ercsion when vegetation is removed.
These soils are common along the larger
streams and rivers, Soils formed in stabilized

sand dunes are present southeast of Medicine
Lake,

long, stesp slopes with high potential for
stability problems are relatively rare in the
project area and along the propesed pipeline
routes. Areas of polentially unstabie soils are
usually limited to small areas and often can be
avoided,

Approximately cne-fourth of the project area has
soils classified as "prime farmland if imigated.”
Less than five percent of these potential prime
farmland acres are being irigated  and,
therefore, are not classified as prime farmiand.
Prime farmland soils in the project area include
the Bowbells, Grail, Harlem, Havre, Havrelon,
Trembles, and Williams soil series where they
axist on slopes of less than four percent. Most
of these prime farmiand soils occur along major
rivers such as the Missouri and Poplar,

WATER RESOURCES

Major surface water resources in the project
area include the Missouri, Poplar, and Milk
rivers, Porcupine, Tule, Wolf, Smoke, and Big
Muddy creeks; and WMedicine Lake. The
Missouri River, the proposed source of water for
the FPRRWS, has an annua! average discharge
of 6 to 7 millicn acre-feet,

Streams within the project area generally are
turbid, low-gradient prairle streams  with
relatively  high concentrations  of calcium,
magnesium, sodium, iron, sulfate, and total
dissolved solids {TDS). During the spring and at
other pericds of high stream flows,
concenirations of dissolved ions and chemical
compounds are generally low. Concentrations
of dissolved constituents generally increase as
stream flows decrease.

Groundwater is present in Madison Formation
and the Flaxville Gravels. The WMadison
Formation aquifer is salty and not sultable as a
drinking water source. Groundwater in the
Flaxvilte Gravel generally is too high in nitrates
for human and livestock consumption.

Groundwater has been contaminated in aquifers
near the city of Poplar with by-products of ol
drilling and cil production {primarily benzene and
brine} that have leaked from the East Foplar Qil
Figld. Contaminants in  groundwater are
migrating toward the Poplar, Pollutants have
been found in approximately 20 drinking water
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wells and have rendered the water no longer
potable. Poplar's three public water supply wells
are potertially threatened =zs contaminants
continue to migrate toward the wells,

VEGETATION

Vegetation on the Reservation and Dry Prairie
service area is typical of the northern Great
Plains with an inlerspersion of native plant
communities and cropland {primarily hay and
small grains). Within the project area,
approximately 60 percent is cropland, 30
percent i3 rangeland, 8 percent s
riparian/wetland, and the remainder is
developed or barren land. Croplands produce
mainty small grains or hay, or are idle in the
Conservation Reserve Program (CRP).

Because approximately 60 fo 80 percent of
native grasslands in the Northern Great Plains
have been converted to croplands, remaining
tracts of prairfie have becoms & valuable
resource for nalive plants of cultural and
medicingl value and for wildlife habitat. Many
wildlife  species associated with prairie
grasstands have greally declined in numbers
and geographic range because cultivation,
overgrazing, and noxious weed infestations
have eliminated or degraded native grasstands.

Native grasslands on the project consist of
Northern Grassland, complexes of Sandy
Grassland/Northern Grassland, Centrat
Grassland, and Northeastern Grassiand on
eastern portions of the Rsessrvation (Payne
1873).  Dominant plants of native prairie
communities include weslern whealgrass,
bluebunch wheatgrass, green nesdlegrass,
needie-and-thread, blue grama, little blusstem,
prairie sandreed, fringed sagewort, dolted
gayfeather, scurfpea, cudweed sagewort,
western yarrow, winterfat, and American vetch.
Commen shrubs include big sagebrush, siiver
sagebrush, rabbitbrush, greasewood, juniper,
rose, and skunkbush sumac,

Native prairie is present in relatively large tracts
in the western and cenfral parts of the
Reservation {(Figure 4). One tract of native
prairie, contiguous with federal lands adjacent {o
the Reservation, is of national significance
because of its large size, good range condition,

and diverse plant communities (Brian Martin,
Nature Conservancy, pers. comm. 1998},

in the northeastern part of the project area,
sandhills and praire potholes support distinctive
vegetation.  Prairde potholes have diverse
vegetation and important ecological functions
and values, The sandhills are stabilized sand
dunes formed on the lee side (southeas?) of
Medicine Lake and southwest of Froid,

Woody vegetation is  largely confined to
floodplains of perennial rivers and streams (e.g.,
Missouri River, Milk River, Poplar River, Smoke
Creek, Wolf Creek, Porcupine Creek and Muddy
Creek) and woody draws that dissect uplands
{Hansen et al 1885). The most common riparian
forest communilies are dominated by an
overstory of green ash or OGreat Plaing
cottonwood, with snowberry, chokecherry,
tharny buffaloberry, Wood's rose, and red-osier
dogwood being common shrub species.

Woody draws are composed predominantly of 2
forest overstory of green ash and American elm,
with a diversity of shrubs and herbaceous
understory species. Woody draws mostly oceur
in the upper reaches of Big Muddy Creek
(Redstone o Plentywood; and  around
Culbertson. Typically, they ocour where rolling
uplands have been sroded into incised
drainages.

PLANT SPECIES OF SPECIAL
CONCERN

Although not listed as threatenad or endangered
under the Endangered Species Act of 1973,
plant species of special concern are considered
by the Montana Natural Heritage Program to be
vulnerable to extirpation across their range or
across the state due to rarity, significant less of
habitat, or sensitivity to human-caused mortality
or habitat disturbances. Data oblained from the
Natural Heritage Program and & report by Helde!
et al (2000} identify species of spedial concern
known to be present or that could occur in the
project area (Tabie 2).  Heidel et al (2000)
surveyed plants only in Sheridan Counly, but
some of the species they found could also be
present in suitable habitats elsewhere in the
project area.

Final Programmatic EA
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TABLE 2
Plant Species of Special Concern
Found in the Project Area

Common Name Scientific Name Cecurrence in Project Area
Foison suckleya Suckleya sucklayvana Alkaling zreg, 15 miles N.E. of Woif Point
Pate-spiked lobslia Lobelia spicata ﬁaegg; of prairie potholes near Brush Mountain and
. . . Grassiand slopes among prairie potholes near
Ovalleal milkweed Asclepias ovafifolia Comertown
Many-headed sedge Carex sychnocephaia Margins of prairie pothales near Comertown
- Vernally wat areas among prairie potholes near
Chaffweed Certunculug minimyus Comerown
Smooth goosefost Chenopodium subglabrum Active blowouts in sandhiis near Medicine Lake
Fendler cat's-aye Cryptantha fendled Sandhills near Medicine Lake
Schweinitz' fiatsedge Cyperus schwelrstzi Medicine Lake sanghills
Sitky prairie clover Dalia viliosa Sandy prairie in Medicine Lake sandhils
Katm's kobelia Lohbelia kalmis Rich-fen wetlands near Dagmar
Plainis phipx Fhiox andicols Grassiands notth and sast of Medicine Lake
) . . Alkaline meadows among prairie potholes in
Mealy primrose Prinmuila incans Sheridan County
Siender bulrush Scirplig helerpchaeiys Marsh wellands at Medicine Lake
Northarn blue-eyed grass Sisyrinchium septeninonale Wet meadows near Comertown

ETHNOBOTANY

People of the Fort Peck Tribes use many nalive
plants for food, medicine, or spiritual purposes.
Plants of ethnobotanical importance known or
likely to occur on the Reservation and Dry
Prairie service areas are listed as follows
{Johnstorn 1987, Hart and Moore 1978, and
Gilmore 1977). sweet grass, cattail, fleld mint,
cow parsaip, stinging nettle, horsetail, arow-
grass, arrow-head, Baltic rush, coltonwood,
chokecherry, thorny  buffalo-berry, golden
currard, baneberry, reed grass, hawthorn, blue
camas, willow, red-osigr dogwood, wolf willow
(silver berry), water hemiock, creeping juniper,
blue grama, wild onion, needle-and-thread,
Indian ricegrass, sedges, yeliow bells, sego lily,
wild rose, avens, shrubby cinquefoil, wild
licorice, pasque flower, saskatoon
(serviceberry), bitterroot, spring beauty, winter
fat, fringed sage, man sage, silver sage, wild
strawberry, breadroot {Indian turnip}, seneca-
root, buffalc bean, praife clover, praire
coneflower, puccoon, and scarlet globemaliow.

NOXIOUS WEEDS

Noxious weeds are exotic plant species that
often render land unfit for agriculture, forestry,
livestock, or other beneficial uses (County

Noxious Weed Control Act). Many noxious
weeds dominate and replace native vegetation
because of the lack of natural controls combined
with aggressive growth characteristics and
unpalatability. Each of the four counties In the
project area have developed noxicus weed
management plans to comply with the County
Noxious Weed Conlrod Act. The most comman
noxious weeds in the project area are leafy
spurge, spotted knapweed, diffuse knapweed,
Russian knapweed, Canada thistle, field
bindweed, Dalmatian toadflax, and showy
mitkweed,

WETLANDS

Studies to delineate and determine funclions
and values of wetlands in the project area were
conducted by Elliott (1998), Maxim Technologies
{1999), and Meiz {1999). These studies are part
of the project file and are available for public
review. In addition to field studies, National
Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps were utilized to
denfify and characterize wetlands. Weatlands
that would be affected by the proposed project
are listed in Appendix C and shown in Figure 5.

"Waters of the U.8." is a term used by the .S,
Army Corps of Engineers (COE) to identify sites
that fall under jurisdiction of Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act. Waters of the U.S. include

Fort Peck Reservation Rura! Water System
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both wetlands and non-wetlands that meet COE
criteria.  The regulatory definition of wetlands
adopted by the COE and Environmenial
Protection Agency is.

Those areas that are inundated or saturated by
surface or groundwater at a frequency and
duration sufficient to support, and under normal
conditions do support, a prevalence of
vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated
soil conditions,

The COE has determined that jurisdictional
wellands must have a predominance of
hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland
hydrology. Recent iegal decisions indicate that
jurisdictional wetlands must also have =a
connection to interstate commerce. Generally,
wellands  associated  with  streams  are
considered to have an interstate commerce
connection, but isolated depressional wetlands
(e.g., ponds, lakes, and potholes) do not
Although the COE does not consider isclated
wetlands to be jurisdictional under the Clean
Water Act, the BOR for purposes of impact
assessment and mitigation addresses all
wetlands in this EA, irrespective of interstate
commerce connections.

Non-wetland waters of the U.5. include stream
channels (both perennial and intermittent}, open
waler {(ponds, lakes, and reservoirs), and other
areas that do not  support  hydrophylic
vegetation.

Johnson (1968) distinguishes three general
wetland categories that occur in the project area:
glaciated wetlands, riparian wetlands, and
wetiands created by human activiies {(e.g.,
reservoirs, stockponds, and roads). Glaciated
wetlands exist in areas where reireating
continental glaciers left numerous permanent
and semi-permanent prairie wstlands, often
referred to as potholes. A high density of these
glaciated wetlands occurs in the northeastern
portions of Sheridan and Roosevelt counties.

Glaciated wetlands include both saline and
freshwater prairie pothole wetlands. Because of
variation in water chemistry, prairie potholes
have diverse vegetation, struciure, and species
compasition, Riparian wetlands, including
cottonwood  forest communities are  most
extensive along major rivers ke the Missouri,
Mik, and Poplar, and major streams like Big

Muddy, Porcupine, Tule, Smocke, and Wolf
creeks.

The most common welland fypes are classified
as palusirine emergent (PEM) and palustrine
sorub shrub (PS8), according to the Cowardin
system and the HGM classification methog.
Common  weflang  plants  include  cattail,
Nebraska sedge, foxtall barley, prairie
cordgrass, fowl bluegrass, spike-rush, curly
dock, bulrush, snowberry, peachleaf willow,
silver sage, wild rose, and plains cotionwood.

Pipelines associated with the proposed project
would not cross the Missouri River, an
exceptionally important wetland (i.e., Class 1)
however, the intake struciure would have the
potential to affect aquatic biota (e.g., paddlefish,
blue sucker, sturgeon chub, and sicklafin chub).

Wetlands in the prolect area were classified as
Category |, I, Ill, and iV based on ecological
functions and values (Berglund 198%). Category
I wellantds are exceptionally high-quality
wetlands and are generally rare to uncommon in
the state. These wellands provide habitat for
federally listed threatenad, endangered, or
candidate species, provide irreplaceable
ecological  functions, exhibit  high flood
attenuation and storage capability, or have high
ratings for other functions and values,

Category |l wellands are more common than
Category | wetlands; they may provide habitat
for sensitive plants and animals, function at a
high levels for wildlifeffish habitat, or exhibit
uniquensss in a given region.

Category Il wetlands are more common,
generally less diverse, and often smaller and
maore isclated than Category V or Category |
wetlands. They can provide many functions and
values, but at a lower level than Category | and
it wetlands.

Category IV wellands are generally small,
isclated, and lacking in vegetative diversity.
These wetlands provide minor wildlife habitat
functions and are often disturbed or adjacent to
disturbances such as roads, highways, or crop
fields.

Category | wellands on the Reservation are
associated with the Missouri River. These high-
quality wetlands include sparsely vegetated

Final Programmatic EA
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gravel bars and islands that provide nesting
habitat for the endangersd piping plover and
least tern. The endangered pallid sturgeon,
several species that are candidates for federal
listing {e.g., sturgeon chub and sicklefin chub),
and other yncommon Montana species {(e.g.,
spiny softshell turtle, snapping turtie, and white
pelican) also inhabit the Missouri River. Foresis
and wetlands along the Missouri River provide
important habitat for white-tailed deer as well as
nesting habitat for great blue herons and 2
diversity of passerine birds, Semj-aguatic
mammals such as beaver, muskrat, and mink
are commaon.

Category | wetlands in the Dry Prairle service
area associated with the Missouri River, the Mikk
River, Medicine Lake National Wildlife Refuge,
and numerous prairie potholes (e.g., Brush
| ake, Salt Lake, Round Lake, Goose Lake, and
Noith Lake) Some of these prairde potholes
provide nesting habitat for the endangered
piping plover and wetlands at Medicine Lake
harbor at least 15 animal species of special
concern (Heidel et al 2400). The Mik River
within the project area may provide spawning
habitat for shovelnose sturgeon, paddiefish, blue
suckers, and other native fish species.

Category Il wetlands are usually associated with
perennial streams or potholes that retain water
throughout the year. Cn the Reservation they
inctude the Poplar River, Wolf Creek, Big Muddy
Creek, 8moke Creek, and Mcilwain Lake
Category Il wetlands in the Dry Prairie service
area include the prairie potholes in Sheridan
Counly and wetlands associated with Big Muddy
Creek and the Poplar River. These wetlands
are important for wiidlife habitat, native fish
habitat, wildlife species of special concern,
sediment/nutrient retention, flood attenuation
and storage, and groundwater
cischarge/recharge. They often support diverse
poputations of native fish and provide breeding
and foraging areas for waterfowl, shorebirds,
terns, and wading birds.

Based on the assessment of functions (Berglund
1988}, most wetlands in the project area are
Category Il wetlands.  Although some are
prairie potholes, most Category 1l wellands
cccur  along  ephemeral  and  intermittent
drainages. These linear wetlands are often less
than 25 fest wide, usually with a narrow channe!,
and often bordered by native prairie. These

wettands are typically dry for patt of the year and
often surrounded by agricultural lands.

Most Category Nl wetlands are palustrine
emergent or palusirine scrub-shrub types based
on the Cowerdin classification sysfem., While
these wetlands are imporiant for wildlife habitat,
and nutrient/sediment retention, they are rarely
used by threatened and endangered species
{e.g. whooping crane, bald eagle, persgrine
falcon, piping plover and least tern). Commoen
wildlife species associated with them ere ring-
necked pheasants, red-winged black bird sharp-
talled grouse, northern harrters, coyotes, and
red foxes, Waterfowi and shorebirds freguent
these wetlands where surface water forms
pools,

Category iV wetlands occur st ephemeral
drainages and in depressions along highways
and soads, including barrow pits.  These
wetlands are usually dominated by herbacecus
vegetation (e.q, catiall, canary reedgrass, quack
grass, and rushes. They have low values for
wildlife habitat and function primarily as
sediment/nutrient fraps, Typically, they have
water only during part of the growing season
and are usually adjacent to roads or cultivated
fields.

WILDLIFE

The combination of native grassland, riparian
forest, and wetlands supports a high diversity of
wikdlife, including mule dser,  pronghom
antelope, white-tailed deer, coyote, red fox,
striped skunk, badger, ground sguirrel, sharp-
tailed grouse, Hungarian partridge, praine
falcon, red-tailed hawk, ferruginous hawk,
Swainson's hawk, burrowing owl, mourning
dove, western meadowlark, long-biled curiew,
Baird's sparrow, upland sandpiper, Sprague’s
pipit, hored lark, western meadowlark, and
other songbirds typically found on rangelands
and croplands. No prairie dog colonies were
observed during project field surveys or are
known to accur in the project area.

Rough-legged hawks are common  winter
residents in the project area, migrating from
arctic and sub-arctic regions of North America.
Gyrfalcons and snowy owls are also periodic
winter visitors, particularly during severe winters
in hortharn Canada.

Forl Peck Reservation Rural Water System
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Northern harriers and American kestrels are the
most common rapfors in the project area
Nerthem harriers prefer to nest in marshy areas
near water but forage in all habitats. Typically,
Swainson's and red-tailed hawks nest in trees
and prairie falcons nest on cliffs.  Potential
Swainson's and red-tailed hawk nesting sites
occur in cottonwood trees along drainages, in
woody draws, and shelterbelts. There are few
cliffs suitable for peregrine and prairie falcon
nests in the project area.  Sumner {1985)
reporied two praine falcon nests, one red-tailed
hawk nest, and two golden sagle nests on the
Reservation. Buits (1995) ohserved ferruginous
hawks, goshawks, Swainson's hawks, red-tailed
hawks, and narthern harriers.

Grassland and shrub habitats in the project area
provide excellent habitat for sharp-tailed grouse
and confain strutting grounds {leks) and nesting
habitat. Although no leks have been identified,
comprehensive  surveys have not  been
conducted in spring to determine if these
courtship areas ocour near the proposed project
facilities.

Native prairie grasslands in the project area are
sought exclusively for breeding by Baird's
sparrows, Sprague’s pipets, upland sandpipers,
bobolinks,  burrowing  owls,  c¢lay-colored
sparrows, and long-billed curlews. Many of the
remaining grassland areas in the project area
are in relatively small, discontinuous blocks
surrounded by cultivated land. Due to the loss
of native prairie in Canada and the United
States, resource agencies and conservation
groups are concerned for the viability of these
species,

large parts of the project area have been
converted from native vegetation to agricultural
fields, primarily on fertile floodplains and upland
benches, Most farmiang is planted to small
grains or is in the Conservation Reserve
Program (CRP). Wildlife species associated with
farmland and adjacent native habilats include
Hungarian pariridge, sharp-tailed grouse, ring-
necked pheasant, brown-headed cowbird,
American goldfinch, homed lark, and red fox.

Wetlands are found along perennial and
ephemeral drainages, in  association  with
reservoirs and stock ponds, and in poorly
drained  depressions. Wildlife  species
associated with wetlands  includes: Canada

goose, mallard, black-crowned night heron,
chorus frog, and leopard frog. The Missouri,
Milk, and Popiar rivers provide habitat for
beaver, muskrat, mink, painted turtle, snapping
turtle, spiny soft-shell turtle, and white pelican.

Amphibians and reptiles present in the project
area include tiger salamander, Great Plains
toad, Woodhouse's toad, western chorus frog,
northern  leopard frog, shott-horned  lizard,
painted turtle, snapping turtle, racer, western
hognose snake, smoocth gresn snake, gogher
snake, western raftlesnake, common garter
snake, and plains garter snake (Reichel and
Flath 1885, and Stebbins 1868},

Waterfowl migrate through the area and nest on
ponds, reservoirs, and other wetlands, The
prairie potholes and associated uplands are
important waterfow! breeding habitat. The U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service manages numerous
waterfow! production areas in the Medicing
Lake- Plentywood area and secures sgsemants
on private lands to enhance wildlife habitat.

ANIMAL SPECIES OF SPECIAL
CONCERN

Although not listed as threatened or endangered
under the Endangered Species Act of 1873,
animal species of special concern are
considered by the Montana Nalural Herilage
Program o be vulnerable to extirpation across
their range or across the state due to rarily,
significant loss of habitat or sensitivity to
human-caused moriality or habitat disturbances,
Species of special concern are listed in Table 3.

FISH

Primary fisheries resources of the project area
are the Missouri River, Milk River, Poplar River,
Big Muddy Creek, Porcupine Creek, Wolf Creek,
Smoke Creek, and Medicine Lake. Species of
special concern designated by the stale within
the project area (Table 3) include the paddiefish,
blue sucker, pallid sturgson, pearl dace,
shorthead sculpin, shortnose gar, sturgeon
chub, sicklefin chub and northern redbelly dace.
Appendix D lists fish species present in the
project area,
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TABLE 3
Animal Species of Special Concern
Common Name Scientific Name Qceurrence in Project Area
Swift fox Vulpes velox Sriz:sland habiiats, not known in project
. . . Sagebrush-grassland nabitat in wastern
Prable's shrew Sorex prebief part of project arsa
. o Cliffs and forest habitat, not kniown frorm
Small-footed myolls Myofis cllivlabrum project area
. , Clifz and other rocky hapitatls, not known
Long-eared myotis Myutis avolis from project area
s . " Caves, rocky outcrops, and sbandoned
Townsend's big-eared bat Corynorhinus townsendi mines, not known from project area
\ . . . Caves and mines in forested habitat, not
Northarm myotis Myotis sepisnfrionalis known for project area
Prairia and shrub habitats, nests in
Buteo regalis project area on Reservation and ngar

Ferruginous hawk

Redstone

Burrowirg owi

Spestyto cunicuiata

Nesis in praifie dog and ground squirrel
colanies, breads throughout project area

White pelican Peilgoanus erythromiyncos Nests at Medicinge Lake
Baird's sparrow Amrodramus bafrdii ?;‘25 in grassiand throughout project
Biack term Chilidonias niger Nests on wetlands throughout project

Arga

Hiack-crowned night heron Nycticorax nycticorax MNests at Madwine Lakes
Caspian tern Sterna paspia Nests at Medicne Lake
Franklin's guil Larus pipixcan Nests at Madicine Lake
Common tern Sterna hirundo Nesis in watlands in preiect arex

Farster's tem

Sterna forsteri

Nesis af Medicine Lake

Mourtain plover

Charadrius montanus

Nests in grasslands in westemn part of
project arsa

Srooth green snake

Qpheodrys vernsls

Madicine Lake and Comertown aress

Cangdian toad

Bufp hemiophrys

Wetlands in Daniels County

Pesr dace

Semolilus margarita

Big Muddy Creek, Wolf Creek, and Poplar
River drainage

Nothern redhally X finescale dace

Fhoxirus eos X PhRoxinus necgasus

Wolf, Parcuping, Smoke creeks on the
Reservation

Shortnose gar Lepisosteus plalostamus Missoun Rivar

Blue suckear Cyclepius elongales Missourt River

Qttoe skipper (bulterfly) Hesperia offoe Native prairie

Sturgeon chyb Macriwbopsis gelida Missourl River
Fallid sturgeon Scaphirhynchus albus Missouri River

Padiiefish Polyodon spathuia Mrgsoun and Ml rivers

Sauger Shizostedion canedense Missour:, Poplar, and Milk rivers

Sickelfin chub Mavrhybobsis meeki Missouri River

The pallid sturgeon was federally listed as an
endangered species in 1990, The sturgeon chub
and sicklefin chub were recently petitioned for
federal listing; on April 18, 2001, the U.8. Fish
and Wildlife Service determined that listing was
not warranted 2t this time.

MISSCURI RIVER

Fish populations of the Missouri River from s
confluence with the Yellowstone River to Fort
Peck Dam have been desg¢ribed by Gardner and
Stewart (1987) and Bergstedt and White {1997).

Fish species in this reach of the Missouri River
are iisted in Appendix D. Sport fish include
walleye, sauger, channel catfish, northern pike,
shovelnose sturgeon, and paddlefish. Fisheries
resource values within the project area are tlass
| {outstanding). Montana species of special
concern include the blue sucker, northemn
racdbelly dace, pallid sturgeon, sickiefin chub,
sturgeon chub, and shorinose gar. The pallid
sturgeon has been federally listed as an
endangered species since 1980,

Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System
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Paddlefish are migratory in the Missouri River
hetween Lake Sakakawea and the Fort Peck
Dam (Ryckman 1885). Adult paddiefish move
upstream fo spawn in the Missouri and
Yellowstone rivers and possibly the Milk River
{Scarnecchia et al 1894, Gardner 1882) in
spring and spawn over gravel bars during high
water. Adult paddiefish generally move
downstream In  early summer {0 Lake
Sakakawea,

The river immediately below the dam is clear
and cold, unlike the warm, furbid Missouri that
enters Fort Peck Reservoir, The river begins to
reassume prairie stream characteristics ag it
flows east and is joined by the Milk and Poplar
rivers that add warmer and more turbid water.

MILK RIVER

The Milk River supports a diverse fish population
{Appendix D}, Recent fishery work indicales
that the Milk River may salso be an important
spawning stream for Missouri River fish,
including paddlefish and shovsinose sturgeon
{Fuller 2000).

The iower portion of the river (approximately 65
miles) lies within the project area. The most
common forage species in this section are
emerald shiners, spottail shiners, and flathead
chubs, with larger fish consisting mostly of
geldeye, river carpsucker, shorthead redhorse,
and common carp (Fuller 2000} Sport fish
include walleye, neorthern plke, sauger, and
channe! catfish, A sprng concentration of
shovelnose sturgeon near the mouth of the Milk
River may indicate this river is & spawning
stream for Missouri River fish (Fuller 2000).

POPLAR RIVER

Porfions of the Poplar River and tribularies
provide a significant sport fishery for walleye and
northern  pike, species  infroduced to  the
drainage {(Montana FWP 1976 and 1979;
Stewart 1981). Fisheries resource values are
class IV {moderate) from the mouth to river mile
17.8, class VI (limited) from river mile 17.8 to
rver mile 78.2, and class 1l (high-value) from
river mile 78.2 to river mile 106.4 (MRIS 2001},
Montana species of special concern in the

drainage include northern redbelly dace,
paddiefish, and peari dace.

BIG MUDDY CREEK

Big Muddy Creek forms the eastern boundary of
the Fort Peck Raservation. Limited fish sampling
indicates that the siream contains biack
builhead, biue sucker, burbot, channe! catfish,
common carp, fathead minnow, goldeye, lake
chub, longnose dace, northern pike, northemn
redbelly dace, river carpsucker, sauger,
shorthead redhorse, walleye, white sucker, and
vellow perch (MRIS 2001 and Bramblelt 2001},
Fisheries resource values are class il
{substantial) from the mouth to river mile 384,
class IV {moderate) from river mile 38.4 to river
mite 182 and class VI (limited} from river mile
182 to the headwaters (river miie 194.4),

Smoke Creek enters Big Muddy Creek from the
northwest within the Reservation boundary.
Limited fish sampling indicates the presence of
northern pike, white sucker, and a hybrid
betwesen northern redbelly and finescale dace
{MRIS 2001, Bio-West 18380 and Brambiett
2001).

Northern pike may have populated Big Muddy
Creek and tributaries as a result of downstream
migration of fish stocked in Medicine Lake
{Brambilett 2001} and this efficient predator may
be impacting populations of native fish in the Big
Muddy Creek drainage.

WOLF CREEK

Wolf Craek enters the Missouri River near the
town of Wolf Point. Limited fish sampling (MRIS
2001 and Gouid 1987) found common carp,
creek chub, northern pike, pearl dace, a hybrid
between redhelly dace and finescale dace, river
carpsucker, sauger, smallmouth  budfalo,
walleye, white sucker, and yellow perch.
Fishevies resource values are class IV
{moderate) from the mouth to the east fork (river
mile 22.8), and class V {(limited) from river mile
228 to river mile 234 (MRIS, 2001).
Unpublished data indicates there is an eastern
brook trout population near the confluence of the
East West and Middie forks of Wolf Creek and
thet hatchery-reared rainbow ftrout have been
planted in the stream (Bio-West 1880).
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MEDICINE LAKE

Medicine Lake National Wildlife Refuge consists
of 8 700-acre Medicine Lake proper along with
numerous wetlands and upland habitats.
Medicine Lake is managed as a northern plke
fishery and the U.B. Fish and Wildlife Service
plants northern pike annually. While there is
disagreement as to whether northern pike are
native to Medicine Lake, they provide a
significant sport fishery. Medicine Lake also has
a large carp population.

THREATENED AND
ENDANGERED SPECIES

Species protected under the Endangered
Species Act of 1873, as amended, that are
known to oceur or have the potential of occur in
the project area include the bald eagle
{threatened), piping plover (threatened), least
tern {endangered), pallic sturgeon
{endangered), and whooping crane
{endangered). Critical habitat has also been
propesed in the project area for the piping
plover. The Montana Natural Heritage Program
database indicates the following federally listed
species as being present in the project area.

PALLID STURGEON

The pallid sturgeon exists in the Missouri River
upstream and downstream of Fort Peck Dam.
Populations of this fish in Montana are declining,
with no evidence of natural reproduction. Pallid
sturgeon between Fort Peck Dam and Lake
Sakakawea are an important portion of the tolal
population (Tews 1984). Adult fish in this reach
are nearing the end of their life expectancy and
may attempt reproduction orly another time or
two (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2000a).

Pallid sturgeon move downsiream from below
Fort Peck Dam o below the confluence of the
Yeliowstone and Missourd rivers In summer and
tend to return 10 the Fort Peck tailrace in winter,
Most pallid sturgeon have been documented in
the Missouri River downstream from s
confiuence with the Yellowstone rivers {Liebelt
1998). No pallid sturgeon spawning sites have
been ideniified in the Missourt River above the
confluence; however, there, may be suitable
sites in the Missouri and possibly in the Milk

River. It is estimated that 50 to 100 pallid
sturgeon femain in the Missouri River above
Fort Peck Dam, and 200 to 300 pallid sturgeon
remain in the Missouri and lower Ysllowslone
rivers between Garrison Dam in North Dakota
and Fort Peck Dam {Krentz 1397, Gardner
1994).

Mature pallid sturgeon eat primarily of fish and
aguatic organisms (Carlson et al 1985). It is
believed that immature pallid sturgeon mostly
eat benthic invertsbratas,

Pallid sturgeon spawn in spring and early
summer (from April into July) releasing their
eggs at intervals. Spawning is triggered by
increased flow from runoff.  Increased spring
flows aiso initiate spawning by paddiefish and
shovelnose sturgeon.  Adhesive eggs are
released in deep channels or gravelly riffles and
are left unattended. Newly hatched pallid
sturgeon  become  buoyant and  active
immediately after hatching, floating downstream
with the current,

Observations of posthatch pallid sturgeon in
culture conditions {U.8. Fish and Wildlife
Services 2000b} indicate that larval sturgeon are
poor swimmers that actively swim upward in the
water column until exhaustion and then setfle
and drift. This aclivily is repeated until the larval
sturgeon develop sufficiently to  maintain
themselves in the current. It is estimated that
larval sturgeon drift 33 fo 54 miles before
developing sufficiently to maintain their position
in the current (U.S.D.1. 2001).

The Pallid Sturgeon Recovery Plan {U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service 1893) has ideniified four
pricrity areas on the Missouri River for recovery
aclions. These river reaches have remnanis of
what is believed fo be sultable pallid sturgeon
habitat, provided the hydrolegy and chemical
elements of the aguatic scosyslem, such as
temperature and turbidity, are restored. The
recovety priority areas are: (1) from the mouth of
the Marias River to the headwaters of Fort Peck
Reservoir, (2) from Fort Peck Dam to the
headwaters of Lake Sakakawea, including the
Yellowstone River; (3} from 20 miles upstream
of the mouth of the Niobrara River to the
neadwaters of Lewis and Clark Lake; and (4)
from Gaving Point Dam to the Mississippi River.
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Regulated flows from Fort Peck Dam coupled
with lower water femperatures during spring and
early summer have failed to provide adequate
spawning cues for pallid sturgeon in the project
area. The US. Ay Comps of Engineers
proposes to modify operations of Fort Peck Dam
to provide additional water from the surface of
Fori Peck Reservoir to stimulate spawning and
optimize spawning habitat for pallid sturgeon
and other native fish. A test release was
scheduled for 2001, but low reservoir levels
precluded the test If storage levels allow, the
test will take place in 2002 and a full release of
19,000 cubic feet per second will ogeur in 2003
A monitoring program will be in place o evaluate
effects of the spill.

in recent years, pallid sturgeon populations have
been augmented by release of hatchery-reared
fish. In 1894 and 1987, 7,000 and 3,000
fingerlings were released into the Mississippi
and Missouri rivers, respectively, In 1988, 745
hatchery-reared yearling palid sturgeon were
released at three sites on the Missourl River
above Fort Peck Reservoir and 780 yearling
sturgeon were released near the confluence of
Yellowstone and Missour rivers (U8, Fish and
Wildiife Service 2000). Recently, the discovery
of iridovirus at the Gavins Point National Fish
Hatchery, where pallid sturgeon are being
raised, has resuited in cessation of the planting
program until the potential impact of the virus
can be determined.

PIPING PLOVER

The piping plover is a small shorebird that
occupies sand and gravel bars and beaches
aiong major rivers and around lakes, reservoirs,
ponds, and alkali wetlands (Reel et al 1289).
Females nest in small depressions scraped in
sand and gravel during March and April. Nests
are constructed on the higher parts of sandy
shores away from the water ling and vegetation.

Critical habitat for piping plovers has been
proposed along the Missouri River, but this
designation has not been finalized (Federai
Register Vol 87, No. 55, March, 21, 2002).
Proposed critical habitat in the project area
includes islands in the Missouri River from the
community of Wolf Peint downsiream to the
Montana-North  Dakota  border. Nurmerous
potholes  (usually saline or alkeline} and
Medicing Lake in the Dry Prairie service of

eastern Sheridan Couniy have also been
proposed as critical habitat for piping plover.
The critical habitat designation would protect
piping plover nesting habitat.

The reach of the Missourt River from Fort Peck
Dam to Lake Sakakawea has a smail breeding
population of piping piovers. The project area is
at the western extension of the piping plover's
range. Piping plovers have been reported from
the following sites on the Reservation {Montana
Natural Heritage Program data base): two miles
southwest of Wolf Point on a sandbar in the
Missouri River {nesting documented); two miles
southeast of Poplar on an island in the Missouri
River {nesting documented);, and three miles
downstream from Brockton on a sandbar in the
Missouri River.

The Army Corps of Engineers (2001) estimates
that there are 50.4 acres of piping plover habitat
along the Missouri River on the Reservation.
Most of this habitat is between Woif Point and
the eastern border of the Reservation. This
acreage is about 22 percent of all piping plover
habitat on the Missouri River from Fort Peck
Dam to Gavins Point Dam in Nebraska.

About 56 percent (2,725 of 4,824) of the piping
plover population on the Missouri River nests
outside of Montana on the river below Garrison
and Gaving Point dams. Around 16 percent of
the piping plovers nest in South Dakota on and
Lake Cahe and 15 percent nest on Lake
Szkakawea. The remaining 13 percent nest on
Fort Peck Lake, the Missouri River below Fort
Peck and Fort Randali dams, and on Lewis and
Clark Lake ({Nebraska}) {Armmy Comps of
Engineers 2001},

Piping plovers also nest in the prairie pothole
region of Sheridan County, Medicine Lake
National Wildlife Refuge, and the vicinity of
Comertown in the Dry Prairle service area.
Typically, piping plovers nest on the sparsely
vegetated shores of depressional wetlands in
prairie grassiands. Fort Peck Reservoir is the
western edge of piping plover habitat and the
westernmost record of piping plover nesting.

INTERIOR LEAST TERN

Interior least termns are water birds that feed
almost exclusively on small fish, crustacezns,
and insecls they catch by skimming over the

Final Programmatic EA



3-18

Chapter 3

water surface or by hovering and diving from the
air (Reel et al 1989}, Nesting of these birds has
been documented on the Reservation at the
following locations {Montana Natural Heritage
dala base): a sandbar in the Missouri River, two
miles southwest of Wolf Point; island in ths
Missouri River, three miles east of Wolf Point; an
istand in the Missoun River, two miles scutheast
of Poplar; six miles southeast of Poplar, along
the Missour River, an island in Missouri River,
southwest of Brockton; along the Misscur! River,
three miles downstreamn from Brockion; a sandy
island in the Missouri River at Brockion;

Like the piping plover, the Amy Comps of
Engineers (2001} estimates that there are 50.4
acres of least tern habitat slong the Missouri
River on the Reservation. Most of this habitat is
between Wolf Point and the eastern border of
the Reservation. This acreage is about 22
percent of all least tern habitat on the Missouri
River from Fort Peck Dam to Gavins Point Dam
in Nebraska.

About 58 percent {4,201 of 7,064) of the least
fern population on the Missouri River nesis
ouiside of Montana on the river below Garrison
and Gaving Point dams. Around 16 percent of
least temns nest on Lake Oahe (South Dakola)
and 11 percent nest on the Missouri River
downstream from Fort Peck Dam. The
remaining 14 percent nest on Fort Peck Lake,
take Sakakawez (South Dakotal, on the
Missouri River below Fort Randall Dam, and on
the Lewis and Glark Lake {Nebraska).

Fort Peck Reservoir is at the northwestern limit
of this tern's breeding range and contains fittle
suitable habitat for breeding terns. The best
breeding habitat along the lower pottion of the
reservolr has been surveyed annually since
1987 (U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service 2000).
Biolegists focated four nests in 1891, the most to
date.

The Missouri River from Fort Peck Dam to Lake
Sakakawea alst lies within the northwestern
fringes of the least tern's breeding range. Tem
populations on that reach fluctuate with habitat
concitions, as they do elsewhere in their range.
Numbers peaked in 1997 when other habitat
along the Missowri River was inundated (U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service 2000).

Flows that scour vegetation from sandbars and
build sandbars create ieast tern habitat on the
Missouri River. Construction of Fort Peck Dam
has asitered these conditions by reducing the
frequency of flooding downriver and minimizing
sediment deposition. Erosion and inflows from
the Milk River have formed sandbars below its
confluence with the Missouri as a result of
deposition of suspended sediment. Sandbars
have formed below the Milk River confluence as
a result of deposition of suspended sediment.
The Poplar River also fransports a considerable
amount of suspended fine sediments.

BALD EAGLE

No known bald eagle nests have been reporied
on the Reservation by the Montana Natural
Heritage Program {search of data base). Bald
eagies are most frequently observed on the
Reservation along the Missouri River during
winter and spring, where they are migrants.
Bald eagles typically are atiracted to open waler
in winter because potential prey (i.e., fish and
waterfowl) is present and available. Bald sagles
also prey on jackrabbits and feed on carrion
{iivestock and wildlife), especially deer killed by
vehicles. No known communal roosts or dense
feeding concentrations of eagles are known for
the project area,

Of the more than 170 beld eagle nesting
terrifories in Montana, at least 28 occur along
the Missouwri River above Fort Peck Reservoir.
However, breeding records below Fort Peck are
scarce, although parts of the floodplain have
stitable habitat {i.e., large coltonwood trees and
snags). The Montana Bald Eagle Management
Plan identifies a need for three additional
territories in this area. The only bald eagle
management zone in Montana that has not met
recovery goals established in the Pacific Baid
Eagle Recovery Plan encempasses the Missouri
River.

Montana ranks in the fop 15 states in fotal
numbers of wintering eagles. Wintering
populations on the Missouri River in Montana
batween 1883 and 1989 have ranged from a low
of 54 in 1887 to a high of 171 in 1998 (U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service 2000).
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WHOOPING CRANE

Whooping cranes breed in Wood Buffalo
National Park in Northwest Territories, and
winter along the Texas coasi, primarily at the
Arkansas National Wildlife Refuge. Some
whooping  cranes migrate  through  the
northeastern part of Montana, including the
Reservation in spring and fall. According to
Berglund (1997}, two whooping cranes were
seen near Fort Peck Dam and in Sheridan
County in 1994, During migration, whooping
cranes rest at wetlands and feed on cultivated
grains.

SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS
SOCIAL LIFE AND DEMOGRAPHICS

The secial and economic character of the project
area reflects differences in ethnicity, economic
conditicns, and culture between the Forl Peck
and Dry Prairie service areas, Reservation
iifestyles are dominated by American Indian
culture and values, while non-indian culiure and
values dominate off-Reservation everyday life.

Traditions practiced among the Native people on
the Reservation, such as sweals, give-aways,
sun dances, songs, and dances, have been
passed down from generation-fo-generation.
More celebrations {pow wows) are held on the
Fort Peck Reservation than any other
reservation in Montana, In the spring and early
summer, many fribal members gather berries,
wild turnips, and other edible plants for family
meeals and special feeds throughout the year.

The loss of potable well water in some rural
areas of the Reservation changed the lifestyles
of the affected famifies. Some families have had
to purchase bottled water for in-home use and
haul water for livestock consumption. Gardens,
once refied upon as a source of fresh vegetables
and food for canning and drying, can no lenger
be grown in areas where good-guality water for
irrigation is no longer available.

QOff the Reservation, the social envirgnment is
typical of rural lifestyles of the Grest Plains.
Farming and ranching families, some
descendants of original seftlers, provide a

dominant social influence in the sparsely
populated Dry Praitle service area.

The total population of the four-county project
area in 2000 was 24,417, Roosevelt County had
the highest population (10,820}, followed by
Valley County (7,675}, Sheridan County (4,105},
and Daniels County (2,017). The Reservation
population was 10,321 {U.S. Bureau of the
Census 2001a).

Sixty-two percent of the 10,321 people residing
on the Reservation are American indian, mostly
of the Sloux and Assiniboine tribes. Fifty-six
percent of the population in Roosevelt County is
American Indian, reflecting the high percent of
indian population on the Reservation. American
indlans represent 8 much smaller portion of the
population in Sheridan (1.2 percent), Daniels
(1.3 percent), and Valley {8.4 percent) counties
(U.S. Bureau of the Census 2001a).

Population of the Reservation is young
compared with the Dry Prairie service area.
Median age on the Reservation was 30.2 years
old in 2000, while, in Roosevelt County, median
age was 32.3 years, 41.7 vears in Valey
County, 45.1 years old in Sheridan Cecunty, and
47.0 years in Daniels County (U.S. Bureau of
the Census 2001a).

The major source of income in Roosevelt and
Valley counties is government, whereas the
major industry in Sheridan and Danials counties
s agriculture. Average annual unemployment
rates in 2000 in the four-county area ranged
from a low of 3.0 percent in Daniels Counly io a
high of 9.5 percent in Roosevelt County.'
Unemployment rates in Valley and Sheridan
counties were 4.1 percent and 4.4 percent,
respectively (Montana Department of Labor and
Indusiry 2001).

Estimated percent of people of =2l ages in
poverty in the state was 15.7 perceni in 1998

L The unemployment rate for Roosevelt County, including
the Fort Peck Reservation, was based on the Montana
Department of Labor and Industry defindtion of "unemployed”
that includes all people ahle, available, and actively seeking
work within a specified boundary. The Bureau of Indian
Affairs (BlA) includes "discouraged workers” {people who are
unengsioyed, but may not be actively seeking work) in the
definition of "unemployed,” thus the BIA unemployment rates
may be considerably higher than the rates réported by the
Montana Department of Labor and indusiry (Shenkle 2001).
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Rogsevelt County had the highest percent of
people in poverty of the four-county project area
with 31.7 percent, followed by Valley County
{18.7 percent), Daniels County (158 percent),
and Sheridan County {13.7 percent) (U.S.
Bureau of the Census Z001b).

As reflected by 2000 Census data, the exiended
family is an important part of the Native
American culture and daily life.  Average
household size was lowest in Daniels County
(2.22 personsthousehoidy among the four
counties and highest in Roosevell County (2.88
persons/household). Similarly, percent of "other
relatives” present in houssholds was lowest in
Daniels County {1.4 percent) and highest in
Roosevelt County (8.7 percent), On the
Reservation, average household size was 3.01
and percent of "other relatives” present in
households was 9.8 percent (U.S. Bureau of the
Census 2001a).

COMMUNITY SERVICES

Law enforcement in the project area is provided
by federal {Fort Peck Tribal Police), state
{Montana Highway Patrol), county {Roosevel,
Danlels, Valiey, and Sheridan county sheriffs
departmenis), and city (FPoplar, Wolf Point,
Giasgow, Scobey, Fort Peck, Plentywood, and
Nashua police departments). The Highway
Patrol is responsible for patrol and other law
enforcement activities on Montana  highway
systems, the sheriffs departments are
accountable  for  their respactive  counties
including unincorporated towns within  the
counties, the cily police departiments are
responsible for their respective cify limits, and
the Fort Peck Tribal Police is accountable for
law enforcement on the Fort Peck Reservation,
Total number of sworn officers per 1,000
population of the fourcounty project area in
2000 was as follows: Daniels County (1.6 sworn
officers/1,G00 population), Roosevelt County
{(1.61 sworn officers/1,000 population}, Sheridan
County (2.15 sworn officers/1,000 population),
and Valley County (1.80 swomn officers/1,000
population), The statewide average was 1.45
sworn officers/ 000 population (Montzana Bosrd
of Crime Control 2001).

Ambulance services in the project area are:
Roosevelt County (Roosaveit Mamorial Medical
Center Ambulance in Culbertson, Fort Peck
Trical EMS in Poplar, and Northeast Meadical

Health Services Ambulance i Wolf Point},
Valey County (North Valley EMS Inc. in
Opheim, STAT Ambulance and Air Service in
Glasgow, and St Marie Bls NTU in Glasgow),
Sheridan County {Sheridan Memorial
Ambutance Service in Plentywood), and Daniels
County {Danieis County Ambulance Service in
Scobey) (Montana Department of Public Health
and Human Services 2002). Critically il or
injured patients in the project area needing
emergency hospitalization are transported to the
nearest hospital (Frances Mahon Dezconess
Hospitat in Glasgow, Trinity Hospital/Northeast
Montana Health Services Inc, in Wolf Point,
Poplar Community Hospital/Northeast Montana
Health  Services Inc., Roosevelt Memorial
Medical Center in Culbertson, Daniels Memeorial
Hospital in Scobey, and Sheridan Memorial
Hospital in  Plentywood). For specialized
emergency café not avaiiable in the project
area, many patients are air transported to
hospitals In Billings or North Dakota.

