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Enclosed for your review and future reference is the final environmental impact statement (FEIS) for the
Headwaters Resource Management Plan (RMP). This document also includes the proposed plan, which is a

slightly modified version of the preferred alternative discussed in the draft RMP/EIS published in May
1 983. The proposed plan incorporates all RMP-level guidance needed to resolve the eleven land manage-
ment issues identified earlier in the planning process.

Although this plan continues to refer only to "the Headwaters Resource Area," it now involves the newly
established Great Falls Resource Area as well. In April 1 983, administrative responsibility for public land

in Pondera, Teton, Cascade, Meagher, and the northern half of Lewis and Clark counties was transferred

from the Headwaters Resource Area office of the Butte District to the Great Falls Resource Area office of

the Lewistown District. This transfer of responsibilities was a direct result of the merger of the BLM and
the former Minerals Management Service. The net result of these changes is that two offices, rather than
one, will be responsible for implementation and monitoring of the Headwaters RMP.

With the exception of the recommendations for the Black Sage and Yellowstone River Island Wilderness
Study Areas, all parts of this proposed plan may be protested. Protests should be sent to the Director

(202), Bureau of Land Management, 1 800 C Street NW, Washington, DC, 20240, prior to December 31,

1 983—the end of the thirty-day protest period—and should include the following information:

The name, mailing address, telephone number, and interest of the person filing the protest.

A statement of the issue or issues being protested.

A statement of the part or parts of the plan being protested.

A copy of all documents addressing the issue or issues that were submitted during the planning

process by the protesting party, or an indication of the date the issue or issues were discussed for the

record.

A concise statement explaining why the proposed decision is believed to be wrong.

At the end of the thirty-day protest period, the proposed plan, excluding any portion under protest, will

become final. Approval will be withheld on any portion of the plan under protest until final action has been
completed.

Any significant change to the proposed plan made as a result of a protest will be made available for public

review and comment prior to final approval and implementation.

I want to personally thank those of you who have contributed to and participated in the development of this

plan. The Headwaters RMP is one of the first land use plans to be prepared under the BLM's new resource
management planning procedures, and it has been a learning process for all of us. I hope your involvement

will continue as we move forward into the implementation and monitoring phases of the Headwaters Plan,

and also as we develop RMPs for other BLM lands in Montana and the Dakotas.

Sincerely yours,

^JaJ^.-RjjJ
Mike Penfold

State Director



••
•



$$013^/ Sfr
£5.35

FINAL

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN/
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

For The

HEADWATERS RESOURCE AREA
BUTTE DISTRICT MONTANA

Prepared By

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

J7v\JUJ?

STATE DIRECTOR
MONTANA STATE OFFICE

NOVEMBER 1983

Bureau ot Land Management

Library

Bldg. 50, Denver Federal Center

Denver, CO 80225





UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

HEADWATERS RESOURCE AREA
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN/

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

The Final Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/EIS) addresses future

management options for approximately 31 1,337 surface acres and 655,505 acres of federal mineral

estate administered by the Bureau of Land Fvlanagement through its Headwaters Resource Area office in

Butte, Montana, and through its Great Falls Resource Area office in Great Falls, Montana. The plan

primarily focuses on resolving eleven key resource management issues. These issues are: oil and gas
leasing and development, grazing allotment and riparian habitat management, wilderness study recom-
mendations, forest management, land ownership adjustments, mineral exploration and development,
motorcycle use areas, motorized vehicle access, utility and transportation corridors, coal leasing in the

Great Falls coal field, and special designations.

Four RMP alternatives are considered in detail in this document, which incorporates by reference much of

the material presented in the Draft RMP/EIS. Alternative A, the proposed Resource Management Plan,

represents a balance between resource production and environmental protection. Alternative B, the no

action alternative, is a continuation of present management direction. Alternative C, environmental

protection, represents an emphasis on maintaining or improving important environmental values. Alterna-

tive D, resource production, represents an emphasis on making public land and resources available for use
and development. When the RMP is finalized, it will provide a comprehensive framework for managing and
allocating public land during the next ten or more years. For further information, contact Lyle Fox,

Headwaters Area Manager, Butte District Office, P.O. Box 3388, Butte, Montana 59702; Telephone
(406) 494-5059, or contact Nancy Cotner, Great Falls Area Manager, 215 First Avenue North, P.O.

Drawer 2865, Great Falls, Montana 59403. Telephone (406) 727-0503.
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HOW TO USE THE
DOCUMENT

This is the Final Resource Management Plan

(RMPVEnvironmental Impact Statement (EIS) for

the Headwaters Resource Area. The Draft
RMP/EIS was sent out in May 1983.

CHANGES
This document includes changes in the sections
entitled Summary; Introduction; Alternatives,
Including the Proposed Action; Environmental
Consequences, Alternative A; Consultation and
Coordination; List of Preparers; and Appendixes A,

B, E, H, and M. These changes are highlighted
in bold print.

ADDITIONS
Additional sections have been added to the Final

RMP/EIS that did not appear in the Draft. In the

chapter entitled Public Comments, all substantive

public comments on the Draft RMP/EIS are listed

along with the BLM's response to such com-
ments. Appendix V contains reprints of the actual

letters received from the public. Appendix T gives

the criteria for determining methods for selling

public land. Appendix U is the errata for the sec-

tions of the Draft that were not reprinted in the

Final.

SUGGESTIONS FOR REVIEW
The Final RMP/EIS is organized for several levels

of review.

• If a particular issue is of concern, you will find a

brief summary of the issue in Chapter 1, Issues
and Criteria; a discussion of how the issue would
be resolved in each alternative in Chapter 2, Alter-

natives; a comparison of alternative outputs and
allocations for each issue, also in Chapter 2, Alter-

natives; and comments and responses on the
issue in Chapter 7, Public Comments.

• If a brief overview of the Final RMP/EIS is

desired, you should review the sections entitled

Summary, Issues and Criteria, and Alternatives.

• If a detailed study of the preferred alternative is

required, you should review the Final RMP/EIS
along with the incorporated sections of the Draft

RMP/EIS and the Map Packet.

REFERENCED SECTIONS OF
THE DRAFT
The final RMP/EIS incorporates by reference the

sections of the Draft entitled Affected Environ-

ment; Environmental Consequences, Alternatives

B, C, and D; Appendixes C, D, F, G, I, J, K, L, N, 0, P,

Q, R, and S; Glossary; References; and Map
Packet.



SUMMARY

This proposed Headwaters Resource Manage-
ment Plan (RMP) and Final Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) addresses future management
options for approximately 31 1 ,337 surface acres

and 655,505 acres of federal mineral estate
administered by the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) through its Headwaters Resource Area
office in Butte, Montana. The Headwaters
Resource Area encompasses nine counties in

west-central Montana—Broadwater, Cascade,
Gallatin, Jefferson, Lewis and Clark, Meagher,
Park, Pondera, and Teton.

When approved, the Headwaters RMP will provide

a comprehensive framework for managing and
allocating public land and resources in the
resource area during the next ten or more years.

However, the RMP is primarily focused on resolv-

ing eleven key resource management issues.

These issues are: oil and gas leasing and develop-

ment, particularly along the Rocky Mountain
Front; grazing allotment and riparian habitat man-
agement; wilderness study recommendations;
forest management; land ownership adjustments;
mineral exploration and development, particularly

within the Scratchgravel Hills; motorcycle use
areas; motorized vehicle access; utility and trans-

portation corridors; coal leasing in the Great Falls

Coal Field; and special designations, such as Out-
standing Natural Areas.

Four RMP alternatives have been considered in

detail during the development of this document.
One represents no action, which means a contin-

uation of present management direction. The
other three alternatives provide a range of choices

from those favoring resource protection to those
favoring resource production.

The proposed Resource Management Plan incor-

porates portions of the no action, protection, and
production alternatives, and generally represents
a balance between resource production and envi-

ronmental protection. The proposed RMP is

essentially the same as the preferred alternative

addressed in the Draft RMP/EIS, published in May
1983. However, changes have been made in

response to public comments affecting the reso-

lution of three issues: Forest Management,
where commercial forest land adjacent to the Elk-

horn Wildlife Management Area has been set

aside from timber harvest, reducing the resource
area's annual allowable cut from 2.65 mmbf to 2.4

mmbf; Land Ownership Adjustments, where
1,040 acres of public land previously included in

the disposal and further study categories have
been moved to the retention category; and Coal

Leasing, where an additional 25 acres of federal

coal in the Great Falls coal field have been identified

for no surface occupancy stipulations. The alloca-

tions or outputs and environmental consequences
that characterize the proposed RMP are summar-
ized below.

ALTERNATIVE A
Alternative A is the preferred alternative.

