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Brackett Creek Land Exchange, Donation and Road Relocation


CHAPTER V. vers 5.11.04
  Consultation and Coordination

Introduction

This chapter includes a list of the primary preparers of this document, distribution of the draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for this project, and a summary of the scoping, public involvment and public comments.
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EA Distribution List

This Environnmental Assessment (EA) has been distributed for a 30 day public review and comment period.  All comments received during this period will be considered in the selection of the preferred alternative.  Copies of this are available for review at the:



Bozeman Ranger District



3710 Fallon Street, Suite C



Bozeman MT 59718

Copies of the EA were distributed to the following federal agencies, state agencies and interested groups and individuals who indicated an interest in the project.     
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Summary of Scoping, Public Involvement and Comments

Refer to Table on following pages for discussion related to Alternative 2, the Proposed Action (unless otherwise indicated).

Summary of Scoping, Public Involvement, and Comments

	Issues from Scoping
	Issue to be addressed in EA
	Issue Fully or Partially Resolved through Project Design and Mitigation
	Issue not within the Scope of the Analysis or Fully Resolved by Providing Discussion

	Fish & Wildlife Issues



	1) The proposal could potentially affect riparian habitat. A1
	Significant Issue #3- related
	Riparian areas to be protected by deed restriction.  Net gain in protected acres of wetlands, floodplains, & riparian habitat.
	

	2) Proposed activities such as construction and decommissioning may affect wildlife and fisheries through disturbance, habitat fragmentation, sedimentation to streams, etc. C7, C10, C11, C13, D1, D4, D25, D29 
	Significant Issue #2- related Significant Issue #3- related
	BMPs utilized for road construction and for noxious weeds. Deed restriction used for protection of riparian area in Section 6.

Total miles of open roads & road densities would decrease.
	

	3) The proposal may affect threatened, endangered, or sensitive species. C18, D4, D25, D28, D30, D31, D32
	
	
	BE/BA states “no effect” on threatened or experimental populations; “no impact” or “may impact individuals, but will not likely contribute…” for sensitive species; and “no major impacts” to MIS species.

	4) Include a detailed description of the miles of roads and road densities on both public and private land parcels included in the trade. D18
	Significant Issue #2- related
	Roads and road densities are discussed extensively in EA.  Total miles of open roads & road densities would decrease.
	

	5) It does not serve the public interest to gain any more miles of road. D20


	Significant Issue #2- related
	Roads and road densities are discussed extensively in EA
	

	6) No land comprising critical habitat shall be transferred from the public domain. C18
	
	
	No lands have critical habitat.



	7) Disappointing to see that there is no purpose and need to protect wildlife or fisheries habitat. D4
	Significant Issue #3- related 
	See P&N, extensive coverage in EA. BMPs to be used. Net increase in acres of protected floodplains, wetlands, and riparian.  Deed restriction to protect riparian in Section 6.
	

	8) Disclose if surveys for threatened and endangered species have been conducted and when were the surveys conducted. D25, D30, D32
	
	
	Done. See BE/BA

	9) Request Section 7 consultation be conducted under the requirements of the Endangered Species Act. D31
	
	
	BE/BA determined no effect. 

No Section 7 consultation is required.




	Issues from Scoping
	Issue to be addressed in EA
	Issue Fully or Partially Resolved through Project Design and Mitigation
	Issue not within the Scope of the Analysis or Fully Resolved by Providing Discussion


	Process Issues



	10) The Forest Service must place restrictions on Mr. Neerhout’s “management” of the land he acquires. C5
	Significant Issue #3 related
	Deed restrictions protect riparian areas & cultural site in Section 6.  Net increase in riparian areas acquired by U.S. SMR’s goals would conserve open space & wildlife habitat.  More development would likely occur on SMR land in Alternative 1.
	

	11) Questioned if a new road would need to be constructed when there already is a substantial road system to the south of the Fairy Lake road. Thought there would be a way to utilize the existing roads to access Sections 31 and 36. B1, D1 
	Significant Issue # 2 related
	Proposed Action requires a change in primary road access locations to meet P&N. Net road miles & road densities decreases.
	