TEMPORARY HOUSING

Permanent and temporary housing are limited
on the Fort Peck Reservation, but more are
available in other parts of the project area. In
2000, the homeowner vacancy rate on the
Reservation was 1.6 percerd and the rental
vacancy rate was 5.3 percent. in the four
county project area, the homsowner vacancy
rate ranged from a high of 6.5 percent in Valley
County to a low of 1.2 percent in Roosevelt
County, wheress the rental vacancy rate ranged
from 2 high of 19.8 percent in Sheridan County
to a tow of 7.9 percent in Valley County {U.5.
Bureau of tha Census 2001a).

Frivately owned mobile home and recreational
vehicle (RV) parks in the project area had a totai
of 478 state-licensed spaces in July 2001, Of
the 478 spaces, 52 percent were in Glasgow
{Valiey County), 13 percent were in Plentywood
{Sheridan County), and the remaining 35
percent were dispersed throughout other
communities within the four counties (Table 4}.
Public campgrounds are primarily near Fort
Peck Resarvolr,

During the scoping process, concams were
expressed about the capacity of temporary
housing (e.g., metels, hotels, and rooms) in the
project area being sufficient to  provide
accommodations for FPRRWS project workers
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and other temporary visitors staying in the
project area. A fempcrary housing inventory
was conducted {o determine the number of
licensed hotel and motel rooms in the project
area and in the city of Williston, North Dakota,
nearby, but outside of the project area
boundaries.

Results of the temporary housing inventory
showed 835 motel/hoteltourist rooms in the
project ares during July 2001 (Table 4). The
majority (41 percent) of the rooms for rent were
located in Glasgow (located in Valley County),
followed by 19 percent in Wolf Point {Roosevelt

County), and 14 percent in Plentywood
{Sheridan County).

Williston, North Dakota, located in  the
northwestern  oomer  of  North  Dakota

approximately 19 miles from the Montana siate
horder, is a major trade center for residents of
the project area. The city of 13,500 people
offers mora services and has a more abundant
supply of temporary and permanent housing
than the project area. Over 500 motelhotel
rooms and & number of mobile home and RV
parks are available (Williston Convention and
Visitor Bureau 2001).

HIGHWAY TRAFFIC

Death by all accidents is the third leading cause
of death in Roosevelt County. The three-year
{1998-2000) average number of deaths from
motor vehicle sccidents in the four-county
proiect area ranged from a low of 1.3 in Daniels
County to a high of 7.7 average number of
deaths a year in Roosavelt County. in Sheridan
County, the three-year average number of
deaths from motor vehicle zccidents was 2.7
and 6.0 in Valley County (Mentana Department
of Public Health and Human Services, Vital
Statistics Bureau 2002).

On Highway 2, from Glasgow to the North
Dakota border, 81 accidents were reported to
the Highway Patrel in 2000, an increase of 20
accidents from 19288, The number of non-fatal
accidents occurring on  highways on  the
Reservation may be underreported; however,
fatalities are always reporfed to the Highway
Patrol {(Williams 2002). Number of accidents in
2000 on cther highways in the project area
included Highway 24 (Glasgow to Opheim), 10
accidents; Secondary Highway 248 (Opheim to
Scobey), 4 acoidents; Highway 5 (Scobey to
Plentywood), 17 accidents;, Highway 15
{(Highway 2 to Plentywood), 14 accidenis;
Highway 13 (Highway 2 to Scobey), 7 accidents
{(Montana Department of Transportation 2001).

TABLE 4
Privately Owned Mobile Home/RV Park Spaces and
MotelfHatellTourist Rooms
County/City Mobile Home/RY Spaces MotelHotel Rooms
Rogsavelt Lounty
Bainville 5 B
Culbertson 42 30
Poplar 12 35
Wolt Point 44 124
Froid ) O
Sheridan Couniy
Medicine Lake 2 8
Flentywood 52 90
Westhy G 1
Valiey County
Fart Pack 20 32
Glasgow 245 254
Nashua 20 &
Cpheim 0 7
Vandalia O 3
Daniels County
Scohey 16 39

Source: Montana Department of Public Health and Human Bervices, Food and Consumer Safety Section, July 2007, County
License Listing for Molsls/Holels and Mobile Home Courts/Campgrounds.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

Cultural resources are archaeclogical, historic,
architectural properties, buildings, structures,
objects, and districts, as well as properties of
traditional  culiural  importance  to living
communities.

Guiltural properiies can be historic, prehistoric, or
both prehistoric and historic in age. Historic
properties are cultural properiies that meet the
criteria for significance and integrity established
by the Secretary of the Interior and are eligible
for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places.

Tragitional cultural resources are cuitural
properties ellgible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places because of their
association with cultural practices or beliefs that
are rocted in a community’s history and are
Impertant  in maintaining  the community's
cultural identity. Not ali traditional cultural
properties are eligible for listing in the National
Register. To be eligible, traditional cuitural
properties must also meet the National Register
criteria for significance and integrity.

The Mational Historic Preservation Act as
amended requires that federal agencies having
direct or indirect iurisdiction over a proposed
Federal or federally assisted undertaking shall
take into accouni the effect of the undertaking
on any district, site, building, structure, or object
that is included in or eligible for inclusion in the
National Register. The procedures by which this
action will be compiled with is set forth in 36
CAR Part 800,

The Montana Antiguities Act stipulates that state
agencies adopt rules to avold adversely
affecting cultural rescurces, if state actions or
stale-assisted  or  licensed  aclions  would
substantially alter heritage properties or
paleontological remaing on lands owned by the
state. Heritage properties are synonymous with
historic properties under the federal mandates
and must have significance and integrity
determinations specified under the National
Register of Historic Places.

Class | cultura! resource surveys have been
completed for the Reservation (Stan Wilmoth,
Montana SHPO, pers. vorn. 2001) and the Dry

Prairie service areas {(Brumley and Brumley
1688). Class | surveys are reviews of existing
information of cultural resources that are known
to exist in the vicinity of the proposed project.
They are not comprehensive, since studies have
nct been done on many pars of the project
area. They include sites that may not be
affected by the project because the sites are
some disiance from the proposed disturbance,

Prior to project construction, site-specific (Class
Iy surveys portions of the praject area woukd be
conductsd to identify cullural resources that
couid be affected. Tribal, allotted, and private
lands in the Fort Peck Reservation and private
lands in the Dry Prairie service areas fo be
subjected to Class I surveys, would be
determined by the Fort Peck Tribes, Bureau of
Reclamation, Bureau of Indian Affairs, and Dry
Prairie Rural Water Authority. Al federsl lands
managed by the Bureau of Land Management
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service would have
Class 1If surveys prigr to constructing project
faciiities on federal lands.

FORT PECK RESERVATION SERVICE
AREA

There are about 360 known cultural resources
sites on or near the Fort Peck Reservation
service araa. Of these, 130 are historic sites
such as irrigation systems, railroads, stage
routes, residences and other buildings, and
pioneer dugouts and homesteads. There are
about 225 prehistoric sites, including tipi rings,
caims, hearths, rock alignments, rock art, and
scafter of lithic debris. The most numercus
prehistoric sites are cairns and tipi rings. Very
few sites have besen evaluated io determine if
they qualify for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places,

Almost all of the known cultural sites on the
Reservation oceur in the vicinity of Highway 2 or
aiong the Northern Border Pipeline. Most other
areas of the Reservation {more than 90 percent)
have not been survayed for cultural resources.

DRY PRAIRIE SERVICE AREA

Like the Fort Peck Heservalion service area,
less than 10 percent of the Dry Prajrie service
area has been surveved for cultural resources.
There are 211 known cultural sites in the Dry
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Prairie service area.  Of these known sites, 148
are historic properties relating to Eurc-American
seftlement (e.g., buildings, railroads, bridges,
mining, and irrigation} and 63 are prehistoric
properties (e.g., tipi rings, caims, and lithic
scatter) associated with Native American
occupation.

Of the 211 cultural propertles, three are listed on
the National Register of Historle Places, five are
eligible for National Register, and six have been
determined ineligible. There has been no
determination of eligibility for the remaining 197
cultural properties,

LAND USE

Land use in the project area is primarily
agricultural (crop and livestock production), with
small communities and individual homes and
farms interspersed. Typically, most residents in
the project area live in communitiss.  Some
individual families oceupy residences outside of
communities on farms and ranches. Water
availability often limits where residents choose
to live.

Croplangs primarily produce small grains and
hay or are idle in the Conservation Reserve
Program. Native rangsiand and planted
pastures provide forage for livestock. Currently,
livestock obtain water from dugouts, wells, and
surface waters. Al some locations, livestock use
of rangeland is reduced due to lack of water
Adequate distribution of water allows rangelands
to be grazed more uniformiy and often increases
forage.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Executive Order 12898 directs federal agencies
to identify and address disproporiionately high
adverse human health or enwvironmental effects
of its programs, policies, and activities on low-
income and minority populations. Environmental
justice issues were identified through public
involvement and scoping.

in preparation of this EA, public input from
persons or groups, regardiess of race, income
status, age, or other sociceconomic
characteristics was considered. Public scoping
meetings were held on the Reservation. The
purpese of the meetings was o explain the
proposed action and alternatives to gain input
from the public. Individuals expressed concern
about who (Indians or non-Indians) would be
served by the water project and who {indians or
non-Indians) would pay monthly water bills,

Census data for the study area reveal
SOCIoeCONOIMIC characteristics of the
Reservation 0 be different from the state as a
whole,  Unlike the slate al large where the
majority of the population consists of non-
indians, Indians rmake up about 54 percent of
the Reservation population.

The percentage of families below the poverty
levet is significantly higher on the Reservation
{45.3 percent) than the siale as a whole (156
percent). The high percentage of families below
the poverty lavel on the Reservation is dus to an
unemployment rate of 30 percent, compared
with the statewide unemployment raie of 7
parcent.

INDIAN TRUST ASSETS

indian Trust Assets (ITAs) are “legal interests in

property held in trust by the United States for
Indian fribes or individual Indians” (memp,
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, July 2,
1892). The Secretary of the Interior is the
trustee for the United States on behalf of Indian
Tribes, ITAs include land, minerals, timber,
ethnobotanical resources, hunting and fishing
rights, water rights, and in-stream flows. During
the NEPA process, the Bureau of Reclamation,
as the representative of the Secretary of the
Interior, must evaluate whether a proposed
action may affect ITAs, This policy reaffirms the
legal trust relationship and the government-to-
government relationship between the Secretary
of the Interior and Indian tribes.
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An important assumption in analyzing potential
effects of the No Action Alternative is that this
aiternative would not provide an adequate
source of potable water for the project ares;
consequently, communities and individuals
would continug ongoing attempts to obtain water
for municinal, rural, and industrial uses. Without
the proposed FPRRWS project, individuals and
communities would drill additional wells, acquire
new or upgrade existing water supply and
distribution systems, and continue to hayl water.

Continued efforts to obtain potable water would
likely occur at many sites throughout the project
area and involve many individuals attempting to
satisfy their water needs in a varisty of ways.
These activities would have the potential to
affect the natural and physicai environment and
would have associated costs. Because it is not
possible fo predict site-specHic future aclivities
that would fikely be associated with the No
Action Alternafive, potential impacts for this
alternative are addressed in a general manner in
the following sections.

TOPOGRAPHY, GEOLOGY, AND
SOILS

EFFECTS OF PROPOSED ACTION

Activities that would disturb the surface include
excavation and leveling of sites for pumping
stations, water reservoirs, and other sfruciures,
temporary access roads; and installation of
pipelines,  Pipelines would traverse a lingar
distance of 3,181 miles. Assuming an average
construction right-of-way of 25 feet {construction
right-of-way would vary depending on pipe size
from B0 feet for the largest pipe to less than
three feet for the smallest pipe), approximately
8,669 acres would be disturbed, Pipe would be
installed by trenching at least six feet beneath
the surface fo prevent freezing.

The proposed action would cause shori-term soil
disturbance with the poteniial for minor soil
grosion by wind and water. Modern pipeline
installation eguipment such as pipe plows would
reducs disturbance. Best-management practices
during pipeling construction can prevent most

grosion from normal storm events.  Significant
sheet, rill, and gully erosion could ocour if
intense rainstorms or snowmelt coincide with
construction activities that remove vegetation.
Slope stability is not likely to be a concern
unless slopes are over-steepenad or soils with
high-clay content become saturated.

The corrosive quality of most sails in the project
area presents a problem for steel pipe
installation. This problem would be overcome
by using costed steel pipe and cathodic
protection,

Pipeline instaligtion on prAme farmland soils
could cause shorterm soil  erosion and
compaction. These effects would be eliminated
by cultivation and natural freeze-thaw cycles.
Because pipeline depth would he approximately
seven feet prime farmiand soils could continue
to be farmed. The presence of pipelines would
net affect their designation as prime farmlands.

Long-term impacts to soils generally would be
negligible, with required rehabilitation and
revegetation (see Section 54 Environmental
Commiiments). Well-vegetated soils on level or
sloping ground (i.e., slopes less than five
parcent) would have little risk of erosion and
slumping.

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

The No Action Alternative would disrupt soils
through additional driliing of wells and through
expansion of existing or construction of new
watler freatment and distribution systems. The
existing demand for water would lead fo
widespread aliempis by individuals and
communities to secure water which could
adversely affect surface waters through
sadirment production.

WATER RESOURCES
EFFECTS OF PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed project would divert about 6,202
acre-feet from the Missouri River annually, about
0.08 percent of the rivers annual discharge.
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During periods of low flow (e.g., 5000 cfs},
diversion for the project would take about 0.13
percant (2 ¢fs) of the water in the Missouri River,

Groundwater currently  being  pumped for
domestic and livestock use would remain in the
ground and aquifers would not be the source of
water.

Pipelines would cross perennial and ephemeral
drainages and wetlands, resulting in minor,
shorf-term increases in suspended sediment
concentrations near consfruction sites. Adverse
effects would be negligible with required
avoidance, mitigation, and reciamation {see
Section 5.4 Environmentat Commitments).

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

The No Action Alternative would result in drilling
of new wells, upgrading and expansion of
existing facilities that divert Missouri water, and
continued water hauling. Groundwater pumping
wouid iikely increase and most groundwater
would be subjected to expensive treatment io
remove nitrates and other impurities,

VEGETATION

EFFECTS OF PROPOSED ACTION

Vegetation would be removed during installation
of water pipelines and construction of facilities
such as pump stations, reservoirs, and elecirical
distribution  lines, Following construction,
pipeline rights-of-way would be recontoured and
reseeded  with nalive species;, however,
permanent faciliies {(eg., teatment plant,
pumping stations, and storage tanks} would
remain unvegetated for the life of the project.

The project area is located in prairie habitaf;
therefore, few trees would be removed during
construction. Most of the land that would be
disturbed by construction and operation is
rangeland vegetated by praire grasses and
broad-leaved herbaceous glants.  Following
construction, segments of pipeiine that have a
construction right-cf-way five feet wide or more
would be seeded with a mixture of native
grasses that establish quickly to stabilize soils
and prevent proliferation of noxious weeds.

Assuming the project area is 30 percent native
prairie, it likely thet aboul 957 miles of native
prairie (2,900 acres) would be crogsed by the
pipetine distribution system within the Forl Peck
and Dry Prairie service areas.

In riparlan areas, construction could remove
cottonwoods, willows, other frees and shrubs, as
well as herbaceous species. Following
construction, sod-forming, non-native species
such as smooth brome and Kentucky bluegrass
probably would rapidly invade, become
established, and stabilize riparian soils. Pothole
and marsh vegetation dominated by caffail,
bulrush, and other wetland species would
quickly recovar from  disturbance, Plants
adjacent to the disturbad partion of the right-of-
way would provide seed or invade through roots
and rhizomes. Seeding with native species
adapted to wetland conditions would enhance
re-establishment of riparfan and wetland plant
communities. Effects on vegetation would be
negligible with required avoidance, miiigation,
and monitoring (see Section 5.4 Environmenta!
Commitments),

Executive Order 13112 directs federal agencies
tc prevent and control the introduction and
spread of invasive species (in this project,
noxious weeds). Under this exscutive order,
federal agencies cannot authorize, fund, or carry
out actions that are likely to cause or promote
the introduction or spread of Invasive species,
urtess all reasonable measures to minimize risk
have been analyzed and considered. Noxious
weeds are highly efficient at colonizing areas
from which native vegetation has been removed
or disturbed. Where noxious weeds grow
adjacent to the right-of-way, they could rapidly
invade and  displace seeded  plants,
Construction vehicles could aiso bring noxious
weeds into the project area or spread them to
parts of the project area that are currently weed
free.

The risk of spreading noxious weeds would be
prevented by requiring that contractors arrive at
construction  sites with  clean, weed-free
equipment and control weeds in a manner
specified in county weed management plans.
Monitoring noxious weeds and treating them
prior 1o, during, and following construction would
heip reduce their spread.
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EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

The No Action Alternative would result in
continued efforts to obtain potable water.
Drrilling of new wells and expansion of existing or
construction of new water teatment and
distribution systems would disrupt native prairie,
crapltands, and riparian areas. Soil disturbance
associated with this alternative would increase
the spread of noxious weeds.

WETLANDS

EFFECTS OF PROPOSED ACTION

Wetlands would be affected by construcfion of
the water intake structure and buried pipelines.
Pipelines would cross wetlands  usually
associated with perennial and
ephemeralfintermittent streams, poorly drained
depressions, and stock ponds. Excavation of a
six-foot-deep trench, placement of the pipe in
the trench, followad by refilling the trench with
soils excavated from the wetland would disturb
vegetation and generate sediment. Surface
waters in wetlands would have increased
sediment and twbidity levels during and
following construction until vegetation becomes
established and substrates stabllize.

Impacts to wetlands from construction would be
relatively short term (ie., during construction
and one or two years following construction).
Typically, if soils and associated vegetation
removed during excavation are segregated and
replaced in original sequence, regrowih of
vegetation is rapid.  Most ecological functions
and values degraded as a result of the project
would be restored within a year or two of
construction.

it is not possible to accurately predict acreage of
wetlands that would be affected by the project
because precise locations of facilities have not
been surveyed and wetland locations verified on
the ground. However, based on analysis of NWI
maps {scale 1. 24,000) and fieid-survey data,
approximately 185 weflands in the Reservation
service area and 252 wetlands in the Dry Prairie
service ares would be filled or partially fifled

during construction of the FPRRWS.  Linear
distances of wetiands that would be affected by
the Reservalion and Dry Prairie service areas
are 6.1 miles and 5.5 miles, respectively,
Approximately 18.5 acres of wetiands {(assuming
a 25-foot-wide construction right-of-way) would
be crossed by the pipeline system in the
Reservation service area. Larger wetlands that
would be crossed include those assoclated with
the Poplar River, Muddy Creek, Little Porcupine
Creek, Wolf Creek, Smoke Creek, Tule Creek,
Snow Coulee, and Mcliwain Lake.

Approximately 16.7 acres of wetlands would be
crossed by the pipeline system in the Dry Prairie
service area. Some of the larger wetlands that
would be affected are associated with Porcupine
Crask, Hell Creek, Snow Coulee, Smoke Creek,
Medicine Lake, and prairie potholes in the
Dagmar-Westby area.

Most of the wetlands that would be affected by
the project are narrow, linear wetlands
associated  with  infermittent  drainages;
consequently, they have water for only a portion
of the year and do not support important
fisheries.

Disturbance of wetlands would be avoided
where  possible. Where  unavoidable,
construction would be delayed until after July 15
to protect duck nests and broods.

To avoid or mitigate potential impacts in riparian
and wetland areas, construction would be timed
to coincide with dry pericds when water tables
are low. Hard plugs or benionite breakers would
be installed in the pipeline french to prevent
welland drainage through migration of water
along the ditch. Effects fo wetlands would be
negligible with required avoidance, mitigation
and monitoring (see Section 5.4 Environmental
Commitments).

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

The No Action Altemnative would result in
continued efforis to obtain potable water.
Driliing of new wells and expansion of existing or
constryction of new water treatment and
distribution systems would disrupt wetlands.

Final Programmatic EA



4-4

Chapter 4

WILDLIFE

EFFECTS OF PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed project would result in direct loss
of wildlife habltat used for hiding cover, foraging,
breeding sites, nesting cover, and thermal cover.
Construction of pipelines, pumping stations and
other facililes would directly rermove or degrade
nabitat. Wildiife species dependent on iost
habitat would die or be displaced. Displaced
animals may be ihcorporated into adjacent
populations, Depending on variables such as
species, behavior, density, and habitat, adjacent
populations may experience increased mortality,
decreased reproductive  rates, or other
compensatory or additive responses. In addition
fo loss of habitat, wildlife species would be
displaced from unaltersed habitat during
construction,

Construction activities would result in direct
mortality to species with limited mobility {e.g.,
mice, voles, repiiles, amphibians, and young
birds). More-mobile species such as deer,
coyotes, and adult birds move into undisturbed
adjacent habitat. Levels of mortality associated
with the project would not affect the viability of
local or regional wildlife populations.

The loss of migratory birds and their nests from
the propcsed action would result from
construction through native prairie and CRP
fields, pastures, and riparian areas. According
to Executive Order 13186 (Protection of
Migratory Birds), adverse effects on migratory
birds must be minimized to the extent
practicable and should include restoration and
enhancement of habitat, development and
implementation of conservation plans, and other
measures to minimize mortality to migratory
birds. Losses of small numbers of migratory
birds with the proposed action would not
jeopardize the viability of local or regional
populations.

Potential impacts 1o wildlife would result
primarily from construction activities. Impacts o
big game species (e.g., mule deer, white-tafled
deer, and antelope) would be minor and short
term.

increased traffic during construction  would
cause slight increases in direct wildlife mortality
from vehicle-wildlife collisions.

Sharp-tailed grouse leks {i.e., courtship breeding
grounds) and nesting habifat could be affected
where pipelines are consfructed through
grassiands and upland couiees. Sharp-tailed
grouse would be especiaily vulnerable to
construction activities in spring when birds are
concanirated on strutting grounds. Disturbance
to couriship and breeding would be minimized
by delaying construction unti after birds have
left the leks (usually by mid May).

Human disturbance may cause birds of prey
{raptors) {6 desert their nests. Impacts to nesting
raptors would be minimized by fiming
construction to avoid critical incubation and
fledging periods {(April through July).

Censtruction in and near wetlands could destroy
waterfow! nests and young. Impacts 10 nesting
waterfow! coukd be avoided by delaying
construction until after the young leave the nest
in June. Effects to wildlife and wildiife habitat
wouid be negligible with required avoidance,
mifigation, and monitoring (see Section 5.4
Environmental Caommitments).

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

The No Action Alternative would result in
continued efforts to obtain potable water.
Drilling of new welis and expansion of existing or
construction of new water ftreatment and
distribution systems would disrupt wildlife habitat
and displace wildlife from driling and
construction sites.

FISHERIES

EFFECTS OF PROPOSED ACTION

Effects to fisheries couid occur where pipelines
cross rivers, streams, and lakes and at the water
intake on the Missouri River. Localized impacts
from increased sedimentation could ocour during
and immediately following construction. These
impacts would be minor ang short term.
Typically, streams in the project area have hign
sediment levels 1o which resident fish have
adapted.
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The intake would pose a negligible risk o most
fish because water velocities would not exceed
0.5 feat per second and the intake would be
screenad with 0.25-inch (8 4.millimeter) mesh to
prevent entrainment of fish. The infake may
entrain larval fish, fish eggs, and other small
aquatic organisms (eg., insecls, crusiaceans
and algae). '
Because the intake would be constructed in the
deepest part of the river, larval fish and eggs
that typically reside near the bottom of the water
column would most likely be affected. Water
withdrawal would have the greatest probability of
affecting shovelnose  sturgeon, paddlefish,
channei catfish, burbot, sicklefin chub, sturgeon
chub, blue sucker, sauger, and walleye
(Montana Department of Natural Resources and
Conservation 1999),

Egg sizes for these species range from 1.3 to
3.7 millimeters {Scolt and Crossman 1979}
farval fish would be larger depending on their
age. Because larval fish have not developed
fully functional fins In ithe early siages of
development the current carries  them
downstream. Until they grow larger than the
size of the mesh openings or develop to aveid
the current, they couid be drawn into the water
intake. The extent {0 which this would ocour
would probably not affect fish populations in the
Missourt River since natural mortality to fish
eggs and larvas is high under natural conditions.
Entrainment of latval fish and fish eggs would be
negligible.

Entrainment of zooplankton and phyloplankion
is not a subsiantial concern with the propesed
water irtake. These organisms do not represent
g lmiting factor for fish production in the
Missouri River, and losses through entrainment
would not be large encugh o affect fish
populztions.

The potential for entrainment of small fish and
fish eggs at the water intake would be reduced
by screening the intake and designing the intake
50 that water velocities ati the intake do not
exceed 0.5 feet per second.

Prior to construction, the Natural Streambed and
Land Preservation permits would be acquired.
These permits incorporate recommendations of
Montana Fish, Wilkdlife & Parks and conservation
districts to minimize impacis to fish and other
aguatic Hife. Effects fo fisheries would be
negligible with required avoidance, mitigation,

and monitoring {see Section 5.4 Environmenial
Commitments),

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

The HNo Aclion Alternative would result in
continued efforts to obtain potable water.
Drilling of new wells and expansion of existing or
construction of new water treatment and
distribution systems couid affect fisheries if
sediment from drilling or construction enters
streams or other surface waters with fish
populations. Existing facilities that withdraw
water from the Missouri River would continue to
operate and could expand ¥ the FPRRWS
project is not constructed. Thess faciiities would
continue to have the potential to entrain fish
eqggs and larval fish,

THREATENED AND
ENDANGERED SPECIES

EFFECTS OF PROPOSED ACTION

The Proposed Action would not affect proposed
critical  habitat (i.e., habilat specifically
dasignated under the Endangered Species Act
of 1973) for federally listed species, although
habitat known to harbor listed or candidate
species is present in the project area. See
Biological Assessment and letter of concurrence
from the U.8. Fish and Wildiife Service attached
as Appendix H.

Pallid Sturgeon

The Proposed Action would not be likely to
adversely affect pallid sturgeon during
construction and operation. Because there are
no known spawning areas for pallid sturgeon
downstream from Fort Peck Dam, increased
sediment during construction of the water intake
at Poplar would not likely affect fish eggs or
larval fish bacauss they would not be present
during the low-flow, construction period. Adult
pallid sturgeon are adapted o high sediment
levels in the river and would avoid the
construction area if sediment levels were higher
than they could tolerate,

The primary concern with pallid sturgeon is
uptake of juvenile (larval) fish by the water
intake in the Missouri River. It is generally
balieved that pallid sturgeon have not
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successfully spawned in the Missouri River
upstream from the proposed intake al Poplar
since construction of the Fort Peck Dam due to
altered stream flows and reduced sediment
levels. Under current operating conditions of
Fort Peck Dam, it is unlikely that pallid sturgeon
eggs and juvenile fish would be present in the
vicinity of the proposed intake.

With proposed operational changes at Fort Peck
Dam (o encourage reproduction of pallid
sturgeon (i.g., spring releases of larger volumes
of water from the top of the reservoirn), it is
possible that paliid sturgeon could find suitable
spawning sites in the Missouri or Mik rivers
upsiream of the proposed water intake at
Poplar. If this were 1o happen, it is possible that
the current could carty larval fish downstream to
Paplar.  Because pallid sturgeon eggs are
adhesive, they would likely become attached to
bottom substrates at or near the spawning sites.
Upon hatching, young sturgeon could be carried
by the current to the vicinity of the water intake.

The proposed waler intake at Poplar would
extend about six feet above the river bottom
(Figure 2) and is designed to prevent uptake of
juveniie pallid sturgeon and other species of fish.
The mesh over the intake would have openings
no larger than G.25 inches (8.4 millimeters}, with
intake water velocities less than G5 feet per
second. While the intake waould not iikely take in
juvenile pallid sturgeon, it could entrain larval
pallid sturgeon. Because of buayancy of young
pallid sturgeon, larval pallid sturgeon may not be
present in the deepest parts of the stream where
the intake structure would be located.

Because it is uncertain if medification of Fort
Peck dam operations wolid successfully
stimulate  pallid  sturgeon to  reproduce,
assessing future effects is speculative. [t is also
uncertain as to where pallid sturgeon would
spawn, if changes in dam operation were to
induce spawning.

Becauss of uncertainties concerning the
presence of larval pallid sturgeon or eggs, the
intake structure would be monitored annually
between May 1 and June 15 by passing
volumes of water from the intake through a
mesh and collecting larval fish and eggs. Fish
and eggs retained by the mesh would be
identifled to species and counted. Annual
maonitoring reports would be prepared by the

project sponsors and submitted to the USFWS,
If pailid sturgeon or their eggs are found during
intake monitoring, consultation will be reinitiated
undsr the Endangered Species Act. With design
of the intake structure to gvoid entrainmeni of
larval fish and eggs and annual monitoring, the
Proposed Action would not be likely to
adversely affect pallid sturgeon. See Section
54, Environmental  Commitments, for
avoidance, mitigation, and monitoring.

Fiping plover

Critical habitat for piping plovers has been
proposed along the Missouri River, but this
designation has not been finalized. Proposed
critical habitat in the project area would include
istands in the Missour River from the community
of Wolf Point downstream to the Montana-North
Dakota border. Numerous potholes and
Medicine Lake in the Dry Prairie service, in
northeastern Sheridan County, have also been
proposed as critical habitat for pining plover.

Piping plovers nest at some praine potholes in
Sheridan County (i.e., Medicine Lake -Westby-
Plentywood area) that would be near the
propesed pipeline system for ithe FPRRWS.
However, no pipeline or other project facilities
would directly encroach on breeding habitat {i.e.,
sparsely vegetated shore of potholes and other
wetlands).  All construction activities would
oceur more than 50 feet from known or potential
plover nesting habitat in the prairie pothole
region in the Medicine Lake/Westby area. The
proposed water intake would not be located near
riping plover nesting habitat.

Although  construction  activities  would  not
directly alter piping plover nesting habitat, noise
from construction could disturb nesting birds. To
prevent disruption of nesting and brood rearing
because of noise and associated human
activities, construction activities within 0.5 miles
of piping plover nesting habitat would take place
after August 1. By August 1 young plovers
would be able to avoid areas with high levels of
human activity. The proposed project would
not be likely to adversely affect piping
plovers or modify or destroy critical habitat.
Section 5.4, Environmental Commitrnents, lists
required aveidance, mitigation and monitoring
for piping plovers.
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interior Least Tern

Interior least terns nest on islands or sparsely
vegetated shorelines of the Missouri River, but
no nesting sites have been identified near
possible irtake locations or near other project
faciliies. Pipelines for the project would not
cross suifable nesting habitat for these spegies,
No project facilities would affect habitat or pose
a mortality risk to interior least terns. The project
would not affect least terns,

Bald Eagle

Migran{ and wintering bald eagies might be
present near the intake at Poplar, howsver,
operational activities would pose negligible risk.
No roosting or nesting areas would be adversely
zffected nor would the prey base be affected by
the project. Buried pipselines, pumping stations,
water infakes, and other facilities would not
affect to bald eagles.

Whooping Crane

Pipelines and powerlines may cross habitat
used by migrating whooping cranes. Because
the pipeline system for the project generally
paraliels roads and highways, it is unlikely that
disturbances from the project would differ from
those currently posed by use of existing roads
an powerlines. Wetland and aquatic habitat
would be affected only for the construction
pericd  with reclamation quickly restoring
affected habitat. The proposed project would
not affect whooping cranes.

EFFECTS OF NC ACTION

The No Action Alternative would resulf in
continued efforts to obtain potable water.
Drilling of new wells and expansion of existing or
construction of new water treatment and
distribution systems could affect threatened and
endangered species through habitat alteration;
however, the likelihood of affecting threatened or
endangered species with this alternative is low.

SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES
EFFECTS OF PROPOSED ACTION
Social Life

The proposed action would improve quality of
iife and provide economic benefits 10 the region.
Appliances using water would last longer with
good-quality water, livestock management and
grazing potential would improve, and good-
quality water would be available for residential
outside use and industrial purposes. Improved
water quality would benefit public healih,

During the construction phase of the project,
there would be increased employment
opportunities, earnings, and local spending in
the economy of the project area. This would be
a positive impact on the residents and
businesses of the project area.

Community Services

Agencies and individuals expressed concerns
about potential impacts on community services
and temporary housing that could be creafed by
the project's construction work force. Inferviews
were conducted with the Sheridan County
Planner (Doug Smith personal communication
2002) concerning effects of the completed
highway expansion project near Plentywood and
a former employee of the Fort Peck Dam Water
Project near Glasgow {Ron Miller personal
communication 2002), Both  individuals
indicated that impacts to community services
and temporary housing associated with the
construction work force for these projects were
negligible.

The construction and operation phases of the
project would result in less than 20 workers
coming from outside of the local labor market.
Based on experience with other similar large
waler developments (Le., Mni Wiconl in South
Dakota), project sponsors indicate that 90
percent of the workers would come from the
project area. Therefore, negative impacts fo
community services, such as law enforcement
and ambulance services, would be minimal.

Impacts to community services could result if
many workers and their families moved into the
project area hoping to oblain jobs during the
construction phase. Because project-related
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emplcyment opportunities would be fimited,
workers coming to the project area seeking jobs
would not likely remain in the project area for
long periods.

Tempotary Housing

if project construction were to occur concurrently
with peak sesasons for tourism, hunting, and
petroleum  development, there couid be
competiion for lodging among FPRRWS
construction workers and other visitors to the
project area. Temporary housing may be difficult
to secure, especially close to construction
spreads in some parts of the project area (e.g.,
on the Reservalion or near Opheim). However,
it is likely that some construction workers would
have RVs or gther means to camp in or near the
project area in designated camping argas, on
public lands, or on private lands where
landowners have granted permission. Some
local residents also may board construction
workers in their hotes for a fae on a temporary
basis.  Since the number of in-migrating
construction workers is estimated o be fewer
than 10, Htle or no impact is expecled to
temporary housing in the project area {Doug
Smith, Sheridan County Planner, personal
communication 2002}, Proprietors of motels and
campgrounds and individuals renting rooms or
RV spaces to construction workers would likely
view the Increased demand for temporary
housing as a positive ¢ffect of the project.

Traffic

There would be a sight increase in iraffic during
the construction phase due o commuters
traveling to-and-from work and the hauling of
materials o construction sifes. bmpacts from
increased traffic on roads, bridges, and traffic
safety would be negligible.

Project Cosis

Total project construction costs are estimated at
$192 million. Annual operation and maintenance
and replacemeant {OMR} cosis are estimated at
$3.45 millien. Project construction and OMR
costs were discounted over a 50-year period at
4 percent to reflect the construction and initial
OMR costs for the first 10 years of the project.
The present value of project construction and
OMR costs is estimated at $130.813 miliion and

$71.012 milion for the Reservation and Dry
Prairie service areas, respectivaly.

Employment and Earnings

Through construction of the entire project, an
estimated 1,535  person-yvears  (full-ime
equivalents) would be created. Earnings income
is estimated at $49.99 million. The discounted
value of these earnings is $26.058 mittion for the
Reservation service area and $14,094 million for
the Dry Prairie service area. OMR activities
would provide additional employment (256 full-
time employees) with fotal discounted earnings
for the Reservation service area of $13.518
million and $9.872 million for the Dry Praire
sarvice area.

The United States would receive an estimated
$3.231 million and $0.736 million in Social
Secwrity and Medicare receipts, respectively, for
the Reservation and Dry Prairie service areas.
These would be new revenues from employment
of an underemployed Iabor force on the
Reservation.

Montana would have estimated gross receipis
and income tax revenue of $422 000 and
$775,000 from the Reservation and Dry Prairie
service areas, respectively. These revenues
wouid offset the appropriation of funds by the
Montana Legisiature to finance 50 percent of the
non-federal cost share of the project
construction.

Livestock

Improved water quality would increase livestock
weight gains by an estimated 30 pounds per
head per year. Increases in weight gain would
result in increased livestock income of $9.525
million and $10.416 million for the Reservation
and Dry Prairie service areas, respectively.
These values were derived assuming a 50-vear
life of project at 4 percent discount rate. The
value of additional livestock weight assumed
$0.55 per pound, with water delivery to 40
percent of the land in each service area.

Avoided Costs

implementation of the FPRRWS project would
avold costs associated with future upgrading
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and maintenance of existing water supply
systems in the project area.  The FPRRWS
project would not eliminate these costs, but
would replace them with the cost of a regional
water system. Beneficlaries of avolded costs
would be the state, federal, and local
governments, and consumers.

Totai  annual costs  for  operation and
maintenance of existing water systems that
would be avoided with the FPRRWS waould be
about $28.2 million for water treatment facilities
and $11 million for water sources (Watson
Engineering 2001). These costs are calculated
over the lives of the various existing facilities.

Other costs that would be avoided with the
FPRRWS include, water-softening costs of $6.9
million, excess c¢osis of water heater
replacement of $1.1 miilion, bottied water costs
of $4.9 million, nitrate removal costs of 30.51
million, arsenic and sulfate removal and
monitoring costs of $4.2 milllon, and costs for
ireatment of water contaminated with brine from
oif and gas extraction of $0.87 million (Watson
Engineering 2001},

Avoidance of Indian health-care costs would
also be a benefit of the proposed FPRRWS
project. Better quality water combined with
increases in per capita income from the project
would decrsase illness and mortality within the
Reservation service area. Implementation of the
FPRRWS project would reduce health-care
costs, over the life of the project, by $12.71
million (Watson Engineering 2000},

On-Reservation Construction and
Employment

For project elements on the Reservation, the
Tribe would include a labor preference for tribal
members in congtruction specifications offered
to bitdders, therefore, most employment would
be derived from Tribal members, Dry Prairie
service area would furnish  construction
specifications that could reflect an agreement
with the Tribe for employment of {ribal members,
but such an agreement does not exist.

Tribal Employment Rights Office
(TERO]) Fees

The TERO office would be responsible for hiring
project employees on the Reservation,

TERO fees would be charged by the Tribes at a
rate of two percent of the project cost for
construction activiies within the boundaries of
the Reservation.

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

If the FPRRWS project were not constructed.
efforts to obtain good-quality water would likely
continue. New wells would be drilled and
existing water systems would be expanded and
upgradad resulting in costs to individuals and
communities. Some residents would continue to
purchase water for in-home use and haul water
for livestock.

With No Action, there would be inadequate
amounts of good-quality water for human and
livestock uses. Costs would not be expended for
construction, operation, and maintenance.
There would be no employment or eamings for
the Fort Peck or Dry Prairie service areas as a
result of project construction and operation.

The scarcity of good-quality water would remain
a concern among residents. Those who have
been directly affected by inadequate potable
water would be disappointed with the No Action
Alternative. Increased employment, earnings,
and local spending would not be realized under
this alternative,

No addifional traffic would occur due o the
proposed project and impact to highways and
traffic safety would be negligible. There would
be no changes in the demand for temporary
housing.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

EFFECTS OF PROPOSED ACTION

Section 108 of the National Historic Preservation
Act specifies that federal agencies must
consider the effects of the proposed project on
historic properties within the project area.
Effects are evaluated through  formal
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consultation between the federal agency, the
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO),
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) i
designated, and the Agvisory Council on Historic
Preservation.

BOR is preparing programmatic agreements
with the Fort Peck Tribes and the Dry Prairie
Rural Water Authority that specify measures for
compliance with  the  National Historic
Preservation Act to ensure that the effects on
historic  properfies  are  considered. This
agreement will be in place prior o construction.
Parties to the agreemesnt are Reclamation,
SHPQO, Advisory Councli on  Historic
Preservation, the Fort Peck Tribes, and Bureau
of Indian Affairs. The agreement stipulates that
BOR will consult with the Fort Peck Tribes,
SHPO, and Bureau of Indian Affairs to identify
areas requiring and Iintensive Class 1l
inventories and decide if cultural resources
encounterad qualify as historical  properties.
Historical properiies would be avoided to the
extent possible, and where avoidance is nof
possible, steps would be taken to mitigate
impacts. On state lands, BOR would consult with
state archaeclogists to identfy, avoid, and
mitigate cultural resources.

Any burial site encountered on trust or public
lands would be treated according to provisions
of the Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act  and  National Historic
Presarvation Act. The significance of properties
of traditionai or cultural importance would be
explored through consuitation with tribal elders
or traditionalists. If any human remains are
found on lands other than federal or trust lands,
BOR wili ensure compliance with the provisions
of The Human Rermains and Burial Site
Protection Act (MT State Code: Title 22,
Chapter 3, Part 8). All work in the Immediate
vicinity of the discovery shall cease and the area
will be secured until the requirements of the
State Code are completed.

Before each phase of construction, BOR would
use the Class | file search 1 consult with the
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer to determine
which areas would require further Class Il
inventories. All preject areas that have not been
previously surveyed would be surveyed. These
inventories would be conducted by a
professional archaeclogist under permit o the
Fort Peck Tribes and Dry Prairie Rural Water

Authority and be completed prior ground
disturbances.

BOR and the Tribes would consult with the
SHPO regarding locations and potential impacts
to properties of traditional refigious and cultural
importance. Information on such properties is
confidential and not available for public review,

it is BOR’s responsibility to see that historic
properties {(significant cultural resources) are
protected and avoided fo the extent possible.
BOR in consuitation with the Tribes and SHPQ,
would determine appropriate avoidance or
mitigation measures prior fo construction.

If  unanticipated cullural  resources are
encountered during construction, all ground-
disturbing activities in the immediate vicinity
would be siopped until BOR has consuited with
the Tribes to evaluate the resource,

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

The No Action Aternative would result in
continued efforts {o oblain potable water.
Drilling of new welis and expansion of existing or
construction of new water treatment and
distribution systemns could affect cultural
resources.

LAND USE

EFFECTS OF PROPOSED ACTION

Pipelines for the project would cross about 2.5
miles of land managed by the BLM and about 37
miles of land managed or under easement (o the
LL.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Pipelines also
would cross about 70 miles of state lands.

Pipeline construction through croplands and
pastures could disrupt agricultural activifies and
temporarily reduce production of crops and
livestock forage. Loss of crops on pipeline
rights-of-way would occur only during one
season {ihe season of construction), whereas
reductions in livestock forage would be realized
for three to five years (untl successful
reclamation is achleved),

increased supplies of water for livestock as a
resuit of the project could affect use of
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rangeland and pasture and distribution of
livestock. Some land not currently being used
for livestock grazing may become suitable for
grazing with the proposed project. Increased
availability of stock water could also allow better
management and distribution of livestock within
grazing units. Because livestock need water
daily, they often do not graze areas distant from
a water source; consequenfly, some areas of
rangeland are overytilized and some are not
grazed to their capacity.

Increased availability of water in parts of the Fort
Peck and Dry Prairie service areas that currently
do not have adeguate supplies of potable water
may alter patterns of residential and commercial
development. New construction of homes and
businesses outside of existing communities
would probably  increase. Such new
development could increase demands for
services such as fire protection, road
maintenance, and electricity.

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

The No Action Alternative would likely maintain
existing land uses. Most of the project area’s
population would remain in areas where water
can be obtained. Some residents may leave the
project area because of inadequate water
supplies. Out migration of residents in many
areas of northern Great Plains has led to
reductions in utilization agricultural lands for
crop and livestock production,

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

EFFECTS OF PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed acfion would benefit tribal
members by providing good-guality water for
municipal, industrial and rural uses. Good-
quality water would improve the quality of life by
reducing inconvenience and costs associated
with high concentrafions of dissolved solids
{e.q., discoloration of laundry, unpleasant taste
and odor, and shorfened useful lives of hot
water heaters, dishwashers, and other
appliances using water),

Minority and low-income populations ars present
on the Reservation, however, the proposed
action and alternatives  would not
disproportionately change the democgraphics of

the existing population or negatively affect the
socioeconomic or cultural stetus population on
fhe Reservation.

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

The No Action Alternative would not change
existing conditions.

INDIAN TRUST ASSETS

EFFECTS OF PROPOSED ACTION

Construction of the project on the Reservation
would not adversely affect trust lands and
agsociated resources (e.g., vegetation, wildlife,
and waters) of e Tribe or individuzl members.
These lands are ITAs because the United States
holds such lands in tusi for the Tribe and
individual Indian landowners.

Permits or authorization would be needed for
facilities to be constructed on  ITAs,
Approximately 810 miles of ITAs (l.e., Tribal or
altotted lands) would be crossed by pipelines on
the Reservation,

The Tribas have water rights for significantly
greater amounts of water in the Missouri River,
its tributaries, and the aquifers of the
Reservation than would be utilized by this
project.  The project would use part of the
Tribes' water rights.

Cropland on the Reservation would be crossed
after crops have been harvested o reduce
impacts, |f this is not possible, affected parties
would be compensated for the lost value of
crops,

Native grassiands crossed would be reseeded
with native specles Tollowing  construction,
Seeding would occur in tate fall or early spring fo
maximize soil moisture.

Farmiands would not be adversely affected by
construction. Disturbed lands could be farmed
immediately following construction. Compacted
soils resulting from construction traffic would be
loosened with normal cultivation.

Impagts to wildiife would not be substantial.
Construction may kill small, relafively immobile
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species {e.g., small rodents, repliles,
amphibians, and insects), but larger animails
would be temporarily displaced duting
construction activities.

impacts to intermittent and perennial streams
would occur from sediment during construction
of pipelines and other faciliies. Exposad soll
would be saslly eroded by wind and rain and
would be carried by overland flow Into streams
and other waters of the United States {including
wetlands). These impacts would be tempaorary
and would not affect important fisheries.

Pipelines would cross roads and highways.
Most county roads and all state and federal
highways would have crossings bored. These
crossings would not affect the physical integrity
of the roadway or use.

Avolding important historical or cultural sites
would minimize impacts to these resources,

There would be no significant long-term effects
to ITAs from any of the proposed alternatives.

EFFECTS OF NO ACTION

The No Action Alternative would result in the
Fort Peck Tribes not exercising a portion of their
water right.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative Impacts are impacts to  the
environment that would result from the proposed
action when added to other past, present, and
future actions. Cumulaiive impacts can resuit
from individually minor but collectively significant
actions taking place over a period of time.

Cumulative impacts analyzed in this EA are the
water releases from Fort Peck Reservoir
proposed by the Corps of Engineers, state and
federal highway expansion projects, and
irrigation water withdrawals from the Missour
River.

RELEASE OF WATER FROM FORT
PECK DAM

Under current operation, Fort Peck Dam
releases cold water from the depths of the

Reservoir. This cold water, reiatively free of
sediment, negatively affects spawning by native
fishes downriver and Hmits production of food
and forage species. Releases of cold water low
in sediment will continue to fimit palid sturgeon
recruitment and food supplies for bald eagles,
terns, plovers, and pallid sturgeon, Current
operations do not provide adeguate spawning
temperatures in the river below Fort Peck Dam
targeted for pallid sturgeon  recovery.
Historically, palid sturgeon spawned i an
environment that gradually warmed in the spring
to temperatures above 60F {(15.8 o C), Releases
of cold water from Fort Peck Dam prevent
gttainment of oplimum spawning temperatures
downsiream.