Under Alternative A, oil and gas leasing and devel-

opment would be permitted on 99,700 acres of

federal mineral estate along the Rocky Mountain
Front (84°/o of the total acreage available for con-
sideration in that area), and on approximately
634,607 acres of federal mineral estate within

the entire resource area (97°/o of the total). Oil and
gas leasing and development within specific por-
tions of the Rocky Mountain Front area would be
subject to seasonal restrictions (49.500 acres)
and to no surface occupancy stipulations (14,040
acres) to protect important grizzly bear and other
wildlife habitat, and to prevent surface disturb-

ance in the proposed Outstanding Natural Areas.
Approximately 18,550 acres would not be avail-

able for leasing because of no surface occupancy
restrictions that effectively prohibit oil and gas
development. The remaining 36,160 acres along

the Rocky Mountain Front would be leased subject
only to standard stipulations.

Authorized livestock use in the resource area
would be targeted for reductions in 1 9 allotments,

for increases in 7 allotments, and for no change in

301 allotments. Target levels of adjusted live-

stock use would be based on range condition rat-

ings and the Soil Conservation Service's Montana
Grazing Guides. The net result of all adjustments
in the resource area would be a 2,204 AUM (7°/o)

short-term reduction in current authorized live-

stock use. In the long term, livestock use would be
expected to increase to 33,417 AUMs, or 6°/o

above current levels.

The estimated range improvements required to

implement this alternative include: 2,560 acres of

reseeding, 300 acres of prescribed burning, 62.2
miles of fence construction, 21 spring develop-

ments, 23.5 miles of pipeline; 20 stock tanks,

467.5 acres of noxious weed control, 1 1 cattle-

guards, and 5 other water developments. The
estimated initial cost for all improvements is

$449,331.

This alternative would result in a significant long-

term improvement in ecological range condition.

The percentage of the resource area in good and
excellent condition would increase from 57°/o to

75°/o, while fair and poor condition ratings would
decrease from 43°/o to 25°/o.



The long-term effect of this alternative on riparian
habitat would be to increase the mileage of stream
banks in satisfactory riparian condition from the
current 1 04 miles to 1 30 miles.

None of the five areas currently under wilderness
study would be recommended to Congress for wil-

derness designation. However, three of the areas
(Blind Horse Creek, Chute Mountain, and Deep
Creek/Battle Creek), comprising 11,218 acres,
would be proposed for Outstanding Natural Area
designation and would be managed essentially as
wilderness.

Forest resources under this alternative would be
managed essentially as they are at present except
for commercial forest land adjacent to the Elkhorn
Wildlife Management Area, which would be set
aside from timber harvest activities. The esti-

mated potential timber yield for the resource area
would be 24.0 million board feet per decade, well

above the average actual harvest rate of approxi-
mately 1 million board feet per decade. Most of the
public land in the resource area would be available

for forest management activities; the only areas in

addition to the Elkhorn area to be set aside from
such activities would be the four proposed Out-
standing Natural Areas along the Rocky Mountain
Front, the proposed Sleeping Giant Area of Critical

Environmental Concern, the Scratchgravel Hills,

and the Yellowstone River Island. Commercial
forestland in the Eightmile Creek, Boulder-Clancy,
Marysville, and Rogers Pass areas would receive
the highest priority for forest management activi-

ties. Special harvest restrictions would be applied
in key elk seasonal use areas.

Under Alternative A, the land ownership adjust-
ment issue would be resolved by establishing prior-

ity areas for retention and acquisition, disposal,

and further study. Approximately 283,323 acres
of public land within retention areas would remain
in public ownership and be managed by the BLM.
Approximately 25,317 acres of public land within

disposal areas would be available for disposal
through sales and/or exchanges, with exchange
being the preferred method of disposal. The
remaining 2,697 acres of public land within further
study areas would not be prioritized at this time.
All subsequent site-specific decisions regarding
land ownership adjustments would be made based
on criteria identified in the plan.

Future investments in public facilities and
improvements, including land and access acquisi-
tion, generally would receive highest priority in

retention areas. In the long term, Alternative A
would result in a minor overall improvement in the
land ownership pattern and the legal accessibility
of public land in the resource area.

Mineral exploration and development in the
resource area would not be significantly affected

under this alternative. The withdrawal review pro-

gram would continue, resulting in a projected

future decrease of 1 1 ,587 acres of public land

withdrawn from mineral entry. Approximately
613,486 acres (94°/o) of federal minerals in the
resource area would be available for mineral entry
and development in the long term.

Under this alternative, approximately 77,203
acres of public land, including the Scratchgravel
Hills and the Limestone Hills, would be closed to

organized motorcycle events. Approximately
234,1 34 acres, including the Hilger Hills, Spokane
Hills, and Marysville areas, would remain available

for further consideration. Applications for motor-
cycle events on public land within areas identified

as available for further consideration would be
evaluated on a case-by-case basis using criteria

provided in the plan. The long-term effect of this

alternative would be a minor decrease in the avail-

ability of public land for organized motorcycle
events.

Alternative A would identify approximately
21 9,404 acres of public land as priority areas for

motorized vehicle access restrictions, and
1 2,058 acres would be closed yearlong to motor-
ized vehicle access. The remaining 79,875 acres
would be open without restrictions. Public land

within priority areas for restrictions generally will

receive priority attention during travel planning.

Specific roads, trails, or portions of such areas
may be closed seasonally or yearlong to all or spe-
cific types of motorized vehicle use. Criteria pro-

vided in the plan would guide future site-specific

motorized vehicle access decisions. The long-term
effect of this alternative would be a minor
decrease in the availability of public land for motor-
ized vehicle access.

The utility and transportation corridor issue would
be resolved by identifying approximately 74,489
acres of public land as avoidance areas, and 952
acres as windows. The remaining 235,896 acres
of public land in the resource area would remain
available for further consideration. Public land

within avoidance areas generally would not be
available for corridor development; public land

within windows would be available. Criteria pro-

vided in the plan would guide future site-specific

decisions regarding corridor development.

The preferred alternative would make all federal

coal in the Great Falls Coal Field available for

further consideration for leasing, pending further

study. Approximately 25,452 acres of federal

minerals, containing an estimated 125.6 million

short tons of coal, would be affected. Approxi-
mately 1 ,780 acres would be identified for no sur-



face occupancy to protect public roads, rights-of-

way, floodplains, and important wildlife habitat. All

coal would be extracted by using underground min-

ing methods.

Four Outstanding Natural Areas would be desig-

nated along the Rocky Mountain Front— Blind

Horse Creek, Ear Mountain, Chute Mountain, and

Deep Creek/Battle Creek. These four areas,

comprising 1 2,058 acres of public land, would be

managed to protect wildlife habitat, scenery, and
other surface resource values from disturbance.

In addition, 1 1 ,609 acres of public land in the

Sleeping Giant area would be designated as an

Area of Critical Environmental Concern, and would

be managed with primary emphasis on the protec-

tion and enhancement of wildlife and recreation

values. All remaining public land in the resource
area, totalling 287,670 acres, would continue to

be managed without special designation.

Air quality would not be significantly affected by

this alternative, watershed conditions would
improve moderately, and water quality would

increase slightly in the long term.

Neither developed recreation opportunities, visual

quality, nor cultural resources would be signifi-

cantly affected by this alternative. There would be

a minor increase in dispersed, nonmotorized
recreation opportunities.

Under this alternative, all categories of wildlife

habitat would either improve in condition, or would
be essentially unaffected, The most significant

improvement would occur in grizzly bear, riparian,

waterfowl, and fisheries habitats. Moderate levels

of improvement would occur in elk, bighorn sheep,

mule deer, gray wolf, bald eagle, and upland game
bird habitats.

The short-term adjustments in livestock use pro-

posed under this alternative would result in mod-
erately significant economic impacts—both posi-

tive and negative—for the affected ranch
operators. In the long term, the expected
increases in livestock forage availability would
result in moderately significant positive economic
impacts to affected operators. The net overall

impact of this alternative on the regional economy
and attitudes is expected to be insignificant.

IV
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PURPOSE AND NEED
The Headwaters Resource Management Plan

(RMP) has been prepared for one fundamental

purpose: to provide a comprehensive framework
for managing and allocating public land and re-

sources in the Headwaters Resource Area during

the next ten or more years.

Although this plan continues to refer only to

"the Headwaters Resource Area," it now
involves the newly-established Great Falls

Resource Area as well. In April 1983,
administrative responsibility for public
land in Pondera, Teton, Cascade, Meagher,
and the northern half of Lewis and Clark
counties was transferred from the Head-
waters Resource Area office of the Butte
District to the Great Falls Resource Area
office of the Lewistown District. This
transfer of responsibilities was a direct

result of the merger of the BLM and the
former Minerals Management Service. The
net result of these changes is that two offi-

ces, rather than one, will be responsible for

implementation and monitoring of the
Headwaters RMP.
This document includes both a proposed RMP and

a final EIS addressing future management of

approximately 311,337 surface acres and
655,505 acres of federal mineral estate. The BLM
administers these public lands through its Head-
waters and Great Falls Resource Area offices in

Montana (see the Headwaters Resource Area
Location map).

