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- SUMMARY

This document was prepared to replace the 1973 Master .Plan for Theodore
Roosevelt National Park. That plan has become obsolete and no longer
applicable for resolution of current issues involving the park. Two
recently approved reports were instrumental in the preparation and
understanding of this document; namely, the "Statement for Management"
(1985) and the Natural Resources Management Plan and Environmental
Assessment (1984).

There are three major elements within this document. The first element
is the draft general management plan, which provides the necessary
strategies to guide management, use, and development of the park for the
next 10 vyears. Four feasible alternatives are presented: preferred
(proposed action), continuation of existing conditions, minimum
requirements, and other practicable. The development concept plans,
which show proposals for specific park development areas, are included
within the general management plan. Only the preferred alternative is
illustrated on the maps. For comparison purposes, appendix C best
describes all alternative actions and proposals by park unit (north,
Elkhorn, and south).

The second element is the land protection plan, which addresses the
private and other nonfederal lands and interests within the authorized
park boundary and the protection of park resources from external
influences.

The third element is the environmental assessment, which describes the
natural, cultural, and socioeconomic environments of the park and
surrounding region and assesses the environmental impacts that would
result from implementation of the four alternatives.

This 10-year planning effort can best be summarized as addressing
resource management, with particular attention devoted to flood
protection, bison management, historic building preservation, and visitor
use needs. This would be accomplished by expanding trails, upgrading
sanitation facilities, developing facilities for horse users and the
handicapped, and increasing visitor contact and interpretive
opportunities. In addition, there would be a continuing awareness of and
focus on oil and gas development and other industrial activities outside
the park that could have far-reaching impacts on park resources.
Private property within the park, addressed in the land protection plan,
is recommended for either fee acquisition or scenic easement acquisition.
No boundary changes are proposed.

Ten-year costs for each of the four alternatives are as follows:
preferred--$21,291,000; continuation of existing conditions--$11,239,000;
minimum requirements--$19,375,000; and other practicable--$28,906,000.
These figures include total construction, staffing, and operations costs to
run the park.




Annual operations costs and staffing for existing conditions are now about
$1,118,000 and 36 full-time equivalent (FTE) positions. Assuming that
the actions for each of the other three alternatives were completed,
respective annual costs and staffing would be $1,444,000 and 45 FTEs for
the preferred alternative, $1,367,000 and 43 FTEs for the minimum
requirements alternative, and $1,557,000 and 49 FTEs for the other
practicable alternative.

Annual additional operations costs and personnel (FTEs) are as follows:
$5,900 and .1 FTE for the existing conditions, $302,000 and 9 FTEs for
the preferred, $243,000 and 7 FTEs for the minimum requirements, and
$427,000 and 13 FTEs for the other practicable.

Development costs are $54,000 for the existing conditions alternative,
$8,317,000 for the preferred alternative, $6,987,000 for the minimum
requirements alternative, and $15,309,000 for the other practicable
alternative. The major differences in development costs are primarily due
to the varying degrees of flood protection from the Little Missouri River
and two tributary streams that would be provided by each alternative.
These range from $48,000 for the existing conditions alternative, which
would provide flood warnings, to $7,678,000 for the other practicable
alternative, which would relocate all threatened development above the
100-year floodplain except the historic ranch site in the Elkhorn unit, and
in Medora where a flood control dike would be provided to protect most of
this community where the park headquarters is located.

Implementation of the preferred alternative would result in adverse
impacts on 78.5 acres of soils and vegetation for new development over
existing use; construction of a permanent dike at Medora would have a
minimum adverse impact on the natural moderation of floods, water quality
maintenance, groundwater recharge, and living, cultural, and cultivated
resource values. Impacts on wildlife, cultural, and socioceconomic
resources and air and visual quality would be minimal.

The park had 368,615 visitors in 1984, and annual visitation is expected
to remain about the same until 1996 when implementation of this plan is
projected for completion.




- CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION 1
Description and Purpose of the Park 1
Park Growth and Management Direction 5

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PLAN 8
Legal, Administrative, and Environmental Constraints
Issues and Concerns 9
Resource Management 10 )
Visitor Use and Development 12
Park Operations 14
Land Protection 15
In-Park Concerns 15
External Concerns 17
Other Issues 22

GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 31
Introduction 31
Preferred Alternative (Proposed Action) 32
Management Zoning 32
Resource Management 34
Natural Resources 34
Cultural Resources 44
Visitor Use 46
Recreation 46
Interpretation 47
General Safety and Sanitation 52
Flood-Related Safety and Sanitation 53
Special Populations 56
Park Operations 57
Other Proposals 59
General Development/Development Concept Plans

Costs and Personnel 60
Continuation of Existing Conditions Alternative 83
Minimum Requirements Alternative 86 |

Other Practicable Alternative 89
Alternatives Considered But Rejected 93

PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 94

FUTURE PLANS AND STUDIES NEEDED 106

29

60




LAND PROTECTION PLAN 107

INTRODUCTION 109
Policies 109
Landownership and Uses 110
Regional Ownership and Use 110
In-Park Ownership and Use 112
History and Current Status of Land Protection Actions 113