Higher spring flows and warmer water
termperatures are  needed 10 improve
environmental conditions for pallid sturgeon,
least terns, and piping plovers. The higher and
warmar flows wouid provide the hydrologic cue
for pallid sturgeon and other native fish to
gpawn,  Higher flows would aiso redistribute
sand for sandbars, inundats side channels, and
connect backwater areas, providing  additional
nutrients, forage fish, and insects needed for
tarval fish, tems, and plovers,

Higher flows and warm-water releases are
needed, on average, once every 3 years. The
proposed Fort Peck releases would only be
conducted in years of sufficient runoff and would
be timed to avoid lowering the lake during the
forage fish spawn (approximately mid-April to
mid-May). Higher spring discharges wouid
parallel higher spring inflows into the lake,

Peak discharges would range between 20,000
cubic feet per second (cfs) and 25,000 cfs and
persist for a minimum of three days. Warm-
water releases should continue for at least 30
days.

Under current conditions, pallid sturgeon do not
appear to reproduce in the Missour Rivar
downstream  from Fort  Peck  Dam.
Consequently, the proposed water intake at
Poplar would not be likely to adversely affect
pallid sturgeon through entrainment of eggs and
farval fish. With proposed modification of
operations at Fort Peck Dam to stimulate pallid
sturgeon reproduction, pallid sturgeon eggs and
young fish couid be carried in the current to the
intake at Poplar. Thus it is possible that
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operation of the water inlake at Poplar may
adversely affect pallid sturgson, but only if
modification of operations at Fort Peck Dam
gnhances pallid siurgeon to reproduce in the
Missourt River above the proposed intake.

increased spring releases from Fort Peck Dam
could affect the dynamics of suspended and
deposited sediments, channgl migration rates,
and water gquality of the Missouri River at the
FPRRWS intake at Poplar. These changes
could alter the costs and efficacy of water
treatment for the FPRRWS project and affect
operation of the intake structure.

HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION AND
EXPANSION

The Mentana Deparment of Transporiation
(MDT) tentatively plans six  highway
improvement projects on Highway 2 that would
take place from 2002 to 2006. These projects
may affect a total of about 59.1 miles of Highway
in the vicinity of Nashua, Bainville, Oswego,
Brockton, Big Muddy Creek, and Glasgow.
These projects are under development and the
final scope and tentative consiruction dates
have not been set.

Upgrading and widening hghways would
expand the width of the highway right-of-way
into agricultural area end residential areas.
Because the proposed pipeline system for the
FPRRWS would be placed immediately adjacent
to roads and highways, it is possible that some
adjacent property would be needed for both the
water project and highway improvemants,

¥ highway and water proiect construction take
place af the same time, construction activities
from both would generate noise and dusi. Some
residents [living near construction sites could
have access to and from their property
temporarily disrupted. Dust from construction of
both projects could cause localized respiratory
and house-cleaning problems for residents near
construction sites.  Restricting vehicle speeds
on construction sites and  applying  dust
suppressants or walsr to control dust would
reduce the impacts. Contractors for MDT
projects are required to mitigate for dust, access
disruption, and other impacts from highway
projects.

Although rights-of-way for the water project
pipeline would have restrictions placed on
landowners for some types of land uses {e.q.,
construction of buildings and excavations), most
surface uses associated with agricultural
activities would be unaffected.

IRRIGATION INTAKES AND
DIVERSIONS

Currently there are about 700 irrigation intakes
and diversions drawing water from the Missouri
River between the Fort Peck Dam and the North
Dakota border {(Montana Department of Natural
Resources and Conservation file information
2002). There are 374 claims for water rights
that have been filed with the Department of
Natural Resources and Conservation for this
reach of the Missouri River, totaling 6,725 cubic
feet per second (3 million gallons per minute).
At any given time in the irrigetion season,
irrigators with water rights could divert this
amount from the Missouri River,

Like the proposed water intake for the FPRRWS
project, these diversions have the potential o
enfrain larval fish, fish egygs, and plankton.
Many of these intakes and diversions probably
also entrain larger fish because they do not have
protective devices such as  small-mesh
sereening or low velocities at intakes to prevent
uptake of larger organisms.

Under normal operating conditions, the water
intake for the proposed FPRRWS  would
withdraw a maximum 13,1 million gallons per
day (9,133 galions per minute} from the Missouri
River. This would be 0.3 percent of the total
diversion that could be withdrawn from the
Missouri River, between Fort Peck Dam and the
North Dakota border at any given fime by
irrigators. Impacts on aguatic biota resulting
from the FPRRWS oproject would have z
negligible cumulative effect when considered
with existing irrigation impacts.
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5.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

"Scoping”, a process identified in Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, is an
terative process involving preparers of NEPA
documents, the public, Indian tribes, government
agencies, and other parties with an Interest in
the proposed project. The purpose of scoping is
to identify public znd agenty concemns, to
facilitate preparation of the EA, and to define
issues and alternatives to be addressed in the
EA. Scoping has a large component of
public/agency involvement and is also a means
by which the analysis process in the EA is
streamiined and coordinated.

AGENCIES AND INDIVIDUALS
CONTACTED

SCOPING MEETINGS

The Fort Peck Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes, the
Dry Prairie Water Authority, Bureau of
Reciamation, and State of Montana {Department
of Natural Resources and Conservation, the
lead Siate agency) sponsored public scoping
meetings at Glasgow, Poplar, Culbertson,
Plentywood and Scobey over a two-week period
from January 24 - January 31, 2001. Scoping
meetings with state and federal agencies weare
held on March 7, 2001 and March 28, 2001,
respectively. A description of the project and
showing the locations of major project facilities
{(Appendix F) was handed out at scoping
meetings and mailed to  individuals and
agencies.

The public was informed of scoping meetings
through advertisements in local papers and over
iocal radio stations serving the five communities.

The following newspapers published notices of
the scoping meetings:
¥ The Searchlight (Culbertson)

{(Wolf Point)

¥ Wolf Point Herald

» Glasgow Courier {Glasgow)

3 Daniels County Leader {Scobey)

¥ Sheridan Couniy News (Plentywood)
»  Wotanin {Poplan

The foliowing radio stations broadcast notices of
scoping meetings:

¥ KOGM (Scobey)

= KLTZ {Glasgow)

» KATQ (Plentywood)
> KVCK (Wolf Point)

A public service anncuncement was also placed
in the Great Falls Tribune. This announcement
described the project history, involved agencies,
and project Taciliies and requested public
comments.

In addition to anncuncements over the radio and
in newspapers, lefters describing the project
were sent {o state and federal agencies,
individuals, conservation districts, and project
participants for the Fort Peck Tribes and Dry
Prairie Rural Water Authority. Approximately 75
people attended the scoping meetings, with the
most attending the meeting In Glasgow (29
people).
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Persons anﬁ agencies contacted in person or by a letter describing the project included the foliowing:
Harold Wentland, Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parkes, Glasgow, MT.

Loy Hanebury, U8, Fish and Wildlife Service, Billings, MT 58101

John Fahlgren, Bureau of land Management, Rt. 1-4775, Glasgow, MT 58230

Ted Guizke, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 223 North Shore Road, Medicine Lake, MT 50247
Ray Mule, Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Culbertson, MT 59218

Jean Ramer, Army Corps of Engineers, 301 8, Park Ave., Helena, MT 58601

Alan Steinie, Army Corps of Engineers, 301 8. Park Ave., Helena, MT 59601.

Larty Robson, Army Corps of Engineers, Billings, MT 58102

Mark Wilson, U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service, 100 N, Park, Helena, MT 58601

Director, Environmental Protection Agency, Federal Building, Helena, MT 596(1

Jim Satterfisld, Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Glasgow, MT 59230

Bill Wiedenheit , Montana Depariment of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Glasgow, MT 58230

Rick Stelifiug, Valley County Weed District, Glasgow, MT 58230

Michael Rabenberg, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Medicine Lake, MT 58247

Deb Madison, Environmental Program, Fort Peck Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes, Poplar, MT 58255
Clint Jacobs, Dry Prairie Rural Water Authority, Culbertson, MT 53218

Tom Escarcega, Water Resources, Fort Peck Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes, Poplar MT 53255
Bobbie Roos, Daniels County Extension Agent, Scobey, MT 58263

Gary Steinberg, Sheridan County Weed District, Plentywood, MT 50254

Maurice Gonitzke, Roosevelt County Weed District, Culbertson, MT 59218

Dennis Whiteman, Superintendent, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Poplar, MT 59255

Indian Health Service, 802 Assiniboine, Poplar, MT 53258

Rick Knick, Dry Prairie Rural Water Authority, Culbertson, MT 58218

Miles Knudsen, Box 734, Cultbertson, MT 59218

Charlie Cahill, Box 1172, Sccbey, MT 53263

Jim Tande, Rural Route, Scobey, MT 53263

Gordy Kampen, 1250 Rock Springs, Reserve, MT 59258
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Jon Bolstad, 193 Big Lake Road, Homeastead, MT 59242

Allen Bunk, Box 333, Nashua, MT 88248

Marvin Tarum, 430 Tarum Road, Richiand, MT 59260

Henri Headress, Fort Peck Tribes, Box 1027, Poplar, MT 58255

Mike Watson, Watson Enginsering, Helena, MT 53601

Doug Smith, Sheridan County Planner, Plentywood, MT 55254

Linda Nsalson, 463 Griffen Road, Medicine Lake, MT 58247

Daryl Toews, HC Box 34, Lustre, MT 56255

Mike Carlson, Eastern Plains RC&D, Sidney, MT 59270

Valley County Conservation District, 98 Highway 2 East, Rm. 2, Glasgow, MT 59230

Danigls County Conservation District, PO Box 605, Scobey, MT 58263

Sheridan County Conservation District, 118 N. Jackson, Plentywood, MT 58254

North Valley County Water and Sewer District, St Marie, MT 58231

Denise Biggar, Box 1269, Glasgow, MT 59230

FISH AND WILDLIFE COORDINATION
ACT '

The U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
reviewed the FPRRWS project and prepared the
following recommendations from the planning
aid letter (PAL)} in accordance with the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA). The PAL is
attached as Appendix G,

Aquatic Resources

Aquatic resources in the project area could be
affected by insialiation and operation of the
infake sfructure, water distribution system, and
ancillary facilities. Impacts o streams will be
avoided by directionally drilling to install
pipelines under the Poplar and Milk rivers.
Fishery impacts in other streams will be reduced
by timing construction in streams to avoid high
runoff periods In spring and early sumimer,
potentially important periods for fish spawning
and movement.

Because there is potential for the water intake to
entrain larval fish and fish eggs, water diverted
from the Missouri River will be monitored each
year for the first five years of operation for the
presance of fish eggs and young fish. Sampling
will be done three times each year between
May1 and June 15. A known volume of water in
the wet well will be drawn from the throughout
the water column, passed through a screen or
mesh o retain fish eggs and larvae, Eggs and
iarvae will be collected, preserved, counted, and
identified to species. A monitoring report will be
prepared after each annual sampling peried and
submitted to the USFWS. If paliid sturgeon
eggs of larvags are found in samples taken from
the wet well, consultation will be reinitiated
under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act
of 1873.

Wetlands

Wetlands will be avoided through route selection
and by constructing around wettands. Many
wetlands will be avoided by crossing under
roads. H wetlands cannot be avoided,
construction will be scheduled when wellands
are driest {(usually late summer of early fall).
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Disturbed wetlands will be restored o
precenstruction contours,

Not all wetlands can be avoided; therefore
ecological functions of affected wetlands would
be degraded. To compensate for lost or
degraded wetland functions, a wetland
mitigation plan wili be prepared ihat describes
the amount, location, and types of wetland
mitigation that wil be implemented to
compensate for project losses. Wetland
mitigation in the Fort Peck Raservation sarvice
area will follow the specifications identified in the
tribal wetland mitigation policy (Appendix H).
Wetiand mitigation in the Dry Prairie service
area will be developed and implemented in
consuitation with the Partners for Fish and
Wildiife, a USFWS team based at the Medicine
Lake National Wildlife Refuge.

A field review team, composed of members of
the Fort Pack Tribes, BIA, Dry Praire Rural
Water Authority, BOR and USFWS, will be
convened prior to each construction season
The team will conduct field reviews of proposed
pipeline alignments and make recormmendations
regarding avoidance of wetlands and restoration
of wetland functions and values.

Terrestrial Resources

The use of road rights-of-way will minimize
impacts to terrestrial resources and is the
preferred location of pipelines. An exception
would occur where the pipeline will be rerouted
in grassland or cropland to avoid wetlands,
Impacts o grassiands or woody vegetation
woukd be of short duration and would be
minimized through appropriate reclamation.

The intake structure would have the potential to
affect riparian habitat. This habitat is important
fo a wide range of wildlife species. Avoidance of
riparian habitat when selecting the treatment site
is preferred to minimize impacts. Powerlines
required for the intake structure, pumping
stations, and other facilities will be constructed
accerding  fo raptor  protection  guidelines
{Clendorff &t al 1881).

Threatened and Endangeréd Species

Impacts 0 piping plover and least lern-nesting
habitat on sandbars and isfands of the Missour
River would be eliminated by timing construction
of the intake to avoid the critical nesting period
of May 15 to July 30 or by selecling an intake
site at least 0.5 mies from potential nesting
habital. Locations of nesting habitat for isast
terms and piping plovers is dynamic; therefore,
the USFWS will be contacted fo obtain the latest
information regarding nesting locations prior to
making a final site sslection or staring
construction.

Raptor proofing new or upgraded powerlines will
prevent electrocution of bald eagles and other
large raptors.

Monitoring of the intake for the presence of
pallid sturgeon eggs or fry will be implemantsd.

Based on this EA and the Biological Assessment
prepared under the Endangersd Species Act
the USFWS has determined that the proposed
action is not likely to adversely affect fisted
species or proposed critical habitat for piping
plover.

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE

The following regulations, authorizations, and
approvals are applicable to the proposed
FPRRWS project and will be complied with.

FEDERAL REGULATIONS AND
POLICIES

National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (NEPA)

This act requires federal agencies to consult
with sach other and to employ systematic and
interdisciplinary techniques In planning and
decision making. NEPA requires full and honest
disclosure of all  environmental impacts
associated with the proposed alternative.

Endangered Species Act of 1973

This act requires consuitation with the USFWS
for federally listed threatened and endangered
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species identified to exist or potentiglly exist in
ihe project area. If a project may affect a
federally listed species or critical habitat, Section
7 consuliation must be initialed between
Reclamation and the USFWS.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

This act implements various Ueaties and
conventions between the United States,
Canada, and Mexico, and Japan for the
protection of migratory birds. Under the Act
taking, killing, or possessing migratory birds is
ilegal.

Executive Order 13186 Protection of
Migratory Birds

This order directs federal agencies to take
actions fo implement the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act Federal agencies must deveiop and
implement Memorandum of Understanding with
the USFWS to promote the conservation of
migratory birds,

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of
1958

This act reguires that whenever the federal
government authorizes, sponsors, or issues a
permit to impound, modify, divert, or otherwise
control waters of any body of water, the fedsral
entity authorizing the project must consult with
the USFWS.

Clean Water Act of 1972 - Section 401

This section of the Cigan Water Act, although
administered by the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA}, is the responsibility of the states
and Indian iribes to develop and enforce.
Section 401 provides states and Indian tribes
authority to grant or deny ceriification for a
federally permitted or licensed activity that may
result in discharges to waters of the United
States.

Clean Water Act of 1972 - Section 402

This section of the Clean Waler At is

administered by the EPA on Indian reservations

and by Montana on non-tribal lands. Section
402 reguiales point-source  discharge of
wastewaler into waters of the United States.
Under this seclion of the Clean Waler Act, a
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit could be required during the
construction phase of the project.

Clean Water Act of 1972 - Section 404

The Corps of Engineers (COE) administers
section 404, with oversight by the EPA. Al
aclivities involving the placement of dredged or
fill material intc waters of United States,
including wetlands, are subjest to the COE
parmitting process. Because the proposed
project would result in dredging and filling
wellands and other waters during construction, a
404 permit will be required. The COE will
determine if a Nationwide or Individual 404
permit will be issued for the project when a 404
parmit application has been submitted.

Rivers and Harbors Act - Section 10

The Corps of Engineers administers section 10.
An authorization is required for construction of
an intake structure in the Missouri River, a
federally listed navigable river.

Clean Air Act of 1872

This act requires that any federal entity engaged
in actlivities that may resuilt in discharge of air
pollutants  must comply with applicable air
pollution control laws and regulations.  Under
this act, the EPA must publish national primary
air-guality standards to protect public health and
secondary standards to protect public welfars.
Measures will be incorporated into contract
specifications for the project to  ensure
compliance with air guality standards,

Safe Drinking Water Act of 1996

This act directs the EPA to prepare guidelines
for preparation of Water Conservation Plans for
MR&! projects.
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American Indian Religious Freedom
Act of 1978

This act of requires federal agencies to consider
impacts of projects on the ability of American
Indians to continue their traditional cultural and
religious practices.

Archaeological Resources Protection
Act of 1979

Permits are required to remove archaeological
resources from federal and Indian lands.
Permits may be issued to educational and
scientific institutions if removal of archaeologicai
resources would increase knowledge of cultural
FeSoUICes.

Archaeological and Historic
Preservation Act of 1974

This act authorizes federal agencies o protect
historical and archaeological resources that
might be lost as a result of a federally authorized
activity.

National Historic Preservation Act of
1966

This act establishes federal policy concerning
protection of historic properties. The Act
designates the SHPO as the responsible entity
in each state for administering the Act The
1992 amendments to the Act require federal
zgencies to consider impacts of projects on
properties of traditional religious and cultural
irmportance to American Indians and to invoive
tribes in the consultation process.

Native American Graves Protection
and Repatriation Act

This act establishes federal policy with respect
fo Native American burials and graves located
on federal or Indian lands. Federal agencies are
required to consudt with and oblain concurrence
with appropriate tribes when projects may

disturb burials and graves on federal and Indian
{ands.

Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act

Authorizes the identification, assessment, and
cleanup of hazardous waste sites.

Executive Order 11593, 1971,
Protection and Enhancement of the
Cultural Environment

Reqguires federal agencies to avoid inadvertently
destroying culturat properties.

Executive Order 11988 {Floodplain
Management, 1977)

Requires  federal agencies (o aveid
developments on floodplaing when practicable
alternatives exist, If & facility is located within
the floodplain, action shall be taken to minimize
potentiz! harm to or within the floodplain.

Executive Order 13112 (invasive
Species 1999)

Requires federal agencies fo prevent the
introduction of invasive species and provide for
their control and ¢ minimize economic,
ecological, and human healih impacts that
invasive species cause.

Federal Water Project Recreation Act
of 1965

Requires federal agencies 1o consider potential
outdoor recreation or fish and wildlife
enhancement benefits that water resources
projects may provide.

Compatibility Determination 50 CFR
29.21

A compatibility determinafion is required for a
right-of-way easement across lands managed or
under easement by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. This dstermination must be made for
easements across  wildlife refuges ({e.q.,
Medicine Lake National Wilkdlife Refuge),
waterfowl production areas, and easeiments on
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privaie iands {fo protect wetlands and native
prairie.

STATE REGULATIONS,
AUTHORIZATIONS, AND POLICIES

State regulations, authorizations, and policies do
not apply to actions associated with the project
on the Reservation, but they do apply to project
activities in the Dry Prairie service area.

Montana Floodplain and Fioodway
Management Act

Construction activities within a designated 100-
foat floodplain require a permit from DNRC or
local Floodplain Coordinator,

Montana Land-use License or
Easement on Navigable Waters

The construction, placement, or modification of a
structure or improvement on lands below the
low-water mark of navigable streams requires a
permit from DNRC. A Land Use License is
required for construction activities on state lands
such as pipelines, pumping stations, and other
facilities,

Public Water Supply Act

Prior to operating, constructing, altering, or
extending a public water supply, the applicant
must submii an enginearing report with the
necessary pians and specifications to DEQ for
review and approval.

Montana Department of
Transportation Crossing Permits

Facilities crossings of state highways, including

directional  drilling, require either a Utility
Cocupancy or Encroachment parmit from MDT.

Montana Department of
Transportation Occupancy and
Encroachment Permit

All highway right-gf-way occupancy must adhere
to the procedures set forth in the Administrative
Rules of Montans, Title 18, Chapter 7, Sub-

Chapters 202-241 (See Appendix | for a copy of
site-specific checklist and utility encrcachment
permit).

MPDES Wastewater Discharge
(Surface Water)

All discharges to surface waters, including those
retated to construction, dewatering, suction
dredges, and hydrostatic testing, require a
permit from DEQL

Storm Water Discharge

Industrial, mining, and construction activity,
meeting a minimum acreage requirement, that
discharge storm water to state waters require a
permit for the DEQY.

Turbidity Authorization

Any activity in state waters that will cause
unavoidable short-lerm increases in turbidity or
sediment (usually associated with construction
projects) must have an authorization from DEG.

The Natural Sfreambed and Land
Preservation Act of 1975-310
Permit/SPA (124)

Any activity that physically alters or modifies the
bed or banks of a stream requires a permit from
the local Conservation District.  Government
agencies require  SPA  authorization  from
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks.

3A Authorization

Construction of segments of  the water
distribution system would increase suspended
sediment and turbidity to levels above
established standards. Therefore, a short-term
exemption from surface waler quality standards
(3A authorization) from the Montana DEQ would
be needed before project construction.

401 Certification

Any federally permitted activity that may result in
a discharge o state waters (including
jurisdictional wetlands) must have certification
from DEQ that the federal permit does not
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confiict with state requlations, authorizations, or
policies.

County Noxious Weed Control Act

This state law identifies noxious weets and
reguires that each county have a noxious weed
control plan, All proigcts that disturb soils need
to comply with each couniy’s noxious weed
management plan,

Non-game and Endangered Species
Conservation Act 87-5-101

Montana Figh, Wildlife & Parks is responsible for
protecting indigenous wildiife that is endangered
within the state,

ENVIRONMENTAL
COMMITMENTS

Environmental commitmenis io avoid mitigate,
and monitor environmental impacts have been
devaloped in consuitation with stale and federal
agencies and project sponsors, These
commitments will be implemented before
construction and operation of the project, unless
otherwise specified.

The Fort Peck Tribes and BIA will obtain the
necessary permits, easements, and licenses for
construction and operation of the project in the
Fort Peck Reservalion service area. The Dry
Pratrie Rural Water Authority will obtain the
necessary permits, easements, and ficenses for
construction and opsration of the project in the
Dry Prairie service area.

Environmental commitments will be included in
contract specifications for consiruction of the
proposed project,

Teo help ensure that these commiimenis are
implemented and successful, a team of resource
specialists representing state and federal
agencies and project sponsors wil  be
assembled prior to initiation of construction
activities, This team will moniter construction
and operation phases of the project for
compliance with environmental commitments,

Costs to  implement these environmental
commitments have been included in the Final

Engineeting Report (Watsan Engineering 2001).
Environmental mitigation is budgeted at about
$5.63 million. These measures would be
carried out before construction, during
construction, orin the same calendar year,

TOPOGRAPHY, GEOLOGY, AND
SOILS

Mitigation measures that affect topography,
geology, and soils are:

¥ Construct pipelines next to existing roads to
eiiminate or reduce the need for new
maintenance or access roads.

» Mound soi over pipeline to compensate for
settling.

¥ Control erosion by reseeding the trenches of
large-diameter pipelines as soon as possible
after construction.

¥ Strip topsoil from the trenches of pipelines
larger than 12 inches in diameter { to a
depth of 12 inches in deep soils, or to
whatever depth topsoll extends in more
shaliow soils, and slockpile to prevent
mixing with the less productive subsoils,
Replace topsoil as the last step in backfilling
the trench, so more productive soils will be
returned to the surface soil horizon. Topsoil
of trenches of small-diameter pipelines will
not be segregated and replaced on the
surface unless requested by the landowner
or land management agency.

»>  Install temporary  and permanent siope
breakers and sediment barriers (such as soil
berms or staked hay bales) to reduce water
ergsion on slopes greater than 5 percent,

» Leave undisturbed buffer strips of natural
vegetation on waterway banks and bottoms
and at road crossings until construction is
ready o proceed,

¥ Where necessary work fopsoil with disc,
chizel plow, or similar implament to reduce
compaction or crusting before seeding.

» Leave topsoll in roughened condition untt it
is seeded to prevent wind erosion.
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» Hydroseed and mulch steep slopes;
mulching areas prone to wind erosion, af a
rate of 1.0 ton per acres, with straw free of
noxious weed seeds,

¥ Anchor muich use a mulch crimper; and use
soll stabilization materials such as jute
netting, geotextile, and excelsior blankets.

¥ install water bars to divert runoff from
disturbed araas.

> Place subdrains in trenches that intercept
flowing groundwater to divert flows away
from the trench,

> Backfill immediately after pipe is placed in
frenches,

> impiement best-management practices fo
raduce ergsion will be implemented,

WATER RESOURCES

Mitigation measures that affect water resources
are:

> Place silt fabric barriers fo control sediment
on slopes in excess of five percent at stream
crossings and adjacent {o weilands.

¥ Stockpile soif from the trench out of the
water at waterway crossings and replace it
after pipeline completion.

» Stockpile spoil at larger stream crossings on
the downstream side of tha trench, leaving
gaps for flowing water.

» Select stream crossing sites where the
channel is relatively stable and not
sidecutting (these sites generally occur at
inflection points between meanders or along
straight channel segments, with vegstated
banks!.

» Construct stream crossings perpendicular to
the axis of the stream channel.

» Restore original streambank contours,

» Service and refuel construction eguipment at
least 250 feet from all water bodies and
wetiands.

5-9
> Riprap banks where flow conditions prevent
vegetation stabilization,
WETLANDS

Mitigation measures that affect wetlands are:

>

Avoid wetlands during construction where
practicable.

Where wetlands cannot be avoided,
implement mitigation measures {o help
enswre no net loss of wetland habitats.

Follow the tribal wetiand mitigation policy the
Fort Peck Reservation,

Delineats wetlands and assess their
functional capacity prior 1o construction.

Flace pipelings in road shoulders through
wetiands, with the french boltom above the
impermeable layer if fsasible.

Install cutoff collars (or diaphragms) arcund
the pipe on both sides weatlands if pipeline
profiles indicate possible draining of
wellands,

Use temporary supporting platforms such as
landing mats or planking to prevent
equipment form cutting ruts or sinking info
wetlands.

Directionally drill under major perennial
streams (e.q., Poplar and Milk rivers)
beneath the scour depth of the rivers,

VEGETATION

Mitigation measures that affect vegetation are:

>

Reseed native rangeland with native species
at rates to ensure rapid revegetation.

Broadcast seed where appropriate to
tinimize visual impact of diill rows,

Drill seed in areas adjacent to noxious weed
infastations and argas prone to wind
erosion,

Identify and treat noxious weed infestations
prior to construction,
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> Prepare and submil a noxious weed control
piar to each county weed control district.

v

Equip construction equipment with muffiers
and spark arresiers 1o reduce risk of fire.

FISH AND WILDLIFE

Mitigation measures that affect fish and wildlife
are:

» Time construction to avoid disturbing grouse
leks, and nesting raptors and waterfowl,

> Avoid electrocution of raptors by
constructing power lines according to
Suggested Practices for Rapior Protection
on Powerlines {Olendorff ot al 1981).

¥» Time construction to avoid impacts on
spawning fish.

5 Maintain flows in streams during
construction of stream crossings.

¥ Monitor the effectiveness of the intake
screen in preventing the uptake of larval fish
and eqggs.

# Directionally driling the Poplar and Milk
rivers for pipeline placement.

> Design the Missouri River water intake so
that water velocity does not exceed 0.5 feet
per second and the mesh over the intake is
0.25 inches,

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED
SPECIES

Mitigation measures that affect threatened and
endangered species are:

»  Construct all facilities more than 50 feet from
piping plover and least tern nesting habitat.

» Schedule construction within the line of sight
of piping plover and least tern nasting
habitat to take place after August 1.

#  Monitor the intake annually for the presence
of pallid sturgeon eggs and larvae (see
Appendix H, Biological Assessmaent, for
Monitoring Plan).

¥ Reinitiate consultation with USFWS if pailid
sturgeon eggs or larvae are found in the
intake,

LAND USE AND OWNERSHIP

Mitigation measures that affect land use and
cwnership are;

» Route pipelines to avoid golf courses,
cemeteries, recreation areas, airports,
sewage lagoens, buildings, and hazardous
waste sites.

» Consult with EPA to defineate hazardous
waste sites before acquiring rights-cf-way or
property.

¥ Conduct contaminant survey of sites for
parmanent facilities.

» Bore under highways, roads, and irrigation
ditchies unless otherwise permilted,

> Minimize time trenches are left open.

3 I livestock are present, fence frenches fo
prevent them from falling in trench.

» if construction occurs prior o or during the
growing season, negotiate with landowners
for compensation of crop losses and
temporary losses of produdtivity.

> Contact local utilities prior to construction to
avoid buried facilities.

# Cross stale roads and highways
perpendicular to the readway.

»  Submit a traffic control plan to the MDT if
work on the project would be within the
rights-of-way of state highways.

CULTURAL RESOQURCES

Mitigation measures that affect cultural
resources are

» Consult with the Fort Peck Tribes, BIA, Dry
Prairie Rural Water Authority, end SHPO 1o
identify lands requiring intensive (Class 11}
cultural resources surveys.
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¥ Consult with the Fort Peck Tribes to avoid
construction in areas of cultural or spiritual
significance in the Forl Peck and Dry Prairie
service greas.

¥ lssue stop-work orders if archaeological or
paleontoiogical resources are encountared.

¥ Adher to stipulations in the Programmatic
Agreement conceming cultural resources

SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES

To the extent possible, hirg Iocal workers 1o
reduce influx of people and demands on
cormmunity services.
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Dave Books - Technical Writer/Editor; B.S.
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University of Moniana.
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Linda Priest - Sociveconomics; B.S.
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CONTAMINANT SURVEY FORMS



. Low-ntensity
Rural, Residential, Crop/Agricultural, etc.
Real Property Questionnaire Checklist
" Phase |

INSTRUCTIONS: Clrche for each question. Explain briefly on back if & "yes™ of "unknown™ mre circled, Indicate whether 3 phass If assessment will be
recommended, Altach 3 legal description of the real estate property coversd by this survey,

A, Backgreund Information.
Region
Proiect

Property ID County State
Owner{s)

Bate of survey

Question Qwmetfand or Decupant Observed during
_ visual Inspection

1. Curtently of in the past has the property of any sdoining property baing o« boon usad foc an Yo Me  Unk Yo Mo

indusirial use soch s gascline statloa, molor repalr facility, Junkyard of landfill, or recycling

2. Avetheen curreatly, oc io the best of your knowdadge bave thare been previcusly, any Yes No Unk You No
damaged o discarded vehicle batleriex, of posticides, painis, mmmt&m

potrchsun producte) in Indbidual comtaines of greatar than 25 ga! in volume of 300 gal ki the

sagrecets, sioced on of usad on the propedy os ut the Gacility?

Unk

3. Are thees currently, or ks they best of your lowwdatigs have thete boan previcusly, sy drums Yo Mo Wk Yes Nao
{iypioally 55 gal o sacke of chemicals mutarials slored on the property of at fhw facility?

4, mwmwmmmmwmmmadfm:mmm Yox he Unk Yes No Urvh
cordarminatad she?

Urek

S, Ao thaes currantly, o0 1o the best of yourr knovdedge have thecs boon proviously, sny ot Yeu No [$H9 You MNex
pooctz, o lapoony kocuted o e propery associatsd with wasle reatrnent of weste disposal?

6. i thers curtently, of 1 the bext of your inondotige has there beos praviously, sty sipnficantly  Yes Ha Unk Yes Na Lirsk
stained soils on the ropwty? R

T, Are there crrenily, of 1o the besd 20 your imowledge have there been previously, any leaking Yoo Ha tink
siorage anks (abkrve of underground) located on the property ¥ '

E. ¥ the proparty s sebved by 6 privale well o non-public water syslem, huve contamicsnts beets Yes No Unk Yes o Ut
Keniifind i the well or syxiem thal excend guidalines applicable to the water sysiem?

Yas No Unk

8. Vo the best of your knowsedae, have sny AaTarcixrs sidxstances of Doelroieum prockicts, Yeor No Unk
ynichified weasis inatedaly, firex, aulomolive or indusiial batterdes o any othet wasie matsrials
baen dumpad abaove grade, buried snd/or burmed on the proporly’?

0. To the bssl o your knowladgs, hax any part of the urea been utesd &S 3 Spray operation Yes Mo Unk
baza: air grip, squipiect pasding sre? ’

11.RMM,N%OMMdeMMMWWMW Yos tao Unk Yox " MNo Link
asberion locatad on the propacty and/or has any ssboxtor bosn hurisd oa the property?
12. I Uit svidancs’ of chemical conlamination e.g., vepotation different from surcunding forne Yee Ne Unk

Yox Ho Uink
apparent reason, bare ground, stedis watee bodies ele?

13, B there @ Wmnsformes, capackior, of any hydrelic equipment for which there is Yes T Mo Unk Yes = HNo

Uk
documentalion indicating the presence of PCBs?



Public Recotds/Histerical Sourcex inquiry

;;i%mmhmmmmmwwuwwmwmed Yeou HNa
National Pricdties List-within 1.0 mie (1.5 Key? Yos N
GERCUS Lisi—within 1.5 rrvka (0.8 Km)? Yoz Mo
RGRA TSD Fachites-withic 1.0 mbe (1.6 Ki)? You Mo
mwdmmmﬂawﬂmmmwuwgwwmﬁnmmﬁmdem Y Ng
List maintaihed by state stvironmentsl agency of bazardous waste shes kiertified for knvestgation of Yeos Na
remediation tharl ia. fhe siale agency squivalont Ko MPL—within Rpprogmately 1.0 mise (1.5 Km)?
List mairsained by stle erviconmental agency of sites identified for investigation o fetnediation thet It the sials  Yes Mo
oquivalent o CERCLIS—within 0.5 mile 0.5 Km)?
Loaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) List—within 0.5 mie (0.3 Km)? Yo Mo
Sotid WasteLandfil Faclitios—within 0.5 e (0.8 Km)? _— Yes No
Cenffication (CHECK ONE).

| hereby cenify that to the best of my knowledge no contaminants ere present on this real estate, and there are no otvious
signs of any effecis of contamination.

On the basis of the information coliected to complete this form, it is possible 1o reasonably conciude that there is 2 potential for
contaminants, or the effects of contaminants, to be present on that real estate, Phase Il assessment wlll be performex!.

Examiner

Examiner represents that to the best of his/or her's knowledge the above statements and facts are true and comect.

Bigned Print Name

Date Title

Approving Official . )
{ concur with the above cerfification

Sigﬁeci Print Name

Date Tile

Additional information

Guestion # Comment

Quﬁsﬁon # Commént .

Question#____ Commant



High-ntensity Use
Industrial, Commerclal, Feediots Etc.
Real Property Questionnalre Checklist
Phase | '
{Critetis move restrictive than Low-intensity are underfined)

INESTRUCTIONS: Chcle for sach question. Explain briefly on back H » "yes™ or "unknown” are choied, Indicats whether s phaase It assessmert will ba
recommented, Atlach 8 legal description of the real estale properly covered by this survey,

A, Background Information.

Region
Project
Property ID Coupdy State
Owner(s)
Date of survy :
Question Ownerfand or Occupant Oba.aweémuing\fiaui
Inspection
1. B the propety o 1o the best of your knowkedge, Tias the propavty Of sy agioming progerdy used 1o Yes Ne Unk b o Urk
e ndusteiyl yga?
2 hawmmummmmwﬁwmwmaduam Yes HNa Lok Yes Ho Ui
hc&y o D kb
3. Are thane camenlly, of 1o the bes? of your knowisdge have theme beex phovioisly, BTy damaged of Yex 2] Unk Yo Ne Lk
chncaivedt sulnenedive OF Indusirial batienes, of pestickies, painks, of other chemicals in indivicual ’
tonkainess of preater than § gal in volume o 35 gat i the sogregate, glomed on of used & the properdy
o i the facERy?
4, Are thece curmently, o to he best of your knowiedoe Tave theme boen previously, wny ndustzisl dums Yes B+ Uni Yes ] Lk
[ypiawity 55 gal o sacka of chomicals. locotnd 0 the propocty o B the Tacity?
5. Has i matocial boens brought onto the property thet sriginsted Som & pontaninated sita’ * Yes Mo Urk Yes Mo Lo
"8 Are theve cameestly, or 1o the best of your knowledps have twre been prendousty, iy pds, poads, oF Yes o Uni¢ Yes No Lirie
hagoony catned on the properdy iIn onnection with waste treatment or wiste disposal?
7. & there cortenify, of 1o the best of your knowiedge hat there been previously, sny significently Yes No Lk Yes Ha Lk
#tined okl aneiiondend weaetation on the pecpety?
B Are there curmetly, o to the best of your kncwdedpe hiersp there betn peesiousty, any lesking stormge Yex o Link Yee s Lk
Lanks (sbaove o tindderpround) leatad on the propedty’?
Yes ] E¥:4:3 Yes Mo Ui
Yes hic Urk Yes No Lk
11, Hihe propenty s servid by 8 private weil of hon-publc water system, have cortaminants besn Yeu No Unk Tes ' No Uk
iheriied in the well o sytiem hal exteed guicelns apobicatin 10 the water systeen?
Yex o bnk
Yoo No Link
- fnchame waste warler on or sdis ; : : G Yex = Mo Unk | Yes Ho Lk
nwnnawwvmcm? - .
15, To the bast of your knowiedge, tave any hassrdous substancis of pelroleurt proches, unideriifind Yes o Unk Yes Mo LUnk
vase matesials, tems, atlomclive oF industrial batierkes of Bhy other wasle materiais been tumped . :
abcmm burded andix taarved on the propedy?
16, iathem » tsnsformner, tapasiton, o any hydmile squipment for which there are any reconds Yes o Lk Yes No Uk
Fdicating the presence of POES? . :




Public Records/Mistodical Sources inquity

17, Do any of The fokovdng Fecral povemment mcond Systeene Bt 1he propory 0F iy propery withic! U ciurndersnos of the piee  Tos
resed bekaw: -

N
National Priccities List—within 1.0 e {1.6 Km)? Yo o
CERCLIS Lisi—within 1.5 mille (0.8 Kml? Yes W
RORA YSD Facien—wittie: 1.0 mie {16 Km)7? You Ho
16, Do sny of the foliwing siata recond sysherme Bl the property o soy proptrly within the Citumference of e anoa noled below, Tes Ho
et maintsined by stin errdepnmsntal sgency I huzamious weste siies Kentibest for vestigation or romedintion St 3% Yes Noi
the siade aguncy equiveient ¥ NP —within sppccaieranedy 1.9 mile {1.6 Kmj?
Liad maintsioed by state savionmentsl agency of sites decmifred for imestigation of revnediation thed is the state Yes N
pguivmient fo CERCLIS-within 0L% mile {08 Km)?
Leakiog Underpround Storage Taek (LUST} List—within 0.5 mie (2.8 Km)? o Yex b
Sokd WasteliandW Faciilhes—within 0.5 mie (0.8 Km)? ‘ Yes Ko
Yes e

Certification (CHECHK ONE).

. | hereby certify that to the best of my knowiedge no contaminants are present on this raal e;!zta and &aere are no ctmcu:;
signs of any effects of contamination.

. Phase il sssessment will be parformed, On the basks of the Information collectad to compiele this form, it s pessible to
reasonably conclude that there s & potential for contaminants, or the effects of contarminants, 1o be present on that real estate

Examiner

Exarniner represents that to the best of his/or her's knowledge the above statements and facts are true and correct

Signed Print Name
Data Tile
Approving Officlal

1 concur with the above cerffication '

Signed frint Mame
Cate Title

Additional information

Question # Comment

Question # Comment

Lirgk = *Lrskiesss™™ 0F *M0 feRDORe



APPENDIX B

STATE AND FEDERAL LANDS LIKELY
TO BE CROSSED IN THE PROJECT AREA



State Land Likely to be Crossed by
Pipelines for the FPRRWS

County T.R. andSec. Leasg # Tse Miles Crossed
Valley 30N, 40E, Sec 29 3711 Grazinglorops 0.5
YValley 30N, 4CF, Sez.20 3711 Grazing/srops 0.5
Valley 30N, 40F, Sec. 17 4072 Grazing 0.8
Valiey 30N, 40F Sec.3 63568 Cirazingforops 1.0
Yaley 31N, 408, 8e0.32 1272 Grazingferons 1.0
Yalley 3IN, 40E, Sec 29 3718 Grazinglerops 1.0
Valley 31N, 40F, Bec, 20 2172 Grazing 025
Valley 31N, 40F, See 17 &9 Cirazing 4,75
Valley 31N, 40F, Sec.8 QA2 Cirazing 1.0
Valley 3N, 408, Sec. 20432 Ciraziny 1.0
Valley 32N, 40F. 8e2.32 351 Grazing Lo
Vatley 3IN, 490F, Seq.22 6051 OGrazing 1.6
Valley 30N, 40F, Sec b £14 Srazing/CRP 1.0
Valley 3N, AE, Bec 20 9045 Oazing 10
Valley 2N, 458, Ses. 17 9043 Crazing 1.0
Valley 32N, 43E, Sec.8 U6 Crazing 0.5
Valley AN, 40F, Sac S Sa45 Cirazing 0.3
Valley 33N, 40, Seod 4829 Grazing/forops L0
Vallay 34N, 40E, S=0. 16 3486 Crazing/erops 1.3
Valley 35M, 43E, Seal 3721 Chrazing 028
Danizls J6N, 43E, Sec 30 1570 Crops 0.8
Daniels 36N, 438, Sec29 K18 Grazing 1.0
Daniels 36M, 435 Sec 28 SEI% Crazing .75
Danisle 36N, 43F, Sec33 9818 Urazing 025
Daniels 36M, 43, Sec34 3R12 Grazing 1.0
Daniels 36N, 43E. Sep 35 3812 Grazing 1.0
Daniels 36N, 43E, Sen 36 6612 Grazingferops 2.0
Daniels 36N A3L, Bec.26 3812 Crazing/erops 1.6
Daniels 36N, A3E, Sec.23 403 Grazingferops 0.5
Daaniels 35N, 43, Sec. 14 463 razingiorons 1.0
[aaniels 36M, 430, Sec ]l 5901.98)8 Graging/erops 0.5
Danisls 3TN, 43E, Sec 33 6303,1598 Crazing/CRP 0,75
Daniels AT 4A3E, Sec2f 2586 430 Crazing/orops 1.4
Drantels 3TN 43E, Ser 20 2573.1597 Grazinglorops 1.25
Danieis 37N, 438, Sec. 17 1597 Gravng/orops 0.5
Daniels 3TN, 43, Bec 9 6312,2923 Grazing, 0,25
Danials 370, 43E, Secd 6922 Grazing 0,73
Duaniels 35N, 44F, 8ec b 1570 Crops 0.5
Diansels 33N, 44F, Sec§ 1762743 Chazing/orops 6.5
Daniais 18N, 44, Se.? 10354 Grozing/erops 0.5
Daniels 15N, 44E, §ee.l 5617 Grazingfaops 10
Daniels 35N, 45E, Sect 173 Grazing/crops Lo
Lramels 38N, 45E, Sec.d 178 Grazing/erops 1.8 _
Dranjels 35N, 46E, Sec.6 2826 Orazing/erops G5
Daniels 35N 46K, Sec 3 1826 Crazing/irops 0.5
Daniels 35N, 46F, Secd 2820/158% Grazingferops 1.0
Draniels 35N, 46F, Seed 852/3037 Crazingiorops e
Daniels 35N, 46FE, Sec2 224171637 Grazing/crops 1.0
Danizls 35N, 47E, Sec.3 224372823 Grazing/eraps 1.0
Dagiels 3IN, 47E, Sec 12 741172858 Grazing 1.0
Dayizls AN, 47E, Secdd 4360 Crops 1.0
Daniels 3TN, 47E, Se0 27 547 Srazingforops 1.0
Txamels 37N, 46E, 58025 2852 Grazing .5
Danels 37N, 478, Sec 30 403 Grazing/orops 0.5
Danisls 35N, 518, Sec 6821 Chrazingferops 0.3
Daniels 37N, 46E, Ss0d6 2832 Grazingforops 2.0
Daniels 37N, 46E, See,27 G458 Cirazing 0.73
Daniels A7, 46E, Sec28 2852 Cirazing 1.0
Daniels 3N, ATE, Bec 27 347 Grazing/orops (.25
Daniels 37M, 47E, Sec.36 4360 Craps 1.0




Dariels 35N, 48F, 8ec.15 File lost File fogt File Tost
Sheridan 35N, SIE, BecZ 5443 Grazingicrops 023
Sheridan 36N, 52K, Seo.32 3249 Grazing/erops 1.6
Shertdan 36N, I2E, Sec.29 8249 Grazing 025
Sheridan 36N, S2H, Sec 16 2083 Crazing 0.5
Sheridan 17N, S1E, Sec.36 5744 Grazing d]
Sheridan I7N, S1E, Sec 28 7696 Orazipg 325
Sheridan ITN, S1E, Bec23 12133 Grazing .25
Bheridan AN, 528, Secis 4552 Grazing 025
Sheridag 37N, 52, Sec. 16 573 Grazing, 0.5
Sheridan 35N, 528, Sec.ll a35e Grazing/CRP 0325
Sheridan 34N, SUE, Sec.38 8323 Grazing 20
Sheridap 34N 33F Secib TEHS Cirazing 1.0
Sheridan 35N, S4E, Bec. it 4953 Grazing 1.0
Sheridan 33N, 55E, Swe.dl R376 Grazing/CRP G.5
Sheridan, 33N, 55E, Sec36 s Grazimg 0.5
Sheridan 35N, 36K, Sec36 4479 Grazing 1.0
Sheridan 37N, 56E, Bec,36 £79% Crazing/crops 1.0
Sheridan 36N, 3TN, Sec.36 47243 Grazing 1.0
Sheridan 35N, I8N, Sec 38 5818 Crazing/CRP 1.4
Haouss 2l 28N, 56E, Sec. 16 1181 Crazin 825
Roosevelt 28H, 368, Sec 20 2047 Grrazing, 9.25
Roosevelt FUN, 36E, Bec. 16 7077 Grazipg/orops 0.5
Rocsevelt 29N, 58E, Sec,16 TRED rrazing/erops 1.0
Rovsevelt 29N, 598, Sec.16 4467 Grazing/CRP 1.0




Federal Lands Likely to be
Crossed by FPRRWS Pipelines

County Agency T.R.Sce. Lse Miles Crogsed
Valiey BLM JON,408 Sec.32 L.1J lands 035
Valley BIM 30N, 40E Bec.29 1,11 lands ;.5
Valley By 30N, A9E Sen ¥ LU lands 8.3
Valley BLM 30N, 39F Se¢ 3 LI lands (.25
Valley BIM 2ENALE Sec 27 145 tands (.25
Valley BLM 28N, 41E,8¢0.35 LU Tands 028

Roosevalt BLM TN EE Sec 32 BLM .23
Ransevelt UVSFWS 30N, S8E Sec23 Eagement on private lands 1.0
Roosevelt USFWS ION,58E.5ec2é Eagement on private jands 1.4
Roosevelt LSFWS 20N, 388 Sec, 1 Fasement on private lands 14
Roosevelt USFWS 29N 58E, Se¢.d Easzment on private Jands 1.0
Raoosevelt LSFWS 29N 58E. 8ec.3 Easeraent on mivale iahds 1.0
Roosevelt LSFWS Z9N,58E.8ec. 13 Easement on privats lands 0.5

Sheridan USFWS JIN SSE Seg 1 Medicine Lake NWR 0.5

Bheridan USFWS IENSSE S 36 Medicine Lake NWR 1

Sheridan USEWS JIN,37ESec28 Medicine Lake NWR 10

Sheridan USFWS AN TR 5es 33 Medizine Lake WWR .5

Bleridan USFwg 32N, 57E Sec, 32 Medising Lake NWER LE

Sheridan LISFWS 3IN,S37E Secs Medicine Lake NWR 1.4

Shendan USEWS 11N, 57F, Sec,0 Medicine Lake NWR 0.4

Sheridan USFwWs 32N,57E, Bec. 21 Medicine Lake NWR 0.5

Sheridan USFWE 32N 3TESec2? Medicine Lake NWR 0.3

Sheridan LEFWE 32N,58E Ban 11 Hasernent oy private bnd 1.0

Sheridan USFwWS 3ZN,SBE, Sec,2 Hasement on privale land 1.8

Sheridan USEWS 321,588, 8ec. 1 Easemem on private land 63

Sheridan USFWS HAIN,39E,3ec.6 Easement oa private land 15

Sheridan LSFWS 33M,58E,8ec 36 Eagezment on privale land 8.5

Sheriday USFWS A3N,SEE Bec 28 Wagerfowl production area 140

Sheridan USFWS 33IN,38F Se¢,24 Waterfow! produciion area 0.5

Sheridan USFWS 32N, 56R, Sue 20 Easement on private land 1.6

Sheridan USFWS 3ANSEE Sec ® Easement on private jand 0.5

Sheridan USFWS A4W, 558 e, 70 Easement, on privais land G.5

Bheridan USFWS 34N.58E,8ec.23 Eagemment on private land LG

Sherrdan LSFWs 3aN,5388 Sec.i4 Eagzement on private land 3.3

Sheridan VISFWE 35N, 58% Sec.13 Waterfow! production area 0.5

Sheridan USFWS 35N,58E.50¢0.14 Hasetrent on privale land .23

Sheridan LIRFWS 33N IRE Bec 1t Eazemsnt on privaie land 1.75

Shearidan 1SFWS 38NERE Secd Wrterfow! production area 1.0

Sheridan LUSFWS 36N, 58, Bee 23 Egsement ¢n private land 1.0

Sheridan LBFWS IGN,SEE Sec 27 Fasement on privale land g

Sheridan USFWS 36N,38E,8¢.13 Easement on private kind 1.0

Sheridan USFWS Z6N,38E Sec 1} Eazerment o private land 3.3

Sheridan USFWE 36N SRE Sec 2 Fasement on private land ¢.5

Sheridan USFWS 36N, 5RE Sec 0 Basomeni on private tang 0.75

Sheridan USFWS ITN SRE Bec? Easement on private land 3.5

Sheridan USFWs AN STE Secd Basemant on private land [

Sheriden USFWS 36N,357E Sen 8 Easement on privaie land 1.0

Sheridan USFWS 37M.37E 8ee Easgment on private land 0.5

Sheridan UBFWS 36N S6E, Secd Easement on privaie land 1.9

Sheridan LUEFWE 36N SEE G209 Basement on private laad 1.6

Sheridan USFWS © 34AN,S2E8ec 15 Easement on private land 10

Sharidan VSFWS 37MN,34F, 8ec 17 Easement on private land 0.23
Daniels LISFWS 38N,508 Sec 8 Waterfowl production area .25




APPENDIX C

WETLANDS LIKELY TO BE
CROSSED IN THE PROJECT AREA



Wetlands on Fort Peck Reservation Service Area

Quand, Map T.R. Sec. Drainage Cowardin Type H.G.M Tape Width at Categary
Rivw

alkali Coulee T3ZM, R3BE, Trib. Well PEMC/PABFA Riverine 3 fest I
Sew7 Creek

Alkali Coulee T3IN, RSSE, Alkali Conlze PEMC wivering 80 fest HES
Sec.10

Alkali Coules T3, RASE, Un~named Trib. § PEMO/PEMA Rirverine 30 feed v
Sec.2/11

Alkali Coulze T33N, R5SE, Otter Crask PEMOC Riverine 50 feet 5l
Sec 2227

Alkali Coulee TA5N, RS3E, Trib, Otter PEMC Riverine 25 feel it
Bac 16721 Crask

Alkali Coulee TA3W, RASE, Ottar Creck PEMC Riverine 50 feet HH
Bec 1720

Adkall Coules T33N, RISE, Alkadi Coulge PEMC Riverine GO Fest il
Sec.13/24

Badger Creek T2EN, R50E, Trib. Poplar R. PS8A Depressional 250 feet I
Sec.i

Badger Creek T2ON, R3CE, Litite Badger FEMC Riverine 150 foet 1

5c.37% Cresk

Badger Croek T29M, RSCE, Badger Creek PEMC Riverine 40 feet Hl
See3d

Badger Cresk TSN, RI0E, Unrnamed PEMC Depressional 2040 faet I
Sec.33 !