The contents of this plan are focused on resolving

eleven key issues (see Chapter One). The plan
proposes land use allocations or objectives
and, for some resource programs, estab-
lishes production targets and/or restric-
tions on use to protect important resource
values. The plan does not describe or ana-
lyze all the specific actions needed for full

implementation. Such actions will be iden-
tified and implemented during the life of the
plan as time and funding permit. These
actions will be based upon, and consistent
with, the various allocations, objectives,

targets, and restrictions contained in the
plan. Some specific actions will be des-
cribed and analyzed in site-specific activity

plans and environmental analysis following
approval of the RMP.
In addition to resolving issues, several statutory or

court ordered requirements will be met upon final

approval of the decisions proposed in this docu-

ment. As required under Section 603 of FLPMA
this document analyzes preliminary wilderness

suitability recommendations for two wilderness

study areas located in the Headwaters Resource
Area. For these wilderness study areas, the RMP
makes only preliminary recommendations as to

whether they are suitable or nonsuitable for inclu-

sion in the National Wilderness Preservation Sys-

tem. These recommendations will be reported to

Congress through the Director of the BLM, the

Secretary of the Interior, and the President. Final

suitable or nonsuitable decisions for the WSAs
can only be made by Congress.
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PLANNING PROCESS OVERVIEW

The document also analyzes alternatives for live-

stock grazing on public land as required under a

court ordered agreement based on a 1 973 lawsuit

filed against the BLM by the Natural Resources
Defense Council.

In addition, this planning action serves to consoli-

date and update land use planning guidance cur-

rently contained in eleven separate Management
Framework Plans that were prepared prior to the

establishment of the Headwaters Resource Area
in 1 976. In some cases the existing management
framework plans consist of partially completed
documents that were never formally adopted by

the BLM. Thus, for some portions of the Head-
waters Resource Area, this RMP will provide the
first comprehensive management guidance to be
approved by the BLM.

PLANNING PROCESS
OVERVIEW
The BLM resource management planning process
consists of nine basic steps (we are now at Step 8)

and requires the use of an interdisciplinary team
for the completion of each step. The planning steps
described in the regulations and used in preparing

this plan are described below and are graphically

summarized in Figure 1-1.

Stepl. Identification of Issues

This step is intended to identify resource man-
agement problems or conflicts that can be

resolved through the planning process.

Step 2. Development of Planning Criteria

During this step preliminary decisions are made
regarding the kinds of information needed to clarify

the issues, the kinds of alternatives to be devel-

oped, and the factors to be considered in evaluat-

ing alternatives and selecting a preferred
resource management plan.

Step 3. Inventory Data and Information
Collection

This step involves the collection of various kinds of

issue-related resource, environmental, social,

economic, or institutional data needed for comple-
tion of the process.

Step 4. Analysis of the Management
Situation

This step calls for a deliberate assessment of the
current situation. It includes a description of cur-

rent BLM management guidance, a discussion of

existing problems and opportunities for solving

them, and a consolidation of existing data that is

needed to analyze and resolve the identified

issues.

Step 5. Formulation of Alternatives

During this step several complete, reasonable
resource management alternatives are prepared;

including one for no action and several that strive

to resolve the issues while placing emphasis either

on environmental protection or resource produc-
tion.

Step 6.

tives
Estimation of Effects of Alterna-

The physical, biological, economic, and social

effects of implementing each alternative are esti-

mated in order to allow for a comparative evalua-

tion of impacts.

Step 7. Selection of the Preferred Alter-
native

Based on the information generated during Step 6,

the District Manager identifies a preferred alter-

native. The draft RMP/EIS document is then pre-

pared and distributed for public review.

Step 8. Selection of the Resource Man-
agement Plan

Based on the results of public review and com-
ment, the District Manager selects a proposed
resource management plan and publishes it along

with a final BIS. A final decision is made after a

thirty-day protest period on the final EIS.

Step 8. Monitoring and Evaluation

This step involves the collection and analysis of

long-term resource condition and trend data to

determine the effectiveness of the plan in resolv-

ing the identified issues and to assure that imple-

mentation of the plan is achieving the desired

results. Monitoring continues from the time the
RMP is adopted until changing conditions require a

revision of the whole plan or any portion of it.
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Chapter 1

ISSUE-DRIVEN PLANNING
The BLM planning regulations generally equate
land use planning with problem solving or, in other
words, with issue resolution. An issue may be

defined as an opportunity, conflict, or problem
regarding the use or management of public lands

and resources. Obviously not all issues can be
resolved through land use planning but may
instead require changes in policy, budgets, or legis-

lation.

As a practical matter, issue-driven planning

means that only those aspects of current man-
agement direction that are felt to be at issue are

examined through the formulation and evaluation

of alternatives. Alternatives are not developed for

those aspects of current management direction

that are felt to be satisfactory.

ISSUES ADDRESSED IN THE
HEADWATERS RMP
Eleven issues are addressed in this document.
These issues were identified based on the judg-

ment of planning team members, interagency con-

sultation, public input, and review by BLM manag-
ers.

Issue 1: Oil and Gas Leasing and
Development

Special attention is needed in the Rocky Mountain
Front to reduce the likelihood of future conflicts

between oil and gas activities and other important

resource uses and values. The principal considera-
tions in the Rocky Mountain Front include grizzly

bear, wolf, bighorn sheep, mule deer, and elk habi-

tats and social and economic values. Needed deci-

sions include:

What public land should be made available for

oil and gas leasing and development?

What special stipulations would be needed to

accommodate such use?

Issue 2: Grazing Allotment and
Riparian Habitat Management
Management changes appear to be needed in

some livestock grazing allotments in order to

reduce conflicts between livestock grazing and
other important resource uses and values. Such
conflicts typically involve elk and mule deer habitat,

riparian areas, and/or sensitive watersheds. In

the Rocky Mountain Front, grizzly bear and bighorn
sheep habitats are also resources of special con-
cern. Riparian habitat is considered particularly

important because of its relationship to
watershed protection, water quality, fisheries hab-
itat, and terrestrial wildlife habitat diversity. Reso-
lution of this issue should satisify the require-

ments of the court-ordered agreement between
the BLM and the Natural Resource Defense
Council, thus responding to litigation filed in 1 973.
Needed decisions include:

How should grazing allotments be categorized
for selective management?

What allotment-specific objectives should be
established to guide future grazing manage-
ment decisions?
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What allotments will require further activity

planning, such as allotment management
plans, and according to what priorities?

What short-term adjustments in livestock

forage allocations may be needed to meet
management objectives?

What condition objectives should be estab-

lished for riparian habitat areas?

Issue 3: Wilderness Study
Recommendations

The Headwaters Resource Area includes two
BLM Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) and three

other areas being studied for possible wilderness

designation. All areas must be studied through the

BLM planning process to determine whether they

are to be recommended to Congress as suitable or

nonsuitabie for designation as wilderness. Primary
considerations include the protection of wilder-

ness values, manageability, and the value of the

energy, mineral, range, timber, and recreation

resources in the areas. Needed decisions include:

How much of the pubic land in each area should

be recommended to Congress as suitable for

wilderness designation?

How will each area be managed if it is not

designated as wilderness?

Issue 4: Forest Management
Special attention is needed to identify portions of

the Headwaters Resource Area that are suitable

for producing forest products and to assure that

other important resource uses and values are

adequately protected. Principal considerations

include areas being studied for wilderness; grizzly

bear, elk, moose, and mule deer habitat; recreation

values; sensitive watersheds; land ownership
patterns; and timber values. Needed decisions

include:

What public land should be made available for

the harvest of forest products?

What stipulations and support actions would
be needed to accommodate such use?

What areas will require further activity plan-

ning, such as compartment management
plans?

Issue 5: Land Ownership
Adjustments

Special attention is needed to identify those por-

tions of the Headwaters Resource Area where
land ownership adjustments are needed to achieve

more efficient management and utilization of pub-
lic resources. Adjustments include exchanges,
sales, transfers, and acquisition. Principal consid-
erations include public resource values, current
use, location, proximity to other agencies, man-
ageability, and compatibility with adjacent land

uses. Needed decisions include:

What public land should be disposed of; what
land should be retained in public ownership;
and what land requires further study?

Issue 6: Mineral Exploration and
Development

Special attention is needed to reduce, if possible,

the potential for future impacts from mining on
other important resource values in the Scratch-
gravel Hills. The BLM presently has only limited

authority to regulate mining activity on mining
claims. However, opportunities do exist to with-

draw certain public land in the Scratchgravel Hills

from additional mineral entry in order to protect
groundwater quality, open-space values, and other
important resource values. The principal consid-

erations include mineral potential, water quality,

visual resources, property values, and other open-
space values. The decision needed is:

What public land, if any, should be withdrawn
from mineral entry in order to protect
groundwater quality, and open-space and
other resource values?

Issue 7: Motorcycle Use Areas

The demand for motorcycle race areas in the Hel-

ena Valley and the Limestone Hills appears to be
high. Public land could be used to accommodate at

least part of such demand. However, off-road

motorcycle use in certain areas could result in

unacceptable impacts to wildlife habitat,

watershed values, other public land users, and
adjacent residential and agricultural property
owners. Special attention is needed to identify, if

possible, appropriate motorcycle use areas on
public land in the Helena Valley and the Limestone
Hills. Primary considerations include sensitive

watersheds, wildlife habitat, compatibility with
adjoining land uses, and conflicts with other users.