PROTECTION ALTERNATIVES 114
Federal and State Regulations 114

Local Regulations 115
Other Protection Methods Considered 117
Cooperative Agreements/Memoranda of Understanding 117

Types of Acquisition 118
Methods of Acquisition 119

RECOMMENDATIONS 122
In-Park Recommendations 122
Priorities 122
Compatible and Incompatible Uses 124
Recommended Protection of Surface and Subsurface Ownerships 147
Surface Tracts 148
Subsurface Tracts 151
External Recommendations 155
Elkhorn (Ranch) Unit Protection Zone 155
Proposed Expansion of Medora Airport 156
Energy Development outside the Park 156
Cooperative Efforts on Land Use and Resource Protection 159

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 161

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 163
Natural Resources 163
i Geology/Terrain 163
Vegetation/Soils 163
Wwildlife 164
Threatened and Endangered Species 167
Water Resources 168
Floodplains and Wetlands 169
Air Quality 171

Cultural Resources 173
Archeological Resources 173
Historic Resources 174

Collections 174

Recreation/Visitor Use 175
Regional Recreation Resources and Uses 175
Park Use Patterns and Trends 176

Vi




Visitor Use Counts . 176

Visitor Origin and Length of Stay 176

Past Use Levels 177

Use Levels by Area 178

Peak Use Periods 178

Projected Growth in Use 179

Campground Use and Future Growth 179
Interpretive Resources and Programs 181
Facility Analysis 184

Roads, Trails, and Parking 184

Buildings and Facilities 184

Utility and Park Operations Systems 185

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 187

Impacts on Natural Environment 187
Impacts on Geology, Soils, and Vegetation 187
Impacts on Wildlife 192

= Impacts on Threatened and Endangered Species 193
Impacts on Water Resources 195
Impacts on Floodplains and Wetlands 196
Impacts on Visual Quality 202

Impacts on Cultural Environment 204

Impacts on Socioceconomic Environment 206
Impacts on Visitor Use and Interpretation 208
Impacts on Park Management and Operations 210
Summary of Impacts 212

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 213
Agencies Contacted 213
Summary of Public Involvement 214

APPENDIXES/BIBLIOGRAPHY/PREPARERS 215

APPENDIX A: LEGISLATION 217

APPENDIX B: MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES 241

APPENDIX C: COST ANALYSIS AND STAFFING REQUIREMENTS 243

APPENDIX D: TRACT DESCRIPTIONS OF NONFEDERAL LANDS 259

APPENDIX E: TABULAR LISTING OF NONFEDERAL SUBSURFACE
(MINERAL) OWNERSHIPS 274 ;

APPENDIX F: SUMMARIES OF FLOODPLAIN AND WETLAND
PROCEDURES AND GUIDELINES 282

BIBLIOGRAPHY 298

LIST OF PREPARERS 302

vii




ILLUSTRATIONS

Region 3

Oil/Gas Resource 23

Coal Resource 25

External Conditions 27

North Unit Management Zoning Proposal 35
South Unit Management Zoning Proposal 39

North Unit General Development Plan/Flood Data 61
South Unit General Development Plan/Flood Data 63

District Headquarters Development Concept Plan 65
Bison Corral Development Concept Plan 67
Squaw Creek Campground Development Concept Plan 69

Elkhorn Unit Development Concept Plan 71

East Entrance Station Relocation Development Concept Plan
Peaceful Valley Development Concept Plan 5
Cottonwood Campground Development Concept Plan iy
Painted Canyon Development Concept Plan 79

Medora Headquarters Development Concept Plan 81
Landownership, McKenzie County 111

Landownership, Billings County 111

Land Use, McKenzie County 111

Land Use, Billings County 111

Land and Mineral Status Map Index 125

Land Status Map 01 127

Land Status Map 02 129

Land Status Map 03 131

Mineral Status Map 01 133

Mineral Status Map 02 135

Mineral Status Map 03 137

District Headquarters Mineral Interests 139
Elkhorn Unit Mineral Interests 141

Painted Canyon Mineral Interests 143
Medora Headquarters Mineral Interests 145

Visitor Origin 177

Total Recreation Visits 177

Absolute Change in Recreation Visits 178
1983 Seasonal Use 178

Relative Change in Campground Visits 180
Projected Growth in Campground Visits 181

Viii

73




CoOoNOOUTSE WN =

i

TABLES

Management Zones 33
Visitor Use Development Proposals and Alternatives 48
Construction Priorities 95

Development/Staffing/Operations Costs - Summary by Category 96
Development/Staffing/Operations Costs - Summary by Unit 97
Land and Minerals Ownership within the Park 112

Park Land and Minerals Acquisitions 113

Surface Ownerships and Acquisition Recommendations 149

General Vegetation Composition at Existing and Proposed
Development Areas 165

Physical Impact of Floodwaters 170

Estimated Acreages of Soil and Vegetation Disturbance by
Alternative 191




Theodore Roosevelt National Park from Painted Canyon overlook