Badger Creek T2EN, R31E, Trib. Foplar &, PEMC Riverine 55 feel i
See2l ”

Beam School TIIN, RE2E, Llepamed Trib. | PEMC Rivering 20 faer v
Sec.2

Fieam Schooi T3IN, RS2E, Emoke Creek ROW/PEMIC Riverine 250 feet i
Bee.23

Besm School T3iN, RSZE, Lin-samed Trib, | PEMC Riverine 10 feat v
See. 10

Baam School T3IN, R32E, Urenamed Trib PEMC Riverine 20 feet v
Sex2

Bayler &E. TIIN, R42E, Suow Coulee PEMC Riverine 230 feet i3}
Sec 17

Bavior 8.E. T33IN, R41E, Trib, Snow PEMC Riverine 60 feal Hil
Sec 15/22 Coules

Bavlor S.E. TN, R4LE, Snow Coulee PEMC Riverinsg 200 feet Hi
Sec. 34733

Bearg Mest T3IN, R4EE, Un-named Teib, § PSS Stope 20 feet i
Sec,14

Bears nest TRIN, R48E, Un-named ¥Trih. | PSS Siope 20 feet 1
Sec.1?

Bears Nest THiN, RAJE, Sage Cresk P88 Slape 2% feet Hil
See.l

Haars Nest TIIN, R48E, Up-samed Trih, | PEM Slape 50 fest v
Ser,36

Bears Nest T32N, RAEE, Us-named Trsh, | PEM Slape 25 fest v
Bec 25

Bredette TIZN, R4%E, Trib. Poplar PEMD Riverine 50 fest m
Sse.24 River

Bredefte T32N, R49E, Trib. Poplar PEMC Riverine 25 fest M
See. 12 River

Bredette TN, RA9E, Trib, Foplar PS8 Slope 25 feet it
Sec. 14 River

Bredsite Ta2N, R49E, Trib. Poplar PEMC Riverne 25 fest v
Sen,2 Riwver

Bredetie TI3N, R49E, Usenamed Trib, | PSS Riverine 50 feat v
Sec.13

Brockion TZ7H, RYIE, Uni-nzmed Trib. PEMAFEMC Depressionat 430 fost v

) Sec,2/3

frockion T28M, R53E, Uni-named Trb, | PS8 Slope 14 feet 1
S6¢. 25

Brogkion TAEN, BEIE, Us-named Tris. | PMBFAPEMC Rivering 25 feat il




Sex, 16

Broskion T28N, R32E, Un-named Trib. | PEMC Riverine 250 feet itH
Ser.6

Brockion TZ9N, RSZE, Un-named PEMC Denressronal 250 feet 1
Bec, 35

Breckion TIZON, REZHE. Up-named PEMC Depressional 75 feel I¥
Sec.27

Brockion T29N, R5ZE, Mellwain Lake 1IAR Deprassional 1,208 feet i
Bec.22/23/26

Brackian TE9H, R52E, Un-named Trie, | PEMC Riverine S0 feet HE
Bec.25736 .

Builhead Res. T31M, R41E, Porzupine PEMC/PFC Riverine 50 fert £t}
Seel Lreek

ialatis T28N, R52E, Un-named PEMAMPEMF Diepressional 1,000 feet £l
Bec 26 ]

Calals T2ON, R33E, Trib. Lake PEME Riverine 50 feat i
See,3l Creek

Cameron Point T33N, R40E, Un-named Trib, | PSS Rivarine 40 feet v
Rec. 16721

Cameron Point | T33N, R40E, Middle Fork PEMGC Riverine 100 feat m
Ssc.13

Cameron Poind TAIN, R41E, Middie Fork PEME Riverine 3¢ feat )
Se¢.]B

Chslsea TIUN, R49E, Box Elder PEM Rivering 130 feet i
Sec.27 Creek

Chelzen NW, T27H, B4EE, Uninamed PEM Daprassional 1,000 feet I
See. ]

Chelsea NW. TITN, RA9E, Us-pamed PEM Deprassionad 1,006 feet il
Sect

Chelzea NJW, TZEN, R4ASE, Tule Craeek PEM Riverine 100 faat HE
Sec32

Chelsea N.W, T2EN, R49E, Un-named Trib, | PSS Rivering 25 Foat v
See.33

Chelzea NJW. TIEN, RA9E, Chelgea Creek PEMC Rivering 5 foet mn
Bue 34

Clielsea NW, T2EN, R4EE, Tule Creek PEMC Riverine 50 feel Hill
Sec 14

Chelsea N.W. TRRN, R48E, Un-nmed Trib, | PEMC Riverins 25 feet w
Seo 1l

Chslsea NW. T2EBN, R4RE, Un-named PRR Slope 60 feet )
Sec.33 -

Chelsea N.W. TR29N, RARE, nnnrned PRS Slope 25 fes i
Sec.2%

Covote Coulee TION, RA3E, Soush Branch PEMC Riverine 15 feot i
Sec. 10 Coulee

Coyote Coulee T30N, R53 E, Spring Creek PEMC Riverine 50 feet 98]
See 34

Covote Coulee TIUN, R33E, Un-named PEMC Depressional 250 feer [3Y
Sec3

Coyoia Coulee T3ION, R53E, LUnnamed FEMC Dapressional 300 fest v
Sec. 31

Coyate Coules T3ON, R54E, Smoke Crack PEMC Riverine 250 Tset JE|
Sec.?

Dubbe TN, R44E, Litile Porcupine | PEMC/PFO Kiverine 230 fest 11

Reservmr Sec.d Creek

Dubibe T28N, R44E, Littie Parcupine | PEMO/PRQ Rivering 250 feet 44

Reggrvoir Beeldl Crezk

Dubbe T8N, R44E, Littis Percupine  PEMC/PFO Riverine 250 feet i1

Reservoir Sec, 28 Creek

I3ubbe T8N, R44E, Un-named Trib. | PEMC Riverine 25 fest v

Reservoir See, 14/23

Flagstaff Hill T33N, R33E, Un-named Trib. | PEMC Riverine 30 feet v
Hee 25

Flagstaff Hill TIIN, R54E, Un-named Trik. | PEMC Riverine patsi iv
Sec30

Flagstaff Hill T33N, R54E, Crazy Horse PEMUC/FEMA Riverine 250 feet H
See. 20 Crezk

Flagstaff Hill T3I3N, RS3E, Up-named Trib, | PEMC Riverine 208 Feet i




Sec 73

Fiyma Creek N TZ8N, R4GE, Littleman Creex | PEMC Riverine 50 fent w
Szc.34
Flynp Cresic M. | T29N, R46E, Badger Hole PEMC Riverine 75 feet Ul
| Sew32 Coles
Fiynn Creek 8. T27N, R4BE, Lip-named Trib. | PEMC Rivering 50 feet v
se,32
Flyan Creek 8. | T27N, R45E, Batrow Pit PES/PFC Digpressional 404 feel HH
8230
Fiynn Crask S T27N, R4GE, Flyen Craek PEMC Rivering 25 foet v
Sec 3
Flynn Creek S, TN, R48E, Un-named Trib, | PEMEC Riverine 75 feet v
Sec.21
Fiyun Creek 8. T27N, R4GE, Littlatnan Creek | PEMC Riverine 30 fent il
Sec. 13
Flyon Treek S T27N, R46E, Barrow Pit PEO Dieprassional 500 feet v
Seg, 35
Fort Kipp T28N, R35E, Barrow Pit PEMA/PEMD Deprasgional 500 fest iv
Sze30
Fart Kipp TRER, R54%, Unenamed Trib, | PEMC Rivering 25 fest v
See. 27
Fort Kipp TZEN, RESE, Big Muddy R4ZEF Riverine 500 fuet Iz
SeeZl Creek
Fort Kipp TZEM, R34E, Dn-named PEMA Depressional 50 feet m
Few 1
Fort Kipp TZ&N, R33E, Un-named PEMC Depressional 2350 feet Hit:
Szc 33
Frazer T27H, RHE, Little Parcupine | PES/PFO/PEM Rivering 250 feet I
Sec.28 {resk
Prazey T8N, RE4E, Barrow Pit PSS/FED Depressional 500 feet i
See28
Frazer TIEN, R44E, Barrow Pit PRS/PFO Depressional 500 feat m
8¢6.20
Prazer TZEN, K44E, E. Fork PSS/PFO Rivering 2806 feet 388
Sec2¥ Porcupine
Creek
Geddart Lake TION. RI31E, Un-named Trih. | PEMC Rivering 25 feut v
Sec. 2728
Groddart Lake TIGN, RS1E, Uenamed Irib. | PEMC Riverine 25 feet iv
Sea s
Haugens Hiil T32M, RA4E, Une-named Tril, | FEMO Riverine 10 fest v
Sec.22
Hangens Hill TIIN, R44E, Unpenamned Trib, | PEMC Riverine &5 feet i
Ser.22
Haugens Hill T32N, B44E, Lio-named Trib, | PEMO Rivering 5 fest 184
Sec. 18
Hay Creck TN, RSLE, Hay Creek PEMC/PSS Riverine 30 feot m
See,27/28
Hay Creek T3IN, RSIE, Un-named Triv, | PSS/PEM Riverigs 50 few i
Bea 9/10
Hay {reek T3IN, RS0E, Lone Trez FEMC Riverine 25 fest 143
N.W. Lee 22 rosk
Hay Cresk TIIN, REGE, Swank Coulse PEMC Riverine 200 feel il
N Sec. 30731 _
Hemestead TAIN, R538, Un-pamed Trib. i PEMC Riverine 230 fent al
N.W. Sec21/28
Homestead T3ZN, RS4E, Sausrkraut PEMC Rivering 50 feet I
NW. Ser 27 Coules
Jakes Coulee TN, B4TE, Palice Cresk PEMC HRivering 250 feet i
Sec.24/25
Jakes Contles T33N, B47E, Polise Cresk PEMC Rivering 250 feet 1
See, id
Kintyre T27N, RE3E, Vp-named Trib. | PSS Rivering 50 feet H
$ec.20
Larslan TI3N, R43E, E. Fork Snow PEM Riverine 400} festf il
Sec. 16/17 Coulee
Larstan TI3N, RA3E, [.. Percupine PEM Riverine 304 feet I
Sec, B Creek




Lusiss TAIN, R45E, Tree Coules FEM Riverine G0 feet 5]
Ser. 31

Lastre TIiN, R44FE, Un-named Trib. | PEM Riverine 10 fsel 1A%
Seq 34

Fustre T3iN, R435E, Urnepamed Trik, | PSS Rivering 190 feet i
Sec.5%

Lastre T3ZN, R45E, Cottonwood PEM Riverise 30 feet i
Segz 31432 Croek

fustre TIZN, R44E, E. Fork PEM Riverme 200 feat 3
Sec34 Porcuping

Creek

Macon THIN, R4RE, Un-named PEM Drepressional 1,000 faet it
Sec

Macon T27H, R48E, Un-naned PEM Diepressional 25 feet v
Sec. 34

hMacon TN, RARE, Un-named PEM [repressipnal 5G0 feet m
Sees

»acon TN RATE, [ittle Walf PEM/PFC Riverine 30 faat i}
Sec.il Creek

Macon T27TN, R4ATE, Un-named Trib. | PEM Rivering 50 femt iy
Bec 1t

Mtk River T28N, R41E, W.Fork Charley | PEM Riverine 10G feat I

£oulee Sea 1l1/14 Creeit

Milk River TZBN, RA3E, Kinkyre Crock FEM Hiverine 250 et i

Caulee Sec, 10

wilk River T2ER, R43E, Un-named Trib, { PEM Riverine 30 feet v

Coales Sec4&/%

Milk River T2EN, RA3E, Un-named Trb. | PEM Rivering 250 feet H

Coulee Beoc 2829

Miik Biver TZEN, R43E, Un-named Trib, | PEM Riverine 250 feet it

gnlee Se 32

Mitk River TIEN, BAZE, Chatfey Creek PEM Fivesing 50} feet Hi

Caulze Sec3

Rkl River T27H, R4ZE, Milk/ ey PEM Riverine 20 fert v

Hiils See. 10/11 Coulee

Mortarstone TITN, R32E, Baerow Pi PEM [epressional 730 feet v

Bluff BSec3

Nashua Z9N, R41E, Usn-named Trib. | PEM Riverine 100 feet HH
Sep 35436

Wickwall TN, R30E, Unwnamed Trib, | PEM Rivenue 106G faet 11
Ser.d )

Nizslsen Coulee | T32N, R4BE, Trik, Pepiar PEM Riverine 25 fest i
See 11/12 River

Nielsen Coulee T3ZN, R48E, Poplar River PEM Riverine 500 foet I
See.t

Mialsen Coulee TI5N, RARE, Uig-named Trib. | PEM Riverine 25 feet w
Ser, 33734

Nielsen Coulee | TIIN, R48E, Woody Daw PRO Slepe/Riverine 5 fest Ii
Sec.21/22

MNielgen Coules | T33N, R4BE, Woody Draw P8O Slope/Riverine 50 feef b3t
Sec. 21/22

Nath of Velt T3ZN, RAGE, Coltenwood PEM Riveripe 15 faet HH
See,14/15 Creek

North of Volt TAZH, REGE, Colioawood PEM Riverine 100 feet o
Seell Creek

Oswege T27N, RA4E, Un-named PEM Depressional 750 feet i
8603536

Oswegs T2, R45E, Oswego Creek, P88 Riverine 25 feat 14
See.27

Cawego TR, RASE, Un-named Trib, §| PEM Rivarine 15 feat v
Ser, 22

Qgwepa T2IN, R43E, Un-named Trilk. | PEM Riverine T4 feel HE
Sec.14/15 )

Oswego TN, B458, Un-named Trib, | PEM Rivesine 20 faet v
See2i3

Oswigo NLW, TIEN, R45E, Oswego Craek PEM Rivering 160 feat Hill
Sec.34

Cewego MW, TZEN, R45E, Un-natwed Trib, | PEM Riverine 15 feu IV




Sec.]4/13

Oswego MW, T2¥x. Ra5E, Un-samed Trik, | PEM Riverne 5 feet W
Sec. 10114

Oswegse NW, T28N, R44E, Un-naimed Trdh, | PEM Riverine 50 Test 1
Sac.il/12

Pleasant Prairie | T32N, R31E. Trib. Smaoke PEM Riverine 5 fagt b4
e 0/10 Crezk

Pleasant Prairie | T3IN, RS1E, Trib. Smoke PEM Riverine 25 feet ]
Sze.9/10 Cresk

Pleasant Prasrie | T3ZN, R31 E, Trib. Smoke PEMPTC Rivering 1503 fmat i
Sec,3/4 Crzek

Plaasant Pratne | TI3N, RSIE, Smicdce Creek PEM/PES Hiverine 300 fast i
Sec3if32

Pleasant Prairie | T32N, R51E, Wouady Draw PSS Siope 25 feat il
Sechd

Pleasand Prairie T3IN, R50E, Pond PEO/PSS Depressional 254 feet It

8.W, Sec,i

Pizasani Prairie T332, R5GE, CGiive Out FEM Riverine 56 feet ¥

W, Sec.d Morganh Creek

Pleasant Prairie | T32ZN, R30E, Trike Give Out PEM Riverine 25 feet v

8w, Sec Morgan Cresk

Pleasant Prairiz | T33IN, R30E, Un-named PEM Depressional 1,600 fest i

8. Sec.21/28

Poplar N.E. TSN, R31E, Slims Coulee PSS/PEM Riverine 58 feet Hij
Sen 2822

Poplar N E. T2M, RS1E, Poplar River PSS/EM Riverine 285G feet [H
Sec 29

Reed Siwings T2iN, R4EE, Un-ramad Trib. | PEM Rivering 30 fant v
Sec. 1812

Rocky Point F3ON, RA4 E, Uln-mauned Trib. | PEM Riverine 50 feet v
See 12/13

Racky Point T3ON, R34E, Lin-named Trib. | PEM Riverine 50 feat Y
Ge0 1213

Rocky Point TAGN, R34E, Smoke Creek PEM/ROAW/PESE Riverine 230 feet i
Sen /18

Sargent Creek T29N, REZF, Kargent Crask PEM Riverine 50 feet i
Sec19/21

Bims Spring Bec. 23 Cheisea Crzek PEM Biverine 40 faat HI

Sirns Spring Sec, 9710 Chelgea Traek FEM Riverine 106 feat HI

Sims Spring Sex 14715 Box Elder PEM Riverise 73 feet HY

Creal

Smoke {reek T29N, R52E, Uhp-named Trib. | PEM Riverine 30 feet v

3. W, S20.14/15

Srnoke Crae TIGN, RSZE, Up-named Trsh, 1 PEM Riverine 28 faot v

8. Sec. 17720

Soo T32N, RIZE, Usenamed Trih, | PEMC Riverine 25 feet i
Sz

Sao TA3N, R32E, Un-named PEMC Bepressional 23 feet W
$ec.31

Soo TI3N,R52E, Un-named PRS Riverins 23 feet A
Spo. ¥

Sao TIIN.REZE, Upenamod PEM/PSS Riverine 45 feot i
See,10

Sprmg Valley T31N, R42E, E. Fork BEM/PSS Riverine 5 feut m
Ses. 10 Porcupine

{resk

Sprote T27M, R51E, Un-pamed Trib. | PEM Riverine 250 feet |
Sec. 12

Thertwood T33N, R53E, Un-named Trib. | PEM Riverine 14 fesd, v

Ranch Sec.15/22

Thormwood T33M, RS3E, Un-named Trib, | PEM Hiverine 2% fret v

Ranch See,16/17

Thorpwood T3EN, RAIE, Un-named Tris, ; PEM Rivering 30 fae v

Ranch Sec.17/20

Thorrwood T33N, R33E, Unepamed Trib, | PEM Riveripe 16 feet W

Ranch See 18/19

Thomwood TI3N, RS2E, Un-named Trib, | PEM Riverine 20 fomt v

Ranch Sec.}11/12




Thomwood T33N, RS2E, Urnenarmed Trib, | PEM Riverine 30 feet IV

Ranch Sec.24 _

Thormwaood TN, RS2 E, Wosdy Draw PEA/PSS Rivarine 73 feet HH

Ranch SeeZs

Tadd lakes TZON, R46E, Middlz Fork PEM/PES/PFD Riverine 100 feet I

§.E. Sec.ls Wolf Cresk

Todd Laksy TI9N, R4SE, Dy Fork Wolf PR Riverine 300 feet 11
Sec.? Creel

Todd Lakes T3G M, BASE, Wolf Cresk PEM Rivering 400 feet 1
Sec.32/33

Todd Lakes TEIN, R44E, Fack Moris PEM Riverine 250 feet HE
Sec3 Coules

Tadié {akes T30M, R44E, Un-named Eid Degressional 500 feel It}
Bee.22

Todd Lakes TION, RA4E, Un-aamed Tnb. | PEM Riverine 23 feet A4
Sec, 10

Tule Valley B, TZ8M, RETE, Uin-named Trib. | PEM Riverine 50 feat iV
See.21/22

Tule Valizy E. T30N, R4TE, Tuls Valley PEM Riverine FRG feet i
Bec.34 Creek

Tuie Vailev L. TION, R47R, Tule Valjey PEM Riverine GGG feet il
Sen IR Crauic

Tule Valley W. | T29N, R40E, Un-namead Trib., : PEM Riverine 34 feet v
Ree 172

Tule Valley W. | T3ION, R47H, Tule Valley PEM Riverine 250 fzet m
Se iV/1E Creel

Vaolt TIIN, R46E, Tule Creek PEM Riverine S feet iIE
Sec. 2627

Vit T31IN, R4GE, Tale Creek PEM Rivarine 50 feet i
Seo 10013

Wolf Point T27N, RATE, Wolf Creek BEM Riverine 34 feet il
Sec.17

Wolf Point T2, R47E, Unenamed Trib, | PEM Rivering 25 fect Iy
Sec iR

Wolf Point T2, Rask, Un-named Trib. | PEM Riverins 4] w
See 1/

Wolf Peint MLE. | T28 R47, Un-named Trb PEM Rivenpe 5 iv
Sec. 1112

Wolf Point NE. | T28N, R47E, Un-pames Trib, | PEM Riverine 25 1Y
See1/2

Wolf Point N E. | T2%M, RATE, Un-named Trik, | PSE Rivering 30 feat Y
Sec. 2334

Wolf Peint N.E. | T29N, R478, West Fork Tule PEQ Rivering 250 feet Ii
Sec. 1/22 Creek

Wolf Poim TZEN, R46E, Unenamed Trib PEM Rivetine 5 feel v

NW. Sew 172

Wolf Poiat T28M, R44E, Un-pamed Tesh, | PEM Riverine 160 feet B

NOW. See 14

Paplar T2, RSOE, Poplar River RAR Riverine 200 feet il
See. 172

Peplar T2TN, R51E, Poplar River RAR Riverita 2006 feet I
RESRS

Poplar TN, RSIE, Un-named PEM Depressional SO feet n
Sec?

Spring Valley T31N, R42ZE, E. Porcupine PEM Rivering 235 feer 144

W, Sec. 10 Cresk

Geddart Lake T29N, B31E, Popiar River PEM fiverine 200 fast 1

Sec. 10




Wetlands in the Dry Prairie Service Area

uad. Map

T.R.Sec. Drainage Cowardin H.G.M Type Width af ROW | Category
Type

Whasely 28N, 40E, 28 E. Cherry PEMC Riverine 30 1

Hawk Coulse 29K 40F 18 Cherry PFO Riveripe 13 il

Hawk Coules TEN 39T 14 Cherry PFOY Rivering 39 11

Hawk Conles 28N 39E 15 Link. Trib, NW-WI8

Hawk Coules ICNAOE R Unk. Tribx. PEMC Riverine 20 v

Chapman 30N 40E7 Usk. Trib. PEMC Rivering 8] v

Coules

Chapman AN A0E T Usk. Trib. PEMC Riverine H 1

ouliee

Chapran FIN4GE L7 o Gravel P . 340 o

Coulee

Dry Fork IINACGE 18 Dry Fork Creek | FEMC Riverins 4l w

Couiee

Dry Fork 3N AOE 4 West Fork PEMC Riverine 60 I

Coules Porcupine

Bayior IINADE 33 Middie Fark PEMC Riverine 40 i
Porcugping

Havior 34N 40E 13 Trib. Poroupine | PEMO Riverine 30 v

Bayler 34N 40E L8 Rididle Pork PEMU Riverine 30 it}
Porcupine

Bavlor 34N 40E 1] Middle Fork PEMC Riverine 50 1
Paroupine

Baylor 35M 40E 36 Middie Fork PEMC/PESC Riverine 300 m
Paroupine

Opheim 35N 40E 13 Widdle Fork PEMC Riverine 10 v
Parcuginsg

Crgheimn 34N 40E 1L Middle Fork PEMC Riverine pas v
Porcupine

Opheim 35N 40E 30 Middie Fark PEMC Riverine 200 3
Poreupine g

Ophieim IGN 40F 36 Saew Coulse PEMC Rivarine 20 IV

Opleim 36N S0E 25 Spow Coules PEMC Riverine 20 144

Opheim IGN41E 14 PEMB Slape Al H

Qpheim IGMSIE 1% Trib. Roanwesd | PRSE Slone 360 i1
Cl,

Roanwood 36ndiE 8 Rozpwood Ck. PESB Sloge 10 v

Roanwood ITNA0E 36 Hoanweod Ch PEMC Riverige 30 i)

Oel Lake 36N 4GEZ) Trih, Wiltow PSSY Slope 20 v
Ch.

Ojoel Lake 36N 3GE 24 Tk, Willow PEMY Slope 20 %
Ck.

Roanwoeod 36N 40E3 Trin. Roanwood | PEMC Rivering g v
Ck.

Glentana West ISN 428 20 Sering Coules PEMY Rivering 206G v

Gilass Hill IAM AZE 20 Trib. Bpring PSSB Siope 35 v
Coulee

Glags Hill ATN 42830 Frib. Spring PESC Rivering 30 I3
Coulse

Glass Hill FTN4ZEN0 Trib, Spring PEMC Riverine 0 Ay
Coulee

Kaminska Hild FTNAZE I3 Spring Coles PABF Riverine 180 i

Kaminski Hill ITN 428 34 Spring Coules FARF Riverine 20 i1

Glentana West 16N 428 29 Spring Coulse PEMC Siops 80 11

Glentana East RSN AIE S Spring Coulee PEMC Rivering 30 I

CHlentana East ISN4ZE Spring Coulee PSSY Slops 20 v

Glertana East IIN42E 20 Unk. Trib, PEMC Rivering 43 I

Larslan NW 34N 42E % Trib. Snow PEMC Riverine i v
Coulee

Baylor KE 34N 4LE 24 Trib, Snow PEMC Riverine 30 v
Coules

Baylor NE 34N41E 14 Trin. Snow PEMC Rivering 10 v
Conlee

Glentana East 36N S2E 2% Spring Coulss PEMY Riverine i v




(lentana East

36N 42E 2% i Trib, 8pring PEMC Riverine 10 ™
Coulee
Richland 36N 43E 34 Spring Coulee PEMC Riverine 10 TV
Rishland IIN43E2Z W.F, Poplar PEM/RIUBF Riverine 100 i
River
Rishland 36N 43E 36 W.F, Poplar FEM/RUBE Riverige &0 I
Rivet
Richland 36N 43E 22 Trih, Popiar FEMC Riverine 26 v
RBiver
Bratkway 36N 43E 3 Uk, Trib. PEMC/PEML Rivering 28 w
Spring
Brockway ATHA3E 4 Conl Tk PEME Riverine 34 m
Spring
Horseshoe 3N 44E3 Frib. West Fork | PEMC Hiverine 34 v
Rasin
Horseshoa ISNG4E Frih, West Fork ¢ PEMC Rivering 5o v
Hasin
Peerless ISN45E Y Peolice Ck. PEMC Riverine 2 v
Poerlags EIN4SE2 Olsen Coules PEMUC Riverine 50 1Y
Killenbeck ASK46E 1 Trib. Butte Ck. PEMC Riverine 30 i
Regeyvoir ]
Feur Buttes ISNATEG Trib. Poplar PEMC Riverine H v
River
Four Buttes J5NA47E 1 Tnb. Poplar PEMC Riverine 1 v
River
Scobey 3SN48E 7 Poplar River PEMA Riverine 30 il
Scobey 35N 48E 7 Poplar River R2UBF Riverine 39 It
Scobey -~ : 36N 48E 32 Poplar River RIUHF Rivering 30 il
Soobey ISNARE3 PEOA Depressiona 200 FE
Scebay 36N 38E 34 PEMA Depressional 200 I
Scobey 2EN48E 27 E. Foark Poplar BLZBFPEMP Riverme 50 I
: River
Scobey NW 35N 48E 3 E. Fork Poplar RUZBF Riverine 100 I
River
Scobsy NW 37N 48E 20 FEMA Depressional 190 1]
Scobey NW ITN 48K 21 Outlet TK. PEME Rivering 180
Scobey MW FTN 4RE 21 Uni. Trib. PEMA Riverine 20 IV
Scobey NW 37N 48E 32 Reservoir FFOAPEMA Diepressional 194 il
Simreersl] 37N 48E 24 Unk, Trib. PEMA Trenyessionzl 700 i
Slough
Simrgesel] IINA8E 25 Unk, Teib, PEMC Rjverine 54 W
Slough
Hoobey NE 3EN4BE 2 ) FEMA Depressional 380 133
Fow Buttzs NE § 3TN47E 3D {nk, Trib PEMA Eiverine 30 v
Four Buttes NE | 37N 46F 28 Silver Lake L2USC Deprassional 300 I
Four Buttes NE 3TN 46K 36 Unk, Trib, PEMA Riverins 2 iv
Opheim 38N 40E 23 Snow Eoulse PRSE Slops 3640 b
West Fork NE 34N 4SE 16 W. Fork PSS Riverine 20 11
Cottoraped
West Fork NE 34M 45E 18 W, Fork PEMC Riverine 40 1§}
Cotanwoold
Wist Fork A4N 45E 35 Trib, PEMC Riverine ki HY
» Cottenwood
West Pork 34N 445 38 Hell Creek PEMC Biverine GO il
Peerdess SN ASE 11 Olson Covles PEME Riverine 0 iv
Scobey 36N 48E 32 Trib. Popiar PSSA Riverine 33 v
River
Vour Buites 36N 47E 32 “Trib, Poplar PEMA Kivarie 30 v
River
Four Buties 36N 47E 19 Audet Conles PEMC Riverine i iv
Killenbeck Res. | 35N 46K 23 Butie Cresk PARF/FEMC Riverine 306 i
Horzeshos 35N A48 o PEMC Slape 154 v
Basin
Cabarett Coulee | 24N 48Y 3 Peplar River 2UIBF Riverine 30 i
Cabarett Coulze | 34N 48E 8 Unk. Trib. PEMA Riverine 190 v
Cabarett Coulee | 34N 48E 16 Megro Coules PARE/PEMC Riverine 20 v
Cabarstt Coutes 1 34N 48E 21 Unk. Trib. PEMOC Riverite 40 1V




Cabarelt Coulge | 34N 48¥ 4 {Cabarett Coulee | PEMA Riverins 1D v
Line Counize 34N 45 21 Big Coulee PEMC Faverine 3D v
Line Coulee 34N 49F 22 Line Coules PEMCH Riverine 40 IV
Pieasant Prairie | 34N S0E 12 Line Coules PEMC Riveririe 20 8%
NW .
Pieasant Prawie | 4N E 2L o FEMC Siopa 8G v
Pigassat Prafrie | 34N SQEZY Usk, Trib. PEOA Riverine 74 H
NW
Pleasant Prawrie | 33N S0E3 Smoke Creek PABF/PEMA Riverine 00 it
Nw
Madac JENADE S PEMA Depressional He v
Madoc JENABE 12 PEMA Depressional 10 iv
Madoc 35N SOE PARF Depressional | 180 il
Flaxvills 3aN 0B 17 Engle Creek PEMA Depressional &0 v
Plaxviite 35N AQE 28 PEMA Pepressional a0 IV
Flaxvitls A5N BOE 32 PEMA Depressional 100 Y
Flaxville 35N SQE 32 5. Fork PABE Rivering 36 i
Whitetail
Whitetsi] 35N S0 10 Whitetail Tk PEMC Riverine 4% i1
Goodale Coules | 37N 30E22 Trib. Whitstail PEMC Riverine 25 i
Haxville IINSOE I PEMC Slape 28 14
Flaxvifle 35N 3GE 11 Unk. Trib, PEMC Fiverine 29 iv
Navajo JENBOEIZ M. Fork Eagle PEWMC Riverine 0 w
k.
Redstone JENSIE ] PEMC Riverine 10 v
Redstone IGN 52E 32 Muddy Creek, PEMC Biverine Uy il
Redstang I6N SIE 32 Unk. Trib, PEMC Riverine 2 iV
Redsions 36M 5ZE 16 Muddy Cle PEMC Riverine 40 i
Galeview IGM3ZE 16 Muddy Ck. PEMC Riverine 30 o
Daleview FEN AZE & Muddy Ok PEMC Rivarine 20 i
Daleview ITNSIE3S Muddy Ok PEMC Riverine pai] i
Dalevigw 3TN RIE 22 Beaver Ok PEMC Riverine 30 jH
Redsions 35N 528 10 Muddy Ck. PRMC Riverme 50 i}
Archer 35N $3E 1R Link. Trib, PEMA Rivating 5 1%
Archer 35N 53E 17 PEMC Slope s00 Pt
Archer 3ISNA3E 10 Link. Trib. PFEMA Rivenine 10 v
Archer 13N 33E 15 Unk. Trib. PEMA Riverine 10 v
Plentywood 8W | 35N 54 16 MeCoy Ck. "PEMA Riverine 50 v
Plantywond 35N B4F 14 PEMA Depregsional R 54
Plentywond IIN FSE 3 Link Trib, PEMC Riverine pai) v
Plentywond 36N 33E30 Link, Triby, PEMC Riverine 20 v
Flentywood 3N S4B 13 Unk Tyib, FEMC Rivering 40 1y
Raymound 37N 34E 23 PEMC Diepressional 308 HH
Ravmond 37N 34F 16 BEMC Depressionst 260 w
Cutlook 3TN SIE IS PEMC Depressionat RGO il
Cutlook 37X 53 3} Flentywoad Ck. § PEMC Rivenne 30 1
Archer 36N S3F 22 Plemtywood Ck. | PEMC Riveritie 30 HI
Plentywood 35N 851 19 Muddy Ck. FABF Riverine &00 111
Kisler Butte 34N S4B 9 Unk, Trib, PEMC Rivering 10 w
Kisler Buite 24N 34F 17 nle, Tribs, PEMC Riverine A0 iy
Plentywood IS ISE D Usnk. Trib, FEMC Riverine HE iV
Plentywood 353N S5E3 Bosgider Ch, PERT Eivering 24 il
Dooley 8W 38N 35E35 Unk Treib. FEMC Riverine i¢ v
Dogley W IEN B5E 28 Lk, Trib. PEMC Riverine 28 I
Dooley W 36N 5GE 19 PEMC Blenrassional 58 ¥
Dooloy EW IGN 3RE 18 PEMC Depressiopa) pie] j5t]
Dooley 8W IEM 36E 17 PEMC Depr 20 i
Poslsy SW JEN 36E 16 PEMC Depressional 200 il
Dooley 16N 565 9 PEMC Depressional 80 111
Dooley A7N 36E 19 PEMC Depressional 70 ot
Doaley 3TN 36E 19 PEMC Bepressional 50 i
Auttelepe 34N 23R 2 Ador Ck, PEMC Rivering 30 1l
Antalope 34N 36E 30 Antelope Ck. PEMC Rivering 100 m
Shippe Canven | 34N 23E 27 Muddy Ch PAR/FEM Riverine 4~ it
Antelope 3INFGET FEMA Depressional 30 I
Reserve 33N 36K 18 Unk. Trib. PEMC Rivering 29 iV




Reserve

IINSCE 18 Link, Trib, PEMC Riverine 20 v
Regerve 3IN FBE LT PEMA Depressional B v
Antelope 34N 56K L7 Upk. Trib, BESC Riverine 20 v
Rezerve NE 34N 56E 10 Antelope Ck. PEMC Riverine 24 i34
Cou Ridgs 34N STE 11 PEMFP Deorassional 40543 11
Cos| Ridge 34N 38K 18 PEMC Depressional 300 H
Reserve SE 33N 56K 13 PEMC Depressional 23 |4
Reserve SE 33N 36E 13 PEMA Depressional 300 il
Dagmar JINIRE 17 PEMA Depressional 50 i
Dragmar JAN ERE 1€ PEMA Denressional 100 1
Dagmar 3N 38E 16 Unk. Teib. PEMC Rivering 3 1
Reserve 8§ 32N RTE 3T KMedicine Lake PEM/ABF Depressianal 1000 1
Dagmar FIN FBER2 Cotlonwood PEMC Riverine Y I

Ch,

Drammar 32N 58E 14 PEMA Dupressional 30 Ii
Dagmar JINSBE L1 PEMA Depressional 100 i
Dagmyar J2N SRE 1 PEMA Depressional 100 H
Birush Lake 3INSOE 6 PEM A Bepressional 404 1
Brush Lake 33N 33E 3§ PEMA Depressionsl 150 11
Brusit Lake 33N SEE 36 PEMA Depressiona 309 B
Brush Laks 33N 3BE 36 PEMA Depressional 300 i
Hrush Lake 33N SRE 36 PEMA Depressional 200 I
Dominek Lake | 34N S8E 34 PEMO Depressivnal 300 T
Dorminek Lake | 34N 38E 36 PEMC Depressional 200 I
Conl Ridge 34N S8E 19 PEMA Depressional 73 1
Tadpole Laks AN STE 3 Lake Ok, PEMC Riverine 3D i
Tadpole Lake 36N STE 36 PEMO Depressional 30 m
Tadpole Lake 36N SRE 29 PEMU Denressional 100 i
Westby South 36N SRE 22 PEMC Depressional 100 1
Westhy South 36M SRE 23 PEMC [denressiopal GO0 Hi
Tadpale Teke 36N I8E 19 PEMA Depressiopal 30 i
Tadpale Lake IGNSTE 13 PEMA Depressional 3 il
Long Tree Lake | IGN3RET EEMOC Deprassional 70 i
Westby North | 36N 58E 140 PEMC Depressional 30 it
Westhy North | 38N SRE 15 PEMC Depresgional 3G 1
Westhy South 36N BEE 16 PEMC Degressional 30 I
Westby Morth TN SEE 31 PEMC Depressional 260 JH
Lone Tree Lake | 37N SBE 31 PEMC Depressional 196G il
Lone Trea Lake | 37N SRE 3) PEMC Deprassional 50 i
Pone Tres Lake | 37N STE 25 BEMC Desressional 400 i
Lone Tree Lake @ 37N 38E 19 PEMC Depressional 50 I
Lone Free Lake | 37N 38E7 PERC Depressional 0y i
Westhy North I7NSRE 9 PEMC Depressional a0 i
Westby Nouh 3TN ARG PEMC Drepressional 0 51
Wesiby South 36N 58E 25 PEMC Diepressional 34 I
Westby Scuth 36N S8E 36 PEMC Pepressionad aus i
Wesiby South 36N 38E 34 PEMC Depressional 30 il
Tadpole Lake I5H SRE S PEMC Depressional kY i
Tadpole Laks 3G SRR 17 PEMC Depressional 300 1!
Parkc Lake 36N STE4 PEMC Depressional 100 i
Park Lake A6N STE S PEMC Depressional 20 I
Park Lake 37N S4E 36 PEMC Degressiona| 20 il
Capeneys Lake | 32N 57F 2% Medicine Lake LUBGH Deopressional 300 i
Capenys Lake 32N 57F 33 Medizine Lake PEM Depressional 200 i
Capenys Lake 3INSTE 32 Medivine Lake PEMC Depressional 100 i
Capenys Lake 3INSTES Medicine Lake L2URGH Depressional 169 i
Medicine Lake | 32N 36E 11 Medicine Lake LIURGH Depressional 300 I
Medicine Laks JON S6E 6 KeCabe Cho PEMC Riverine 30 iv
Medicing Lake | 30N S6E 7 Laost Ck. PEMC Riverine 26 IV
Medicine Lake 30K S6E 18 PARF Depressional 200 I
Froid 39N 36E 30 Sheep Ck PEMC Riverine 30 il
Froid JON S8E 31 Unk. Trib. PEMC Riverine 100 1
McCabe West 29M S6E 19 Unle. Trib, PEMC Riverine 20 15
Culbarison 29N 36E 19 Unk Trib, PEMA Riverine 26 ¥
Culbartson ZBM S5E 23 Unk. Trib. PEMC Reverine 20 1§
Culbertson 28N SSR 21 Unk. Trib. PEMC Riverine 80 v




Fort Kipp 28N 551 17 Reatt Creek PEMC Rivering 3 IiI
Fort Kipp 2ENSSE 8 Unk, Trib. PEMC Riverine 10 W
Rockw Point ZON 54E 11 Ui Trib, PEMC Brverine 19 v
Johnson Laks BON S5E 32 Sand Creek PEMC Rivering % v
Johnson Lake 30N 53E 32 Link, Trib, PEMC Liverine 298 111
Johnson Lake 30N S5F 24 Sheep Cl. PEMOC Riverine 30 1l
MoCabe West 28N S6E 28 Claver Ch, PERC Riverine 204 M
dMeCabe West I8N S6FE 26 Clover Ck. PR Riverine 200 i
MeCabe West 28N 56K 25 Unk, Trib. PEMC Riverine 24 1%
MaCabe East QEN STF 33 Clover Ck. PEMC Riverine pis 1]
MeCabe East 28N STE 34 Claver Ck, PEMC Riverine 16 ol
MoCabe East 28N S7E 25 Link. Trib, PEMA Riverine 30 il
MeCabre East ZEN SRE O PEMA Depressional pans] il
Bainville 28N 58E b PEM A hepressinnal 258 11
Bainvilie I8N SBE 28 PEMA Deprzssional 249 11y
Bainville 28N S8F 34 Shotgun Ck. PEMA Rivering 200 111
Bamville §W ZIN 32E ] Link, Trb, PEMA Riverine 30 v
Red Bank Ck. 28N 39E 29 Red Bank Ck. PEM A Riverine 4 iV
Red Bank (i, ZEN S9F 33 Little Muddy PEMC Riverine 560 1M
Ck.
Red Bank T8N S9E 35 Unk. Trib, PEMC Riverine 50 v
Creek
Froid AON 25E 18 Lost Ok PEMC Rivering in i
Froid IOME6HE 22 Lost Chk PEMC Riverine 30 1Y
Froid SE AN 57E 19 Duck Lake PFQ/PEMC Drepressional 3060 I
Froid 8E N S7E 23 Unk Trib. PEMO Riverine A0 v
Froid SE ION STE 23 PEMA Depressional 100 v
Froid SE NSTES PEMC Depressional 106 W
apnevs Lake 31N 37E 54 PEMC Diepressional 84 I
Surnyhiil 0N IZE & . FEMC Rivering 156 v
$choot
Suonyhill IIN3RE 32 Sand Creek PEMC Riverine h [iI
School
Sunnyhil JIN38E 2D Sand Creek. PEMC Riverine 300 i
School
Taminsks Hill 3TN 42E 9 Unk. Trib, FER Slope 38 IV
Eaminski Hitl 3TN4ZE 10 PEMC Depressional 600 HI
Caharett Coulee | 34N 48E 28 Cabareti Coulze | PEMCIPSS Riverine 1G v
Plentywood ISK34E 14 PEMA Diepressional 8060 {1
Pleatywood 5N SeH 13 PEMA Denressional ] 48l