Specific areas of use or interest include the
Scratchgravel Hills, Hilger Hills, Spokane Hills,

Montana City, Marysville, and the Limestone Hills.

The decision needed is:

How should public land be allocated for motor-
cycle racing?
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Issue 8: Motorized Vehicle Access

In portions of the Limestone Hills and the Helena
Valley, current levels of motorized vehicle use are
resulting in conflicts with wildlife, range users, and
adjacent landowners. Special attention is needed
to identify appropriate levels of motorized access
for these areas. Principal considerations include

sensitive watersheds, wildlife habitat, compatibil-

ity with adjoining land uses, and conflicts with

other users. Specific areas of concern include the
Scratchgravel Hills, 'Hilger Hills, and Limestone
Hills. The decision needed is:

What public land, if any, should be designated
as restricted or closed to motorized vehicle

access?

Issue 9: Utility and Transportation
Corridors

Special attention is needed to assure that public

land located in the logical path of linear energy and
transportation facilities remains available for use
and that such development does not result in

undesirable impacts to other important resource
uses and values. The primary areas of interest

include the Sleeping Giant and Devils Kitchen

areas, the Helena Valley, and Jefferson and west-
ern Broadwater counties. Principal considerations

include visual and recreation resources, fish and
wildlife habitat, wilderness values, and compatibil-

ity with adjoining land uses. The decisions needed
include:

What public land should be excluded from
future routing of major utility and transporta-

tion corridors?

What public land should be avoided, if possible,

during future routing of major utility and
transportation corridors?

What special stipulations would be necessary
if such avoidance areas were to be crossed?

What public land should remain available for

future corridor development?

Issue 10: Coal Leasing

Special attention is needed to determine the suit-

ability of federal coal for possible future considera-

tion of coal leasing in the Great Falls Coal Field. This

area has been subject to underground mining in

the past and could be a source of fuel for a coal-

fired power plant expected to be built in the Great
Falls area during the next decade. Principal con-
siderations include wildlife habitat, recreation

values along the Smith River, and social and eco-
nomic values. The decision needed is:

What portion of the Great Falls Coal Field

should be made available for further consider-

ation of coal leasing?

Issue 11: Special Designations

Public land and resources along the Rocky Moun-
tain Front and in the Sleeping Giant area may war-
rant special management attention and public

recognition through such special designations as
Area of Critical Environmental Concern and Out-
standing Natural Area. Principal considerations

include the effects such designations would have
in providing additional management emphasis for

the protection of important surface values (pri-

marily wildlife and recreation) and the possible loss

of resource development opportunities. Needed
decisions include:

What public land, if any, should be included

within a special designation?

How should such areas be rqanaged?

PLANNING CRITERIA

Planning criteria were developed and revised at

several points during the planning process to

assure that the planning steps focused on the
issues. Planning criteria were used to guide

resource inventories, to establish an outline for

the management situation analysis, to aid in for-

mulating alternatives, and to highlight factors to

be considered in evaluating alternatives and
selecting a preferred alternative.

The various criteria used are available for review
at the Headwaters Resource Area office.

Alternative Formulation Criteria

The criteria developed for alternative formulation

are as follows:

All alternatives will assume a continuation of

oil and gas leasing as recommended in the
Butte District Oil and Gas Environmental
Assessment. However, the level of leasing and
the kinds of stipulations required may be dif-

ferent.

All alternatives for the Rocky Mountain Front
will provide at least minimum levels of protec-
tion for the habitat of threatened and endan-
gered species, as required by the Endangered
Species Act.

All alternatives will assume a continuation of

existing interagency cooperative agree-
ments.
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At least one alternative will be developed that

ensures that sufficient forage is available on
grizzly bear spring/summer habitat and big-

horn sheep winter/spring habitat to maintain

or achieve at least a satisfactory habitat rat-

ing.

At least one alternative will be developed that

strives to maintain or improve crucial wildlife

habitat and to minimize disruptions to existing

livestock operators.

At least one alternative will consider increas-

ing livestock use in those allotments that have
additional forage available after other con-

sumptive and nonconsumptive needs have
been met.

The no action alternative, which constitutes

the existing management direction, will be

considered the initial proposed action for

livestock grazing in all allotments. The BLM's
preferred alternative, which is based on range-

land monitoring and consultation with permit-

tees, may differ from the initial proposed
action (no action alternative).

Three alternatives will be considered in detail

for each area being studied for wilderness— all

wilderness, no wilderness, and no action.

All alternatives will, at a minimum, provide for

maintaining riparian habitat in current condi-

tion.

At least one alternative will be developed with

the objective of improving unsatisfactory

riparian habitat conditions to satisfactory, to

the extent practicable.

All alternatives will be reasonable and attaina-

ble.

At least one alternative will be developed
which addresses the following land ownership
adjustments:

retention of public land in the Rocky Moun-
tain Front and Limestone Hills,

retention and/or acquisition of land in Jef-

ferson and western Broadwater counties

and the Sleeping Giant area, and
disposal of scattered tracts with low
resource values.

At least one alternative will consider a mineral

withdrawal in the Scratchgravel Hills to

reduce the potential for future impacts from
mining on other resources.

At least one alternative will strive to balance

the need for motorcycle race areas with pro-

tection of other resource uses and values.

At least one alternative will strive to balance

the need for motorized access with protection

of other resource uses and values.

At least one alternative will strive to balance

the need for corridor development with the

protection of other resources and values.

All alternatives will assume continued
National Guard use at existing levels.

At least one alternative will be based on appli-

cation of the coal unsuitability criteria, multi-

ple use conflict resolution, and social and eco-

nomic considerations regarding development

of federal coal in the Great Falls Coal Field.

Evaluation Criteria

The criteria that were used to evaluate alterna-

tives are as follows:

social and economic impacts;

consistency with federal, state, and local

plans;

management efficiency or effectiveness;

availability of public land for use and develop-

ment, including:

oil and gas leasing,

livestock forage allocations,

locatable minerals,

timber harvest,

utility and transportation corridors, and

coal leasing;

impacts on surface values:

wildlife habitat condition,

wilderness characteristics,

watershed/water quality,

range vegetation condition, and

recreation opportunities;

compatibility with adjoining land uses; and

implementation requirements.

8
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ALTERNATIVE FORMULATION
OVERVIEW
Both the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) regulations and the BLM resource man-
agement planning regulations require the formula-

tion of alternatives. Each alternative represents a

complete and reasonable plan to guide future

management of public land and resources. One
alternative must represent no action. This means
a continuation of present levels or systems of

resource use. The other alternatives are to pro-

vide a range of choices from those favoring

resource protection to those favoring resource

production.

The basic goal in formulating RMP alternatives is

to identify various combinations of public land uses

and resource management practices that

respond to the planning issues. Alternatives for

the resolution of most planning issues, including,

for example, oil and gas leasing on the Rocky
Mountain Front, were formulated by placing vary-

ing degrees of emphasis on resource protection

(e.g. threatened and endangered species habitat)

or resource production (e.g. minimizing restric-

tions on oil and gas leasing and development). All

alternatives must prevent unnecessary and
undue degradation, maintain resource pro-
ductivity, and permit a sustained yield of

resources.

Alternatives for the resolution of the land owner-
ship adjustment issue do not lend themselves to

protection or production emphases, but instead

were formulated by applying the interdisciplinary

criteria for land retention and disposal as identified

in the Draft State Director Guidance for Resource

Management Planning. These criteria were
derived from applicable laws, regulations, and BLM
policy statements. In this case, two alternatives

were formulated, no action (i.e. no criteria were
applied) and the proposed action.

In summary, issues dictated the way in which
alternatives were formulated. Lands, resources,
and programs administered by the BLM are pro-

posed for changes in management based on the
preferred means of resolving all issues. Those
lands, resources, and programs not affected by
the resolution of any issue will be managed in the
future essentially as they are at present. Future
changes will be permitted based on case-by-case
analyses and in accordance with applicable laws,

regulations, and policies.

ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED
FROM DETAILED STUDY
The following alternatives were considered as
possible methods of resolving specific issues in

the Headwaters Resource Area, but were elimi-

nated from detailed study due to technical, legal,

and/or other constraints.

No Grazing

The elimination of livestock grazing from all public

land in the resource area was considered as a

possible method of resolving the grazing allotment

and riparian habitat management issue. Based on
interdisciplinary discussions during the criteria

development step of the planning process, the no
grazing alternative was eliminated from detailed

study for the following reasons:
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1. Resource conditions, including range
vegetation, watershed, and wildlife habitat, do
not warrant a resource areawide prohibition of

livestock grazing.

2. Public comments received during the
issue identification and criteria development
steps indicate a general acceptance of live-

stock grazing on public land, provided that

such grazing is properly managed.