	12) The use of categorical exclusions circumvents the public process.  We urge you to not utilize this route. D7
	
	
	An EA has been prepared

	13) A thorough depiction of what the private party stands to gain should also be included. Concerned about the purpose of the land exchange both from the standpoint of the Forest Service and the private landowner. C4, D2, D3, D5, D8 A2
	
	
	Addressed in EA and Appendices.  Landowner plans only moderate development on SMR lands, managing lands for recreation and residential retreat, maintaining open space and wildlife/fish habitat.  More development would likely occur under Alternative 1.

	14) Concerned about the type of management area designation to be placed on the lands acquired by the Gallatin National Forest and how land use may change on the private lands. C12, D17
	
	
	Tiering to the Gallatin Forest Plan requires assignment of the adjacent management prescription to acquired lands, until Forest Plan revision is completed. Also see #13 above for private lands.

	15) Land exchanges shall not promote the conversion of natural forest. C20
	
	
	There will likely be minimal conversion of forest on lands exchanged to SMR. More development would likely occur under Alternative 1.

	16) Describe the lands that the Forest Service is gaining and losing in sufficient detail. D13
	
	
	Description of these lands is included in the EA.

	17) Consider a full and adequate range of alternatives. Including options such as deed restrictions purchasing the land through the Land and Water Conservation Fund. C1, C2, D9, D10, D11
	
	
	The range of alternatives is described in the EA. Rationale for those alternatives evaluated and dismissed from detailed evaluation, including LWCF purchase, is also included. Deed restrictions are discussed.

	18) Ensure that any document that this proposal tiers to has been through the NEPA process. D12
	
	
	This EA tiers to the Gallatin National Forest Plan and EIS.

	19) Request that NEPA document include the Agreement to Initiate, any Memorandum of Understanding regarding division of costs between the public and the private party, and the draft exchange agreement. C15
	
	
	The ATI and Amendments are included as Appendices to the EA. Division of costs is also discussed in the EA.  An Exchange agreement will be prepared following signing of Decision Notice, and will then be available upon request.

	20) No roadless areas shall be transferred from the public domain. C19
	
	
	No inventoried roadless areas are included in this proposal. 



	21) Concerned about the sort of encumbrances on the land to become public, and the minerals rights retained in the trade.  Also concerned this may result in mineral exploitation. C14, D14, D16
	
	
	Encumbrances on SMR lands to be conveyed to US are minimal, and addressed in EA. Mineral rights will be transferred. There are no indications an exchange would lead to exploitation of mineral resources. See #13.

	22) Request an economic analysis be included that provides methods, a copy of the appraisal, including ecological values (such as degraded ecosystems including noxious weeds), costs to the public (such as liabilities of cleaning environmental damage), corporate subsidies as tax breaks, future damage to lands acquired by corporations.  C9, C17, C23, D36, D38, C24 
	
	
	Ecologic and economic values are discussed in the EA. A copy of the appraisal is available upon request.  A Hazmat report was completed & is part of the project file, with a finding of no hazardous materials. 

Corporate subsidies including tax breaks are beyond the scope of the document. See # 13 for future uses of SMR lands.



	23) Request that the environmental analysis disclose (1) detailed appraisal methodology, including the assumptions used in the valuation of all lands involved, timber value, and discount rates, (2) the identify of contract appraisers and by whom they were selected, and (3) qualifications and experience of Forest Service staff participating in appraisal process.  C16 
	
	
	Pertinent parts of the appraisals are incorporated by reference in the EA. Copies of the appraisals are available upon request as discussed in #24. 



	24) We request that the Forest Service make the full appraisal reports available for public scrutiny 60 days before the execution of the final exchange agreement. C16  
	
	
	After Forest Service review and approval, the appraisals are available upon written request to the Regional Director of Lands. There is no requirement that appraisals be made available for 60-day review. 

	25) Land exchanges shall recognize the special public interest that inheres in lands derived from the railroad land grants. Where this special interest has not been extinguished, it shall operate to limit private activity on these lands.  In addition, it shall limit the value of the land for land exchange. C21
	
	
	Lands originally conveyed under the railroad land grants in this area were transferred many years ago from the railroad companies to subsequent owners, including Hammersmark Ranch (HRC). HRC sold the lands to SMR.  