APPENDIX D

FISH PRESENT IN WATERS
OF THE PROJECT AREA



Fish Species Present in the Lower Misscuri River

Commen name

Sctentific name Abuuydance Strears Use

Bigmouth buffale fotichus evprinellus Common Year-round resident
Black bulihead Ameinrus melay Rare Y gur-round resident
Blue sucker Cycleptus glongates Common Year-round resident
Brassy nunnow Hybognathus hankinsoni Rare ¥ear-round resident
Brook stickleback ulaeq freongions Rare Year-round resident
Burbat Lotz ot Common ¥ ear-rouni resident
Channe? zaifish fetolirus punctatus Common Year-rowund resident
Ciscoe Coregonns ariedi Rare {0 conmmon

Y ear-round resident

Comeon carp

Cyprizms carpio

Commeon la abundant

Y ear-rsund resident

Emerald shiner

Matrapis atherinoides

Lincommoen 1o comman

Yearoround resident

Pathead minngye Pimephales promelas Rafe 10 unoogunon ¥ear-round restdent
Flathesd shul Blatpoobio gracilis Commaon to abundant Year-round resident
Freshwater drum Aplodinons erunmiens Rars 10 corpmon Y ear-round resident
Goldeve Hivdon alosoides Abundant Year-round regident
Iowa darter Ethaostoma exile Rare Year-round resident
Lake ¢hub Conesiug plumbaus Ungommon, ¥ earround resident
Longnoss dase Bhinticthys cataraciee Rare 16 uncommon Yrar-rousd resigent
Longnose sucker Cargstomus catostomms Abupdant fo sommon ¥ ear-round resident
Northesn pike Esenx fucins Comsmen Resident and spawning
Norihern redbelly dase Fhoxinus eps Rare Y ear-round resident
Paddiafish Polvodon spathuls Commen Eesident and spawning
Pallid snsrgeon Seaphirkgschus albns Rare Y ear-round resident
Rambow smel Cismeris mordix Uncomnion Usnknown

Raiihow tront

Cncorkyrchus mylkiss

Rare to sopunon

Spawning slsewhers

River carpsucker

Carplodes corpio

Abundant to comumon

Year-rownd resident

Sauger Stizgngradion cangdense Abundant 1o common Year-round resigent
Shorthesd redhorse Moxostoma macrolepidotum Commeon Year-round resident
Shicrinoese gar Lepisosteus platostomus Rare Lnknown
Shovelnoss sturgeon Seaphirhynchus platorpnciuy Abundant Year-round resident
Sicklefin chub Mauerhybopyis meeki Uncommon Yearwround resident .
Smallmouth buffale Tettobuy bubalus Cotmanen Year-round resident
Spattail shiner Notropis budsenius Lncommon to common Year-round resident
Stonecat Nagrds flavis Rare tn common Year-round resident
Sturgeon chub Muacrhwbopsis galida Rare to angommaen Year-round rosident
Wailsve Strostedion vitreum Commun Resident and spawning
Western silvery/plains minnow | Hybognathuy argyritis Rare i uncommon Year-round resident
White srappic Pomoxis gmnularis 7o ¥ zar-round resident
White sucker Catostomus commergoni Abundant {o common

Y ear-round resident

Yellow perch

Ferca flavesoons

Rare o uncommon

Year-round resident

Source: Montana River Information System,

Fish Species Present in the Milk River

2001,

Comnon name

Scientific name Abundance Stream Use
Bigmeuth bufTalo Ietiobus cyprinellus Abundant to Uncommon Year-round resident
Black erappie Pomaxis nigromacuiany Hare to Uncommon Year-round resident
Blue sucker Croleptuy elongates Rare Yeur-raund resident
Brassy ninnow Hybognathus hankinsoni Rare Year-sound resident
Brook stickleback Culgen inconsiong Rare Y ear-round resident
Burbot Lota lota Rart to Common Y ear-round resident
Channel caifish Jetglurug puncigius Uncommen Year-round resident
Commeon carp Cyprinus carpio Common Y ear-round resident
Emerald shiner Nogropiz atherinoides Uncomumon 10 common Year-round resident
Fathead minnew Pimephales promelas Rare 1o uncommon Year-round resident
Flathead chub Platygobio gracills Common to uncommen Year-round resident

Frashwater drum

Aplodinotis grunniens

Uscommon

Year-round resident




Goldeve Hiodon alosoides Commen Year-round resident
jows darter Ztheostoma exile Uncomuman Year-round resident
Lake chub Couestug plumbeuyy Uncomimon Year-round resident
Longnose dace Rhimictires cataracrae Comman Year-round regident

Longnose sucker

Catostomus colesionnis

Congnon 16 uneenumon

Y ear-round resident

Norihermn pike Esox Mcius Commen Besident and spawning
Morthern radbelly dace Fhoxines eos Comnman to rare Yearround resident
Paddlefish Bolyodon apaiiuls iacommen Primarily migration
Rainbow trout Oncorlynchus mykiss Unconuman to rae Spawning elsewhere

River carpsucker Carpicdes carpio Common to uncommon Yearsround resident
Sauger Stizostedion canadense Conunen to rare Year-round resident and
migration

Ehorthead redborse Moxostoma macrolepidetum Common 1o uncemmon Tear-round resident
Shovelnose sturgeon Scaphirhynchus platorynchus Uincommon Year-round resident
Sralimouth bass Micropierus dolomien Ungomunon Year-round resident
Srmaltenonth buffale fetinbug bubatus Dicomnen Year-round resident
Spoitail shiner Motropis hudsoniug Uncomemen Year-round resident
Btonseat Noturus flaves Rare o comumon Year-round resident
Walleye Stizostedion vitrewn Uncommon 1o commen

Rasident and spawning

Westers siverv/plains minnow

Hyhognathus argyritis

Rare o uncommon

Year-round resident

White sucker

Calosiomus commersoni

Rare to abundant

Resident and spawning

Yeiiow perch

Parea flavescans

Rare te upeommen

Resident nnd spawning

Source: Montana River Information System, 2001

Fish Species Present in the Poplar River and the East, West and Middle Forks

Common name Scientilic name Abundance Stresan Use

Black bullhead Amelirus melas Rare Unkoown

Brassy minsow Hybognathus kankinsoni Rate Year-round ragident
Brook stickleback Cuigea inconyiany Upsommaon ¥ ear-roupd resident
Burbot Loig lora Preset Y par-round resident
Channel caifish Fotalirus puncians Preseng Usknown

Conmon carg Cyprinis carpio Cammon Year-round resident
Emerald shiner Notropiz atheringides Congron Yearround rostdent
Fathead minnow Pimephaies promelas Conunon Yeararound resident
Flathead chubs Plapobio gracilis Common to abundant Year-round resident
Freshwater drum: Aplodinens grunnions Present Year-rovnd resident
Goldeve Hiodon aloscides Commion Year-round resident
fows darier Ethestoma exila Rare Year-round residag
Lake chuly Coussivs phimbeus Abundant Yeur-round residont
Longnose dace HKhiniethys cataractae Common Year-round vesident
Morthern pike Esox Iucius Comman Year-round resident
Northers redbelly dace Phozinus aos Rare to abundant Yaar-round resident
Paddlefish FPalyodon spathuly Pressnt Unknown

River carpsucker Carpiodes carpio Pregent 1o uncotmmes Year-round resident
Sauger Stizostedion canadense Rare Resident and spawming
Shorthead redharse Moxostomg macrolepidoium Present fo commes Year-round residest
8hovelnose surgeon Seaphirkynchus platoryachus Present Unknowsn
Srmalimouth bass Micropterus dobunien Presest to rare Year-round resident
Stonecat Aoturus flavas Rare Year-round resident
Sturgeon chub Mucrhybopsis gelida Rare (¢ unconupon Yerr-round resident
Walleye Stizostedion vitreum Rare 1o Commaon Resident and spawning
Western silvery/plains minnow | Hvbognathus argyriti Rare to common ¥Year-round resident
White crappie Pomaxis annularis Rare Year-round resident
While sucker CGlosiomys commersont Abundant to commen Fear-round restdent
Yeliow perch Perca flavescens Hare (o uncommon Year-round resident

Source: Montana Rivers Information System
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Request for Public Comment
Proposed Fort Peck Reservation Rural
Water System Project

January 10, 2001

This announcement is to invite interested parties to submit written or oral comments
about the Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System (FPRRWS), proposed by the Fort
Peck Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes and the Dry Prairie Rural Water Authority (see
attached map). The project area includes the Fort Peck Reservation and areas outside of
the Reservation (Dry Prairie region} in Roosevelt, Sheridan, Daniels, and Valley
counties. Your comments are being requested as part of the public involvement process
for the National Envitronmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Montana Environmental

Policy Act (MEPA). Comments should be sent by February 29, 2000 to either address at
the end of this announcement.

Congress authorized and provided planning appropriations for the proposed project on
October 27, 2000 through the Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System Act of 2000
(PL 106-382, 114 Stat. 1451). The proposed FPRRWS would provide safe and adequate
drinking water to the Fort Peck Reservation and Dry Prairie region of northeastern
Montana. The project would also provide industrial, commercial, and livestock water to
the two service areas (see attached map of proposed project). Funding for Fiscal Year
2001, which was appropriated by means of cther federal legislation, includes monies for
completion of environmental studies.

The Fort Peck Tribes and the Dry Prairie Rural Water Authority, through cooperative
agreements with the United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, are -
conducting planning, design and environmental analysis for the project. The Bureau of
Reclamation and the Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation are the

lead agencies responsible for overseeing compliance with NEPA and MEPA,
respectively.

Funding levels authorized by Congress for construction of the proposed project totals
$175 million, with $124 million for the Fort Peck Reservation service area and $51
million for the Dry Prairie service area. In addition to federal funding for the project, the
State of Montana and an association of local water users will each will provide an
additional $8 million doliars for the Diry Prairie area for a total proposed budget of $191

million dollars. Construction is proposed to begin in 2002 and extend through 2011 for
completion.

Maior components of the pronosed FPRRWS:

» Installation of pumps and intake structures to divert water from the Missouri River
(average water withdrawal 5.5 million gallons per day) near Poplar, Montana.



» Construction of a water treatment plant at Poplar, Montana.

+ Installation of about 3100 miles of buried water transmission pipeline, ranging from
2-24 inches in diameter.

s Construction of 20 primary pumping stations.
e Construction of overhead powerlines to pumping stations if necessary.
Interested parties are welcome to provide written comments to identify environmental

concerns and suggest reasonable alternatives. Please send written comments to either the
Fort Peck Tribes or the Dry Prairie Rural Water Authority at the following addresses.

Mr. Tom Escarcega Mr. Clint Jacobs

Water Resources Department Pry Prairie Rural Water Athority
Fort Peck Trbes PO Box 517

PO Box 1027 Culbertson, MT 59218

Poplar, MT

e-mail 2tefpmni@nemontel.net e~-mail dprw{@nemontel.net

Public scoping meeting will also be held in Glasgow, Poplar, Culbertson, Scobey and
Plentywood in January and February 2001 at dates to be announced on the radio and in
local newspapers.

A draft environmental assessment (EA) will be available for public review after June
2001. The Bureau of Reclamation and the Montana Department of Natural Resources
and Conservation will use the draft EA and comments to the draft EA to determine if the
project would have significant impacts on the human and natural environment. If no
significant impacts are identified, the Bureau of Reclamation and State of Montana will

issue a final EA and a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), as is required under
NEPA.
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0
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ECOLOGICRL. SERVICES
1040 NORTH PARK, SUITE 320
HELENA MT 59601

ES~51130~Billings

July 7, 1%8s
¥.04 -~ BR Infoermal

MEMORANDUM

To: Area Manager, Montana Area Office, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation,
Billings, MT

From: Field Supervisor, Montana Field 0Office, Fcological Services,
Helena, MY

Subiect: Fish and Wildlife Planning Aid Letter for Fort Peck

Reservation Rural Water System

This Planning Aid Letter provides the U. 8. Fish and Wildlife Service™s
{Bervice) ascessment of the effects of the development of a proposed water
development syetem for the Fort Peck Reservation. 7This system was avthorized
by Congress in Public Law 103-126. The Fort Peck Tribes have agked the U. S.
Bureau of Reclamation {Buregau) to prepare a planning report that will be used
by the Tribes to seek funds and operate the system.

These comments have been prepared under the authority of and in zccordance
with provisions of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1858 (16 U.S5.C.
661 et geqg.) and the Endangered SBpecies Act of 1973, ag amended, {18 U.§.C.
1531 et. seg.). Submission of the planning aid letter is in accordance with
the Interagency Transfer of Funds Agreement for Piscal Year 19985, No. 5~BA-60~
05400, Modification Wo. 007.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

The Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes of the Fort Peck Indian Reservation are
pursuing development of a domestic rural water system on the Fort Peck
Resexrvation. The Bureau of Reclamation is providing technical assistance in
determining the feapibility of the propesal and providing enginesring
assistance in developing a project design. The preject initially would supply
domestic water to approximately 96% (12,%40 peopls} of the Reservation’'s
population. All small communities and outlining populations and all rural
residents below Township 29 North as well as the communities of Wolf Point and
Poplar could be gerved. The system would alsc supply a large portion of the
Reservation’s livestock needs. The system design would be sized to
accommodate the needs of the entire Reservation and potential customers off
the Reservation. Twao service options and five potential sizing alternatives
have been considered. The preferred alternative encompasses a Bed-Mounted
Infiltraticon Gallery in the Missourl River, a water treatment plant and a
pipeline distribution system.



DESCRIPTION OF THE PRGJECT ARESR

The environment of the northern Great Plains is harsh. Pregipitation levels
are low with temperature extremes and strong winds being the norm. European
settlement resulted in significant alteration in vegetation native to the
area. Large acreage of pative grasslands and riparian vegetation along steam
valleys have been converted to cropland. Annual cropg include wheat, barley
and oate. Grasses of the upland prairies include green needle grass, western
wheatgrass, rough fescue, little bluestem prairie sandreed and needle-and-
thread., Blue grama, sandberyg bluegrass, prairie junegrass, cheatgrass angd
Kentucky bluegrage, clubmoss, fringed sagewort, cactus and weeds can octur on
many sites depending en the intensity of domesti¢ livestock grazing. Natural
and man made wetland sites cccur in some areas. Wetlands occur primarily
along streame, poorly drained upland sites and near the prairie-pothole region
along the eastern portion of the proiect area. Woody draws occur aleng
aphemeral craeke and other areas where water is present. Bottomlands along
the Misgouri River contain woodlandg, mixed prairie grasslands, shrub/ecrub
land, marsh and prairie. Cottonwood forest has been extensively cleared.
Over bank fleoding which is requirsd for cottonwood regeneration has been
eliminated as a result of construction and operation of Fort Peck Dam. Some
cottonwoond regeneration is still occurring as a result of channel migration
(DNRC 1994},

EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

a field reconnaissance of the project area was completed by an interagency
team on May 1-3, 18%5. Team representatives included Rick Blaskovich and
Kurt Greeple, Bureau ¢of Reclamation; Karl Fourstar and Henry Headdress, For:t
Peck Tribes; and Steve Oddan and Dennis Christopherson, U,.8. Fish and wildlife
Servipe. Based on this fleld evaluation and the type of project being.

proposed the Service does not belisve that a detailed habitat evaluation study
is warranted.

FIsSH pND WILDLIFE RESQURCES WITHOUT THE PROJECT

Agquatic Resources

Aquatic resources in the project area include those of the Missouri River and

its tributaries. A major tributary to the Missouri River is the Poplar River.
Creeks, palustrine wetlands, and man-made lakes and ponds are also distributed
acrogs the Reservation.

The Missouri River has been classified by the Montans Department of Figh,
Wildlife and Parks as a Value Clags I stream. A Value Class I gtream is
considered to have highest value fishery resources. The Poplar Rivexr within
the project ares isg a Value Class II1 stream with substantial fishery
resources (MDFWP 1980). The HMissourl River includes habitat of the endangered
pallid sturgeon and four other gspecies that are listed by the Montana Natural
Heritage Program as species of special concern. These inelude the paddlefisgh,
shortnose gar, blue sucker and sicklefin chub. Sturgeon chub, northern
redbelly~finescale dace and pearl dace are other species of special concern
that occur on Fort Peck Reservation. Common gamefish in the Missouri River



below Fort Peck Dam and in the Poplar River include walleve, sauger,
shovelnose sturgeon, northern pike and smallmcuth bass (Brown 1971}.

Stock water ponds or dams and other man-made wetlands occur in pastures, in
eonjunction with road side ditches and in association with water courses
throughout the Reservation. These wetlands provide migration habitat as well
as production habitat for waterfowl.

Terrestrial Resources

Uplands in the project arsa are primarily short grass prairie and cropland.
Grasslands are grazed by demestic livestock. Riparian vegetation scours aleng
the Misgouri Riwver and Poplar rivers. Riparian habitats along water courses
are very important for many species of resident and migrant wildlife.

Common game animals and furbearers include white-tailed and mule deer,
pronghorn antelope, ring-necked pheasant, sharp-tailed grouse, muskrat,
beaver, and mink. Migratory birds including waterfowl are common.

Endangered Species
Seven Federally listed threatened or endangered species gccur or may ocour
within the proposed project area.

The bald eagle (Haliseetus leucogephalug) is listed as endangered in Montana.
Thie species octurs as a migrant and probably winters in the project area. HNo
known nest territories have been established on the Missouri River bhelow Fort
Peck Dam or along the Poplar River. & wintering population of bhald eagles
occurs immediately below Fort Peck Dam.

The black-footed ferret (Mustels pigripes) is listed as endangered in HMontana.
Black~tailed prairie dog celonies or complexes of colonies of over 80 scres
are considered potential habitat for this spesies. Prairie dog colonies
provide the primary food source for black-focted ferrets. The burrow systems
provide shelter and are used by black-footed ferrets to rear young.

The endangered peregrine falcon (Falgo persgrinus) occurs in the project area
only as a migrant.

Piping plover (Charadrius melodus} a threatened species nests in limited
numbers on unvegetated sandbars on the Missouri RBiver. Most nesting
ashsarvations have been on sandbars located between Wolf Point and Poplar
{Figure 1). Nests are initiated between May 15 and June 30. Chicks have
generally fledged by July 30. Piping plovers began their migration from the
area during Rugust with most birds having left by the end of August. HNesting
habitat for thie species and least terns has been adversely affected by
construction and operation of the Fort Peck Dam., ¥Formation of new nesting
islands is limited ag a result of the sediment free discharges from the dam.
Many nests are inundated and avian and mammalian predators destroy nestg.

The Misgouri River between Wolf Point and Poplar is an extremsly important
area for breeding least terns (Sterna antillarum) in Montana (Figure 1}.



this is for page numbering purposes. please insert the celor figure sheet

Figure 1. Fort Peck Indian Reservation Alternative B - III.



Least terns are colony nesters and select the same type of nesting habitat as
piping plovers. Nests of both species often occur on the same unvegetated
islands. Least tern nests are generally initiated from June 1-30 with some
renesting ocourring in early July. Least tern chicks fledge by nmid-august
when migration commences. River discharges appear 1o be the most important
factor affecting breeding of least terns.

The wheoping crane {Gruys amgricana) is listed as endangered and cecursg in
¥ontana only as a occasional spring or £all migrant. The birds use cropland
and pasture, wet meadow, shallow marshes, shallow portions of rivers, lakes,
reservoirs, and stock ponds, and alkaline basins for both feeding and loafing.

The endangered pallid sturgeon (Sgaphirbynchug albus} remains one of the
rarest fish in the Missouri River. The fish requires turbid, free-fleowing,
riverine habitat with rock or sandy substrate. Little is known about
reproduction or spawning activities of pallid sturgeon. No apawning beds have
been located and larval pallid sturgeon have not be recorded (USFWS 19333,

Many Federal agencies also have policiles to protect candidate gpecies from
further population declines. Although candidate species have no legal status
and are accorded no protection under the Act, they are included here to alert

your agency of potential proposals or listings. <Candidate species that may
oocur within the projsct area includes

Common Name Bgientific Name Category Expected Occurrsnce

Spotted bat Buderma maculatum 2 £, central NT - shrub-
- steppe., conifer

parkland

North American Felig lynx 2 W, central MT -

lynx canadensis montane forest

Small-footed Myotrig ciliolabrum i Statewide -~ rocky

myotis areas in various

habitats; cavesg

Long-eared myotis Myotis evotis 2 Statewide - various

habitats; caves, mines

Long-legged myotis Myotis volans p Statewide - riparian
forest
Pale Townsend's Plecotus 2 Statewide -~ shrub-
big-eared bat towngendid steppe, forest edge,
pallescens caves
Swift fox Vulpes velox 2 E of divide - prairie,

grasglands



Northern goshawk
Baird's sparrow
Western burrowing
owl

Ferruginous hawk
Mountain plover
Black tern
Trumpeter swan
White-faced ibis
Eastern short-

horned lizard

Northern sagebrush
lizard

Spotted frog

Blue sucker
Western silvery
minnow

Plaing minnow

Sturgecon chub

Sicklefin chub

Accipiter gentilis

Ammodramus bairdii
Athene cunicularia
hypugesa

Buteo regalis

Charadrius
montanus

Chlidonias niger

Cvagnus bucecinator

Plegadis chihi

Phrynosoma

douglassii
brevirostra

Sceloporus
graciosus
graciosus

Rana pretiosa

Cvcleptus
elongatus

Hybognathus
argyritig

Hybognathus
placitus

Macrhvbhopsis

=Hvbopsis elida

Macrhvbopsis
{(=Hybopsis) meeki

Statewide - conifer
forest

E of divide —
shortgrass prairie

E of divide - prairie,
grasslands

E MT - prairie,
grasslands

E MT - shortgrass
prairie

Statewide ~ lakes,
marshes

SW MT- Centennial
Valley lakes

E MT ~ marshes
E MT - sandy seils,

dunes

SE MT - rocky/brush

W, central MT -
streams, lakes,
coniferous forest

Missouri River
Missouri, Yellowstone
River drainage

Misgsouri, Yellowstone
River drainage

Lower Yellowstone,
Powder, Missouri

Rivers

Misgouri River



Flathead chub Platvgobio 2 Missouri, Yellowstone
{=Hybopsis) River drainage
gracilis

Paddlefish Polyodon spathula 2 E, central MT -

Missouri, Yellowstone
Rivers

Berry's Oreohelix strigosa 2 Big Snowy Mtns;

mountainsnail berrvi conifer forest

Tawny crescent Phyciodes batesi 2 E MT - moist meadows,

butterfly riparian areas

Regal fritillary Speyeria jdalia 2 E MT - extirpated?

butterfly

PLANTS

_Barr’s milkvetch Astragalus barrii 3c SE MT - buttes,
hilltops

None Carex microptera 3B W Central MT -
var. crassinervia mountains

Long-styled Cirsium 2 Central MT- meadows

thistle longistylum

Persistent sepal Rorippa calvcina 2 Central and E MT -

_yellowcress ‘ riverbanks

Category Codes:

1 - Taxa for which the Service has on file sufficient information on

biological wvulnerability and threats to support proposals to list as
threatened or endangered.

2 - Taxa for which the Service has information indicating that proposing to
list is possibly appropriate but for which conclusive data on biclogical
vulnerability and threat currently are not available to support a
proposal to list.

3 - No longer congidered candidates for listing:
3A - Taxa for which the Service has persuasive evidence of extinction.
3B -~ Names that, on the basis of current taxonomic understanding (usually

as represented in published revisions and moncgraphs), do not
represent distinct taxa meeting the Act's definition of species.

3C - Taxa that have proven to be more abundant or widespread than
previcusly believed and/or those that are not subject to any
identifiable threat.

PT — Taxa already proposed to be listed as threatened.

PE - Taxa already propoged to be listed as endangered.



FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES WITH THE PROJECT

Aguatic Resources

Aguatic rescurces within the project area could be affected by installation
and operation of the intake structure, withdrawal of water for project
purposes and conetruction of the distribution system.

A Bed-Mounted Infiltration Gallery withdrawal system will be used to supply
water for the project. The infiltyxation gallery will be installed in the
Migsouri River at a undetermined site. Preferred sites are areas where the
river channel is stable and bedlcad movement ig minimal. Water will bea
supplied through approximately 260 feet of screens buried about 3-5 feet below
the stream channel bottom. Screens would be covered with gravel. Maximum
intake velocity at the interface of the infiltration gallery and stream bottom
would be 0.05 ft/sec. (Johnson per. comm.} Installation of the infiltration
gallery would require use of coffer dams in the Missouri River.

Uge of the infiltration gallery for water withdrawal will minimize impacte to
fishery resources in the Migsouri River. Intake velocities of 0.05 ft/sec.
will "prevent impingement of larval fish. Short term increases in sediment
would be anticipated during construction and removal of coffer dams. Use of
sheet piling for coffer damg would minimige instream sedimentation.

The Bureau of Reclamation has estimated that approximately 3,000,000 gallons
of water per day will be reguireqd for the project. Minimum releases from Fort
Peck Dam are 3000 ofg. and maximum powerplant capacity is 15,000 cfs. A water
depletion of 4.65% cfs (3,000,000 gal/day) would not adversely affect fishery
resources in the Missouri River during periods when minimum dxs¢harges are
bezng released from Fort Peck Dam,

Sizing ©f the main line of the distribution system will be dependent upon
location ©f the water withdrawal aystem. The main east/west distribution line
will reguire a pipe approximately 42 inches in diameter. The pipe would be
buried seven fest deep and would reguire excavation of a six foot wide trench.
Lateral lines will be reduced in size and will vary from 26 inches down to 12
inch lines serving stock water facilities. These lines will also be buried
approximately seven feet to prevent freezing. Construction of the pipeline
system to convey water could have negative sffecte where the lines cross
drainage, $treams or wetlands. Impactse Lo stream courses can ba avoided by
boring under the stream bed when installing the line. This method would be
the preferred congstruction method for crossing the Poplar River. Fishery
impacts can be reduced on other streams by avoiding the periods of high runoff
which corresponds to periods of spawning and fish movement. These periods
generally ocour during spring and early spummer. Roadside ditches will be used
for pipeline corridors. The May field review of the propesed pipeline
corridors identified 30 wetlands associated with roadside ditches (Figure 13.
Mogt of these wetlands were created by road construction where the road bed
serves as a dam or dike or the roadside ditch holds water on permanent or
semi~permanent basis. A& formal jurisdictional wetland determination to
determine whether section 404 of the Clean Water Act was applicable to these
wetlands was not conducted. Consensus of field review team was that most if



not all wetlands delineated would be claggified as juriedictiocnal wetlands.
The Bureau of Reclamation has indicated that location of the pipeline route as
well as specific logstion of the pipeline within the selected route is
flexible. As a result wetland impacts can be minimized by avoiding wetlands
in many caseg. Impacts to wetlands that cannot be avoided c¢an be reduced by
¢onstructing the pipsline when seasonal wetlands are low or dry. Care to
aveid filling or draining wetland basins during reclamation of disturbed areas
following pipeline construction will be required. & wetlands field review
tean composed of representatives from the Fort Peck Tribes, Bureau of
Reclamation and U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service ghould be convened prior to
each construction season. This team should conduct 2 field reconnaissance of
proposed pipelins alignments and make recommendations regarding alignments
and/or site specific recommendations regarding restoration of wetlands that
will be impacted by construction activities. If wetlands are impacted by
project facilities, Corps of Engineers section 404 permits may be required,

In that event, depending on permit type and other factors, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service may be reguired to review permit applications and will
recommend any protection or mitigation measures to the Corps of Englineers asg
may appear reasonable and prudent based on the information availablie at that
time. :

Terrestrial Resourceg

The use of read right-of-ways for the pipeline corridor will minimize impacts
to terrestrial resources and is the preferred location for pipelines, An
exception would occur where the pipeline could be rercuted in grassiands or
cropland to aveld wetlands. The limited impacts to grassland sr woody
vegetation occurring along roadside rights-of-ways will ba of short duration
and can be further reduced with appropriaste reclamation of disturbed areas.

The water trsatment plant will be constructed near the point of water
withdrawal and is estimated to require approximately 2 to 2.5 acres of lang
{Jokneon per. comm.). Because the treatwent plant will bhe located nesr the
systems intake faecility there iz a high probability that thes treatment plant
could be located in riparian habitat. This habitat type is very important to
a wide range of wildlife species. Avoidance of riparian habitat when
selecting the treatment site is preferred in order to minimize tarrestrial
impacts. Powerlines regquired for the treatment plant should be constructed
according to raptor pretection guldelinss by Olendorf et al. (1981).

Epdangered Species

Construction of the infiltration gallery has the potential tso impact habitats
utilized by pallid sturgeon, least terns and piping plovers. The Recoveary
Plan for pallid sturgeon recommands that new point—-gource water intakes
serving industry, irrigation, and public water supply be screened with a 1/4-
inch (6.35% mm) mesh and have an intake velocity of less than 0.50 ft/sec, or
be placed at water depths greater than 15 feet to protect agalnst entrainment
or impingement of pallid sturgeon lagvae and fingerlings (USFWS 19%3). The
propoged infiltration gallery would meet these requirements.
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Impacts to piping plover and leagt tern nesting on sandbar habjitat in the
Misomuri River can be eliminated by timing construction of the infiltration
gallery to avoid the critical nesting peried of Hay 15 to July 30 or by
selecting an infiltration gallery site that is lcocated at least 1/2 mile away
from potential nesting habitat. Location of nesting habitat for least terns
and piping plovers is dynamic, as a result the Service should be contacted to
obtain the latest information regarding nesting locations prior to making a
final site selection or starting construction of the facility.

Raptor proofing of new or upgraded powerlines installed for the project will
prévent eiectrocutions of bald sagles and other large raptors.

Mitigation

Mitigation for a project includes avoiding lmpacts, then minimizing impacts
and finally offgetting impacts that were upavoidable by compansatory
mitigation. BAnalysis of potential impacts associated with the Fort Peck Rural
Water System indicate that most all potential impacts to fish and wildlife
regources can be avoided or minimized.

bvoidance and Minimization

The following meagures should be implemented to gvoid or minimize impacts to
fish and wildlife resources:

{1) The proposed Bed-Mounted Infiltration Gallery should be used for the
gurface water intaks for the project. Use of road ditches as pipeline
corridors will minimize impacts to habitats of importance to wildlife.

{2} The infiltration gallery should be located at least 172 mile away from
habitat being used by nesting least terns or piping plovers. Impacts to
these birds can also be avoided by timing construction of the intake
facility to avoid the eritical May 1% - July 30 nesting season.

i3} Pipelines should be installed by boring under the Poplar River and other
streams if possible. When trenching ig used to cross streams the
pipeline route sheuld be perpendicular to flow and accomplished in a

manner to reduce soil ercgion and disturb as little vegetation as i
possible.

{4} Impacts to wetlands should be avoided through route sslection and by
going arcund wetlands gccurring iln designated routes. Many wetlands
could be avoided by crossing under road to the adioining readside diteh.
If wetlands cannot be avoided construction should be scheduled when the
wetland is dry. Wetlands that will be disturbed should be restored to
pre~disturbance contours and elevations during reclamation of ths
disturbed aress.

{3) b wetlands field review team composed of representatives from the Fort
Peck Tribkes, Bureauw of Reclamation and U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service
should be convened prior to each construction season., This team should
conduct a field reconnaissance of propesed pipeline alignments and make
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recommendations regarding alignments and/or site specific
recommendaticons regarding restoration of wetlands that will be impacted
by construction activities. :

{6) Woody wvegetation (brush, treeg, etc.} encountered aleng the pipeline
route should be avolided by altering ths alignment of the pipeline route,

{7} Reclamation of vegsetation disturbed during pipeline construction should
occur immediately following construction and be done with seed mixtures
indigenous to the area.

(8} The water treatment faclility, assocliated parking lots and roads should
be lecated te aveid riparian vegetation ¢o the sxtent possible. Impacts
to nesting birds resulting from disturbance of grassland and riparizn
vegetation that cannot be avoided can be minimized by scheduling
congtruction activities that result in vegetation disturbance priozr to
May 1 and after July 1.

{9) all powerlines counstructed or upgraded should be raptor proofed
following guidelines in “Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on
Power Lines; Raptor Reésearch Report Ro. 4.

Enhancement Opportunitiesg

A number of proiects for wetland and waterfowl enhancement for lands on the
Fort Peck Regervation have been developsd under ausplces of the North American
Wetland Conservation A¢t (NAWCA). These projects are currently included in
the Northeastern Montana Wetland Project which is being discussed with the
Tribal Government. Proiects developed under the NAWCA are required to have a
nen-Federal match in dollars or in~kind services. Competition for NAWCE
funding is great. Development of these wetland enhancement propogals as -
enhancement proiects in conjunction with the Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water
Systen should be considered., The following includes a summary of these
projects:

Frazer Lage

BACRGROUND

Frazer Lake, originally called Little Porcupine Reserveir, is lotated
approximately 0.5 miles southeast of Frazer, Montana. The lake was originally
congtructed (1924) as an irrigation impoundment within the little Porecupine
irrigation unit. The original design included a diversion dam on Little
Porcupine Creek and a feedsr canal.

The lake has a 3,549 acre-feet capacity, and covers 382 surface acres when
full., In addition, there are 218 surrpunding acres that are owned by Fort
Peck Tribes.

The original intent was to store water from Little Porcupine Creek in the lake
fer later irrigation usa, Prolonged drought conditions in the Little



12

Porcupine Creek drainage caused the Irrigation Unit to abandon this part of
their project. In 1964, the irrigation needs of most of the Unit were
supplied through the construction of a pump station and canal that supplies
water from the Missouri River. Currently, the Irrigation Unit has a need for
only 240 acre-feet of additional storage te fully address their lrrigation
neads,

Frazer Lake {(and the surrounding Tribzal land) isg well known for its waterfowl
production capabilities and migration use. When water is available the arsa
is exceptional. Waterfowl production is high and migratory stopovers are well
documented. In additjion, in earlier years, when the lake was routinely full,
it provided a very good fishery to the local community.

GOAL

The goal of thig project is three~fold. First, improve the production
capability and reliability of Frazer Lake and the surrounding uplands for
migratory waterfowl and shorebirds. Second, provide an acceptable
recreational fishery for the enjoyment of the local ¢ommunity. Third, provide
a reliable source for the 240 acre~fest need for the Little Porcupine
Irrigation Unit.

PRCPOSAL

All of the previcusly mentioned goals require the establishment of a reliable
water source for Frazer Lake. Unfortunately, Little Porcupine Creek is not an
acceptable solution. The most realistic alternative is the Little Porcupine
Relift Pump and canal that currently provides Missouri River water to the

ITrrigation Unit. The Tribes currently control 500,000 acre-~feet of water in
this system.

This proposal would invelve the installation of a pump and pipe system to
bring the needed water from the existing canal to Frazer Lake (roughly .75
miles}. The water would be provided tco the lake in the fall, just before the

relift pump and canal are shut down. Each fall the lake wotld be full befcre
freezae-up.

In the spring, waterfowl breeding and production needs would be provided by
the presence of extensive shallow water wetlands around the perimeter of the
leke. Reliable water throughout the summer will provide very valuable brood
rearing and fall migration staging areas.

To provide a sustainable warm~cool water fishery, the Frazer Lake will have to
provide depths of at least 10 feet over at least 15% of the surface of the
lake {roughly 57 acres). Minor dredging would be done on the lake to remove
70 years of siltation in select locations that will assure them minimum
acreage and provide accessgible fishing opportunities throughout the summer.
The location of the dredging can be manipulated to minimize human disturbance
to nesting and young waterfowl. In addition, dredged material will be used to
construct waterfowl and shorebirdé nesting islands.
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Irrigation draws on the lake will be restricted to 240 acre~feet annually. To
minimize the ifmpact of this draw on waterfowl and the fishery, the Irrigation
Unit will assure that full lake levels are maintained until June 1%, This
will allow bass/bluegill spawning tc take place undisturbed. This will be
accomplished by either avoiding irrigation use until after June 15 or
additional spring pumping to offset irrigation draws,

EXPECTED REBULT

This project iz expected to fulfill the three goals of this proiect.
Waterfowl production will be greatly enhanced. The lake will provide a
limited recreational fishery, readily accessible to the local community of
Frazer. FPinally, the Little Porcupine Irrigation Unit will be provided the
capability 1o realize the full benefit of their irrigation project.

COST ESTIMATE - $225,000

Partners for Wildlife

BACKGROUND

Montana Partners for Wildlife is administered by the U.8, Fish and wildlife
Service., The program provides financial and technical assistance to private
landowners for enhancing wildiife habitat. Partners for wildlife is strictly
veluntary. The program relies on flexibility, creativity, and a cooperative
approach to develop wildlife habltat on private lands.

Partners for Wildlife will assist landowners on a variety of projects. ' In
eagtarn Montana, projects may include stockdam construction, pothele
restoration or range lmprovements. In western Montana, the program focuses on
stream habitats. The landowner’s soonomic obiectives “are always considered
before completing a project, PFor instance, a range improvement project or
reservoir construction is designed to benefit livestock and wildlife.

Partnerships are the cornerstone of the program. Partnerghips initially
develop between a Partners staff member and the landowner. They then expand
into cther areas. Many projects have multiple funding partners. Funds are
leveraged between the landouwner, agencies, and conservation organizations (eg.
Ducks Unlimited}.

Landowners can be appreshensive about working cooperatively with the
government. Concerng are reduced by using a simple 3-page contract called a
Wildlife Extension Agreement. Farming and grazing are normally allowed. The
landowner controls access., Hunting is allowed at the landowner’s discretion.

The program is succassfiul because each projeect is “tailored” to fit the needs
of a landowner apd wildlife. This approach has worked well. To date, over
500 Montana landowners, primarily farmers and ranchers, have participated in
the Partners for wWildlife Program.

" PROPQSEAL
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PROPOSAL

Constructing stock ponds or assisting in range management will improve
livestock grazing conditions and enhance wildlife habitat. Improved grassland
conditiong are important to livestock, antelope, desr, and grouse. Waterfowl
will be attracted to the new water areas. The rancher has improved range
conditions and Ft. Peck Reservation has sbundant wildlife populations.

The Montana Partners for Wildlife Program is seeking approval from the Ft.
Peck Tribal Board te explore opportunities for habitat improvement projects
within the Fit. Peck Reservation. The program will work cooperatively with the
tribal board and tribal members to improve wildlife habitat on private lands
within the reservation. ALl activities and projscts will be coordinated with
the appropriate tribal office.

Specifically, the proposal would provide funding to support a Tribal employee
for the purpose of promeoting Partners for Wildlife agtivities within the
boundaries of the Reservation. Training and technical support for this
enployee would come from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Montana Department
of FPish, Wildlife and Parks employeses currently involved in Partners for
Wildlife activities in northeastern Montana. This proposal includes funding
to pay salary of employee and to carry out the habitat opportunities
identified for a two year period.

COST ESTIMATE FOR TWO YEARS - $150,000
CONCLUSION

Potential impacts associated with this project will be negligible if the
avoidance and minimization recommendaticons ipciluded in this report are
incorporated into the project. Fish and wildlife benefits would accorue with
development of the enhancement features.
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Wetland Conservation Strategy and Mitigation Policy

for The Fort Peck Tribes
July 1998

I. INTRODUCTION

Conservation Strategy Purpose

The purpose of the Wetland Conservation Strategy for the Fort Peck Tribes is to establish
a framework to guide and facilitate the protection, conservation, and management of
wetlands for present and future generations in partnership with private landowners,
federal, tribal, state and local governments, economic interests and conservation
organizations.

Wetlands - Vital Resources

For many years, wetlands in around the nation were viewed as wastelands. With support
and encouragement from the federal government, ranchers and farmers converted their
marshes and wetlands to what were then deemed more "productive uses"-- pastures and
croplands. No definitive assessment of the numbers of acres of wetlands converted to
these and other uses has ever been completed. One commenly cited study (Dahl 1990}
however, estimates that 27 percent of Montana's original wetlands have been lost since
colonial times.

Because wetlands comprise less than 1 percent of the total surface area of Montana, this
loss estimate appears significant. The Montana Department of Health and Environmental
Science biennial report (1982) to the U8, Environmental Protection Agency stated,
“Precious little 15 known about Montana wetlands except that they are disappearing.”
Despite laws enacted to protect them, Montana wetlands continue to be lost and degraded
each vear. In addition, considerable pressure is exerted on wetland functions and values
which adds to the dechne and degradation of Montana’s wetland base.

The intrinsic value of wetlands were not recognized until their loss started to reveal
problems. For example, sportsmen gradually began to notice a decline in the numbers of
fish and wildlife. Flooding along rivers and shorelines increased over historical levels.
Some of the nation’s most valuable waterfow!] production areas are the praine pothole
region of the northern Great Plains, including wetlands of northeastern Montana's Fort
Peck Tribes. The Fort Peck Tribes have begun to recognize that wildlife habitat, water
pollution control, groundwater recharge and flood control are direct benefits of wetland
oreservation.

Strategy Purpose and Guiding Principles



The purpose of the Fort Peck Tribes Wetlands Conservation Strategy (Strategy) is to
establish a framework to guide and facilitate the protection, conservation, and
management of wetlands on Tribal Jands for present and fiture generations in partnership
with private landowners, federal, state and local governments, economic interests and
conservation organizations. The Strategy purpose is based on the recognition that healthy
wetlands are important to present and future generations of Tribal members and that
maintaining fully functioning wetlands should be a conservation priority.

The Wetland Conservation Strategy has been designed to be & comprehensive, flexible
guide for use by wetland managers, landowners, private industry and others to foster
responsible wetland stewardship and wetland conservation. The Strategy also
recommends specific wetland conservation activities and sets priorities for
implementation. The Strategy was developed with the following guiding principles:

. Wetlands provide important functions and benefits to Tribal members and should
be conserved for future generations,

. Wetland conservation efforts should be practical, flexible, and creative, while
allowing for economic growth and development when possible.

. Wetlands education and public outreach should be conducted 1n a clear,

understandable and balanced manner to provide information and increase public
awareness of wetlands issues.

. The best scientific information available should be used to promote understanding
of wetlands and to improve wetland decision making.

. Cooperative voluntary conservation efforts should be promoted to conserve,
protect, restore, enhance, and manage privately owned wetlands.

. Existing successful wetlands protection and conservation programs shouid be
supported, and partnerships with private conservation efforts should be promoted
rather than development of new governmental programs.

. Where unavoidable impacts to wetlands occur, wetland replacement and/or
restoration should be promoted within the watershed and monitored to ensure that
lost wetland functions and values are recouped. Existing native wetlands should
be given conservation priority over restored, enhanced or created wetlands
because native wetlands have higher high biological diversity than restored,
enhanced or created wetlands,

) Although accurate information on the amount of wetlands lost in Montana is
unavailable, it is recognized that significant losses have occurred (Dahl 1990).
Wetland conservation efforts should be promoted to prevent additional losses, and
wetland restoration and creation should be promoted to compensate for losses.



1. BACKGROUND
What 18 4 Wetland?

A farmer’s definition of a wetland, just after his tractor has sunk to its axles in the muck,
obviously would be different from that of a school teacher presenting the values of
wetlands to a class. Each wetland is unique. Wetlands include: marshes, swamps,
potholes, wet meadows, fens, impoundments, ponds, and sloughs. Wetlands can be
present in many settings including: riparian areas, flood plains, and upland forested areas.
Some wetlands hold fresh water, some are saline, and others are created by underground
water that is very close to the surface. Wetlands can be vegetated or non-vegetated.

They are wet long enough and often enough to have unique natural functions, though
they can be dry part of the year.

Because wetlands occupy the transitional areas between open waters and dry uplands,
wetlands could be considered "fringe environments. "As described by R.L. Smith (1980),
wetlands are a halfway world between terrestrial and deepwater aquatic ecosystems and
exhibit some of the characteristics of each. Basically wetlands form part of a continuous
gradient between uplands and open water. They may be bordered by both wetter areas
{deepwater habitats) and by drier areas (non-wetlands). As a result, in any definition the
upper and the lower limits of wetlands has arbitrary boundaries. Consequently, few
definitions adequately describe all wetlands. In fact, the introductory statement of
Cowardian and others (1979) remains a challenge:

There is no single, correct, indisputable, ecologically sound definition for
wetlands, primarily because of the diversity of wetlands and because the
demarcation between dry and wet environments lies along a contimum,
Because reasons or needs for defining wetlands also vary, a great
proliferation of definitions has arisen including structural attributes,
functional considerations, and jurisdictional criteria,

Despite the difficulty defining wetlands, they generally have the following
characteristics:

. Water on or near the surface, all or part of the year.

L Distinctive poorly drained soils that develop certain physical
characteristics

due to the presence of water (referred to as hydric soils).

. Vegetation composed of species (referred to as hydrophytes) adapted to
life in wet soils.

Wetlands are identified for various legal, scientific and economic purposes, including
reguiation, functional assessment, ecosystem and landscape management, and human use,
In general, wetland definitions have evolved from two main sources; the general public



and entities which have a regulatory responsibility relating to wetlands. In regulatory
programs, wetland definitions and delineation are usually interpreted conservatively. In
an ecosystem context, such as wetland habitat assessment, a broader interpretation is
needed. The intent and purpose of a wetland definition is fundamental to its
interpretation and application.

Federal government agencies; the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Environmental
Protection Agency, Corps of Engineers, USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service
(previously Scil Conservation Service) have developed their own wetland definitions,
This led to significant confusion between the agencies and the reguiated public. The
federal government recognized this situation and in response developed a universal
definition and means of identifving and delineating wetiamia The definition is based
upon: hydrology, soils, and vegetation.

The 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual describes the process that is used to determine
whether a site meets the requirements to be defined as a wetland in accordance with
federal regulation. The manual, writien by COE, is used by EPA, COE, NRCS and
USFWS. The 1987 Manual is used when a wetland delineation is required. 1f a site
meets specific vegetation, soils and hydrologic criteria then it is considered a federal
jurisdictional wetland. (For more detailed information see Appendix H). The 1987
manual definition of a wetland 1s:

Wetlands are those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or
ground ‘water at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that
under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation
typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally
include swamps, marshes bogs and similar areas.