3. The highly fragmented pattern of public

land ownership in the resource area would
necessitate extensive fence construction, at

public expense, if livestock are to be effectively

excluded from public land. Such fencing would
not only be prohibitively costly, but also would
be likely to disrupt established patterns pf

wildlife movement, and could also affect public

access.

In summary, implementation of a no grazing alter-

native is not considered to be feasible or neces-
sary except in specific, localized situations where
livestock use is incompatible with other important
management objectives. Such situations have
been identified in the plan under the discussion of

unleased tracts (Chapter 2) and in Appendix E.

Partial Wilderness Designation for
Individual Areas Being Studied for
Wilderness

This alternative was considered for each area.

However, because of their size, configuration,

topographic layout, and resource characteristics,

none of the areas were found to have logical partial

wilderness alternatives.
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Sequential Oil and Gas Leasing and
Development in the Rocky Mountain
Front

This alternative was considered as a possible

means of permitting relatively unrestricted oil and
gas exploration and development in the Rocky
Mountain Front, while retaining adequate habitat

for the protection of threatened and endangered
and other important species of wildlife. Under this

alternative, the Rocky Mountain Front would have
been divided into four oil and gas leasing zones,

with leasing and development occurring in alter-

nating zones. For example, during the period 1 985
to 1995, leasing and development would occur
with minimal restrictions in zones one and three,

while zones two and four would be considered
unavailable for leasing. During the period 1 995 to

2005, the zones would be reversed. This alterna-

tive was eliminated from detailed study because
the intermingled private, state, and federal sub-

surface ownership in each zone does not permit

the establishment of secure lease denial areas. In

addition, the delineation of such zones in the

absence of adequate geologic data is likely to

result in severe technical problems affecting oil

and gas exploration and reservoir drainage.

ACEC Designations in the Rocky
Mountain Front

This alternative was considered for public land in

the vicinity of Blind Horse Creek, Ear Mountain,

Chute Mountain, and Deep Creek/Battle Creek.

All these areas appear to meet the criteria of

relevance and importance established for the

identification of potential Areas of Critical Envi-

ronmental Concern.

However, the particular resources of primary
concern along the Rocky Mountain Front, i.e.

scenic values, wildlife habitat, unique geologic fea-

tures, primitive recreation opportunities, and nat-

ural ecosystems, are considered to be of national

significance. Therefore, the special designation of

Outstanding Natural Area, which requires the

Director's approval, was chosen as more appro-

priate for consideration in a special designation

alternative. Management would be similar under
either designation.

11
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Jurisdictional Land Transfers to the
Forest Service

This alternative was considered for BLM-
administered land contiguous to national forests.

It was eliminated from detailed study in this RMP
because it would unnecessarily duplicate other
jurisdictional transfer studies currently being

conducted by both agencies.

Maximum Unconstrained
Alternatives

No alternatives that proposed maximum resource
areawide production or protection of one resource
at the expense of other resources were consid-

ered because this would violate the BLM's legal

mandate to manage public land on a multiple use,

sustained yield basis.

DELINEATION OF
MANAGEMENT UNITS
The Headwaters Resource Area has been divided

into thirty-six management units. These manage-
ment units are displayed on the Management
Units map in the back pocket. Each management
unit is described in Appendix A.

Management unit boundaries separate areas
which, because of different issues, resource
values, and/or management opportunities or con-
straints, require different management guidance.

The boundaries are not absolutely fixed, and may
be adjusted in the future on the basis of additional

information gained during the formulation of activ-

ity plans.

Each management unit has one set of manage-
ment guidelines for each alternative, although for

most units, some management guidelines may be
identical for two or more alternatives. Manage-
ment unit guidelines, along with the resource
areawide guidance common to all alternatives,

define what the total management direction is and
how it will be implemented.

In some cases the preferred management guide-

lines for wilderness study areas that are not

recommended for wilderness are inconsistent

with the Interim Management Policy for WSAs.
The implementation of those guidelines will be
deferred until Congress takes action on the wil-

derness suitability recommendations.

MANAGEMENT GUIDANCE
COMMON TO ALL
ALTERNATIVES
The following management guidance is applicable

to, and thus constitutes a part of, all alternatives

considered in detail. It is presented here to avoid

repetition.

Soil, Water, and Air Program

General

Soil, water, and air resources will continue to be
evaluated on a case-by-case basis as a part of

project level planning. Such an evaluation will con-

sider the significance of the proposed project and
the sensitivity of soil, water, and air resources in

the affected area. Stipulations will be attached as
appropriate to ensure compatibility of projects

with soil, water, and air resource management.
Appendix C shows an example of general Best
Management Practices (BMPs) adopted for for-

estry activities.

Soils

Soils will be managed to maintain productivity and
to minimize erosion.

Water

Water quality will be maintained or improved in

accordance with State and Federal standards,

including consultation with State agencies on pro-

posed projects that may significantly affect water
quality. Management actions on public land within

municipal watersheds will be designed to protect

water quality and quantity.

Management activities in riparian zones will be
designed to maintain or improve riparian habitat

condition.

Roads and utility corridors will avoid riparian zones
to the extent practicable.

Energy and Minerals Program

Oil and gas leasing in the Sun River Game Range on
the Rocky Mountain Front will continue to be
denied, in accordance with the Secretary's classi-

fication agreement of January 29. 1 964, which
closed the 1 0,952 acres of federal minerals within

the Sun River Game Range to oil and gas leasing.

The agreement is based on a finding by the Bureau
of Land Management, the Fish and Wildlife Serv-

ice, and the MDFW&P that oil and gas leasing is

not compatible with the purposes for which the

Sun River Game Range was originally withdrawn.

12
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Oil and gas lease stipulations identified in

this plan will apply only to leases processed
after BMP approval. Existing leases will run
their full term with only those stipulations
attached at the time of lease issuance.
Leases included in an operating unit or any
future unit where production is established
will remain unaffected by new stipulations
as long as production continues or until

leases are terminated.

Oil and Gas Leasing Outside of the Rocky
Mountain Front

As a general rule, public land outside of the Rocky
Mountain Front is available for oil and gas leasing.

In many areas, oil and gas leases will be issued with

only standard stipulations attached. In other

areas, leases will have special stipulations at-

tached to them at the time of issuance to protect

seasonal wildlife habitat and/or other sensitive

resource values. In highly sensitive areas, where
special stipulations are not sufficient to protect

important surface resource values, no surface

occupancy stipulations will be attached to the

lease. The general areas where standard, special,

and no surface occupancy stipulations will be ap-

plied are shown on the Management Units map.
However, site-specific decisions regarding lease

issuance and the attachment of appropriate stipu-

lations will continue to be based on application of

the Butte District Oil and Gas Leasing Checklist,

and the leasing guidelines contained in the Butte
District Oil and Gas Leasing Environmental
Assessment. Standard and special stipulations

and the Butte District Oil and Gas Leasing check-

list are included in Appendix B.

Geothermal Leasing

Lease applications will continue to be processed
as received. Stipulations will be attached based on

interdisciplinary review of each proposal.

Locatable Minerals Outside of the
Scratchgravel Hills

All public land is open to mineral entry and devel-

opment unless previously withdrawn. Mineral

exploration and development on public land will be
regulated under 43 CFR 3800 to prevent unnec-
essary and undue degradation of the land. Validity

examinations may be requested under the follow-

ing conditions:

where a mineral patent application has been
filed and a field examination is required to

verify the validity of the claim(s);

where there is a conflict with a disposal appli-

cation, and it is deemed in the public interest

to do so, or where the statute authorizing the

disposal requires clearance of any encum-
brance;

where the land is needed for a federal program;
or

where a mining claim is located under the guise

of the mining law and flagrant unauthorized

use of the land or mineral resource is occur-

ring.

Public land will be opened to mineral entry where
mineral withdrawals are revoked through the

withdrawal review process.

Common Variety Mineral Materials

Applications for the removal of common variety

mineral materials, including sand and gravel, will

continue to be processed on a case-by-case basis.

Stipulations to protect important surface values

will be attached based on interdisciplinary review

of each proposal.

Lands Program

Land Ownership Adjustments

Draft State Director Guidance for Resource
Management Planning in Montana and the Dako-
tas, published in January 1983, provides criteria

for use in categorizing public land for retention or

disposal, and for identifying acquisition priorities.

Site-specific decisions regarding land ownership
adjustments in the resource area will be made
based largely on consideration of the following

criteria which are derived from State Director

Guidance.

13
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This list is not considered all-inclusive, but repre-

sents the major factors to be evaluated. These
criteria may be modified in the future to assure
consistency with State Director Guidance. The
criteria to be used include:

public resource values, including but not

limited to:

T&E and sensitive species habitat,

riparian areas,

fisheries,

nesting/breeding habitat for game animals,

key big game seasonal habitat,

developed recreation and recreation access
sites,

class A scenery,

municipal watersheds,
energy and mineral potential,

sites eligible for inclusion on the National

Register of Historic Places,

wilderness and areas being studied for wil-

derness, and
other statutorily-authorized designations,

accessibility of the land for public uses;

amount of public investments in facilities or

improvements and the potential for recover-
ing those investments;

difficulty or cost of administration (manage-
ability);

suitability of the land for management by
another federal agency;

significance of the decision in stabilizing busi-

ness, social and economic
conditions, and/or lifestyles;

encumbrances, including but not limited to:

R&PP and small tract leases,

withdrawals, or

other leases or permits

consistency of the decision with cooperative
agreements and plans or policies of other
agencies; and

suitability and need for change in land owner-
ship or use for purposes including but not
limited to: community expansion or economic
development, such as industrial, residential, or

agricultural (other than grazing) development.