	26) Provide a “cumulative effects” analysis of past present and future exchanges. Include a discussion of effects of multiple land exchanges on irreplaceable resources, undisturbed habitat, old growth. C3, C25, D6, D8, D22, D37
	
	
	Refer to #13. No other FS land exchanges are under consideration in analysis area. The proposal would result in a net gain of NFS land, and a net gain of wetlands, floodplains, and riparian areas. Old growth and undisturbed habitat is not involved. 

	27) Describe conditions of the public lands proposed for trade and acquired, including forest seral stages, habitat qualities, and reproductive potential; threatened, endangered or sensitive species; soil; fisheries and hydrological; management indicator species.
	
	
	A full description is included in the EA.

	28) Provide a discussion of native forests, past logging, old growth, volumes, site productivity & age classes D26
	
	
	A discussion of vegetation, past logging, old growth, timber volumes and site productivity is included in the EA. 

	29) The environmental analysis should evaluate the short and long term impacts of the trade on socioeconomic facts such as employment trends and social values/needs. D35
	
	
	See #13. Land in the exchange would be minimally developed.  No significant changes in employment or socio economic trends or values would occur.

More development would likely occur in Alternative 1.


	Issues from Scoping
	Issue to be addressed in EA
	Issue Fully or Partially Resolved through Project Design and Mitigation
	Issue not within the Scope of the Analysis or Fully Resolved by Providing Discussion


	Heritage Resources



	30) The exchange should include the evaluation of effects on treaty rights, and protection of heritage resources. C22, D33, D34
	
	
	There are no treaty rights in the area. Heritage resource reports have been completed. A deed restriction will protect a site on NFS land conveyed to SMR. 


	Hydrology



	31) Evaluate impacts to water quality. Include the effects of obliteration, maintenance, restoration, or construction, effects on water rights, riparian areas, surface and ground water, soil destabilization, include 303d listed streams. 

C8, D15, D19, D23, D24
	Significant Issue # 3 related
	Impacts to water quality are addressed in EA and mitigated through use of BMPs, and deed restrictions to protect riparian areas.  Water rights will be transferred. There would be minimal impacts to soils and streams. There are no 303d listed streams.
	

	32) What impacts would the trade have on watersheds, such as increasing potential for runoff and flooding, rain-on-snow events, soil destabilization, erosion and landslides. D21
	Significant Issue # 3 related
	This is fully discussed in the EA. There would be no adverse effects.
	

	Vegetation



	33) Concern the trade may lead to accelerated logging. D27


	
	
	See #13.  NFS lands to be exchanged to SMR would have minimal harvest.  No harvest is currently proposed for existing NFS lands. 

	Land Uses



	34) A road from the campground into the Battleridge allotment would allow another avenue for cattle to get into the Battleridge campground.  If this road is constructed, a drift fence and cattleguard should be included with the road construction. B2
	
	Cattle movement will be monitored.  If a drift fence and cattleguard are needed, they would be installed. 
	


	35) Make sure that all motorized use of the surrounding National Forest is preserved. Especially considering its proximity to Bozeman. E1
	
	
	The proposal would not change motorized use of NFS lands. The ongoing Forest Travel Plan revision will evaluate travel in this area. This issue is largely beyond the scope of this analysis.

	36) Allow grooming of the South Fork Road, South Fork Road Extension and the Middle Fork Road to its western limit. Construct a trail that would connect the North Fork Road to the Middle Fork Road somewhere west of section 1 T1N R7E. E2
	
	
	The proposal would not change motorized use of NFS lands.  The ongoing Forest Travel Plan revision will evaluate travel in this area. This issue is largely beyond the scope of this analysis.

	37) Travel designation (should) be non-motorized access on South Brackett Creek, Middle Fork would be private and North Fork Brackett Creek would be motorized access. F1
	
	
	The proposal would not change motorized and non-motorized uses of NFS lands. The ongoing Forest Travel Plan revision will evaluate travel in this area. This issue is largely beyond the scope of this analysis.

	38) Need clarification of access designation. F1


	Significant Issues #1 & #2 related
	Access is fully discussed in the EA. Acres of NFS land with reasonable, public access increase.
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