Montana Wetland Types

Wetlands vary in type according o differences i in local and regional hydrology,
vegetation, water chemistry, soils, topography, and climate. The general wetland types in
Montana are currently being defined by wetland scientists and wetland managers. Using a
variety of classification systems, the following types occur in Montana.

1. Riverine - associated with flowing water of rivers and streams.

» riparian areas

» backwater stoughs
. spring-fed creeks
L]

wet, low-lying river margins

t\;)

. Depressional - low spots on the landscape.
saline
glacial potholes (intermountain and prairie}
ephemeral ponds
wet meadows

. &
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. Lacustrine Fringe - associated with lgkes or deepwater habitat.
rmudflat fringe

lake, reservoir and pond margins

4. Slope - groundwater discharge areas on a tepographic gradient.

. wet meadows

. subalpine/montane

. fens

. springs/seeps

5. Artificial - supported hydrologically by human-related activities.

irrigation-supported
transportation corridor-related
livestock impoundments

Functions and Benefits of Tribal Wetlands

Wetlands serve highly important ecological, economic, recreational, and aesthetic
functions. In Montana, wetlands mitigate flood impacts, enhance water quality, improve
biological productivity, increase recharge of ground water and provide direct human
benefits. These benefits are described below:

FLOOD IMPACT MITIGATION
Wetlands reduce the volume and physical energy of water by

Flood Peak Reduction. Wetlands store large volumes of water during snow melt and
heavy rains, reducing storm peak runoffs and slowly releasing runoff over a longer time
period. Drainage of wetlands and conversion to other land uses removes this "sponge”
effect, causing rapid runoff in a short period which can mtensify flooding and may result
mn stream channel instability.

Shoreline Stabilization. Wetland vegetation acts as a buffer which absorbs and
distributes flood waters, slows water currents and dissipates wave energy, thereby
lessening the potential for shoreline and floodplain erosion. The root systems of wetland
vegetation bind the floodplain and shoreline soil to further resist erosive forces.

Poltution control. Wetlands provide retention for sediments and toxic substances.
Suspended solids and chemical contaminants such as pesticides, petrolenm and oils and
heavy metals may be retained and deposited in a wetland. Deposition of sediments can
ultimately lead to removal of toxins from the environment through burial or assimilation

into vegetation. Microorganisms can further break down the pollutants into stable
harmiess components.

Nutrient Removal and Transformation. Wetlands act as natural water purification
mechanisms. They remove silt and filter out and absorb nutrients such as nitrogen,



phosphorus and potassium through oxidation, reduction, assimilation or other
biochemical processes. In some parts of the nation, wetlands are sometimes used in
wastewater treatment.

Waterfowl Habitat. Wetlands are vital to many species of ducks, geese, shorebirds and
swans for nesting, food, and cover. They use specific wetland types during different life
stages such as reproduction, molting, migration, and wintering. Over 12 million ducks
nest and breed annually in northern U.S. and south-western Canadian wetlands, This
area, which includes Montana, the Dakotas, and similar habitats in the Canadian prairies
accounts for up to 70 percent of the continent's breeding duck population, Asan
example, waterfowl banded along Montana’s Highline have been recovered in all four
flyways, including locations in Canada, Mexico, and several Central American countries.

Wildlife Habitat, Wetlands provide habitat for numerous species of birds, mammals,
reptiles, amphibians, fish, and shellfish. Depending upon the size of the wetland, the
vegetative composition, and the requirements of the specific animal, wetlands can
provide some or all of a species' life requirements. For example, dense vegetation of
wetlands can provide important winter cover for both mammals and birds. Over 300
migratory bird species rely on prairie wetland habitats for breeding, feeding, and resting
during migration and more than 50 percent of Montana's birds require wetland habitat.

Freshwater Fish, Nearly all freshwater fish require shallow water provided by wetlands
at some stage of their lives for spawning, shelter from extreme environmental conditions,
and feeding. Many wetlands, where connected with deepwater habitats, provide ideal
fish brooding and rearing habitat. In Montana, wetlands provide important habitat for
trout, bass, catfish, pike, bluegill, sunfish, perch and crappie.

Habitat for Threatened and Endangered Species. Almost 35 percent of all rare,
threatened and endangered animal species in the U.S. are either located in wetland areas
or are dependent on them, although wetlands constitute only about 5 percent of the U.S.
land area. Protecting habitat for these species helps the recovery process for those listed
and helps ensure that additional species do not become listed. Rare Plant Habitat. Both
of Montana’s federally listed plant species oceur in wetlands.

Nutrient Cycling. Wetlands enhance the decomposition of organic matter, incorporating
nutrients back into the food chain.

Recreational Opportunities. Wetlands offer unspoiled, open space for the aesthetic
enjoyment of nature as well as activities such as hiking, fishing, hunting, and

photography. Montana residents spend countless hours reaping the recreational benefits
of wetlands.

Education Opportunities. Wetlands provide opportunities for nature study and
developing knowledge, skills and childhood memories.



Agricultural Benefits. Wetlands provide water and forage for livestock; some wetland
arcas produce excellent hay crops.

Economic Benefits. Housing near water bodies and wetlands is more desirable and
increases property values,

Wastewater Treatment. A few smail communities in Montana use constructed
wetlands for municipal wastewater treatiment.

Property Damage Reduction from Fleods. Wetlands store large amounts of water
which moderate flooding and thereby can reduce property damage.

Recharge Wells and Aquifers. Wetlands recharge groundwater by holding surface
water long enough to allow the water to percolate into the underlying sediments and/or
bedrock aquifers replenishing groundwater supplies.

Low Flow Augmentation. Wetlands release water to adjacent streams or water bodies
during low pertods of the year and during drought.

Groundwater Discharge Buffering, Wetlands enhance the quality of groundwater by

acting as a natural biochemical water treatment system. Aquifers can be tapped for
human consumption or irrigation.

I11. DEVELOPING TRIBAL WETLAND GOAL

Wetlands have recently become a controversial natural resource issue. Tribal members
depend upon opportunities for economic growth, the ability to grow food for an ever-
increasing world population, and the ability to do these without undue restrictions of
personal freedoms, At the same time, Tribal members value the vast natural resources of
their lands and the state’s constitution guarantees all citizens a clean and healthful
environment, Developing a goals for protecting timportant wetlands is an important first
step for protecting tribal wetlands. A goal should promote consistency, provide a
benchmark for assesging progress, increase understanding of the issue, provide an
underlying purpose for all activities carried out as part of the strategy, and help transcend
changes in leadership.

Mational Perspective

Throughout much of U.S. history, wetlands were regarded as a hindrance to development,
virtual wastelands with littie economic value. Since European settlement, Americans
have repeatedly enacted laws and devised programs that encouraged the filling,
damming, dredging or draining of wetlands for economic purposes such as farming,
water supplies, construction and waterfront development.

However, government policy is changing rapidly and dramatically, Wetlands are now
recognized as valuable resources that support wildlife, purify polluted waters, check the



destructive power of floods and storms, provide diverse recreational activities, and
increase property values. President Carter in 1977 signed Executive Order (EOQ) 11990
which applies to federal agencies such as the Bureau of Land Management, Forest
Service, and Bureau of Reclamation. EOQ 11990 specifies that lands meeting the
definition of a wetland under the Clean Water Act and other federal and state laws, are
subject to all applicable federal, state and Jocal regulations. This means that when federal
lands are proposed for lease, easement, right-of-way, or disposal to non-federal parties,
special protective requirements for wetlands must be made part of the package.

Presidents Bush and Clinton endorsed a federal policy goal of preserving the remaining
wetlands, “No Net Loss.” Recognizing the need to further efforts undertaken by previous
administrations, the Clinton Administration, in 1993, proposed a comprehensive package
of improvements to the federal wetlands program to reflect & broad-based consensus
among federal agencies. Entitled “Protecting America’s Wetlands: A Fair, Flexible, and
Effective Approach,” this comprehensive package contained five principles for federal
wetland policy. From these principles a number of initiatives were developed with the
mtent to significantly reform federa! wetland policy, while maintaining protection of this
vital natural resource. This new attitude is reflected by three decades of federal and state
taws and other programs that serve to preserve and protect remaining wetlands. (Table

1.

In 1989, Congress directed the Secretary of the Interior to determine the estimated total
number of wetland acres as of the 1780s and the 1980s in the areas that now comprise
each state (Dahl 1990}, The resulting report concluded that the land area that now
comprises the lower 48 continental states originally contained about 221 million acres of
wetlands more than 33 percent of which was destroyed between 1780 and 1980. Inthe
lower United States, only an estimated 104 million acres of wetlands remained as of the
1980s. During the 20 years from the mid-1930's to the mid-1970's, wetland losses
averaged 458,000 acres a year. The losses are primarily attributed to agricultural
conversion and urban development. As of 1990, it was estimated that only 95 million
acres remain and wetlands continue to be lost at a rate of almost one-half miltion acres
each year. This computes {0 an acre of wetland lost every minute. Well over half of the
U 8. wetlands that existed in colonial times have vanished forever. While some trends
are very subtle, the above data on wetland loss provides a clear indication that continued
loss will jeopardize a valuable national resource.

National Goal

A National wetland goal evolved during meetings of the National Wetlands
Policy Forum. The Forum is a group representing all major interests in wetlands policy,
including government, agriculture, industry, and environmental advocates. In November

1988, after examining the wetland issue for a year, the Forum published its final report.
It recommended that:

..the nation establish a national wetlands protection policy
to achieve no overall net Joss of the nation’s remaining



wetland base, as defined by acreage and function, and to
restore and create wetlands where feasible, to increase the
guality and quantity of the nation’s wetlands resource base.

This goal has driven the wetlands policy debate since that time. President Bush and
President Clinton have endorsed the Forum’s no net loss and long-term net gain goal
(referred to as NNL). The National Governor’s Association unammously endorsed the
NNL goal, and numerous states and several federal agencies, Tribal and local
governments have formally adopted NNL goals, The broad appeal stated by the Forum
and others for adopting the NNL goal is that it is a fundamentally balanced goal. The
NNL goal was adopted with recognition of the urgent need to stabilize the wetland base
and eventually increase the nation’s wetland base to replace some of the wetlands which
have been lost in the last 200 years. The NNL goal acknowledges that some wetlands
will be lost due to natural events and necessary economic development. Those working
with thig goal have determined that NNL can be achieved by avoiding and minimizing
wetlands losses where possible, and where losses are unavoidable, replacing lost
wetlands through wetland restoration, creation, or enhancement.

Montana's Wetlands - Status and Trends

Montanans' uses of wetlands are similar to those revealed in nattonal trends over the past
100 years. For many years, wetlands in Montana were viewed as wastelands, With
support and encouragement from the federal government, ranchers and farmers converted
their marshes and ‘

wetlands to what were then deemed more "productive uses"-~ pastures and croplands. No
definitive assessment of the numbers of acres of wetlands converted to these and other
uses has ever been completed. One commonly cited study (Dahl 1990), however,
estimates that 27 percent of the state's original wetlands have been iost since colomal
itmes. Because wetlands comprise less than 1 percent of the total surface area of
Montana, this loss estimate appears significant.

Today, some agricultural producers marvel that wetland policy now aims to reverse the
trend to convert wetlands for production and instead, protect, conserve and even restore
areas previously deemed to be of little value. What explains this shift? Advances in
scientific understanding of the many ecological functions that wetlands provide and
changing social values emphasizing environmental protection, are two major forces that

have prompted a redirection in government pelicies toward wetland conservation,
protection and restoration.

It is now known that wetland loss and deterioration can be physical, chemical or
biolagical.

The major concern in Montana is physical loss of wetlands (MDHES 1982, 1988, 1992).
Most Montana losses were due to conversion of wetlands to croplands, particularly in the
prairie pothole region (USGS 1996). Additional losses of Montana’s wetland base have
been due to construction of highways, railroads, dams, large reservoirs and irrigation
systems and urban expansion. Soil erosion and siltation, urbanization, recreational



development, mining, logging, oif and gas production, and intensive grazing also have
contributed to wetland loss in Montana (Hansen et al. 1988, MDFWP 1992, Windell et al.
1986).

Diminishing quality of remaining wetlands is also a concern. Fertilizers, pesticides,
sediments, and salts from farms and ranches, brine from oil-field activities, and saline
seeps induced by agricultural practices adversely affect the quality of water in some
Montana wetlands (MDFWP 1992, Reiten 1992, Miller and Bergantino 1983).
Cumulative losses are a significant concern to the overall function and distribution of
wetlands in the state, To a farmer planting additional acreages, a local planning board,
landowner, or Realtor planning or reviewing housing developments, or a construction
firm building a highway interchange, the loss of a wetland or two in exchange for the
benefits of development seems like a reasonable tradeoff. However, when these
decisions are multiplied many times over and hundreds of wetlands are altered or lost,
one at a time, the cumulative impact of weiland losses becomes significant.

Despite these trends in wetland losses and declines, a few positive steps are being taken.
The national rate of wetland loss has slowed since protective legislation and educational
programs were implemented in the mid-1980s (Dahl et al. 1991). Swampbuster
provisions in the 1985 and 1990 Farm Bills denied crop subsidy benefits to farm
operators who converted wetlands to croplands after 1985, The new legislation, private
individuals and organizations and government agencies have all contributed to the
creation, restoration and protecticn of some wetlands in Moentana. Further, the
construction of irrigation systems and reservoirs for livestock watenng, especially i
eastern Montana, has improved waterfowl production and has contributed to the wetland
base (MDFWP 1992). However, these positive steps are only a beginning. To reverse the
trend of wetland loss will require a collaborative effort.

Proposed Tribal Wetland Gaal
The Fort Peck Tribes have adopted the national wetland goal as the goal for their lands.

The proposed wetland conservation goal for Fort Peck Tribal Lands is to build a
wetlands conservation program to achieve no overall net loss of Montana’'s
remaining wetland base, in terms of gquantity and guality, fo conserve, restore,
enhance and create wetlands where feasible, and to increase Montana'’s wetlands
resource base.

The broad appeal of the no net loss and long term net gain goal is that it is a
fundamentally balanced goal. It recognizes the urgent need to stabilize and eventvally
increase Montana’s wetlands inventory, while acknowledging that some wetland losses
are inevitable because of natural events and legitimate development needs. It recognizes
that wetlands should be evaluated in terms of functions they perform in addition to
acreage they occupy. It recognizes that conservation, restoration, enhancement and
creation of wetlands where feasible including respecting private property rights are



reasonable management approaches to wetland conservation. And it feoognizes that the
long-term goal requires replacing some of the wetland losses in Montana.

The Fort Peck Tribes recognized that a comprehensive approach involving all
components of wetland conservation and management is vital to the success of achieving

the proposed goal. To that end, the following five objectives necessary to meet the
proposed goal were 1dentified:

Improving the wetlands knowledge base.

Encouraging voluntary conservation on private land.

Enhancing conservation on all Tribal lands.

Providing resources: information and education, fechnical assistance and funding.
Improving regulatory program effectiveness.

b R e

IV, STRATEGY RECOMMENDATIONS TO ATTAIN
TRIBAL GOAL

This Chapter describes the five objectives and specific recommendations needed to meet
proposed wetland goal identified in Chapter IIl. Some of the recommendations are
intended to improve the effectiveness of existing programs or to strengthen coordination
and cooperative action, Other recommendations are for new initiatives or programs
which are needed to meet the proposed goal. Carrying out these recommendations is
expected to result in significant progress in conserving wetlands and achieving propoesed
wetland goal, The recommendations are intended to lay the foundation for long-term,
sustainable and coordinated wetland conservation.

Objective 1. Improving The Wetlands Knowledge Base,

Objective 1A. Inventory of wetlands.

Background

In general, little 1s known about the location or nature of wetlands in Montana or on
Tribal fands, what wetlands are being lost or gained and other basic questions. A sound
mventory of the Tribal wetlands is vital to wise resource management for both voluntary
and regulatory programs. Without an inventory, the Tribes lack the ability to track
wetland losses and gains, assess how well the state’s wetland goals are met, and
determine the effectiveness of the Conservation Strategy.

Recommendation #1

Endorse and facilitate the completion of a veluntary baseline wetland inventory,
such as the non-regulatory National Wetlands Inventory for Montana.

The Tribes do not have an inventory of wetlands. Without such a comprehensive
inventory, neither managers and or regulators will be able to measure the success of
wetland conservation and protection efforts. Inventories should be performed to rank
individual wetlands and wetland areas in terms of conservation values,



Recommendation #2

Establish and coordinate a wetlands tracking protocol to irack wetland losses and
gains for Tribal jurisdictions which includes a reporting requirement for approved
wetland permits.

Currently, the Tribes has no centralized wetland tracking system and does not track

wetland losses and gains. As a result wetland losses and progress in meeting wetland
goals are difficult to determine.

Recommendation #3

Establish a Tribat Clearinghouse for wetland data collects and work with Montana
Wetland Information Clearinghouse af the Montana State Library, Natural
Resource Information System.

Currently there is no centralized, accessible source for information on Montana or Fort
Peck Tribes wetlands. Improved access to information is essential for increasing the
awareness of wetland issues and concerns. Inventories, profects, and programs for the
purpose of wetland conservation all require accurate and relevant information. Use and
sharing of data are equally important to research and the collection of new data. Accurate

reports on the status of Tribal wetlands are only possibie with reliable access to verifiable
information.

Recommendation #4

Establish a wetland monitoring pregram.

Wetland momtoring is needed to determine if a wetland is changing, or if wetlands that
have been created, enhanced or restored are performing the way they are expected to, and
to determine if management actions {such as re-vegetation, preservation} have the desired
result. Effective management of wetlands is important for ensuring that the gquality and
quantity of wetlands are sustained and improved.

Objective 1B. Encourage research to add to the wetlands knowledge base.
Background

Sound research on wetlands provides important information on which to base wetland
protection policies and programs. Such research should cover wetland functions,
techniques for wetland restoration and creation to offset losses, and other related topics.

Recommendation #3

Search for additional funding sources for wetland research.

Current programs for funding wetland research include the EPA’s Wetlands State
Development Grants and Non-point Source Poliution Prevention Programs. Additional
funding should be sought to expand wetland research in Montana.

Recommendation #6
Establish a process to discuss and recommend wetland data collection, research and
information priorities and needs for the Fort Peck Tribes.

A comprehensive evaluation of research needs will help direct limited funding to the
highest priorities.



Objective 1C. Identify unique, high quality wetlands.

Background

Limited information is available on exceptional wetlands in Montana or on Fort Peck
Tribal L.ands. Certain unique, high-quality wetlands deserve a higher level of protection
because of the public benefits and ecological functions they provide. Conservation of
unigue high-quality wetlands should be given greater emphasis and recognition than
preservation of restored, enhanced or created wetlands.

Recommendation #7

Identify, determine the functions and values of, and prioritize unique exceptionally
high quality wetlands for protection.

Recommendation #8

Develop a coordinated and prioritized program for wetlands conservation,
protection, and acquisition using available funding programs and sources.

A coordinated approach should help ensure that priority wetlands are identified and
protected through voluntary efforts.

Recommendation #9

Develop criteria for wetlands or candidate wetlands for designation as Qutstanding
Resource Water in accordance with Montana Nondegradation Rales (ARM
16.20.707(i8)).

Outstanding Resource Water's (ORW) includes state waters within national parks,
wilderness areas and primitive areas, and can include state waters that have been
identified as possessing outstanding ecological significance and been classified as ORW.
Designation of wetland with outstanding ecological significance on Tribal lands could be
used to protect such wetlands.

Objective 1D. Better define “no overall net loss” and “long term net gain™.
Background

No overall net loss and long-term net gain can mean different things to different people.
Establishing a procedure for determining and defining net loss and long term net gain of
wetlands will serve to more clearly define Tribal goals and ensure that progress in
attaining those goals can be measured.

Recommendation #10

Develop guidance to better define “no overall net loss” and “long term net gain™ of
the remaining wetland base,

This recommendation would resolve issues such as a definition of no overall net loss and
long term net gain, would provide a time line and possible quantification of a net gain

goal, and develop a tracking system to determine how well we're meeting the no net loss
and long term net gain goal.

Recommendation #11

Establish specific protocols for determining thresholds for cumulative impacts of
wetlands to determine if a loss of wetland function or value has occurred.



Wetland loss can oceur by incremental degradation and deterioration to the extent that the
wetland no longer function.

Recommendation #12
Define the strategy in which, over the long term, loss of wetland area or functional

capacity is offset by gains due (o wetland restoration, enhancement, preservation, or
creation,

Recommendation #13
Decide on the types and functions of weflands that can be created or restored to

compensate for loss of simifar wetland types and functions and determine the
geographic area where these efforts should be undertaken.

Recommendation #14

Develop an interim plan and a long-term plan indicating steps that need to be taken
to achieve a net gain of wetlands on Tribal lands.

Objective 2. Encourage Voluntary Conservation on Private Land.
Background

Cooperative, voluntary, non-regulatory mechanisms are likely to provide the greatest
opportunity for wetland conservation. Unlike regulatory activities such as permitting,
non-regulatory actions are voluntarily initiated. Voluntary actions can include a wide
range of options and can be very successful in advancing wetland conservation goals.
These voluntary actions can complement and enhance the effectiveness of regulatory
programs by targeting activities or types of wetlands not covered by regulatory programs.
For numerous reasons, voluntary programs are an important component of an overall
wetland conservation strategy and play a critical role in wetlands conservation:

Objective 2A. Encourage volunfary measures to protect, conserve, restore, enhance
and create wetlands.

Background

Achieving a stable and eventually expanding wetland base requires significant effort
beyond the regulatory programs. Voluntary measures can include protection and
conservation of existing wetlands, the restoration and enhancement of degraded wetlands
and the creation of new wetlands. The restoration of degraded wetlands and the creation
of new wetlands are often associated with the mitigation requirements of regulatory
programs. Beyond governmental regulatory programs however, broad nonregulatory
voluntary programs often can increase or enhance the wetlands base, thereby playing an
important role in a statewide strategy. Effective management of existing, restored and
created wetlands also is important for ensuring that the quality and quantity of wetlands
are sustained and improved over time. Private voluntary efforts are critical to help
maintain and increase the wetland base and should be encouraged and supported.

Recommendation #15



Identify, evaluate and promote existing voluntary, non-regulatory wetlands
protection measures.

Many veluntary non-regulatory programs to aid wetland conservation and management
are already in place. Descriptions of wetland programs available from federal, state, and
local governments as well as those available from private conservation organizations and
corporate interests are included in Appendix E. Information materials including pubiic
service announcements, computer based information, videos and printed materials should
be developed to explain and promote these programs.

Recommendation #16

Work with and strengthen private efforts to voluntarily conserve wetlands mchidlng
the work of individual private landowners, corporations, recreational,
environmental, hunting and fishing organizations, concerned citizens, and private
land conservation organizations.

Identify and publicize voluntary wetland conservation projects both in Montana and other
states to provide as examples and encourage successtul partnerships and projects.

Recommendation #17

Compile and evaluate information concerning existing voluntary restoration and
compensatory mitigation projects to determine project successes, Use this
information to encourage and direct future projects.

Identify existing successful partnerships among landowners, nonprofit organizations,
corporations or government agencies to restore degraded or destroyed wetlands and
evaluate opportunities for additional partnerships,

Objective 2B. Promete public/private, partnerships for on-the-ground wetiand
conservation,

Background -

Partnerships are critical because of the shared responsibility for wetlands conservation
and management among state and federal agencies, county and city planners, non-profit
conservation organizations, corporations and ultimately thousands of private landowners
who make day-to-day decisions about the management and use of wetlands.

Recommendation #18

Identify and invite private industries to build wetland conservation partnerships
with state, federal, and local conservation groups.

Many American companies and conservation organizations have made land available and
contributed substantial resources to create and improve wetland habitats. Montana

industries or conservation organizations that might be interested in partnerships should be
approached,

Objective 2C. Initiate a private lands and property rights wetland working group.
Background

A majority of wetiands in Montana are on private land and private landowners are likely
to identify both barriers to and practical suggestions for wetlands conservation on private
land. Wetland conservation and private property rights are serious topics. Land owners,



conservation groups, and regulators could benefit from honest discussions, evaluation and
research into practical balanced solutions incorporating both reasonable wetland
conservation and management and protection of private property rights.

Objective 2D. Research and develop incentives and disincentives.

Background

Both incentives and disincentives can be either financial or nonfinancial. Financial
incentive programs encourage wetlands protection by offering landowners a financial
incentive such as lower tax rate on property preserved for wetlands. Disincentive
programs discourage the destruction of wetlands by providing landowners with a
financial disincentive such as loss of eligibility for government funds if a wetland is
converted. Incentive and disincentive machanisms usually are in the form of tax policies
and subsidies. Incentives can be used to complement regulatory programs by targeting
wetlands that are exempt from regulatory review such as small, isolated wetlands.
Awards and recognition programs also serve as nonfinancial incentives, acknowledging
exemplary land stewardship or conservation work,

Recommendation #19
Develop a nonfinancial incentive awards program to recognize individuals,

companies, or government agencies that have voluntarily protected wetlands on
Fort Peck Tribal Lands,

Objective 2E. Promote and enhance acquisition and easement programs.
Background

Both public and private entities can protect wetlands by acquiring them or placing them
in conservation easements. Protection can be achieved through a purchase of ali or some
property rights or through techniques such as donation or leases. Acquisition can be
tailored to specific needs of the landowners and acquiring organization by using complete
or “fee-simple” acquisition, which involves acquiring full ownership of the land and all
the rights associated with the land, or partial acquisition, which involves acquiring only
some of the rights as in a conservation easement. Voluntary acquisition programs can
help resolve regulatory conflicts by offering incentives, for example, to developers to
protect wetland areas or acquire wetlands on potential development sites. Easements can
be used to ensure the protection of a resource while the landowner retains most of all
other ownership rights. Acquisition and easement programs can be guite flexible and are
available at the federal, state, local and private level.

Recommendation #20

Develop partnerships with land trusts to help publicize and encourage the use of
such trusts in wetland conservation.

Local land trusts are private, nonprofit organizations devoted to the preservation of
locally significant natural areas and open spaces. The trust receives land from individual
landowners through gifts, donations and bequests or through purchase. A voluntary

board of directors runs the land trust and membership is open to the general public.
Montana has at least five local land trusts.



Recommendation #21

Evaluate federal, state, local and private land acquisition programs for increased
wetland acquisition or easement opportunities,

Recommendation #22

Develop fact sheets on voluntary acquisition and easement programs availabie to
private landowners,

Recommendation #23

Research and recommend opportunities to coordinate acquisition programs with
other organizations and mechanisms such as tax incentives, planning and research.

Recommendation #24

Evaluate local waste water treatment programs and projects for wetland restoration
and creation potential.

Recommendation #25

Make recommendations to include protection for alt components of a healthy
functioning wetland in conservation programs.

For example, while Jand acquisition or easement may protect wetlands from physical
alterations, off-site impacts such as water pollution or water availability cannot be
controlied by Jand acquisition alone.

Objective 3. Encourage Conservation on Private Land.

Objective 3A. Identify opportunities for public participation.

Background

Public involvement is crucial to wise resource decisions. Many actions require public
involvement, but often the public i1s overwheimed with the length of documents to
review, unaware of the opportunity for public comment, or unaware of the potential
impacts of the proposed action.

Recommendation #26

Identify opportunities and actively encourage public involvement in land
management decisions affecting wetlands.

Pogsibilities include a wetlands newsletter or computer site which identifies public land
management decisions which affect wetlands.

Objective 3B. Use planning as a tool to encourage wetland conservation.
Background

Planning should be part of all wetland conservation efforts. Comprehensive planning
involves analyzing the needs of a particular area and setting goals or priorities for
meeting those needs. Plans are based on the past and present situation and, most
importantly, on the desired future for the planning area. Coordinated, continuous
planning should lead to better-informed decision making.



Recommendation #27

Encourage local governments to incorporate wetlands protection inte public works,
parks, local zoning ordinances, planning and development programs.

Local land use plans, watershed plans, open space planning, development of green belts,
floodplain management, and local comprehensive land use plans are all tools for wetland
conservation.

Objective 4. Providing Resources: information and education, technical
assistance and funding.

Objective 4A. Increase wetlands information and education to local governments,
tand owners, industry, the public and scheols.

Background

Public awareness and understanding of the importance of wetlands are critical if wetland
conservation goals are to be achieved. Information materials can help people understand
the functions and values of wetlands. Education, training and technical assistance can
encourage citizens to conserve, protect and enhance these resources. The purpose of the
Information and Education portion of the Strategy is to facilitate development and
dissemination of information materials and educational programs to build capacities for
informed stewardship of the Fort Peck Tribe’s wetlands over the long-term,

Considerable effort has been invested in wetlands information and education in Montana.
One example is the Montana Riparian Education Committee, which has produced
publications, workshops and videos to advance citizen knowledge and management of
riparian areas in Montana. Wonder of Wetlands (WOW) workshops for teachers have
been conducted and will continue to be available through Project WET Montana.
Agricultural landowners and schools and organizations have participated in local
wetlands restoration and education projects. Environmental organizations have provided
information and resources to encourage wetlands preservation and protection. A Catalog
of Wetlands Education Resources, which lists a wealth of wetland information, is

available through the Montana Watercourse or the Natural Resource Conservation
Service.

In spite of the availability of these materials and programs, there continues to be a need
for balanced, factual information about Montana's wetlands, Local citizens and decision
makers are sometimes uninformed and uncertain about the functions and values of
wetlands. Landowners, developers and others can find permitting processes bewildering
and frustrating. Resource professionals and agricultural producers seek information and
technical assistance about best management practices and other wetlands issues. Local
decision makers need technical training to enhance their knowledge of wetlands and to

advance their capacities for informed decision making regarding wetland use and
management.

Information and education are positive, non-regulatory steps to realize long-term
wetlands conservation goals. They can prepare citizens for informed stewardship of



wetlands. When delivered in appropriate ways to diverse adult and youth audiences,
information and education may be the most enduring approach available to enhance

wetlands for the long-term. Wetland information, training workshops and technical

support are needed to:

. build broad public awareness of the benefits, functions and values of wetlands,

- deseribe and clarify wetlands permitting procedures and regulatory guidelines for
specific audiences,

. inform Tribal members of the Conservation Strategy for Wetland’s and what it
means to them,

. describe or view activities that are allowed in wetlands,

. address public concerns and dispel misconceptions about wetlands,

. promote cooperative, voluntary wetland enhancement, restoration and
stewardship, and

. advance the capacity of landowners, decision makers and resource professionals

to conserve and protect local wetlands.

Recommendation #28

The Fort Peck Tribes should weork with the Education Work Group of the Montana
Wetlands Council can help develop a coordinated wetlands information and
education effort.

Several wetlands information and education efforts are underway in Montana. A
coordinated effort should include the following; compile existing wetlands education
information and education opportunities; strengthen communication among groups and
agencies involved in wetlands education; assess public perceptions, interest, knowledge
and educational needs regarding wetland issues on the Fort Peck Tribal Lands; identify
deficiencies or gaps in existing education and information and evaluate the effectiveness
of existing educational information for different audiences; develop an information and
education matrix which identifies audiences, lead educators, types of education, adwvisors,
and technical support, to facilitate coordinated wetlands information and training;
identify new and improved ways to disseminate information.

Recommendation #29

Existing educational programs (for example MSU Extension, Montana Riparian
and Wetland Association’s Education Committee, Montana Watercourse, Project
WET Montana) should continue to obtain, develop and distribute wetland
information.

Wetlands information and educational needs are constantly changing as a result of factors
such as new legislation and demographics. A landowner's guidebook on wetland
permitting procedures and regulatory guidelines should be developed. Citizens need

improved access to materials that clarify which activities are allowed in wetlands and
which activities are not allowed.

Recommendation #30

Existing information and education programs should be encouraged to employ a
variety of approaches to develop and deliver public information materials and
training programs for multiple audiences statewide.



Employ multimedia and diverse approaches for wetlands information and education such
as: Public Service Announcements for television and radio; brochures; booklets; videos;
newspaper articles; workshops and tours; and demonstration projects.

Recommendation #31

Develop information identifying the value and functions of wetlands and importance
of healthy wetlands.

Objective 4B. Seek Technical Assistance.

Background

Wetland science is a complex field which requires training in weitland plant
identification, wetland soils and geology, wetland ecology and wetland bird and wildlife
biology. The knowledge that state and federal government staff has acquired in wetland
science should be used and shared to further the Fort Peck’s Tribe’s wetland goals.

Recommendation #32

When community, public or organizations express interest, state and federal agency
staff should provide assistance in the form of technical documents, information,
financial support (through existing grant programs), and staff expertise. Agency
staff should work in partnership with local groups to tailer activities to meet local
conditions and needs.

Technical assistance and outreach encompass many options for wetlands protection at the
focal level. Federal and state agencies should be actively involved in promoting non-
regulatory activities for wetland protection and make sure local governments and others
are aware of technical and financial assistance which is available to them.

Recommendation #33
Seek technical assistance to alleviate river/stream flood flow peaks by promoting

spring- time flooding of wetlands and fields to retain flood waters, and thereby alse
enhance wetland habitat and conserve soil moisture.

Objective 4C. Seek wetland conservation funding from a diversity of sources.
Background

The methods that local groups and the state can use to address wetland issues may be
determined in large part by the funding available to implement the recommendations. In
light of the tight fiscal constraint that most states face, nontraditional sources of funding

are of growing importance. Money from these sources often is not specifically intended
for wetland conservation.

Recommendation #34
kdentify and publicize existing wetland conservation funding sources,

Recommendation #35

Prioritize wetland conservation needs and target the limited funding available to
address these priorities,



Objective 5. Improving Regulatory Program Effectiveness

Objective 5A. Improve coordination among regulatory programs and identify,
assess and correct program inefficiencies, gaps and duplication,

Background :

Increased coordination and evaluation of current policies and programs will lead to more
effective wetland protection and conservation, Coordination and links among programs
involves capitalizing on opportunities for enhanced wetland protection through a
coordinated and complementary approach rather than working in isolation. Coordination
helps to define conservation priorities, create better use of available finances, siaff and

expertise and can help minimize duplicative efforts and inconsistencies at all levels of
government.

Recommendation #36

Evaluate opportunities to streamline regulatery programs.

For example, making application forms more user-friendly, shortening permit-processing
time, providing helpful handbooks to guide citizens and consultants through the
permitting process, installing special telephone-access service and database management
systems to help applicants track the status of their permit applications, and establishing
coordinated state-federal mitigation and permit-processing standards.

Recommendation #37

Increase coordination and links between non-regulatory and regulatory programs,
For example, high priority wetland sites which are identified for non-regulatory
protection, restoration and enhancement actions also should receive consideration when
mitigation is required under the regulatory process.

Recommendation #38

Strengthen coordination and consistency of agencies with enforcement
responsibilities.

Objective 5B. Develop a Montana wetland mitigation (see wetland mitigation
policy, appendix A) and mitigation banking policy.
Background

A mitigation policy would provide guidance for those involved in the development of
consistent and effective recommendations to protect and conserve wetlands. Application
of the policy would e intended 1o enable federal, state and private developers to
anticipate recommendations and incorporate mitigation measures into the early stages of
the planning process, thus helping to preciude unnecessary project delay, litigation, and
other problems. Federal policy guidance provides for the establishment, use and
operation of mitigation banks for the purpose of providing compensatory mitigation for
authorized adverse impacts to wetlands and other aquatic resources and to facilitate
wetland mitigation in advance of project impacts in order to offset future wetland losses.
Local procedures are needed to implement banking and provide guidance to Montanans.



Recommendation #39
Establish and define the required sequence of alternatives that must be considered
for mitigation of wetlands impacts.

Recommendation #40
Establish guidelines and methods of selecting ecologically desirable and practicable
alternatives which are consistent with sequencing and other laws and regulations.

Recommendation #41
Define methods, to be used prior to formulation of mitigation recommendations, for
analyzing and evaluating impacts and elements of a mitigation preposal,

Recommendation #42
Define and establish criteria for in-kind and out-of-kind mitigation and success
criteria and menitoring requirements for mitigation,

Recommendation #43

Develop Iocal mitigation banking procedures, in cooperation with agencies and the
public, to help achieve consistenicy and flexibility in evaluation of mitigation
banking recommendations throughout the state of Montana,

Recommendation #44
Establish lecal conditions for banks.

For example, allow for the use of mitigation banks only when the bank is in the same
hydrologic unit as the affected site.

Recommendaltion #45

Establish criteria to measure and monifor mitigation banking effectiveness
statewide,

Recommendation #46

Develop guidelines for public review and comment in the development of the
provisions of banking agreements,

V. ASSESSING STRATEGY SUCCESS

The Fort Peck Wetlands Conservation Strategy has identified numercus
recommendations to better manage and conserve wetlands. Without adequate monitoring
and feedback, not only will progress in achieving goal’s be unknown, but there will be
recognition of programs that are particularly effective and those that are not. An
evaluation feedback loop is vital to ensuring that limited staff and financial resources are
being used wisely and effectively.

This section describes the two parts of the Strategy implementation. The first concerns
biennial action plans, how they will be developed, monitored and evaluated against the



recommendations outlined in this document. The second invelves the actual monitoring
of wetlands to ultimately measure the success of the Strategy.

Action Plans

The Fort Peck Tribes will develop a detailed action plan based upon the action items
identified in the Sirategy. The action plans should outline the specific activities that will
be accomplished to

meet the objectives set forth in the Strategy. Action plans should cover a 2-vear period.
Information in the action plans wili include:

* The action that will be undertaken;

. The agency or organization or private party bearing primary implementation
responsibility;

. Cooperating agencies and organizations;

. A time hine for when the action will be completed;

. Funding needs and resources; and

. An evaluation process.

APPENDIX A,
FORT PECK TRIBES WETLAND MITIGATION POLICY
GUIDANCE

L. PURPOSE AND SCOPE

This document addresses several priority issues involved in assessing wetland mitigation
proposals. Because of the national priority given to wetlands, that is the habitat type
emphasized in this guidance. However, many of the principles described herein can
logically be applied to the mitigation of any habitat of concern within tribal lands,

mitigation recommendations, while providing flexibility to do what is ecologically
appropriate, Further, this Policy provides direction to help achieve consistent and
effective application in developing mitigation recommendations to protect and conserve
valuable fish and wildlife resources. Application of the Policy is intended to enable
governmental and private developers to anticipate Tribal recommendations and to
incorporate mitigation measures into the early stages of the planning process, thus
helping to preclude unnecessary project delays, litigation, and other problems.

This guidanee should be used in conjunction with the Environmental Protection Agency's
Section 404(b)}(1) Guidelines of the Clean Water Act (40 CFR 230,10(a)) and should be
congistent with the provisions and intent of the Fish and Wildhife Coordmation Act

(16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) and the Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

II. BACKGROUND



As clarified by the Memorandum of Agreement between the Department of the Army and
EPA, entitled "Mitigation Guidelines," dated February 6, 1990, compliance with
40 CFR 230.10(d) requires application of a sequence of mitigation in the following order:

A, Avoidance
B. Minimization
C. Compensation (i.e., compensatory mitigation}

Compensatory mitigation is required to offset unavoidable wetland impacts which remain
after all appropriate and practicable avoidance and minimization have been applied. The
Tribal Mitigation Policy, adopted herein, identifies four resource categories that indicate
a recommended level of mitigation consistent with the value of the habitat in question to
an evaluation species. It identifies when habitat may be irreplaceable and when
mitigation of habitat "in-kind" is recommended. The genera! preference for onsite
mitigation also 15 addressed.

M. FORMS OF COMPENSATORY MITIGATION

The focus of any mitigation must be the wetland functions that have been affected,
regardiess of the approach chosen. Compensatory mitigation may include restoration of
filled, drained, or otherwise altered wetlands; enhancement of existing wetlands; and
creation of wetlands in uplands.

On Tribal lands, the general order of preference {or compensatory mitigation is
restoration, creation, and enhancement. Use of habitat preservation for compensation
normally should be reserved for special situations. Kruczynski (1990b) believes that
wetland preservation usually should not be considered for compensatory mitigation
because it results in a net loss of wetland function and acreage. Kruczynski maintains
that preservation is acceptable only to protect unique and valuable wetlands in danger of
destruction by development, for similar reasons, preservation is generally discouraged as
a form of mitigation. Preferably, it should only be used in conjunction with the other
three forms of mitigation when needed to develop a habitat complex of various wetland
types. Even in such cases, 1:1 credit is usually not appropriate for the preserved acreage
because the values already exist, and merely preserving them makes no contribution to
the Nation's goal of "no net loss" of wetlands. The objective is to offset wetland losses
(see Section IV.B.). However, if opportunities exist to enhance the preserved wetlands,
that option may be more desirable.

Preservation 1s alsc acceptable when a potential site constitutes important habitat for a
listed threatened or endangered species. This fatter use is appropriate when consistent
with recovery objectives and when the project impacts do not affect listed species. If the
species may be affected, appropriate consultation steps must be undertaken in accordance
with the implementing regulations for section 7 of the Endangered Species Act

which does not authorize "mitigation" per se.



Two or more of the following criteria should be met before deciding that preservation is
an appropriate mitigation approach:

A

F.

The proposed preservation site performs significant physical and/or biological
functions, the preservation of which is very important to the ecosystem or
watershed in which the wetlands are located.

The preservation site is relatively rare, of high value to the evaluation species,
and difficult to replace.

The site 1s under imminent threat of toss or degradation due to natural
phenomena or human activities that cannot or likely will not be controlled
through Federal, State, or local regulatory programs, including zomng. The
existence of imminent threat should be supported by substantial clear evidence
of destructive natural phenomena or land use changes which have been
demonstrated by local or regional land use trends.

Preservation will be used in conjunction with a more comprehensive
mitigation package involving other mitigation efforts (i.e., creation,
restoration, and enhancement), such that preservation will increase the overall

value of the nutigaiion area and facilitate effective and efficient management
of a habitat complex.

The impacted wetlands are of poor quality and fall under Resource Category 3
or 4 definitions of the U.8. Fish and Wildlife Service Mitigation Policy.

The amount of impacted habitat is relatively small.

Where habitats are protected, restored, or targeted for protection or restoration under
Federal programs designed to increase the Nation’s wetlands base, the Tribes will not
recommend, support, or advocate the use of such lands as compensatory mitigation for
habitat losses authorized under the section 10/404 wetlands regulatory permit program,
This policy extends to Federal programs that protect or restore fish and wildlife habitats
on private lands, and includes, but is not limited to, easement areas associated with
inventory and debt restructure properties under the Food Security Act of 1985, as
amended. It also includes lands protected or restored for conservation purposes under
FSA fee title transfers, lands protected by a habitat management agreement, or wetlands
protected by programs authorized by the Consolidated Farm and Rural Development Act,
as amended.



IV. METHODS TO QUANTIFY COMPENSATORY MITIGATION NEEDS

A,

Scientifically Based Models--Prior to formulation of mitigation
recommendations, the impacts of the proposed project or action needs to be
analyzed and evaluated. When applicable, the "Habitat Evaluation
Procedures” or other evaluation systems may be used as a tool for assessing
the effects of wetland impacts (Solomon and Sexton 1993). In order to
achieve general consistency, the use of a scientifically based habitat
assessment methodelogy is recommended when time and resources allow.
King et al. (1993) suggested that ficld offices use a standard methodology for
requiring mitigation ratios. That methodology should take into consideration
future with-project and future without-project scenarios over time; this will
account for temporal loss of habitat value.

King and Adler (1991) propose a method of determining an appropriate
replacement ratio that is based on the level and rate of functional replacement.
It requires the use of wetland function assessment methods. The Corps of
Engineers, Natural Resources Conservation Service, Fish and Wildlife
Service, and Environmental Protection Agency are developing a method to
assess wetland functions that is based on hydrogeomorphic characteristics of
wetlands, This method will allow determination of mitigation ratios by
comparing functional capacity units tost in impacted wetlands to FCU’s
generated in compensatory mitigation wetlands (Smith et al. 1995},

The hydrogeomorphic method assesses wetland functions on an areal basis
and can be used to determine the amount of created or restored wetland
required for compensatory mitigation. For example, if the impacted wetland
has low functional capacity per unit area, a restored wetiand could have a
higher functional capacity per unit area and compensate for the lost wetlands
with a smaller amount of area. The HGM may eventually replace the policy
of simple ratios for compensatory mitigation, but at this point, it is uncertain
whether HGM will live up to its intended objective as an effective rapid
assessment methodology.

You may choose to develop new methodologies with your interagency
counterparts that are tailored to specific area needs. It is recommended that
tribe coordinate with counterpart State and Federal agencies in attempts

to reach agreement on use of similar methodologies for evaluating wetlands
functions and values.

The Midcontinent Ecological Science Center, Biological Research Division
U.S. Geological Survey (formerly National Ecology Research Center) in
Ft. Collins, Colorado, can be contacted to aid in the development of reliable
assessment models, but they may require reimbursement. Contact the

Landscape and Habitat Analysis Branch, i.e., Richard Stiehl at (970) 226-
9421,



Use of Ratios--The use of site-specific ratios in assessing compensatory
mitigation can be best applied in situations when the management potential of
a particular mitigation site has been assessed through scientific means and
when the types and quality of habitat affected by project impacts are relatively
consistent. However, that combination is uncommon.

When the same mitigation site is used to mitigate separate impacted habitats
that have equal habitat suitability value, the acreage tradeoff ratio will be the
same each fime, thereby reducing the need for site-by-site determinations.
However, when the habitat quality of an impacted site 15 different from
previously evaluated areas, a site-specific habitat assessment of the impacted
area may be necessary to derive the appropriate amount of compensation
needed. In other words, impacted habitats that perform different levels of
functions and that have different values may warrant the use of different
mitigation ratios,

In view of the fact that staff time and funding are rarely available to do
adequate site-specific studies, to develop models, or even to interpret existing
models, the tribes have decided that general guidance and replacement ratios
need to be available for use by field biologists.

Neither the Corps, EPA, NRCS, nor the Service has an official national policy
that specifies replacement ratios for compensatory mitigation. Recently
published regulations for the establishment, use, and operation of
compensatory mitigation banks recommend the use of functional assessment
methods to determine the amount of compensatory mitigation credits available
at a mitigation bank and the debits created by filling wetlands and loss of
other aquatic resources. However, if an

appropriate functional assessment technique is not available, then acreage
may be used instead (Department of the Army et al. 1995},

The 1990 MOA between EPA and the Army regarding determination of
mitigation under the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines states that
replacement ratios may be greater than 1:1 where the functions and values of
the area being impacted are demonstrably higher than the functions and values
of the replacement wetlands, or where the likelihood of success of the
mitigation project is low. On the other hand, it states that the replacement
ratio may be less than 1:1 for areas where the functions and values associated
with the impacted wetland are low and the likelihood of success of the
mitigation project is high. The Tribes disagree with the latter option because
ratios of less than 1:1 do not contribute to the national goal of “no net loss”
and probably could not be justified on the basis of impacts to all the wetland
functions.