The land ownership adjustment criteria identified

above will be considered in land reports and envi-

ronmental analyses prepared for specific adjust-

ment proposals.

Public land within retention areas (see the Man-
agement Units map and Appendix A) generally will

remain in public ownership and be managed by the

BLM. Transfers to other public agencies will be
considered where improved management effi-

ciency would result. Minor adjustments involving

sales or exchanges or both may be permitted
based on site-specific application of the land

ownership adjustment criteria.

Public land within disposal areas generally will be
made available for disposal through sales or
exchanges or both. Exchange will be the pre-
ferred method of disposal. Some land may be
retained in public ownership based on site-specific

application of the land ownership adjustment
criteria.

Public land within further study areas has not been
prioritized for retention or disposal. Site-specific

adjustment decisions will be based on application

of the land ownership adjustment criteria.

Land to be acquired by the BLM through
exchanges generally must be located in retention

areas. In addition, acquisition of such land should:

facilitate access to public land and resources,

maintain or enhance important public values

and uses,

maintain or enhance local social and economic
values, or

facilitate implementation of other aspects of

the Headwaters RMP.

Public land to be sold must meet the disposal

criteria identified in State Director Guidance and
the following criteria derived from the Federal

Land Policy and Management Act:

such land must be difficult and uneconomic to

manage as part of the public lands, and must
not be suitable for management by another
federal department or agency;

such land must have been acquired for a spec-
ific purpose and must no longer be required for

that or any other federal purpose; or

disposal of such land will serve important pub-
lic objectives that can only be achieved pru-

dently or feasibly if the land is removed from
public ownership, and if these objectives out-

weigh other public objectives and values that

would be served by maintaining such land in

federal ownership.

Sale will be used as a method of disposal only when:

it is required to achieve disposal objectives on
a timely basis, and where disposal through
exchange would cause unacceptable delays;

the level of interest in a specific tract indi-

cates that competitive bidding is desirable for

reasons of fairness; or

disposal through exchange is not feasible.
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The method of sale will be determined on a
case-by-case basis with the goal of avoiding
unnecessary hardships on current public
land users and surrounding or adjacent
landowners. BLM policy for determining
sale methods is further explained in

Instruction Memorandum WO-83-524 (see
Appendix T).

Trespass Abatement

Existing unauthorized uses of public land will be
resolved either through termination, authorization

by lease or permit, or disposal. Decisions will be
based on consideration of the following criteria:

the type and significance of improvements
involved;

conflicts with other resource values and uses,

including potential values and uses; and

whether the unauthorized use is intentional or

unintentional.

New cases, of unauthorized use generally will be
terminated immediately. Temporary permits may
be issued to provide short-term authorization,

unless the situation warrants immediate cessa-
tion of the use and restoration of the land. Highest
priority will be given to abatement of the following

unauthorized uses:

new unauthorized activities or uses where
prompt action can minimize damage to public

resources and associated costs;

cases where delay may be detrimental to

authorized users;

cases involving special areas, sensitive eco-
systems, and resources of national signifi-

cance; and

cases involving malicious or criminal activities.

Withdrawal Review

Review of other agency withdrawals will be com-
pleted by 1991. These withdrawals will be con-
tinued, modified, or revoked. Upon revocation or

modification, part or all of the withdrawn land will

revert to BLM management. Current BLM policy

is to minimize the acreage of public land withdrawn
from mining and mineral leasing, and, where appli-

cable, to replace existing withdrawals with rights-

of-way, leases, permits, or cooperative agree-
ments.

Utility and Transportation Corridors

Public land within identified exclusion areas will not
be available for utility and transportation corridor

development.

Public land along the Rocky Mountain Front will

continue to be managed as an avoidance area.

Public land within avoidance areas generally will

not be available for utility and transportation cor-

ridor development. Exceptions may>be permitted

based on consideration of the following criteria:

type of and need for facility proposed;

conflicts with other resource values and uses,

including potential values and uses; and

availability of alternatives and/or mitigation

measures.

Public land within identified windows is available for

utility and transportation corridor development.
All other public land generally is available for utility

and transportation corridor development. Excep-
tions will be based on consideration of the criteria

identified above. Applicants will be encouraged to

locate new facilities within existing corridors.

Recreation Program

General

A broad range of outdoor recreation opportunities

will continue to be provided for all segments of the

public, commensurate with demand. Trails and
other means of public access will continue to be
maintained and developed where necessary to

enhance recreation opportunities and allow public

use. Developed recreation facilities receiving the

heaviest use will receive first priority for operation

and maintenance funds. Sites that cannot be

maintained to acceptable health and safety stand-

ards will be closed until deficiencies are corrected.

Investment of public funds for new recreation

developments will be permitted only on land identi-

fied for retention in public ownership.

Recreation resources will continue to be evalu-

ated on a case-by-case basis as a part of project

level planning. Such evaluation will consider the
significance of the proposed project and the sensi-

tivity of recreation resources in the affected area.

Stipulations will be attached as appropriate to

assure compatibility of projects with recreation

management objectives.

Travel Planning and Motorized Vehicle Use

Travel planning, including the designation of areas
open, restricted, and closed to motorized vehicle

access, will remain a high priority for public land in

the following areas: the Rocky Mountain Front;

the Jefferson, Missouri, and Smith river corridors;

the Holter Lake area; Sleeping Giant; Marysville;

the Spokane Hills; the Elkhorns; Black Sage; the

Toston/Lombard area; and other seasonally
important wildlife use areas. Public land within

areas identified as open to motorized vehicle use
generally will remain available for such use without

restrictions. Exceptions to this general rule may
be authorized after consideration of the following

criteria:
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the need to promote user enjoyment and min-

imize use conflicts;

the need to minimize damage to soil,

watershed, vegetation, or other resource
values;

the need to minimize harrassment of wildlife or

significant degradation of wildlife habitats; and

the need to promote user safety.

Public land within areas identified as restricted to

motorized vehicle use generally will receive priority

attention during travel planning. Specific roads,

trails, or portions of such areas may be closed

seasonally or yearlong to all or specified types of

motorized vehicle use.

Public land within areas identified as closed to

motorized vehicle use will be closed yearlong to all

forms of motorized vehicle use. Exceptions may be

allowed in Wilderness Study Areas based on appli-

cation of the Interim Management Policy.

Restrictions and closures will be established for

specific roads, trails, or areas only where prob-

lems have been identified. Areas not designated as

restricted or closed will remain open for motorized
vehicle use.

Organized Motorcycle Events

The Montana City use area will remain available for

organized motorcycle events. Public land along the

RMF and the Jefferson, Missouri, and Smith riv-

ers, and within the Beartooth Game Range, the

Holter Lake/Sleeping Giant area, the Elkhorns,

and the Toston/Lombard area will not be available

for organized events. Applications for events on
public land within areas identified as available for

further consideration will be evaluated on a case-

by-case basis. The criteria for travel planning and
motorized vehicle use (listed above) will be used in

this evaluation.

Visual Resources

Visual resources will continue to be evaluated as a

part of activity and project planning. Such evalua-

tion will consider the significance of the proposed
project and the visual sensitivity of the affected

area. Stipulations will be attached as appropriate

to assure compatibility of projects with manage-
ment objectives for visual resources.

Areas recommended for or designated as
wilderness will be subject to Class 1 Visual
Resource Management (VRM) guidelines.

Natural ecological changes and limited
management activity will be allowed in

these areas; however, any man-made con-
trast created within the characteristic
landscape must not attract attention.

Areas recommended for or designated as
recreation lands or areas of critical envi-
ronmental concern will be subject to Class 2
VRM guidelines until completion of area-
specific management plans. At this time,
VRM classes will be delineated in more
detail based on the standard criteria of
scenic quality, visual sensitivity, and dis-
tance zones. Class 2 guidelines require that
changes in any of the basic visual elements
(form, line, color, texture) caused by a man-
agement activity should not be evident in

the characteristic landscape. Contrasts
may be seen, but must not attract attention.

The following areas also will be subject to
Class 2 VRM guidelines, unless a higher
management class is required because of
wilderness designation:

Rocky Mountain Front, Management
Units 03, 04;

Yellowstone River Corridor, Manage-
ment Units 08, 30;

Devils Kitchen, Management Unit 09;

Canyon Ferry Lake, Missouri River Cor-
ridor, Management Unit 17; and

Holter Lake, Management Unit 19.

Management classes for all other public
lands would be determined during activity
and project planning, in accordance with
BLM visual resource management policy.

Guidelines for Class 3 areas permit con-
trasts to the basic visual elements caused
by a management activity to be evident, but
generally subordinate to the existing
landscape. In Class 4 areas, contrasting
activities may attract attention and be a
dominant feature of the landscape in terms
of scale, but should be consistent with the
basic visual elements of the characteristic
landscape.

Cultural Resources

Cultural resources will continue to be inventoried

and evaluated as part of project level planning in

compliance with E011593 and Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act of

1 966, as amended. Such evaluation will consider

the significance of the proposed project and the

sensitivity of cultural resources in the affected

area. Stipulations will be attached as appropriate

to assure compatibility of projects with manage-
ment objectives for cultural resources.

The objective of the BLM Cultural Resource pro-

gram is to manage cultural resources in a stew-
ardship role for public benefit. The Department of

the Interior has issued instructions setting forth
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this management structure through a use evalua-

tion system. The purposes of the system are to

anlayze the scientific and sociocultural values of

cultural resources, to provide a basis for allocation

of cultural resources, to make cultural resources

an important part of the planning system, and to

identify information needed when existing docu-

mentation is inadequate to support a reasonable

cultural resource-based land use allocation.

The evaluation of cultural resources requires the

consideration of actual or potential use of individ-

ual sites or properties within the following catego-

ries:

1. Sociocultural Use. This category refers

to the use of an object (including flora and

fauna), structure, or place based on a social or

cultural group's perception that the item has

utility in maintaining the group's heritage or

existence.

2. Current Scientific Use. This category

refers to a study or project in progress at the

time of evaluation for which scientists or his-

torians are using a cultural resource as a

source of information that will contribute to

the understanding of human behavior.

3. Management Use. This category refers

to the use of a cultural resource by the BLM,
or other entities interested in the manage-
ment of cultural resources, to obtain specific

information that is needed for the reasonable

allocation of cultural resources or for the

development of effective preservation meas-
ures.

4. Conservation for Future Use. This cate-

gory refers to the management of cultural

resources by segregating them from other

forms of appropriation until specific conditions

are met in the future. Such conditions may
include the development of research tech-

niques that are presently not available or the

exhaustion of all other resources similar to

those represented in the protected sample.

The category is intended to provide long-term,

onsite preservation and protection of select

cultural resources.

5. Potential Scientific Use. This category

refers to the potential use (utilizing research

techniques currently available) of a cultural

resource as a source of information that will

contribute to the understanding of human
behavior.

Wilderness Resources

Wilderness Study Areas will continue to be man-
aged in compliance with the Interim Management
Policy until they are reviewed and acted upon by

Congress. Other areas being studied for wilder-

ness will be managed to prevent unnecessary and

undue degradation of the land, and, when it does
not conflict with valid existing rights, they will be

managed to meet the nonimpairment standard as

well.

Public land within areas added by Congress to the

National Wilderness Preservation System will be

managed in compliance with the Wilderness Man-
agement Policy. Site-specific wilderness man-
agement plans will be developed for such areas.

Areas reviewed by Congress but not added to the

National Wilderness Preservation System will be

managed in accordance with other applicable guid-

ance provided by this Resource Management Plan.

Forestry Program

General

Public land within high priority forest management
areas will be available for a full range of forest

management activities. Major forest activity

plans (also known as compartment management
plans, or CMPs) generally will be required prior to

initiating forest management activities in such
areas. Exceptions will be allowed for small sawlog,

or commercial thinning sales. Exceptions will also

be allowed for post and pole sales sold on a public

demand basis, and for emergency salvage sales of

insect, weather, or fire killed timber of less than

250,000 board feet. These sales will be covered by

an environmental assessment and a checklist of

contract stipulations that conform with the guide-

lines developed in the Dillon Sustained Yield Unit

EA.
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Public land within low priority forest management
areas will also be available for a full range of forest

management activities. However, forest activity

plans will be abbreviated to fit the intensity of

management.

Public land within set aside areas will not be availa-

ble for the harvest of forest products.

Firewood gathering by individuals for home use will

be permitted on most accessible forestland that is

available for the harvest of forest products. Per-

mits will cost $10 each and are good for a maxi-

mum of ten cords. Occasional free use may be
authorized to clean up specific concentrations of

debris.

Silvicultural Guidelines and Harvesting
Techniques

Roads will be constructed to the minimum stand-

ards necessary to remove the timber, unless the

roads will be needed for other public purposes
requiring a higher standard.

Silvicultural prescriptions will be consistent with

accepted methods related to site, species, habitat

types, and the individual requirements of the
forest stand. Tractor logging generally will be
limited to slopes with average gradients of less

than 50°/o, and the season of logging will be limited

to avoid soil compaction and rutting.

Road locations will be determined on the basis of

topography, drainage, soils, and other natural fea-

tures to minimize erosion. Skid roads will be reha-

bilitated by seeding and/or scarification. Spur-
roads will be left in a condition that will minimize

erosion and encourage stabilization.

Slash disposal will be done in a manner conducive
to revegetation and advantageous to the passage
of big game. Slash will be burned when necessary
and such burning will be in conformance with state
air pollution regulations. Logging methods in ripar-

ian areas will be designed to minimize the amount
of sediment-laden overland flow that reaches
stream channels.

Logging units will be laid out in a manner that will

mitigate the risk of windthrow, and the selection of

trees in shelterwoods will be made in a manner
that will improve the genetic composition of the
regenerated stand. Disturbed areas will be artifi-

cially revegetated when natural forest regenera-
tion cannot be reasonally expected in five to fifteen

years.

Guidelines from the Montana Cooperative Elk
Logging Study (USDA, FS 1982) will be utilized

where applicable in the formulation of forest activ-

ity plans. In concert with the timber management
program, a snag management program will be
implemented to enhance habitat for cavity-
nesting birds.

These are all general guidelines. More detailed dis-

cussions of measures that can be applied are
found in the environmental assessments for the
Dillon and Missoula Sustained Yield Units.

Range Program

Allotment Categorization

All grazing allotments in the resource area have
been assigned to one of three management cate-
gories based on present resource conditions and
the potential for improvement (see Appendixes
D and M). The M allotments generally will be
managed to maintain current satisfactory
resource conditions; I allotments generally will be
managed to improve resource conditions; and C
allotments will receive custodial management to

prevent resource deterioration.

Allotment-Specific Objectives for the
Improvement Category

Multiple-use management objectives have been
developed for each allotment in the I category (see

Appendix E). Future management actions, includ-

ing approval of allotment management plans, will

be tailored to meet these objectives. However, the
priorities assigned to achieving objectives for wild-

life habitat, watershed, vegetation condition, and
livestock forage production differ between alter-

natives.

Implementing Changes in Allotment
Management

Activity plans are commonly used to present, in

detail, the types of changes required in an allot-

ment, and to establish a schedule for implementa-
tion (see Appendix E). Actions set forth under
the plan that affect the environment will be ana-

lyzed and compared to alternative actions. During
the analysis, the proposal may be altered or com-
pletely revamped to mitigate adverse impacts.

The following sections contain discussions of the

types of changes likely to be recommended in an
activity plan and the guidance that applies to these
administrative actions.

Livestock Use Adjustments. Livestock use
adjustments are most often made by changing one
or more of the following: the kind or class of live-

stock grazing an allotment, the season of use, the
stocking rate, or the pattern of grazing. For each of

the four alternatives presented in this RMP,
target stocking rates have been set for each
allotment in the Improve category (refer to

Appendix N). Appendix N also notes where adjust-

ments in the season of use and the class or kind of

livestock may be needed. While most livestock use
adjustments will occur in the I allotments, use
adjustments are permitted for allotments in cate-
gories C and M.
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In reviewing the target stocking rate figures and
other recommended changes, it is emphasized
that the target AUM figures are not final stocking

rates. Rather, all livestock use adjustments will be
implemented through documented mutual agree-
ment or by decision. When adjustments are made
through mutual agreement, they may be imple-

mented once the Rangeland Program Summary
has been through a public review period. When
livestock use adjustments are implemented by

decision, the decision will be based on operator
consultation, range survey data, and monitoring of

resource conditions. Current BLM policy empha-
sizes the use of a systematic monitoring program
to verify the need for livestock adjustments pro-

posed on the basis of one-time inventory data.

Monitoring will also be used to measure the

changes brought about by new livestock manage-
ment practices and to evaluate the effectiveness

of management changes in meeting stated objec-

tives.

Instruction Memorandums WO-82-292, WO-
82-650, and MT-82-89 discuss the applications

of rangeland monitoring in more detail.

The federal regulations that govern changes in

allocation of livestock forage provide specific

direction for livestock use adjustments imple-

mented by decision (43 CFR 41 1 0.3-1 and 43 CFR
41 10.3-2). The regulations specify that perman-
ent increases in livestock forage "shall be imple-

mented over a period not to exceed five years. .
.