Kruczynski (1990b) proposes ratios based on the method of compensatory
mitigation used and the timing of the compensation. Up front compensatory
mitigation that provides fully functional created or restored wetlands prior to
initiation of the permitted work would require a 1:1 replacement ratio. 1f
performed concurrently, wetland restoration would require a 1.5:1
replacement ratio, while wetland creation would require a 2.1 replacement
ratic, and wetland enhancement would require a 3.1 replacement ratic.

King and Adler (1991) cite the following reasons for compensatory mitigation
ratios greater than 1:1:

1.  Time is required for the created or restored wetland to replace the
functions lost in naiural wetlands.

2. The functions performed by wetlands created or restored in the
future are not equal, in terms of present worth, to the impacted
wetlands.

3. Created or restored wettands cannot always provide full
replacement of functions even if they are considered successful.

4, Created or restored wetlands do not always function as expected so
there is & need for some margin of safety to replace lost functions.

Replacement ratios of greater than 1:1 have been required because of the
uncertainty of wetland creation and the amount of time required to develop
fully functioning wetlands from either an area that will be allowed 1o
revegetate naturally or planted with seedlings of wetland species (Kruczynski
1990a and 1990b; Kusler and Kentula 1990). According to Kusler and
Kentula (1990}, the most difficult wetlands to create or restore are isolated
freshwater wetlands, particularly forested wetlands fed by ground water,
because establishing the proper hydrology 1s difficult.

King and Bohlen (1994) report that little data 1s available on the cost
effectiveness of projects undertaken as mitigation under the section 404
program. However, the data that was available revealed “that these projects
have been generally under funded and ineffective and have had extraordinary
high failure rates. Studies sampling mitigation projects in Florida, California,

and the mid-Atlantic States, for example, have found that over 50 percent of
mitigation projects failed.”

The Tribes to take the position that it is usually appropriate to strive for
greater than 1:1 replacement ratio of habitat. To ensure achievement of full
replacement of functions, a minimum ratio of 1.5 acres to 1 acre should he
advocated when practicable. An appropriate exception would be where
restoration has been done in advance, the habitat is established, and the



desired functions have been scientifically assessed, or where there is a good
history of success of such projects {e g., restoration of hydrology in drained
prairie potholes through plugging of drains).

Such an approach will ensure that other wetland functions, which are not
easily quantified, are taken into consideration in the context of no net loss of
overali wetland functions. It also will help account for the values lost through
time until the replacement habitat is fully functioning. Last but not least,
experience and follow up studies have shown that for a variety of reasons
mitigation rarely achieves the desired goal of “no net loss” and 1:1
replacement of lost or damaged functions. Key factors include inadequate
preconstruction planning and investigation (e.g., acquisition of necessary
hydrological data); inadequate funding of initial development and operation,
maintenance, and reptacement costs; lack of or inadequate monitoring; and

lack of contingency measures that can be readily implemented when problems
arise.

Acreage replacement ratios may be based upon wetland functions, value to
select species (as may be assessed by best professional judgment and current
assessment methodologies), acreage, and cover type of the wetland to be
altered. Also factors such as timing, type, practicability, and location of
mitigation to be performed may be addressed. See the flow chart in
Appendix C for the preference of mitigation strategies.

Tribal biologists shouid continue to use professional judgment on site-specific
applicability, but variances that would result in less acreage of mitigation from
the recommended ratios should be documented with appropnate rationale.



The guidance put forth here does not supersede existing Federal or State laws
or regulations. Where Federal and State requirements differ, the more
stringent ratios should apply. These ratios also can be applied for
compensation of important upland habitat losses. When possibie, mitigation
sites should be protected by title transfers or easements. The following ratios
are Fort Peck Tribes recommended minimum requirement:®

Advance creation P.5:1 {forested, scrub-shrub)
1:1 (emergent)

Concurrent creation 2:1 {forested, scrub-shrub)
1.5:1 (emergent)

Advance restoration 1.5:1 (forested, scrub-shrub)
1:1 {emergent)

Concurrent restoration 2:1 (forested, scrub-shrub)
1.5:1 (emergent)

Advance enhancement 3:1 (forested, scrub-shrub)
2:1 {emergent)

Concurrent enhancement 4:1 (forested, scrub-shrub}
- 3.1 - (emergent)

* thage ratios are believed to be generally consistent with those {n use in many parts of the
SOURTY.

PRESERVATION ratios will be determined on a case-by-case basis but usually should
be at least in the range of 4:1 to 5:1, depending on the value of the impacted habitat
compared to the preserved habitat, Exceptions as low as 2:1 may be made when the
preserved land comprises less than 50 percent of the total acreage of wetlands in a
comprehensive effort to restore and enhance a habitat complex (e.g., prairie wetland
types). Other exceptions may be made when the preserved habitat is rare, unique, and/or
essentially irreplaceable (e.g., Resource Category 1), or when it provides important
habitat for a listed or candidate threatened and endangered species.

UPLAND habitat normally should be created or restored to offset losses of in-kind
habitat. However, sometimes upland habitat that is restored or created adjacentto a
wetland may be substituted for part of the replacement of previously degraded or altered
wetlands, if deemed critical for wetland functions at the mitigation site. Examples of key
functions provided by uplands include buffering from disturbance, filtering of sediments
to prevent premature wetland aging, and enhancing bird habitat,

Most biclogists recommend a2 minimum of 4:1 upland grass cover to wetlands for
improving waterfowl brood habitat around seasonal wetlands and for nongame bird
habitat. However, large, contiguous, undisturbed blocks of dense cover (e.g., 300 acres
within 4 square miles}) are needed to secure waterfow! nesting from predators. The
Conservation Reserve Program Rule allows a ratio of 6:1 acres of uplands, including

natural wetlands and restored prior converted wetlands, to be accepted under CP23 when
they surround a newly restored, cropped wetland.



However, substitutions of upland habitat for wetland habitat may not be acceptable to the

Corps or EPA unless a thorough functional analysis (e.g., HGM) documents the upland’s
value.

The above ratios for scrub-shrub and forested wetlands are more stringent than those for
emergent habitat because it takes many years for planted saplings o duplicate the
functions and values of the mature vegetation that existed previously. Also, forested and
scrub-shrub compensatory mitigation sites generaily have lower success rates than
emergent wetland systems. The ratios for enhancement account for the fact that the
habitat already exists and is functioning. Therefore, significant additions to exasting
functions will be required to offset the net loss of productive wetland acreage.

V. COMPENSATORY MITIGATION TOOLS

A. Individual Mitigation Projects--Individual mitigation projects are those projects
which will compensate for impacts resulting from an individual or standard Corps
permit as defined in the "1990 MOA between the EPA and the Department of the
Army Concerning Mitigation under the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1)
Guidelines.” These projects have value and should be given full consideration when
selecting compensatory mitigation. However, be cognizant of the fact that
individual "band aid® mitigation projects, especially when small, are difficult to
monitor; and, as demonstrated via foilow up evaluations, they often fall short of
success. Thus, mitigation banking or other options may be preferred.

B. Mitigation Banking--Mitigation banking refers to the restoration, creation, and/or
enhancement of wetlands expressly for the purpose of providing compensation in
advance of or concurrent with proposed or future wetland impacts. It requires the
mteragency approval of a mitigation banking instrument. As such, this section of
the Tribal guidance does not apply to mitigation measures established by Congress
as part of the authorization for a federally constructed water project.

The Tribes strongly encourages use of a team approach to planning banks, estabiishing
procedures for debiting and crediting, and monitoring success. 1t should be used as a
general guide for all banking projects, Advance crediting may be necessary to enable
desirable banks to be established. However, it is recommended that such actions be
closely scrutinized, especially if creation is involved. Generally, the Tribes prefer that all
construction on the bank site be completed, the needed hydrology be established,
functional criteria set and habitat development at least begin to demonstrate success
before any credits are given.

At a minimum, advance crediting should be commensurate with the level of habitat
development in the bank as determined by the Mitigation Bank Review Team. For
example, if the hydrology has been successfully established, you may provide some
percent of credit (e.g., 15 percent) for that progress. Advance crediting also may be

appropriate where restoration will be used and past experience indicates a high likelihood
of success in that ecoregion and habitat type.



Most compensatory mitigation banks require replacement ratios between 1:1 and 2:1
(Environmental Law Institute 1994), Agccording to the Environmental Law Institute
(1994), there are five reasons why compensatory mitigation ratios are used:

1. Tocompare values of dissimilar wetlands.
2. To encourage restoration over enhancement or creation.

3. To compensate for the uncertainty that created or restored wetlands will duplicate
the functions of natural wetlands.

4. Incase the fully functioning created or restored wetlands will not function as well
as the natural wetlands that are impacted.

5. Asanincentive to delay the use of mitigation bank credits until full functional
success has been attained at the bank site.

Mitigation banking can have some relevant advantages, particularly if (a) benefits are
provided up front and (b) larger, better funded, and better managed wetland projects can
be implemented. It is particularly useful for linear projects (e.g., highways and pipelines)
that have many small fills that are difficult to mitigate but which can be cumnulatively
significant biologically. Depending on the terrain, it can be very difficult for such
projects to avoid all wetland impacts. Therefore, sound mitigation banking projects
should be encouraged, but they must be carefully planned and monitored. Also,
responsible owners must be in charge of such banks, and necessary operating and
maintenance funding must be legally ensured (e.g., via performance bonds).

Banks on public lands, other than National Wildlife Refuges, may be appropriate for
projects that impact public lands, that are surrounded by public lands, or that benefit the

public (e.g., highway projects), or where it is demonsirated to be a significantly
ecologtcally preferable alternative,

C.  Mitigation Funds--Mitigation funds or in-lieu fee programs wherein contributions
from several mitigators are pooled to be used for one large future mitigation project
are not mitigation banking per se but may in certain cases be an acceptable form of
compensatory mitigation. It is mentioned as a type of mitigation to be considered
along with mitigation banking in the Corps’ latest notice on Nationwide Permits,

published in the Federal Register on December 13, 1996 (Vol. 61, No. 241) (see
page 65922).




Establishment of a fund may be effective in mitigating small wetland impacts for
which the Corps routinely does not require compensatory mitigation, or where
applicants are unlikely to develop adequate compensatory mitigation projects on
their own. This type of mitigation has advantages similar to mitigation banks in
that several mitigators can combine efforts to create a more substantial and
effective mitigation project. However, there are inherent risks associated with its
use. For example, pooled contributions are often used for after-the-fact mitigation.

The Tribes must be convinced, after considering the risks involved, that the
mitigation project will be completed in accordance with a written proposal and in a
timely manner. The mitigation project must be identified and clearly defined. A
habitat assessment should be performed up front to determine mitigation project
benefits and the amount of contribution required from the applicants/mitigators.

An account must be established to hold monetary contributions until project
implementation. The Fish and Wildlife Foundation has provided that function for
mitigation projects on National Wildlife Refuges. Nonprofit organizations, such asg
the Nature Conservancy, State agencies, and county governments, also may be
capable of providing that function.

Applicants must be willing to contribute money up front, so that the project will
begin as soon as sufftcient startup funds are collected, and mitigation near the area
of impact is still preferred.

VL. ACCEPTABILITY OF OUT-OF-KIND/OUT-OF-BASIN COMPENSATION

The 1950 Army/EP A Mitigation MOA states that in-kind compensatory mitigation is
preferable to out-of-kind compensatory mitigation. This MOA also requires the
consideration of functions and values lost from the impacted area and their replacement
through compensatory mitigation. In-kind compensation is defined in the “Mid-Atlantic
Regional Guidelines on the Establishment and Operation of Wetland Mitigation Banks,”
dated November 1994, as the replacement of a specific wetland type, based upon the

Cowardin classification system, with the same wetland type {Department of the Army
1996),

In-kind replacement refers to construction of a wetland that 1s hydroiogically,
structurally, and functionally equivalent to the impacted wetland (Eckles et al. 1994),
The main goal of the replacement wetland is to perform the values and functions of the
impacted wetland, thereby achieving a no-net-loss goal.



The Tribes promotes comparable in-kind replacement of all important wetland functions,
taking into account temporal losses due 1o the time required for the compensated
wetlands to become fully functional. For example, Eckles et al. (1994) agree that a long
time is required to replace forested wetland communities. Shortly after the replacement
wetland 1s constructed with the planned vegetation composition, it will probably not
resemble the impacted wetland in terms of age, corununity structure, vigor, and growth
potential. Therefore, Eckles et al. (1994) consider forested wetland replacement to be
out-of-kind compensatory mitigation, at least in the short term, because there are
differences in wetland function and values between the constructed wetland and the
impacted wetland. Out-of-kind compensatory mitigation for forested wetland impacts
cannot be avoided, but it can eventually achieve in-kind replacement with careful
planning, construction in compliance with the plans for the wetland, and long-term
management and monitoring (Eckles et al, 1994},

The construction of ponds, with or without palustrine emergent wetlands aiong the fringe
of the pond, is not in-kind compensatory mitigation for impacts to forested wetlands. In-
kind compensation is generally recommended because it promotes compensation for all
wetland functions impacted. However, where & particular wetland type may be prevalent
mn an ecosystem, it may be ecologically preferable to compensate in habitat types or
ecosystems that are more endangered or less common. Also, when in-kind habitat
replacement is impracticable or technically infeasible, out-of-kind compensatory
mitigation can be used. For example, out-of-kind mitigation may be acceptable if the
mitigation site will result in significantly higher habitat value than the wetland impact
site, or if the mitigation site is of equal habitat value, vet is more important to the overall
ecosystem or priority species.

Normally, mitigation should take place in the same basin where the impacts occur to help
ensure mitigation of affected functions. However, cut-of-basin compensatory mitigation
may be acceptable if it is beneficial to the impacted species, supportable ecologically, and
compatible with other Tribal mitigation objectives for the affected geographic areas.

VII. ENDANGERED SPECIES ISSUES IN THE CONTEXT OF MITIGATION

To ensure that mitigation sites will not adversely affect listed or candidate species and/or
their critical habitat, the following must be considered:

A, Evaluate effects to threatened and endangered species when considering
compensatory mitigation proposals that result in habitat changes (i.e.,
enhancement and creation of wetlands).

B.  Address all indirect, secondary, and cumulative effects of mitigation proposals;
keeping in mind a goal of beneficial, insignificant, discountable, or no adverse
effects on protected species.



C. When species may be affected, coordinate ciosely with field office endangered

species biologists regarding potential impacts and section 7 consultation
responsibilities,

D, Look for opportunities to benefit candidate as well as listed species, o help
preclude the need for eventual listing or to speed recovery.

VIII. IMPROVING CREATION AND RESTORATION SUCCESS

Kusler and Kentula (1990) summarize factors affecting the success of wetland creation
and restoration:

A, Restoration or creation of a wetland cannot completely duplicate a natural
wetland, but some wetland systems can be approximated. Individual wetland
functions can be restored or created.

B. Partial failures are common. Some of the reasons include:

1. Lack of basic scientific knowledge.
2. Lack of expertise in design.

3. Lack of supervision during implementation.

4. Improper site conditions, such as water depth, hydropenod, substrate,
nutrients, and grades.

5. Exotic species colonizing the site.

6. Herbivory by geese, muskrats, and deer,
7. Destruction of vegetation or soil by catastrophic events.
8. Lack of adherence to project plans.

9. Failure to protect sites from human impacts such as sediments, toxics,
vehicles, hivestock and water pumping.

10.  Failure to maintain planned wetland hydrology.

11, Failtwre to monitor

C. Success varies with wetland type and goals for wetland functions and target
species.

D.  Not all wetland functions can be created or restored to the same degree.



Short-term success may differ from long-term success because the constructed
or restored wetland may not continue to function over time.

The ability to assess, recreate, and manipulate hydrelogy is important for long-
term success.

Successful creation or restoration of wetlands depends upon the ability to
manage, protect, and manipulate the projects and surrounding land over long
periods of time.

Careful supervision and project design by knowledgeable personnel is
necessary for successful wetland creation and restoration,

Site~specific analysis of factors is needed for improving the chances of success
for each wetland creation or restoration project. There 1s no “cook book™ for
creation or restoring wetlands.

Kusler and Kentula (1990) make several recommendations to improve the success of
wetland creation and restoration:

A

A wetland restoration and creation proposal must be reviewed with great care
because there are many factors affecting the potential success of the project.

Multi-disciplinary expertise and careful supervision are required for project

planning, implementation, and monitoring, with any necessary corrective
M¢asures. -

Well-defined, site-specific goals should be defined to determine proposed
wetland characteristics and functions.

Detailed plans of the project should be prepared in advance so that they can be
reviewed by the permitting agencies to evaluate the site-specific goals and
probability of success.

Assessment of the functions and values of the impacted wetland should be done

to help define the goals of the wetland creation or restoration project and
evaluate its success.

Wetland hydrology (e.g., water depths, hydroperiod, and nutrient
concentrations) must be carefully considered in the project design.

Created or restored wetlands should be designed to be self-sustaining for
long-term existence.



H. The design of the wetland should be considered in relation to other wetlands
and communities in the watershed,

I.  Buffers, barriers, and other mechanisms should be considered to protect the
project site.

1. Wetland restoration should be preferred to creation because restoration has a
greater chance of success,

K. Monitoring and corrective measures, which are usually required for success,
should be incorporated into the project.

1. Long-term management may be required to ensure continuous functioning of
the project.

M. Compensation ratios greater than 1:1 should be used to account for the risks
and uncertainties inherent in wetland creation and restoration. Standards for

corrective measures also should be incorporated in the project plans and
designs.

X. STANDARD PERMIT REQUIREMENTS REGARDING COMPENSATORY
MITIGATION

A. Success Criteria and Monitoring Requirements--The Tribes should
encourage Corps Districts to develop standard monitoring requirements and
success criteria, when applicable. For example, a permit condition could
include the standard that an 80 percent revegetation success rate of target
species at target size (e.g., specified dbh) will be achieved by the end of the
second growing season. Furthermore, it could require provision of
photographic documentation after planting at 3- and 5-vear intervals,

B. Performance Bonds--Performance bonding is typically used in mitigation
banking to ensure project success. However, performance bonds also can be
used to help ensure implementation of an individual mitigation project in those
situations where factors such as the following are involved: (a) the need for
expeditious permit issuance, (b) large projects, (¢} very complex mitigation, or
(d} a developer with uncertain fiscal capability.

XI. MITIGATION FOLLOW-UP

Follow-up evaluation of permitted compensatory mitigation is strongly recommended in
order to improve the effectiveness of Tribal recommendations. It also will be an
inducement for developers to meet their requirements and will provide useful information

for enforcement efforts. The following guidance can be used to assist in follow up
evaluations:



A.  Randomly select previously permitted sites to review, and schedule time at the
beginning of the fiscal year to ensure these inspections will be completed.
During the year, also select ongoing, potentially problematic permit and project
actions that should be monitored. Time intervals for monitoring are at the staff
biologist's or field supervisor's discretion.

B. The results of follow-up and monitoring can be used to improve mitigation
success and recommendations made by the Tribe. Therefore, you may wish to
focus on important projects, complex mitigation, certain contractors, and where
experimental techniques and construction designs will be employed, especially
for creation and enhancement. Report the results to the Corps and EPA for
follow up actions or remedial measures as needed. The Corps is supposed to
take action if a permittee is not in compliance with mitigation requiremerns of
the section 404 permit, in accordance with 33 CFR 326.

o

When available, use Corps data bases {e.g., RAMS and LANS Systems} to help
track issued permits and to identify the type and timing of mitigation required
in the permit conditions.

D. When possible, conduct follow-up and monitoring studies with interagency
teams. Such an approach likely will result in more successful identification of
problems and initiation of corrective actions.

APPENDIX B,

DEFINITIONS OF FORMS OF COMPENSATORY

MITIGATION

A,

Restoration--The process of returning the functions of a disturbed, degraded, or
totally altered site to its original status before it was damaged. The focus often is
restoration of the hydrology to the criginal contour and restoration of the original
plant community to the extent practicable. In most situations, this form of
mitigation yields the greatest benefit with the least amount of risk. Therefore,
restoration shouwld generally be given priority over other forms of compensatory
mitigation. Emphasis should be placed on restoring highly deteriorated sites where
benefits are greatest. An example of indirect restoration might be to fence wetlands
to preclude further damage from livestock and thus enable recovery. Other

examples of restoration include remcval of silt caused by erosion to approximately
the original profile.

Enhancement--The process of improving one or more functions of an existing
wetland or improving the capability to manage the wetland to achieve certain
wildlife objectives (e.g., moist soil management). This type of mitigation also can
be achieved without too much risk of failure and can be valuable; however, it does
not usually vield nearly the level of increased overall benefits provided by
restoration. Because the area affected is already in wetland status, enhancement of
habitat value may not compensate partially or fully for loss of other wetland



functions such as floodwater storage or water punification {(which may be a critical
element {ost). Furthermore, conversion of one wetland type to another may be an
appropriate habitat management tool on refuge lands, but be careful when giving
credit for enhancement on private lands. By converting a wetland you probably
have not contributed to the "no net loss” goal. You should document the benefits
versus the losses of functions or EPA or the Corps may not agree that this form of
compensation is acceptable.

Examples of enhancement include creating some open water in a catfail-choked
wetland, mstallment of water control structures, construction of nesting islands,
bottom recontouring to provide a variety of water depths, construction of berms to
prevent flooding and silt deposition, acquisition or development of a more secure
water supply, or enlargement of a wetland. When enlarging a wetland, efforts
should be made to design the contours of the wetland so inundated temporary and

seasonal wetlands are replaced, when practicable and desirable from a wildlife
management standpoint.

C. Creation--The process of converting an upland site 1o a functional wetland. This
form of mitigation sometimes has a high degree of failure in some complex
ecosystems (e.g., estuaries). Hence, it should generally not be considered unless
restoration opportunities are not available. However, this approach also has proven
to be a workable, preferable approach to enhancement in some other ecosystemns

(e.g., in prairie wetlands and subirrigated meadows) and should be considered when
applicable.

D.  Preservation--The process of ensuring perpetual existence of wetland functions.
Preservation may be implemented through structural means or changes in land
ownership and land use. Under exceptional circumstances, the preservation of
existing wetland areas may be used as the sole or partial basis for compensating
wetland losses. While this mitigative form does not vield additional wetland
functions, it can be an effective tool in maintaining wetland values that surely would
be lost without such measures. It also is appropriate to use op a limited basis for
rare habitat types (e.g., saline wetlands in eastern Nebraska) and habitat types that
are difficult to create or irreplaceable (e g., high elevation fens). However, Region 6
generatly discourages this alternative, particularly when used solely.

APPENDIX D.
WETLAND CLASSIFICATION AND ASSESSMENT

Background

Wetland classification is intended to define different type of wetlands, while
wetland assessments are intended 1o evaluate the functions of a wetland. Several
classification and assessment methods exist or are being developed and refined. These
have been developed for different situations and/or different uses.

The purpose of the assessment is to determine the “importance” of a wetland and
then the potential need to protect, preserve, or maintain such importance if the wetland



was developed or modified in some way. This "importance” has typically been described
in terms of functions and values. The functions of a wetland are those self-sustaining
properties of a wetland that exist in the absence of society. Functions can result from
both living and non-living components of a specific wetland. Functions relate 1o the
ecological significance of wetland properties without regard to subjective human values
or without a human value being placed upon that function. Values are benefits that derive
from one or more functions and the physical characteristics associated with a wetland.
The value of a particular wetland function is based on human judgment of the worth,
merit, quality or importance attributed to those functions,

The following are some classification and assessment methods that are being used
or developed for Montana.

Hydrogeomorphic Functional Assessment (HGMA)

The HGMA method is being developed by the Corps of Engineers in conjunction
with other federal agencies and the academic community. This approach 1s based upon a
hydrogeomorphic classification of wetlands to assess wetland functions (Brinson). It
intends to satisfy technical and regulatory requirements, and a variety of other local
government planning and management situations requiring assessment of wetland
functions, Federal regulations require the use of the HGMA for all 404 permits where the
HGMA methods have been developed at the regional level. However, at this time, no
regional guidebooks are complete. Currently, two HGMA Guidebooks are being
developed in Montana for wetland assessments one for montane pothole and one for
riverine wetlands for the Northern Rockies Intermountain West Region. These
guidebooks are due out in the fall of 1997 and 1998,

Proper Functioning Conditioning (PF()

The Bureau of Land Management and the Forest Service are required to put all
ripartan and wetland areas in proper functioning condition using the principles in
Riparian Area Management, Process for Assessing Proper Functioning Condition on
running water {lotic) areas and for still water (lentic) areas. Areas are classified as
properly functioning, functional-at risk, nonfunctioning or unknown. The minimum
requirement for assessment is a qualitative, rapid assessment using a checklist.

A quantified, more detailed procedure has been developed by BLM and the
Montana Riparian and Wetland Association for running water (lotic), still water (lentic)
and large river systems. It’s procedure is also being used by the Bureau of Reclamation,
Bureau of Indian Affairs, various Tribes, Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park
Service, National Resource Conservation Service, and private companies. Field data are
collected and the communities and habitat types are determined using Classification and
Management of Montana's Riparian and Wetland Sites (Hansen et al. 1995). The data are
used in a rating system and functioning condition of the area is calculated. The database
1s available on internet (HTTP//-www rwrp.umt.edu).

Cowardin Classification and the National Wetland Inventory (NWI)
In 1974, the U_.S. Fish and Wildlife Service was directed to design and conduct
the National Wetlands Inventory to establish a wetland database for the entire nation.



This mandate came from a growing awareness that wetlands provide many ecological and
soctal values, and that wetlands are disappearing at a rapid but poorly documented rate.
NWT was designed with two goals in mind: one, classify and map the nation's wetlands,
and two, develop statistics with which to evaluate wetland status and trends. NWI 15
based on the Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States by
Cowardin et al. 1979, This classification is intended to describe ecological taxa, arrange
them in a system useful to resource managers, furnish untts for mapping, and provide
uniformity of concepts and terms.

Montana Department of Transportation Wetland Field Evaluation

Other methods have been developed to assess wetland factors in Montana. The
Montana Department of Transportation and other agencies have developed a Wetland
Field Evaluation Form for reviewing proposed transportation projects. This method is
used to evaluate small projects that have no more than minimal adverse impacts to
wetland resources.
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United States Department of the Interior

F15H AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

MONTANA FIELD OFFICE
190 N. PARK, SUITE 320

BELENA, MONTANA 33601
PHONE (406) 449-5223, FAX, (406) 449-5339

ES-61130-Billings
M.04 - BR - Fort Peck Rural Water

Memorandum August 19, 2002

To: Rick Blaskovich, Burean of Reclamation, Billings, MT

From: {j-/?it:id Superyisor, Montapg Field Office, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Helena,
MY G L N 7 j (P

Subject: Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System

This is in response to your May, 2002, Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Proposed
Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System (FPRRWS) in northeastern Montana and draft
biological assessment (BA). This response is provided by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service) under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.5.C. 661 et seq.),
the National Envirgnmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.8.C. 4321-4327), the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act (16 11.8.C. 703-712), The Bald and Gelden Eagle Protection Act (16 U.8.C. 668 et
seq.), and the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.8.C. 1531-1543),

The Service, as part of a Burcau of Reclamation (Reclamation) reconnaissance team, reviewed
the FFRRWS project in 1995 angd 14 accordance with the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
{(FWCA) prepared recommendations in 2 planning aid letter dated July 10, 1995,

PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project erea for the proposed FPRRWS includes all or parts of Valley, Daniels, and Sheridan
counties (approximately 7,800 square miles) in northeastern Montana. Congress authorized
funding for the FPRRWS under PL. 106-382, 114 5tat. 1451 at $175 million, with additional
funding from the State of Mentana and the Dry Prairie water users contributing another $17
milljon. Congidering all funding soutces, the total projected cost of the project in 1998 dollars is
$192 million. The project would be constructed over a 10-year period and, when completed, the
praject would serve a maximum of about 27,434 people. The population of the setvice area in
1950 was 24,829 (310,722 in Fort Peck service area and 14,107 in Dry Prairie service area),

After the project is constructed, 25 full-fime employees would be needed for operation and
maintenance of both the Reservation and Dry Prajrie service areas, with an annual budget of
$3.572 million.
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The Fort Peck Tribes have federal reserved water rights tor one million acre-feet from the
Missouri River dating from 1888. Most water rights in the western United States have priority
dates based on when water was first put to beneficial use (e.g,, agriculture), Howsver, federal
reserved water rights for Indian reservations and other federally reserved lands have priorities
dating back to at least as early as establishment of reservations, even if water use on the reserved
lands began at a much later date. The proposed project would use about 6,200 acre-feet of water
each year. The Tribes have agreed to provide the Dry Prairie service area water from tribal water
rights at no cost for the life of the project.

Major components of the proposed project include an intake structure near Poplar, Montana, a
water treatment plant, pumping stations, reservoirs, and a pipeline transmission system.

A screened intake would be constructed in the channel of the Missouri River near Poplar, fora
distance of about 150 feet, to withdraw water into two 42-inch, non-metailic pipes (see attachad
figure). The intake and mesh size (0.25 inches or smaller) of the screen on the intake structure
would be designed so that water velocities entering the intake would not exceed 0.50 feet per
second. The intake structures would be placed in a sump and the 42-inch pipes would be placed
in a trench in the river bottom that would be excavated from a barge.

Raw water would be conveyed in the 42-inch pipes to a wet well located beyond the 100-year
floodplain. The gradient of the pipe would be designed so that water would be delivered from
the intake by gravity. The wet well would be constructed to a depth of about 30 feet to allow
gravity flow from the intake. The wat well would be about 15 feet in diameter to sccommodate
vertical furbine pumps placed in the well to lift water to the treatment plant. Pumping units
would be housed in a facility with heat and ventilation and would be equipped with cranes to
remove and repair the pumps. The water intake also would be equipped with air for delivery to
the intake screens to keep them free from debris that could restrict water intake.

A conventional water treatment plant is proposed for the project. Conventional water treatment
involves coagulation flocculation, sedimentation, filtration to remove suspended particles from
the raw water, and disinfection of filtered water to kill microorganisms. Other conventional
water treatments may also include activated-carbon absorption, alum and cation coagulation, pH
modification, corrosion inhibition, and fluoridation. The water treatment plant would be
designed to treat a maximum of 13.099 million gallons per day.

Twenty primery pumping stations en the core pipeline system and 90 smaller purnping stations
on branch lines are proposed to mave water throughout the project area. Each primary pumping
station would have four pumps. Each pumping station would have an associated storage tank.
Storage tanks would provide water when short-term demands during peak-use periods are greater
than can be supplied by the pipeline. Pumping stations would be operated by electricity from
local distribution lines and would be equipped with heating and ventilation equipment. The
pipeline for the project would require 9,666 acres of right-of-way and would extend about 3,191
miles and have pipelines ranging from 2 to 24 inches in diameter, Approximately 1,370 miles of
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pipeline would be placed in the Fort Peck service area and 1,820 miles would be in the Dry
Prairte service aren, for a total of 3,190.5 miles.

All power transmission lines constructed for this project should be raptor “safe” fullowing:
Avian Power Ling Interaction Committee. 1996, Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on
Power Lines. Edison Electric Institute/Raptor Research Foundation, Washington, D.C., 128 pp.
Facilities constructed for this project using guy wires for support that are proposed to be located
in known rapior or waterbird concentration areas or daily movernent routes or in majos diurnal
migratory bird movement routes or stopover sites should have daytime visual markers on the
wires to prevent collisions by these diurnally moving species. For guidance on matkers see:
Avian Ppwer Line Interaction Commitree. 1994, Mitigating Bird Collisions with Power Linas:
The State of the Art in 1994, Edison Electric Institute, Washington, D.C., 78 pp. Copies can be
obtained via the Internet at httpr//www.eei.org/resources/pubcat/enviro/ or by calling 1-800/334-
5433). _

The following environmental commitments are part of the proposed action and, in part are:

«  Qonstruction would got ocour within line-of-sight of occupied piping plover (Charadrius
melodus) and least tern (Sterna antillarum) nesting habitat during the critical time between
nest initiation and fledgling. This can be expected to occur between May and August.

+  Monitor the intake annually for the presence of pallid sturgeon (Scaphiriynchus albus)
larvae.

* Reinitiate consultation with Service if pallid sturgeon larvae are found in the inteke,

«  Mitigate loss of wetland acres In accordance with Service and Fort Peck Tribes' Wetland
Mitigation Policy Guidance.

To help ensure that these commitments are implemented and successful, a team of resource
specialists represénting stato and federal agencles and project sponsors will be assembled prior to
initiation of construction agtivities. This team will monitor construction and operation phases of
the project for compliance with envitonmental commitments.

EFFECTS DETERMINATION

The threatened, endangered or proposad species which may occur in the project area include the
bald cagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), pallid sturgeon, piping plover, least tern, and whooping
ctane (Grus americana). Proposed critical habitat for the piping plover is within the project area.

The Service coneurs that the Proposed Action will have no effect on the bald eagle, whooping
crane and teast tom and is not likely to adversely affect the piping plover and pallid sturgeon, in
that effects are expected te be insignificant. We also concur that implementation of the Proposed
Action will not adversely modify proposed critical habitat for the piping plover. This
determination is based, in part, on the conservation commitments in the EA and BA.,
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[mpacts to piping plover and least tem nesting habitat on sandbars and islands of the Missouri
River would be eliminated by timing construction of the intake to avoid the critical nesting
period of May 15 to July 30 or by selecting an intake site at least 0.3 miles from potential nesting
habitat. Construction will not cecur within line-of-sight of any nesting piping plovers or least
termns.

The Pallid Sturgeon Regovery Plan has identified the reach of the Missouri River from Fort Peck
Dam to the headwaters of Lake Sakakawea as a priority recovery area. Pallid sturgeon spawn in
spring and early smmmer (from Aptil into July) releasing their eggs st intervals. Spawning is
triggered by increased flow from runoff. Regulated flows from Fort Peck Dam coupled with
lower water temperatures during spring and early summer have failed to provide adequate
spawning flows for pallid sturgeon in the project area. The U.S, Army Corps of Engineers
proposes o modify operations of Fort Peck Dam to provide additional water from the surface of
Fort Peck Reservoir to stimulate spawning and optimize spawning habitat. It is uncertain where
pailid sturgeon might spawn if such changes in dam operations were to induce spawning,

Due to the possibility of entrainment of larvae, a monitoring program outlined in the proposed
action was designed to alert agencies if the project is entraining larval patlid sturgeon. The
monitoring protocol and schedule was designed in consultation with the Service’s Billings
Suboffice and the Service’s Pallid Sturgeon Recovery Coordinator, with input from Montana
Department of Fish, Wildlife, & Parks and U.S. Geological Survey Fort Peck Flow Maodification
Biological Data Collection Plan (2001). If entrainment is detected, consultation would be
reimitiated at that tme.

The responsible action agengy (Bureau of Reclamation or Bureau of Indian Affairs) would
monitor the operation of the project for entrainment of sturgeon tarvae and other small
organisins. The inteke structure would be designed so that a small-mesh (1/8") medified fyke net
could be placed at the junction of the intake pipes and the wet well. The net would be suspended
in the water stream supplying the wet well to collect larvat fish, fish eggs, and other small
organisms. During the period of June | to August 15, the nets would be operated at least 10
times, approximately 6-7 days apart, with a minimum of twelve hours of sampling time (nets
would probably have to be removed and cleaned several times during sampling time) per sample
period. Larval fish would be retained in the sampling nets, preserved, quantified, and identified

to species. An annual monitoring report would be prepared and submited by the agencies (o the
Service,

Sampling in this fashion will take place each year for the first five years after implementation of
the project. After the first five years, sampling would only be conducted during years when
in¢reased flows were released from Fort Peck 10 encourage spawning in accordance with the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers Fort Peck Flow Modification Mini-Test (1.8, Army Corps of
Engineers 2002), Full Test, or Flow Modification Operation Change (U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers 2001}, until a total of at least seven years of larval sampling is accomplished.
Communication with the Corps of Engineers regarding their biclogical monitoring program will
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be maintained and if larval pallid sturgeon are located in the river the sampling schedule and
protocol can be adapted accordingly to allow the highest chance of detecting pallid sturgeon
tarvae in the well if they are entrained. 1f larval pallid sturgeon are found at any time during this
samnpling, consultation would be reinitiated with the Service under Section 7 of the Endangersd
Species Act.

WETLANDS

Wetlands would be affected by construction of the water intake structure and buried pipelines,
Pipelines would ¢ross wetlands usually associated with perennial and ¢phemeral/intermittent
streams, poorly drained depressions, and stock ponds, Excavation of a six-foot-deep trench,
placement of the pipe in the trench, foliowed by refilling the trench with soils excavated from the
wetland would disturb vegetation and generate sediment and may significantly alter the
hydrology of the wetland, Surface waters in wetlands would have increased sediment and
turbidity levels during and following construction until vegetation becomes established and
substrates stabilize. Impacts to wetlands from construction may be relatively short term (i.e.,
during construction and one or two years following construction).

It is not possible to accurately predict acreage of wetlands that would be affected by the project
because precige locations of facilities have not been surveyed and wetland locations verified on
the ground. However, based on analysis of Narional Wetlands Inventory maps (scale 1: 24,000}
and field-survey data, approximately 195 wetlands in the Reservation service area and 252 acres
wetlands in the Dty Prairie service area would be filled or partially filled during construction of
the FPRRWS. :

Approximately 18.5 acres of wetlands (asswming a 25-foot-wide construction right-of way}
would be crossed by the pipeline system in the Reservation service area. Larger wetlands that
would be crossed include those associeted with the Poplar River, Muddy Creek, and Lirle
Porcupine Creek.

Approximately 16,7 acres of wetlands would be crossed by the pipeline system in the Dry Prairie
service area, Some of the larger wetlands that would be affected are associated with Porcupine

Creek, Hell Creek, Snow Coulee, Smoke Craek, Medicing Lake, and praisie potholes in the
Dagmar-Westby area.

To avoid or mitigate potential impacts in riparian and wetland aceas, construction would be timed
1o coincide with dry perieds when water tables are low. Hard plugs or bentonite breakers would
be instafled in the pipeline trench to prevent wetland drainage through migration of water along
the ditch, Effects to wetlands may be negligible with required avoidance, mitigation and
monitoring. However, at least 347 wetlands will be affected and potentisily 35.2 acres of
wetland lost. Due to the long duration of the project (10 years) and over 3,000 miles of pipeline
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projected to be installed, mitigation to restore these wetlands will be an ongoing dynamic
PrOCess,

Not ail wetlands ean be avoided; therefore ecological functions of affected wetlands would be
degraded. To compensate for lost or degraded wetland functions, a wetland mitigation plan will
be prepared that describes the amount, location, and types of wetland mitigation that will be
implemented to compensate for project losses. Wetland mitigation in the Fort Peck Reservation
service area will follow the specifications identified in the tribal wetland mitigation policy.

Project Sponsors (Fort Peck Tribes and Dry Prairie Rural Water Authority} will provide funding
for a Service Partners for Fish and Wildlife (Partners) biologist to mitigate loss of wetland acres
and function within the project area, A field review team, composed of members of the Fort
Peck Tribes, BIA, Dry Prairie Rural Water Authority, Reclamation and the Service’s Partners
biologist, will be convened prior to each construction season, The team will conduct field
reviews of proposed pipeline alignments and make recommendations regarding avoidance of
wetlands and restoration of wetland functions and values. With additional support, 2 final Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act 2(b) Report may be issued by the Service detailing the adaptive
management approach to mitigating wetland impacts from this action,

This concludes Section 7 consultation and conferencing on the Fort Peck Reservation Rural
Water System. Should project plans change, or if additional information on the distribution of
listed or proposed species or designated critical habitat becomes available, this determination
may be reconsidered. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Lou
Hanebury of my staff at (406) 247-7367. We appreciate your efforts to consider threatened and
endangered species in your project planning.

LRI/ith

oe: Suboffice Coordinator, Ecological Services, Rillings, MT,
State Coordinator, USFWS, Partners for Fish and Wildlife, Benton Lakes NWR, Great
Falls, MT.
Ted Guizke, USFWS, Manager, Medigine Lake NWR, Madicine Lake, MT
Ficld Supervisor, USFWS, North Dakota Field Office, Bismarck, ND.
Steve Krentz, USFWS, Pallid Strugeon Recovery Coordinator, Bismarck, NID.
Henri Headress, Fort Peck Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes, Poplar, MT
Robbie Magnun, Fish and Game Dept., Fort Peck Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes, Poplar,
MT.
Deb Madison, Environmental Program, Fort Peck Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes, Poplar,
Jane Roybal, USFWS, FWMAQ, Lewistown, MT.
Jim Satterfield, FWP Region 6 Supervisor, Glasgow, MT
Dry Prairie Rural Water Authority, Culbertson, MT



BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT
FORT PECK RESERVATION RURAL WATER SUPPLY PROJECT

INTRODUCTION

Provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (as amended) direct federal agencies to seek
to conserve threatened and endangered species and 1o ensure that actions authorized, funded, or
carried out by them are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of threatened or
endangered species, or resuit in adverse modification of their critical habitats. This Biological
Assessment (BA) documents the assessment of possible effects from the proposed Fort Peck
Reservation Rural Water Supply (FPRRWS) project on the threatened piping plover, bald eagle
and endangered pallid sturgeon, whooping crane and interior Ieast tern.

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

Congress authorized funding for the FPRRWS under PL 106-382, 114 Stat. 1451 at $175
million, with additional funding from the state of Montana and the Dry Prairie water users
contributing another $17 million. Considering all funding sources, the total projected cost of the
project in 1998 dollars is $192 million. Because the project would be constructed over a 10-year
period, this authorized funding amount would be adjusted for inflation. By the time the project is
completed it is likely that the total project costs would exceed $220 million.

When completed, the project would serve a maximum of about 27,434 people. The population
of the service area in 1990 was 24,829 (10,722 in Fort Peck service area and 14,107 in Dry
Prairie service area). The 2000 census shows that the population for the combined Fort Peck and
Dry Prairie service areas is 23,106 persons.

After the project is constructed, 25 full-time employees would be needed for operation and

maintenance of both the Reservation and Dry Prairie service areas, with an annual budget of
$3.572 million.

When completed, the project would serve a maximum of about 27,434 people. The population
of the service area in 1990 was 24,829 (10,722 in Fort Peck service area and 14,107 in Dry
Prairie service area). The 2000 census shows that the population for the combined Fort Peck and
Dry Prairie service areas is 23,106 persons.

After the project is constructed, 25 full-time employees would be needed for operation and

maintenance of both the Reservation and Dry Prairie service areas, with an annual budget of
$3.572 million.

The Fort Peck Tribes have federal reserved water rights for 1 million acre-feet from the Missouri
River dating from 1888. Most water rights in the western United States have priority dates based
on when water was first put to beneficial use (e.g., agriculture). However, federal reserved water
rights for Indian reservations and other federally reserved lands have priorities dating back to at
least as eatly as establishment of reservations, even if water use on the reserved lands began at a
much later date. The proposed project would use about 6,200 acre-feet each vear. The Tribes



have agreed to provide the Dry Prairie service area water from tribal water rights at no cost for
the life of the project.

Major components of the proposed project include the following:

Intake Structure near Poplar

A screened intake would be constructed in the channel of the Missouri River near Poplar, fora
distance of about 150 feet, to withdraw water into a 42-inch. non-metallic pipe. The intake and
mesh size (0.25 inches or smaller) of the screen on the intake structure would be designed so that
water velocities entering the intake would not exceed 0.50 feet per second. The intake structures
would be placed in a sump and the 42-inch pipe would be placed in a trench in the river bottom
that woulid be excavated from a barge.

Raw water would be conveyed in the 42-inch pipe to a wet well located beyond the 100-year
floodplain. The gradient of the pipe would be designed so that water would be delivered from
the intake by gravity. The wet well would be constructed to a depth of about 30 feet to allow
gravity flow from the intake. The wet well would be about 15 feet in diameter to accommodate
vertical turbine pumps placed in the well to [ift water o the treatment plant, Pumping units
would be housed in a facility with heat and ventilation and would be equipped with cranes to
remove and repair the pumps. The water intake also would be equipped with air for delivery to
the intake screens to keep them free from debris that could restrict water intake.

The intake system would also include a facility to add potassium permanganate solution to the
raw water stream before it reaches the water treatment plant. Potassium permanganate would
oxidize organic materials that could impart taste and odor to the water. Oxidation of organic
materials prior to chlorination in the treatment plant would reduce the potential for formation of
trihalomethanes, chemical compounds that can cause cancer and damage internal organs. Project

design would minimize the potential for potassium permanganate to contaminate Missouri River
water.

Chlorination would be accomplished through the addition of chlorine and ammonia during water

treatment to form chloramine. Chloramine is an effective disinfectant for longer periods than
chlorine alone.

The Department of the Interior (Bureau of Reclamation or Bureau of Indian Affairs) would
monitor the operation of the project for entrainment of sturgeon larvae and other small
organisms. The intake structure would be designed so that a small-mesh {1/8 inch) modified
fyke net could be placed at the junction of the intake pipes and the wet well. The net would be
suspended in the water stream supplying the wet well to collect larval fish, fish eggs, and other
small organisms. During the period of June 1 to August 15, the nets would be operated at least
10 times, approximately 6-7 days apart, with a minimum of twelve hours sampling time (nets
would probably have to be removed and cleaned several times during sampling} per sampling
period. Larval fish would be retained in the sampling nets, preserved, quantified, and identified
to species. An annual monitoring report would be prepared and submitted to appropriate state
agencies, project sponsors, and the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service.



This manner of sampling will take place each year for the first five years after implementation of
the project. After the first five years, sampling will only be conducted during years when
increased flows are released from Fort Peck Dam to encourage spawning in accordance with the
Army Corps of Engineers flow modifications under the Mini-test, Full Test, or Flow
Modification Operation Change, until a total of at least seven years of larval sampling is
accomplished. Communication with the Corps of Engineers regarding their biological
monitoring program will be maintained, and if larval sturgeon are located in the river, the
sampling schedule and protocol can be adapted accordingly to allow the highest chance of
detecting pallid sturgeon if they are entrained by the intake operation. If larval pallid sturgeon

are found during this sampling, consultation would be reinitiated under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act.

Water Treatment Plant

A conventional water treaiment plant is proposed for the project. Conventional water treatment
involves coagulation/tlocculation, sedimentation, filtration to remove suspended particles from
the raw water, and disinfection of filiered water to kill microorganisms. Other conventional
water treatments rmay also include activated-carbon absorption, alum and cation coagulation, pH
modification, corrosion inhibition, and fluoridation. The water treatment would be designed to
treat a maximum of 13.099 million gallons per day.

Pumping Stations and Reservoirs

Twenty primary pumping stations on the core pipeline system and 90 smaller pumping stations
on branch lines are proposed to move water throughout the project area. Each primary pumping
station would have four pumps. One pump would have the capacity to provide one-half the daily
maximum demand. Each primary pumping station would have backup pumps that would be
available for emergency use,

Pumping stations would be operated by electricity from local distribution lines and would be
equipped with heating and ventilation equipment. Pumping stations with electrical demands
greater than S horsepower would require three-phase power, whereas smaller pumps would need
one-phase power. Three-phase power is currently available for pumping stations at all locations
on the main pipeline system. Some upgrades may be required on existing electrical distribution
systems along branch lines off the main pipeline system. The twenty primary pumping stations
would have a diese! backup generator in the event of electrical power failure. Pumping stations
would also be used as access points to add additional chlorine 1o the system il necessary.

Each pumping station would have an associated storage tank. Storage tanks would provide water
when short-term demands during peak-use periods are greater than can be supplied by the
pipeline.

Pipeline Transmission System




The pipeline for the project (Figure 2) would extend about 3,191 miles and have pipelines
ranging from 2 to 24 inches in diameter (Table 1). Approximately 1,370 miles of pipeline would
be placed in the Fort Peck service area and 1,820 miles would be in the Dry Prairie service area
{Table 1). Maximum pressures in the pipeline would be 200 pounds per square inch. Pipe sizes
were determined by use of a hydraulic model that analyzed projected water demands at various
locations, topographic features that affect pumping requirements, and electricity sources and

costs.

Miles of Pipeline by Diameter for the Fort Peck Reservation and
Dry Prairie Service Areas

Pipe Diameter Fort Peck Dry Prairie Total Miles
2 inch 816.4 1,072.3 1,888.7
4inch 384.2 517.9 902.1
6 inch 48.5 85.8 134.3
8 inch 0 59.6 59.6
10 inch 0 27.5 27.5
12 inch 14.3 39.1 53.4
14 inch 52.7 18.0 70.7
16 inch 30.0 0 30.0
24 inch 243 0 24.3

Total miles of pipe 1,370.4 1.820.1 3,1905




Supervisory Control and Acquisition (SCADA) Instrumentation

Communication links to menitor and control operation of pumping stations, reservoirs, and the
treatment plant would be provided electronically by SCADA instrumentation. Operation of
project facilities would be monitored from computers at contro] centers in Poplar (Reservation
service area) and Culbertson (Dry Prairie service area). Project operators in the Reservation and
Dry Prairie service areas would be able to monitor operation of all project facilities, but only
project operators on the Reservation would be able control operation of the facilities on the
Reservation. Similarly, only Dry Prairie operators would have access to eontrols of pumping
stations and reservoirs outside the Reservation.

Electricity Supply

The Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water System Act of 2000 (P.L. 106-382) specifies that power
to operate the FPRRWS project will be made available during the irrigation season (April
through September) through the Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) at a firm rate of
approximately 15 mills per kilowatt hour, with capacity and energy sufficient to meet water
treatment, pumping, and incidental operational requirements of the project. During the water
months of October through March, WAPA will supply non-firm power at wholesale rates from
the Pick-Sloan Missouri River Bagin project or purchase power from other sources at cost,
Water costs are expected to range from 15 to 40 mills per kilowatt-hour (kwh), depending on the
availability of non-firm Pick-Sloan power. Annual power consumption for the project would be
about 14.2 million kwh. Information is not available to determine costs of power that would
need 10 be purchased on the open market. Given the uncertain status of future power rates, costs
for electricity to operate the project could increase over current estimates.

Pumping stations would require three-phase power for glectrical demands greater than 5
horsepower and single-phase power for demands less than 5 horsepower. Single-phase power
would be available at all proposed pumping station locations. Three-phase power would be
available for all primary pumping station locations.

Although single-phase power is adequate for secondary pumping stations, operation and
maintenance requirements are greater for pumping units operated with this power source.
Without proper operation and maintenance, electrical pumps operated with single-phase power
are more likely to burn out than pumps operated with three-phase power.

Power for the intake and water treatment plant would be supplied from the WAPA substation at
Wolf Point through the existing Sheridan Electric Cooperaiive distribution system. Costs for
transmitting power through the Sheridan Flectric Cooperative distribution would be negotiated.

Cathodic Protection

At locations where welded steel or ductile iron pipe is used and soils are corrosive, special
measures to prevent corrosion of the pipe will be implemented (i.e., cathodic protection).

Corrosion of the pipeline would be prevented by induction of weak electrical currents through
buried pipelines.



SYSTEM DESIGN ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED

Intake at Fort Peck Reservoir or Nashua

An intake at Fort Peck Reservoir or Nashua was considered but rejected. Although the Reservoir
is at a higher elevation than the project area (thus reducing pumping costs), the distance over
which water would be pumped is substantially longer. Ninety percent of water needs for the
project would be pumped from Nashua or Fort Peck, with 10 percent going directiy to Glasgow.
Because of the increased pipeline length, size, and volume of water, taking water from the
vicinity of Fort Peck Reservoir would not result in energy and cost savings. Pumping costs from
an intake at Fort Peck Reservoir or Nashua would be higher than for an intake at Poplar or some
other central location. An intake at Fort Peck Reservoir or Nashua would be about $10 million
more than an intake at Poplar because of higher pipe and pumping costs.

Infiltration Gallery on Missouri River

An infiltration gallery was considered to address fish entrainment concerns. Rather than
diverting water from the river channel, an infiltration gallery would divert water from shaliow
groundwater flowing along the bed of the river. An infiltration gallery is a network of perforated
pipe laid horizontally and packed in gravel, below the riverbed. Water would infiltrate
downward from the river by gravity, through the packed gravel, and into the perforated pipe. To
construct an infiitration gallery, a portion of riverbed would have to be temporarily dewatered.

An infiltration gallery intake was considered but rejected because of problems with maintenance.
An mfiltration gallery would become clogged and not transmit sufficient amounts of water
without frequent maintenance because of high sediment loads in the Missouri River. An
infiltration gallery would also draw water from the atluvium of the Missowri River. Water
quality of alluvial groundwater in the Missouri River, generally, is not as good as surface waler.
There would be no cost savings if an infiltration gallery were used as a water intake.

PROJECT AREA DESCRIPTION

The project area for the FPRRWS includes all or parts of Valley, Daniels, and Sheridan counties
- approximately 7.800 square miles - in northeastern Montana (see attached figure). The Fort
Peck Reservation covers about 3,200 square miles, and the Dry Prairie service area covers about
4,600 square miles. The project area is bounded on the north by the Canadian border, on the east
by North Dakota, on the south by the Missouri River, and on the west by an arbitrary line that
allows most of the residents of Valley County to be included. Because the boundaries are fixed

as a result of the Congressional authorization for the FPRWSS, changes would require an act of
Congress.

Tribal headquarters for the Fort Peck Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes are at Poplar, Montana. The
Reservation includes parts of Valley and Roosevelt counties. Land ownership of the 2,093,310



acres on the Reservation consists of about 27 percent allotted lands, 55 percent fee lands, and 17
Tribal trust lands.

The Dry Prairie service area includes portions of Valley, Daniels, Sheridan, and Roosevelt

counties. The majority of land ownership is private. The Dry Prairie Rural Water Authority is
headquartered in Culbertson, Montana,

Vegetation on the Reservation and Dry Prairie service area is typical of the northern Great Plains
with an interspersion of native plant communities and cropland {primarily hay and small grains).
Within the project area, approximately 60 percent is cropland, 30 percent is rangeland, 5 percent
is riparian/wetland, and the remainder is developed or barren land. Croplands produce mainly
small grains or hay, or are idle in the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP).

Because approximately 60 to 80 percent of native grasslands in the Northern Great Plains have
been converted to croplands, remaining tracts of prairie have become a valuable resource for
native plants of cultural and medicinal value and for wildlife habitat. Many wildlife species
associated with prairie grasslands have greatly declined in numbers and geographic range
because cultivation, overgrazing, and noxious weed infestations have eliminated or degraded
native grasslands.

Native grasslands on the project consist of Northern Grassland, complexes of Sandy
Grassland/Northern Grassland, Central Grassland, and Northeastern Grassland on eastern
portions of the Reservation (Payne 1973). Dominant plants of native prairie comnmnities
include western wheatgrass, bluebunch wheatgrass, green needlegrass, needle-and-thread, blue
grama, little bluestem, prairie sandreed, fringed sagewort, dotted gayfeather, scurfpea, cudweed
sagewort, western yarrow, winterfat, and American vetch. Common shrubs include big
sagebrush, silver sagebrush, rabbitbrush, greasewood, juniper, rose, and skunkbush sumac.

Native prairie is present in relatively large tracts in the western and central parts of the
Reservation. Onge tract of native prairie, contiguous with federal lands adjacent to the
Reservation, is of national significance because of its large size, good range condition, and
diverse plant communities (Brian Mariin, Nature Conservancy, pers. comm. 1998).

In the northeastern part of the project area, sandhills and prairie potholes support distinctive
vegetation. Prairie potholes are diverse vegetatively and have important ecological functions and
values, The sandhills are stabilized sand dunes formed on the lee side (southeast) of Medicine
Lake and southwest of Froid.

Woody vegetation is largely confined to floodplains of perennial rivers and streams (e.g.,
Missouri River, Milk River, Poplar River, Smoke Creck, Wolf Creek, Porcupine Creek and
Muddy Creek) (Hansen et al 1995) and woody draws that dissect uplands. The most common
riparian forest communities are dominated by an overstory of green ash or Great Plains
cottonwood, with snowberry, chokecherry, thorny buffaloberry, Wood's rose, and red-osier
dogwood being common shrub species.



Woody draws are composed predominantly of a forest overstory of green ash and American elm,
with a diversity of shrubs and herbaceous understory species. Woody draws mostly oceur in the

upper reaches of Big Muddy Creek (Redstone to Plentywood) and around Culbertson. Typically,
they occur where rolling uplands have been eroded into incised drainages.

The combination of native grassland, riparian forest, and wetlands supports a high diversity of
wildlife, including mule deer, pronghorn antelope, white-tailed deer, coyote, red fox, striped
skunk, badger, ground squirrel, sharp-tailed grouse, Hungarian partridge, prairie falcon, red-
tailed hawk, ferruginous hawk, Swainson's hawk, burrowing owi, mourning dove, western
meadowlark, long-billed curlew, Baird’s sparrow, upland sandpiper, Sprague's pipit, hormned lark,
western meadowlark, and other songbirds typically found on rangelands and croplands. No
prairie dog colonies were observed during project field surveys or are known to occur in the
project area.

Rough-legged hawks are common winter residents in the project area, migrating from arctic and
sub-arctic regions of North America. Gyrfalcons and snowy owls are also periodic winter
visitors, particularly during severe winters in northern Canada.

Northern harriers and American kestrels are the most common raptors in the project area.
Northern harriers prefer to nest in marshy areas near water but forage in all habitats, Typically,
Swainson's and red-tailed hawks nest in trees and prairie falcons nest on ¢liffs. Potential
Swainson's and red-tailed hawk nesting sites occur in cottonwood trees along drainages, in
woody draws, and shelierbelts. There are few cliffs suitable for peregrine and prairie falcon
nests in the project area. Summner (1995) reported two prairie falcon nests, one red-tailed hawk
nest, and two golden eagle nests on the Reservation. Butts (1995) observed ferruginous hawks,
goshawks, Swainson's hawks, red-tailed hawks, and northem harriers.

Grassland and shrub habitats in the project area provide excellent habitat for sharp-tailed grouse
and contain strutting grounds ¢leks) and nesting habitat. Although no leks have been identified,
comprehensive surveys have not been conducted in spring to determine if these couriship areas

occur neat the proposed project facilities.

Native prairie grasstands in the project area are sought exclusively for breeding by Baird's
sparrows, Sprague's pipets, upland sandpipers, bobolinks, burrowing owls, clay-colored
sparrows, and long-billed curlews. Many of the remaining grassland areas in the project area are
in relatively small, discontinuous blocks surrounded by cultivated land. Due to the loss of native
prairie in Canada and the United States, resource agencies and conservation groups are
concerned for the viability of these species.

Large parts of the project area have been converted from native vegetation to agricultural fields,
primarily on fertile floodplains and upland benches. Most farmland is planted 1o small grains or
is in the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP). Wildlife species associated with farmland and
adjacent native habitats include Hungarian partridge, sharp-tailed grouse, ring-necked pheasant,
brown-headed cowbird, American goldfinch, horned lark, and red fox.



Wetlands are found along perennial and ephemeral drainages, in association with reservoirs and
stock ponds, and in poorly drained depressions. Wildlife species associated with wetlands
includes: Canada goose, matlard, black-crowned night heron, chorus frog, and leopard frog. The
Missouri, Milk, and Poplar rivers provide habitat for beaver, muskrat, mink, painted turtle,
snapping turtle, spiny soft-shell turtle, and white pelican,

Amphibians and reptiles present in the project area include tiger salamander, Great Plains toad,
Woodhouse's toad, western chorus frog, northern leopard frog, short-horned lizard, painted
turtle, snapping turtle, racer, western hognose snake, smooth green snake, gopher snake, western

rattlesnake, common garter snake, and plains garter snake (Reichel and Flath 1993, and Stebbins
1966).

Waterfowl migrate through the area and nest on ponds, reservoirs, and other wetlands. The
prairie potholes and associated uplands are important waterfowl breeding habitat. The 1.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service manages numerous waterfowl production areas in the Medicine Lake-
Plentywood area and secures easements on private lands to enhance wildlife habitat.

Fish populations of the Missouri River from its confluence with the Yellowstone River to Fort
Peck Dam have been described by Gardner and Stewart (1987} and Bergstedt and White (1997).
Fish species in this reach of the Missour River are listed in Appendix C. Sport fish include
walleye, sauger, channel catfish, northern pike, shovelnose sturgeon, and paddlefish. Fisheries
resource values within the project area are class I (outstanding). Montana species of special
concern include the blue sucker, northern redbelly dace, pallid sturgeon, sicklefin chub, sturgeon

chub, and shortnose gar. The pallid sturgeon has been federally listed as an endangered species
since 1990.

Paddlefish are migratory in the Missouri River between Lake Sakakawea and the Fort Peck Dam
(Ryckman 1995). Adult paddlefish move upstream to spawn in the Missouri and Yellowstone
rivers and possibly the Milk River (Scarnecchia et al 1994, Gardner 1992) in spring and spawn
over gravel bars during high water. Adult paddlefish generally move downstream in early
summer to Lake Sakakawea.

The river immediately below the dam is clear and cold, unlike the warm, turbid Missouri that
enlers Fort Peck Reservoir. The river begins to reassume prairie stream characteristics as it flows
east and is joined by the Milk and Poplar rivers that add warmer and more turbid water.

THREATENED, ENDANGERED AND CANDIDATE SPECIES

Species protected under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, that are known to
occur or have the potential of occur in the project area include the bald eagle (threatened), piping
plover (threatened), least tern {(endangered), pallid sturgeon (endangered), and whooping crane
{endangered). The Montana Natural Heritage Program database indicates the following federally
listed species as being present in the project area.

Pallid Sturgeon



The pallid sturgeon exists in the Missouri River upstream and downstream of Fort Peck Dam.
Populations of this fish in Montana are declining, with no evidence of reproduction. Pallid
sturgeon betwecn Fort Peck Dam and Lake Sakakawea are an important portion of the total
population (Tews 1994). Adult fish in this reach are nearing the end of their life expectancy and
may attempt reproduction only another time or two (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2000).

Pallid sturgeon move downstream from below Fort Peck Dam to below the confluence of the
Yellowstone and Missouri rivers in summer and tend to return to the Fort Peck tailrace in winter.
Most pallid sturgeon have been documented in the Missouri River downstream from its
confluence with the Yellowstone rivers (Liebelt 1998). No pallid sturgeon spawning sites have
been identified in the Missouri River above the confluence; however, there, may be suitable sites
in the Missouri and possibly in the Milk River. It is estimated that 50 to 100 pallid sturgeon
remain in the Missouri River above Fort Peck Dam, and 200 to 300 pallid sturgeon remain in the
Missouri and lower Yellowstone rivers between Garrison Dam in North Dakota and Fort Peck
Dam (Krentz 1997, Gardner 1994).

Mature pallid sturgeon eat primarily of fish and aquatic organisms (Carlson et al 1985). While
younger pallid fish eat mostly benthic invertebrates.

Pallid sturgeon spawn in spring and early summer {from April into July) releasing their eggs at
intervals. Spawning is triggered by increased flow from runoff. Increased spring flows also
initiate spawning by paddlefish and shovelnose sturgeon. Adhesive eggs are released in deep
channels or gravelly riffles and are left unattended. Newly hatched pallid sturgeon become
buoyant and active immediately after hatching, floating downstream with the current. The young
sturgeon drift with the current for up to 13 days, traveling distances of 40 to 400 miles.

The Pallid Sturgeon Recovery Plan (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1993) has identified four
priority areas on the Missouri River for recovery actions. These river reaches have remnants of
what is believed to be suitable pallid sturgeon habitat, provided the hydrology and chemical
elements of the aquatic ecosystem, such as temperature and turbidity, are restored. The recovery
priority areas are: (1) from the mouth of the Marias River to the headwaters of Fort Peck
Reservoir; (2) from Fort Peck Dam to the headwaters of Lake Sakakawea, including the
Yellowstone River; (3) from 20 miles upstream of the mouth of the Niobrara River to the
headwaters of Lewis and Clark Lake; and (4) from Gavins Point Dam to the Mississippi River.

Regulated flows from Fort Peck Dam coupled with lower water temperatures during spring and
garly summer have failed to provide adequate spawning cues for pallid sturgeon in the project
area. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers proposes to modify operations of Fort Peck Dam to
provide additional water from the surface of Fort Peck Reservoir to stimulate spawning and
optimize spawning habitat for pallid sturgeon and other native fish. A test release was scheduled
for 2001, but low reservoir levels precluded the test. If storage levels allow, the test will take
place in 2002 and a full release of 19,000 cubic feet per second will occur in 2003, A monitoring
program will be in place to evaluate effects of the spill.

In recent years, pallid sturgeon populations have been augmented by release of hatchery-reared
fish. In 1994 and 1997, 7,000 and 3,000 fingerlings were released into the Mississippi and
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Missouri rivers, respectively. In 1998, 745 hatchery-reared yearling pallid sturgeon were
released at three sites on the Missouri River above Fort Peck Reservoir and 750 yearling
sturgeon were released near the confluence of Yellowstone and Missouri rivers (U.8. Fish and
Wildlife Service 2000). Recently, the discovery of iridovirus at the Gavins Point National Fish
Hatchery, where pallid sturgeon are being raised, has resuited in cessation of the planting
program until the potential impact of the virus can be determined.

Piping Plover

The piping plover is a small shorebird that occupies sand and gravel bars and beaches along
major rivers and around lakes, reservoirs, ponds, and alkali wetlands (Reel et al 1989). Females
nest in small depressions scraped in sand and gravel during March and April. Nests are
constructed on the higher paris of sandy shores away from the water line and vegetation.

The reach of the Missouri River from Fort Peck Dam to Lake Sakakawea has a small breeding
population of piping plovers. The project area is at the western extension of the piping plover's
range. Piping plovers have been reported from the following sites on the Reservation (Montana
Natural Heritage Program data base): two miles southwest of Wolf Point on a sandbar in the
Missouri River (nesting documented); two miles southeast of Poplar on an island in the Missouri

River {nesting documented); and three miles downstream from Brockton on a sandbar in the
Missouri River.

The Army Corps of Engineers (2001) estimates that there are 50.4 acres of piping plover habitat
along the Missouri River on the Reservation. Most of this habitat is between Wolf Point and the
eastern border of the Reservation. This acreage is about 22 percent of all piping plover habitat on
the Missouri River from Fort Peck Dam to Gavins Point Dam in Nebraska.

About 56 percent (2,725 of 4,824) of the piping plover population on the Missouri River nests
outside of Montana on the river below Garrison and Gavins Point dams, Around 16 percent of
the piping plovers nest in South Dakota on and Lake Oahe and 15 percent nest on Lake
Sakakawea. The remaining 13 percent nest on Fort Peck Lake, the Missouri River below Fort
Peck and Fort Randall dams, and on Lewis and Clark Lake (Nebraska) (Army Corps of
Engineers 2001).

Piping plovers also nest in the prairie pothole region of Sheridan County, Medicine Lake
National Wildlife Refuge, and the vicinity of Comertown in the Dry Prairie service area. Fort
Peck Reservoir is the western edge of piping plover habitat and the westernmost record of piping
plover nesting.

Interior Least Tern

Interior least terns are water birds that feed almost exclusively on small fish, crustaceans, and
insects they catch by skimming over the water surface or by hovering and diving from the air
{Reel et al 1989), Nesting of these birds has been documented on the Reservation at the
following locations (Montana Natural Heritage data base): a sandbar in the Missouri River, two
miles southwest of Wolf Point; island in the Missouri River, three miles east of Wolf Point; an
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island in the Missouri River, two miles southeast of Poplar; six miles southeast of Poplar, along
the Missouri River; an island in Missouri River, southwest of Brockton; along the Missouri
River, three miles downstream from Brockton; a sandy island in the Missouri River at Brockton;

Like the piping plover, the Army Corps of Engineers (2001) estimates that there are 50.4 acres of
least tern habitat along the Missouri River on the Reservation. Most of this habitat is between
Wolf Point and the castern border of the Reservation. This acreage is about 22 percent of all least
tern habitat on the Missouri River from Fort Peck Dam to Gavins Point Dam in Nebraska.

About 59 percent (4,201 of 7,064) of the least tern population on the Missouri River nests
outside of Montana oun the river below Garrison and Gavins Point dams. Around 16 percent of
least terns nest on Lake Oahe (South Dakota) and 11 percent nest on the Misscuri River
downstream from Fort Peck Dam. The remaining 14 percent nest on Fort Peck Lake, Lake
Sakakawea (South Dakota), on the Missouri River below Fort Randall Dam, and on the Lewis
and Clark Lake (Nebraska).

Fort Peck Reservoir is at the northwestern limit of this fern’s breeding range and contains little
suitable habitat for breeding terns. The best breeding habitat along the lower portion of the
reservoir has been surveved annually since 1987 (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2000).
Biologists located four nests in 1991, the most to date,

The Missouri River from Fort Peck Dam to Lake Sakakawea also lies within the northwestern
fringes of the least tern's breeding range. Tern populations on that reach fluctaate with habitat
conditions, as they do elsewhere in their range. Numbers peaked in 1997 when other habitat
along the Missouri River was inundated (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2000).

Flows that scour vegetation from sandbars and build sandbars create least tern habitat on the
Missouri River. Construction of Fort Peck Dam has altered these conditions by reducing the
frequency of flooding downriver and minimizing sediment deposition. Erosion and inflows from
the Mitk River have formed sandbars below its confluence with the Missouri as a result of
deposition of suspended sediment. Sandbars have formed below the Milk River confluence as a
result of deposition of suspended sediment. The Poplar River also transports a considerable
amount of suspended fine sedimenis.

Bald Eagle

No known bald eagle nests have been reported on the Reservation by the Montana Natural
Hentage Program (search of data base). Bald eagles are most frequently observed on the
Reservation along the Missouri River during winter and spring, where they are migrants, Bald
eagles typically are attracted to open water in winter because potential prev (i.e., fish and
waterfowl) is present and available. Bald eagles also prey on jackrabbits and feed on carrion
{livestock and wildlife}, especially deer killed by vehicles. No known communal roosts or dense
feeding concentrations of eagles are known for the project area.

Of the more than 170 bald eagle nesting territories in Montana, at least 29 occur along the
Missouri River above Fort Peck Reservoir. However, breeding records below Fort Peck are
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scarce, although much of the floodplain has suitable habitat. The Montana Bald Eagle
Management Plan identifies a need for three additional territories in this area. The only bald
eagle management zone in Montana that has not met recovery goals established in the Pacific
Bald Eagle Recovery Plan encompasses the Missouri River,

Montana ranks in the top 15 states in total numbers of wintering cagles. Wintering populations
on the Missouri River in Montana between 1993 and 1989 have ranged from a low of 54 in 1987
to a high of 171 in 1989 (U.8S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2000).

Whooping Crane

‘Whooping cranes breed in Wood Buffalo National Park in Northwest Territories, and winter
along the Texas coast, primarily at the Aransas National Wildlife Refuge. Some whooping
cranes migrate through the northeastern patt of Montana, including the Reservation in spring and
fall. According to Berghund {1997), two whooping cranes were seen near Fort Peck Dam and in
Sheridan County in 1994, During migration, whooping cranes rest at wetlands and feed on
cultivated grains.

EFFECTS DETERMINATION

The proposed action would not affect critical habitat (i.e., habitat specifically designated under
the Endangered Species Act of 1973) for federally listed species, although habitat known to
harbor listed or candidate species is present in the project area. Critical habitat for piping plovers
bas been proposed along the Missouri River, but this designation has not been {inalized

Pallid sturgeon

The proposed project would not affect pallid sturgeon during construction and operation.
Because there are no known spawning areas for pallid sturgeon downstream from Fort Peck
Dam, increased sediment during construction of the water intake at Poplar would not affect fish
eggs or larval fish. Adult pallid sturgeon are adapted to high sediment levels in the river and
would avoid the construction area if sediment levels were higher than they could tolerate.

The primary concern with pallid sturgeon is uptake of juvenile (larval) fish by the water intake in
the Missouri River. It is generally believed that pallid sturgeon have not successfully spawned in
the Missouri River upstrcam from the proposed intake at Poplar since construction of the Fort
Peck Dam due to altered stream flows and reduced sediment levels. Under current operating
conditions of Fort Peck Dam, it is unlikely that pallid sturgeon eggs and juvenile fish would be
present in the vicinity of the proposed intake.

With proposed operational changes at Fort Peck Dam to encourage reproduction of pallid
sturgeon (i.e., spring releases of larger volumes of water from the top of the reservoir), it is
possible that pallid sturgeon could find suitable spawning sites in the Missouri or Milk rivers
upstream of the proposed water intake at Poplar. If this were to happen, it is possible that the
current could carry larval fish downstream to Poplar. Because pallid sturgeon eggs are adhesive,
they would likely become attached to bottom substrates before drifting to far.
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The proposed water intake at Poplar is designed to prevent uptake of juvenile pallid sturgeon and
other species of fish. The mesh over the intake would have openings no larger than .25 inches
(6.4 millimeters), with intake water velocities less than 0.5 feet per second, While the intake
would not likely take in juvenile pallid sturgeon, it may entrain larval pallid sturgeon. Because of
buovancy of young pallid sturgeon, it is unlikely that larval pallid sturgeon would be present in
the deepest parts of the stream where the intake structure would be located.

it is uncertain where pallid sturgeon might spawn if changes in dam operation were to induce
spawing. Due to the possibility of entrainment of larvae, the monitoring program outlined in the
proposed action was designed to alert agencies if the project is entraining larval pallid sturgeon.
The monitoring protocol and schedule was designed in consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Ecological Services Billings Suboffice, with input from the Montana Department of
Fish, Wildlife, and Parks, and the U.S. Geological Survey Fort Peck Flow Modification
Biological Data Collection Plan (2001). If entrainment is detected, consultation would be

reinitiated. The proposed action may affect, but would not be likely to adversely affect pallid
sturgeon

Piping plover

Piping plovers nest at some prairie potholes in Sheridan County (1.e., Medicine Lake -Westby-
Plentywood area) that would be near the proposed pipeline system for the FPRRWS. However,
no pipeline or other project facilities would directly encroach on breeding habitat (i.e., sparsely
vegetated shore of potholes and other wetlands). All construction activities would oceur more
than 100 feet from known or potential plover nesting habitat in the prairie pothole region in the
Medicine Lake/Westby area. The proposed water intake would not be located near piping plover
nesting habitat.

Although construction activities would not directly alter piping plover nesting habitat, noise from
construction could disturb nesting birds. To prevent disruption of nesting and brood rearing
because of noise and associated human activities, construction activities in the prairie pothole
region would take place after August 10. By August 1 young plovers would be able to avoid
areas with high levels of human activity. The proposed project would not be likely to adversely
affect piping plovers.

Interior Least Tem

Interior least terns nest on islands or sparsely vegetated shorelines of the Missouri River, but no
nesting sites have been identified near possible intake locations or near other project facilities.
Pipelines for the project would not cross suitable nesting habitat for these species. No project
facilities would affect habitat or pose a mortality risk to interior least terns. The project would
not be likely to adversely affect least terns.

Bald Fagle
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Migrant and wintering bald eagles might be present near the intake at Poplar; however,
operational activities would pose negligible risk. No roosting or nesting areas would be adversely
affected nor would the prey base be affected by the project. Butied pipelines, pumping stations,
water intakes, and other facilities would not be likely to adversely affect to bald eagles.

Whooping Crane

Pipelines and powerlines may cross habitat used by migrating whooping cranes. Because the
pipeline system for the project generally parallels roads and highways, it is unlikely that
disturbances from the project would differ from those currently posed by use of existing roads.
Wetland and aquatic habitat would be affected only for the construction period with reclamation

quickly restoring affected habitat. The proposed project would not be likely to affect whooping
cranes,

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Cumulative impacts are impacts to the environment that would result from the proposed action
when added 1o other past, present, and future actions. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.

Cumulative impacts analyzed in this BA are the water releases from Fort Peck Reservoir
proposed by the Corps of Engincers and irrigation water withdrawals from the Missouri River.

Release of Water from Fort Peck Reservoir

Under current operation, Fort Peck Dam releases cold water from the depths of the Reservoir.
This cold water, relatively free of sediment, negatively affects spawning by native fishes
downriver and limits production of food and forage species. Releases of cold water low in
sediment will continue to limit pallid sturgeon recruitment and food supplies for bald eagles,
terns, plovers, and paliid sturgeon. Current operations do not provide adequate spawning
temperatures in the river below Fort Peck Dam targeted for pallid sturgeon recovery.
Historically, pallid sturgeon spawned in an environment that gradually warmed in the spring to
temperatures above 60F {15.6 o C). Releases of cold water from Fort Peck Dam prevent
attainment of optimum spawning temperatures downstream.

Higher spring flows and warmer water temperatures are needed to improve environmental
conditions for pallid sturgeon. The higher and warmer flows would provide the hydrologic cue
for pallid sturgeon and other native fish to spawn. Higher flows would also redistribute sand for
sandbars, inundate side channels, and connect backwater arcas, providing additional nuirients,
forage fish, and insects needed for larval fish, terns, and plovers.

Higher flows and warm-water releases are needed, on average, once every 3 years. The
proposed Fort Peck releases would only be conducted in years of sufficient runoff and would be
timed to avoid lowering the lake during the forage fish spawn (approximately mid-April to mid-
May). Higher spring discharges would paraliel higher spring inflows into the lake.
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Peak discharges would range between 20,000 cubic feet per second (cfs) and 25,000 cfs and
persist for a minimum of three days. Warm-water releases should continue for at least 30 days.

Under current conditions, pallid sturgeon do not appear to reproduce in the Missouri River
downstream from Fort Peck Dam. Consequently, the proposed water intake at Poplar would not
adversely affect pallid sturgeon through entrainment of eggs and larval fish, With proposed
modification of operations at Fort Peck Dam to stimulate pallid sturgeon reproduction, pallid
sturgeon eggs and young fish could be carried in the current to the infake at Poplar. Thus it is
possible that operation of the water intake at Poplar may adversely affect pallid sturgeon, but
only if modification of operations at Fort Peck Dam enhances pallid sturgeon to reproduce in the
Missouri River above the proposed intake.

Irrigation Intakes and Diversions

Currently there are about 700 irrigation intakes and diversions drawing water from the Missouri
River between the Fort Peck Dam and the North Dakota border (Montana Department of Natural
Resources and Conservation file information 2002). There are 374 claims for water rights that
have been filed with the Department of Natural Resources and Conservation for this reach of the
Missouri River, totaling 6,725 cubic feet per second (3 million gallons per minute). At any given

time in the irrigation season, irrigators with existing water rights could divert approximately this
amount from the Missouri River.

Like the proposed waier intake for the FPRRWS project, these diversions have the potential to
entrain larval fish, fish eggs, and plankton. Many of these intakes and diversions probably also
entrain larger fish because they do not have protective devices such as smali-mesh screening or
low velocities at intakes to prevent uptake of larger organisms.

Under normal operating conditions, the water intake for the proposed FPRRWS would withdraw
a maximum 13.1 gallons per day (9,133 gallons per minute) from the Missouri River. This
would be 0.3 percent of the total diversion that could be withdrawn from the Missouri River,
between Fort Peck Dam and the North Dakota border at any given time by irrigators. Impacts on
aguatic biota resulting from the FPRRWS project would have a negligible cumulative effect
when considered with existing irrigation impacts.
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3 ENCEDACHMENT PERMIT (RWI(, RWIZ0EB! WILL BE APPROVED UNTIL ALL OF THE CONDITIOHS OF THE CHECKLIST HAVE BEEW SATISFIEL. THE
ACCURACY OF TEER INFORMATION I5 THE ZOLE RESPONZIBRILITY OF THE APPLICANT,

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FOR ENCROACHMENTS AUTHORIZED IN RIGHT OF WAY

Project No.: Ih: Designation:

Propesed Instazllation Date:

Milepost (Station} to Milepost {Station}

Urility/Owner Name: hddress:

Type of Propozed Oocupancy:

IMBEACTS OH THE PHYSYCAL ENVIRONMENT (7o be completed by Applicant}

{¥/8] POTERTIAL IMPACTS AND MITICATION MEASURES
{Use attachments if npacessary)

RESCURCE Mitication Msasures for
Yen No Items 1 through &

Q

[

Does the propoped action have an impact on any culw
tural rescurse? (Ssction LU6-NHPA}

2. Does the proposed action have an impact on water
guaiity? *

E Poes the proposed project have lmpacts ta wetlands? »

3a. If the answer to number 3 1% yes, is & Clean Water
Act ' 404 permit suthorization reguired?

4. T2 there documented controversy on enviroumental
grounds? (For instance, has the applicant received a
letter or petition from an envirommental organiza-
tion?}

5. lloes the propdsed prolect involve hazardous waste
siteis}? (Superfund, spills, underground storage
ranks, etc,)

g, ig the proposed installation a pertion <f a project
which may rewuire other governmental permits, license
€%, eagemants, ste,? If the answer is “"yes,” pleass
deseribe in detail the full extent of the proiect and
any othey permits, licenses, sagements, etc., which
may be necessary for the wtility to acguire., {Use
attachments ag necessary,;

OO IR O IO Ol GO
O 0O 0 O o

7. Noes the preposed sction permapently impact the
| transportation networi in rterms of increased traffic g;z (:2
: wolumes, increased weight or increased delays on

atate roadways?

g, poes the proposed action have permanent impacts on

other forms of transportation {rail, transit or aix E;z g;}
movenents: ?

* If the answer to 2 axr 3 is "yes, " please see the Five Categories of Mitigation on page 2 of this forr in

6755 - MD?T Environmental Chacklist - Pags 1
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crder to address mitigstion messures.
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g,

Magnitude and significance of potential impacts: To be complsted by applicant.

Checklist prepared by:

Applicant Title Date

Reviewad for completensss by:

MDT District Representative Title Date
Approved by:

Environmental Services Title Date
(when items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 or 6 are checked "Yes")

Transportation Planning Title Date

{when items 7 or 8 are checked "Yes™)

The applicant shall complete the checklist indicating a "Yes™ or "No” for each item,
except number 9 which may require a narrative response.

When a "Yes" is indicated on any number of items 1 through 8, the applicant must
explain the impacts, and for items 1 through % any appropriate mitigation measures
that will e taken., Use attachments if necessary. I1If the applicant checks "No, " and

the District feels there may bae potential impacts, the Envircrnmental Checklist must be
forwarded to Environmental Services.

If the applicant checks "Yeas® for any one item, the ocoapancy agresment or permit
along with the checklist and the applicant's mitigation proposal shall be submitted o
MDT Environmental Serviges.

When the applicant checks a "Yes" item, the applicant cannot be authorizsd to proceed
with the proposed work until Environmental Ssrvices and/or Transportation Flanning, as
appropriate, reviews the informatlon and signs the checklist.

Applicant will obtain all necessary permits or authorizations from other entitlies with
jurisdiction prior to beginning instaliation c¢f the subject wutility.

THE FIVE CATEGORIRS OF MITIGATION UNDER THE CEQ REGUZLATYONS

G

e

Byoiding the impact by not taking csrtain action oxr parts cof an action

Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnizude of the action and its implemsntation
fectifving the impact by repairing, rehabdilitating, or restering the affscted environment

Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by pressrvation snd maintenance during the life of the action

Compangating for the impact by replacing or providing substibute resouvces or snvironments

B89 - MDT Environmental Checkiist - Page 3




MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

ENCROACHMENT PERMIT
{Agreement Number) (i Number)
{Project Number) (Maintenance Number)
(Project Name) (Route}

APPLICATION FOR PERMISSION TO:

(Give sufficient detail to permit thorough understanding and submit blueprints or skeiches in friplicate.}

Section Township Range

1. Name of Applicant,

2. Address of Appiicant:

3. if Applicant is a Corporation, give State of Incorporation and names of President and Secretary;

4, Highway survey stations, milepost, distances to centerline, and distance from right-of-way line {in metric uaits) near
which installations or structures will be installed;

5. For how long a period is the permit desired?:

6. REMARKS:




Subject to the following terms and gonditions, the permit appiied for upon the reverse side hereof, is hergby granted:

1.
2.

11.

12.

13

14.

15

15,

17.
18.
8.
20,

TERM. This permit shall be in full force and effect from the date hereof until revoked 23 herein provided.

FEE. The fee for isstance of this permit is .

REVOCATION. This paemit may be revered by Stale upon giving 45 days niotice to Parmittee by ordinary mail, sent io the address shown
herein. Howsver, the State may mvoke this permit without notice if Permitfes violates any of its conditions or terms.

COMMENCEMENT OF WORK. No work shall be commenced until Permittee notifies the Maintenance Chief shown in application the date the
Parmittee proposes to commence work.

CHANGES IN HIGHWAY, If State highway changes necessiiate changes In structures of installations installed under this permil, Pamittes will
make necessary changes without expense fo State.

STATE SAVED HARMLESS FROM CLAIMS. As a considerafion of being issued this permit, the Pemmittee, ifs successors or assigns, agrees
to protect the State and save H harmisss fram all claims, actions or demage of every kind and description which maly accrue 0, or be suffered
by, any persan or persons, corperations or property by reason of the parformance of any such work, character of materials used, or manner of
instaliations, maintenance and operation, or by the improper eccupancy of said highway right-of-way, and in case any suit or action is broughl
against the State and arising out of, or by reason of, any of the above causes, the Permitiee, its successors or assigns, will, upon notice to them
of tha commencement of such action, defend the same at is sole cust and expense and satisfy any judgment which may be rendered against
the Slate in any such suit ur aclion.

PROTECTION OF TRAFFIC. The Penmittee shall protect the work grea with traffic control devices that comply with the Manugi of Uniform
Traffic Confrol Devices. Ths Permiftes may be required to submit a traffic contre! plan to the Maintenance Chief for approval prior {o starting
work, During work, the Maintenance Chief or desigaes may requite the Parmittes io use acditional traffic control devices 1o protect traffic or the
work area. No road clgsure shall socur without prior approval from the District Enginesr.

HIGHWAY AND DRAINAGE. if the work done under this permit interferes in any way with the drainage of the State highway affected,
Permittee shall, at the Permitiee’s expense, make such provisions as the State may direct to remedy the interfarencs.

RUBBISH AND DEBRIS. Upon completion of work contemplated ander this permit, all rubbish and debris shall be immediately removed and
the roadway and roadside e} in a neat and presentable condition satigfactery lo the State.

INSPECTION. The instaltation suthorized by this permit shall be in compiliance with the attached plan and the conditions of this permil. The
Permifiee may be required io remove of revise the installation, at sole expense of Permitive, If the installation does not conform with the
requbements of this pemmit of the attached plan.

STATE'S RIGHT NOT TO BE INTERFERED WiTH. All changes, reconstruction of relocation shall be done by Permitlse 50 as to cause the
least interference with any of the State's work, and the State shall not be liable for any damage to the Permites by reason of any such work by

the State, its agents, contraciors or representatives, or by the exercise of any righis by the State upon the highways by the installations or
structures placed unger this permit.

REMOVAL OF INSTALLATIONS OR STRUCTURES. Uniess waived by the State, upon termination of this parmil, the Parmittee shall remave
the instaliations or skructures nstalied undsar this permit 8t 1o cost to the State and restore the premises lo the prior existing condition,
reasonabie and ordinary wear and tear and damage by the elements, or by clrcumstanges over which the Permittes has no control, excepted.

MAINTENANCE AT EXPENSE OF PERMITTEE. Permiltee shail maintain, at ils sole expense, the installations and structures for which this
permit is granted, in a condiition satisfactory fo the State.

STATE NOT LIABLE FOR DAMAGE TO INSTALLATIONS. In accepting this permit, the Permittee agress that any damage or injury done fo
said installations or structures by 2 contractor working for the State, or by any State employee engaged in construction, alleration, repair,
maintenance or impraverent of the State highway, shall be at the sole expense of the Permiltee.

STATE TO BE REIMBURSED FOR REFPAIRING RDADWAY, Upon being billed, therefora, FPermittee agrees to promptly reimburse State for

any axpense incurred in rapairing surface of roadway due to settlement at instaliation, or for any other damage to roadway as a resull of the
work performed under this peomit.

The Permittes shall not discharge or cause discharga of any hazardous or sclid waste by the installation or operation of the facility of a State
Right-sf-Way.

The Permitiee will confrol noxicus weeds within the disturbad instaliation area for two (2) years.
The use of explosives is prohibited for the instaliation.

Any condition of this permit shall rot be walved without written approval of the appropriate District Engineer.

OTHER CONDITIONS ANDVIOR REMARKS:




CARW-STD:RWLE 131 Revised 8/11/2000
Work Ordar No.

UTILITY OCCUPANCY
AND LOCATION AGREEMENT

Route:
Date Submitted: Agreement No.:
Date Approved: Highway Project No.:

Designation:

Control No.:
Applicant/Atifity; Address:
Telephone: City: State: Zip:
1} Overhead facilities: Size; Type:
2) Underground Tacilities: Size: Type:
3) Other:
Location:
1)  Longitudinak meters(feet) rom N -8 - E - W R/W line from

Mitepost {Station) to Milepost {Station)

2} Cenferline crossing(s) at Milepost {Station)
3) Downguys not in parallel with the roadway at Milepost(s)
4y  Section . Township _ , Range , County

This installation is subject to compliance with the Administrative Rules of Montana 18,7.201 through 18.7.232, the
Utility Occupancy Guidelines and the following requirements:

Construction Prints:

Prints are attached and incorporated by this reference. (Highway prints preferred) Distances from R/W line, centerline
and existing ulilities, to the proposed installation must be provided.

The ufility will notify in Jphone , at least
48 hours in advance of any work detailed in this Agreement, except for emergency situations. After completing the work,
the applicant must submit a Form RAW 131-B (attached) for approval.

1) The State shall not be liable o the general public for any injury {o or death of any person whomsoever beioagin?
when such injury, death, foss or damage arises out of or results from the construction, maintenance, or repair o
existing or fulure uwlility facilities located within the highway right-of-way, or the installation or operation of such utility
facilities within the highway right-of-way, regardless of whether or not the Department has expressed of implied

approval of the construction, maintenance, repair, instaliation or operation of such facilities within the highway right-of-
way,

2} This approval is granted with the understanding the installation will be made according to the plans as submitted.
Field revisions may only be made with the approval of the District Administrator or designee. If the installaiion is not

made as shown on the plans or approved amendment, the Department, at its discretion, may reguire the removal of
the instaliation.

3) Any attachments to this agreement, including but not limited to Right-of-Way Form RW 131-B, are hereby
incorporated by reference.

4}  Additiona! Requirements:

The average turn-around time for a completed R/AW131 permit application is 30 working days. A permit application wilt be
considered complete when all impacts associated with the requested action have been reviewed and approved by all
agencies affected by this action. The applicant is responsible for obtaining these necessary approvals.

{ Hilitw:



ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
(The following does not apply to utility relocations related to highway projects)

[Y/N] POTENTIAL IMPACTS

AND MITIGATION MEASURES
RESOURCE Y N Mit:gaticz;oi:ﬁeasares
es o ltems 1 through &
1. Does the proposed action have an impact on any NN
cullural resource? (Section 106-NHPA) *
2. Does the proposed action have an impact on water quality? D []
3. Does the proposed project have impacis to wetlands? *
3a. Ifthe answer to humber 3 is yes, is a Clean Water Act 404 permit Ll
authorization required?
4. Is there documented controversy on environmental grounds? {For D [:]

instance, has the applicant received & letter or petition from an
environmental organization?

5. Does the proposed project involve hazardous waste site(s)? (Superfund, [ [ ] [}
spills, underground storage tanks, etc.)

8. s the proposed instaliation a portion of a project which may require R
ather governmental permits, icenses, easements, efc.? If the answer is
“ves,” please describe in general the full extent of the project and any
other permits, licenses, easements, etc., which may be necessary for
the utifity to acquire. {(Use attachments as necessary.) {Excludes 404
permis.)

if the answer to 1 is "yes," please see the first four categories on the boltom of this page in order {0 address
mitigation measures. If the answer to 2 or 3 is "ves,"” please see the Five Categories of Mitigation on this
page in order {o address mitigation measures.

7.  What will the proposed utility installation service? {for example a shopping mall of fifty business, a subdivision
of 100 jots). Information only. This item does not require an action by the utility company.

8. Magnitude and significance of potential impacts: {To be completed by applicant by separate attachment)

Checklist prepared by:

Apphcant  Title Liate
Reviewed for completeness by:
MDT District Representative  Titie Date
Approved by:
Environmental Services  Title Date

(when iterns 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 or 6 are checkad "Yes")

A The appficant shall complete the checklist indicating a "Yes" or "No" for each item, except numbers 7 or 8
which may require a narrative response.

B  When a"Yes" is Indicated on any of numbered items 1 through 6, the applicant must explain the impacts, and
far items 1 through 5 any appropriate mitigation measures that will be taken. Use attachments if necessary.
It the applicant checks "No," and the District feels there may be potential impacts, the Environmental
Checklist must be forwarded to Environmental Services

G If the applicant checks "Yes" for any one item, the occupancy agreement or permit aiong with the checklist
and the applicant's mifigation proposal shall be submitted to MDT Environmental Services.

D When the applicant checks a "Yes" item, or the District feels there may be potential impacts, the applicant
cannot be authorized 1o proceed with the proposed work untll Enviconmental Services andfor Transportation
Planning, as appropriate, reviews the information and signs the checklist.