,"

and that decreases in livestock forage "shall be

implemented over a five year period " The regu-

lations do provide for decreases to be imple-

mented in less than five years when: (1) the

downward adjustment is 15°/o or less of the

"authorized active grazing use for the previous

year;" (2) an agreement is reached to implement
the adjustment in less than five years; or (3) a

shorter implementation period is needed to sus-
tain resource productivity.

Range Improvements and Treatments. -

Range improvements and treatments will be
implemented under all alternatives. Typical range
improvements and treatments and the general

procedures to be followed in implementing them
are described in Appendix F. The extent, location,

and timing of such actions will be based on the

allotment-specific management objectives adopted
through the resource management planning proc-

ess; interdisciplinary development and review of

proposed actions; operator contributions; and
BLM funding capability.

All allotments in which range improvement funds
are to be spent will be subjected to an economic
analysis. The analysis will be used to develop a final

priority ranking of allotments for the commitment

of the range improvement funds that are needed
to implement activity plans. The highest priority

for implementation generally will be assigned to

those improvements for which the total antici-

pated benefits exceed costs.

Grazing Systems. Grazing systems will be
implemented under all alternatives. The type of

system to be implemented will be based on consid-

eration of the following factors:

allotment-specific management objectives
(see Appendix E);

resource characteristics, including vegetation

potential and water availability;

operator needs; and

implementation costs.

Typical grazing systems available for considera-

tion are described in Appendix G.

Unleased Tracts. Unleased tracts generally

will remain available for further consideration for

authorized grazing, as provided for in the BLM
grazing regulations (43 CFR 4110 and 4130).
However, all islands not currently author-
ized for grazing use and certain other tracts
similarly unauthorized for grazing use will

remain unleased. These tracts, exclusive of
the islands, total approximately 13,882
acres'and are identified in Table 2-1. Eight
islands totaling 172 acres are known to be
affected. Other presently unsurveyed
islands may also be affected but would not
add appreciably to the acreage estimate.

The Dog Hair tract (1 032) has been dropped
from the list of tracts to remain unleased as
a result of BLM review of the Draft
RMP/EIS. Wildlife use levels on this tract
are no longer considered significant enough
to warrant a total forage reservation for elk

and mule deer. The Marysville Townsite
tract (1185) has been added to the list

because it is no longer leased for grazing
and because of the reasons stated in Table
2-1. Islands were inadvertently omitted
from the list. Unleased islands will remain
unleased in order to avoid conflicts with
recreation and wildlife uses.
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TABLE 2-1

UNLEASED TRACTS TO REMAIN UIMLEASED

Name and
Number Legal Description Acres Rationale

Scratchgravel T10N, R4W
(1007) Sec. 5

Lot 1 NE of Road

Sec. 4, Lot 4, 1 , 2

SV2NEV4

NWV4SEV4
Sec. 3, Lots 3, 4

SVaNW 1
/4

NV2SWV4
T11N, R4W

Sec. 27, NV2SEV4 S and W of Fence

SV2SV2

NEV4SWV4 S of Fence

Sec. 28, SWV4
Unlotted PD in SEV4 S and W of Fence

Sec. 29, SEV4; NVs

Sec. 33, EVs; NWV4; WV2SWV4
Sec. 34, NWV4; WV2SWV4

WV2EV2SWV4
WV2NEV4
NEV4NEV4
EV2SWV4NEV4

Sec. 20, SWV4
Sec. 19, SEV4NEV4

2,469 Conflicts with recreational use and expanding

suburban development

South Knob T10N, R4W
(1008) Sec. 1,Lots 11, 14, 15, .18, 13, 12

Green Meadow T10N, R4W
(1009) Sec. 2, Lots 7, 8, 9

Unlotted PD in NWV4

Orchard T10N, R1W
(1015) Sec. 27, NV2NEV4

Silver Creek T1 1 N. R4W
(1023) Sec. 23, Lying N and E of BN tracks

Silver Creek T12N, R5W
(1033) Sec. 31, Lots 9, 10, 11

Sec. 32, Lot 8 Unlotted PD
Lot 12

Sec. 33, Lot 4

Beartooth T13N, R3W
Ranch (1037) Sec. 2, Lots 8 and 7

110 Conflicts with recreational use and expanding

suburban development

1 24.2 Conflicts with recreational use and expanding

suburban development

80 Recreational conflicts

20 Riparian habitat protection

141 Reservation needed for riparian habitat

protection

200 Forage reservation needed for bighorn sheep

habitat protection

Sec. 1 2, Lots 3, 4, 5

Sec. 14, Lots 1.2,3
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Cottonwood T14N, R2W
(1041) Sec. 1 2. SVa

South Fork T15N. R2W
(1044) Sec. 2, NE 1A, NEV4NWV4

Sec. 12. EVa, EV2WV2
Sec. 13, All

Smith Creek T19N, R8W
(1051) Sec. 30, SV2SWV4

Sec. 32, WV2WV2

Roost Hill T20N, R8W
(1052) Sec. 6, NEV4, NEV4NWV4

320 Forage reservation needed for elk winter

habitat

1 ,320 Forage reservation needed for riparian habitat

and big game habitat protection

240 Land and forage reservation needed for grizzly

bear habitat protection

520 Land and forage reservation needed for grizzly

bear, bighorn sheep, and elk habitat protection

NVaSE 1
/4

Sec. 5, NWV4, NV2SWV4

Shed Creek

(1054)

T21N, R8W
Sec. 34, SWV4SWV4

40 Forage reservation needed for elk winter

habitat

Dutchman
Creek (1058)

T8N, R3W
Sec. 34, SEV4SEV4

40 Forage reservation needed for riparian, deer,

and elk habitat protection

Antelope Butte

(1093)

T4S, R8E
Sec. 14, EV2NEV4

SWV4, SWV4NEV4

280 Reservation of forage required for mule deer

and elk winter/spring habitat

Dailey Lake

(1100)

T7S, R7E
Sec. 2, NWV4NWV4

40 Reservation needed for wetland habitat

protection at Dailey Lake

Pamburn
(1127)

T25N, R8W
Sec. 1 9, Lot 4
Sec. 30, Lots 1 . 2. 3

1 92.25 Land and forage reserved for bighorn sheep

habitat (previously set aside by District

Manager's decision dated May 22, 1975).

Ear Mountain

(1134)

T24N, R8W
Sec. 18, Lots 1, 2, 3, 4

EV2SWV4
Sec. 1 9, Lots 1 , 2, 3

EV2NWV4, WV2NEV4
NEV4SWV4, NEV4SEV4

550.2 Land and forage needed for threatened and

endangered species protection and bighorn

sheep, mountain goat, and mule deer

winter/spring forage (reserved previously by

District Manager's decision dated November 4,

1 977).

Devils Kitchen T16N, R2W
(1137) Sec. 24, SV2

Chisolm T16N, R2W
Mountain Sec. 10, NV2NWV4, SWV4NWV4
(1138)

Harris T16N, R1W
Mountain Sec. 2. NV2

(1139)

Sawtooth T16N, R1W
(1140) Sec. 28, All

Sec. 30, All

Sec. 32, All

Sec. 34, Lots 1 , 2, 3
NWV4, WV2NEV4,
NWV4SEV4, NV2SWV4

Black Butte T16N, R4E
(1142) Sec. 28, SV2

320

120

327

2,286

Reservation needed for the protection of fragile

and unstable watershed conditions and wildlife

habitat

Reservation required for mule deer and riparian

habitat protection

Forage reservation required for the protection

of fragile and unstable watershed conditions

and wildlife habitat

Forage reservation required for the protection

of fragile and unstable watershed conditions

and wildlife habitat

320 Reservation required for elk and mule deer

habitat
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Finnegan

Mountain

(1145)

T17N, R2W
Sec. 1 2, WVsWVs

SEV4NWV4, SEV4SWV4
SV2SEV4

Sawmill Peak

(1146)

T17N, R2W
Sec. 18, EV2E 1

/2,

SWV4NEV4

Hardy Creek

(1147)

T17N, R2W
Sec. 24, SWV4,

SV2NWV4

Bull Mountain

Game Range

(1 1 68)

T3N, R4W
Sec. 1 8, All

Sec. 20, WV2
Sec. 30, All

Jefferson Hot

Springs (11 72)

T1N, R4W
Sec. 32, that portion of the

SEV4 west of the river

Kilborn Gulch

(1177)

T6N, R5W
Sec. 25, All land in Sec. 25 lying south of

the Boulder River

Chicken

(1187)

T16IM, R4E
Sec. 8, SV2NEV4

Marysville

Townsita

(1195)

T12N.R6W
Sec. 36, Lots 29, 30, 33, 34, 35
Sec. 35, Lots 24, 25, 33, Lying S

snrl C a< fKa IUI -* «w.~ t.I I I « k«ii>J>.>.

31 8 Reservation of forage required for deer and elk

winter habitat

200 Reservation of forage required for deer and elk

winter habitat

240 Reservation of forage required for deer and elk

winter habitat

1 ,599 ' To provide winter forage for elk and mule deer

(previously reserved by the Dept. of the Interior

for use by the Montana Dept. of Fish, Wildlife, &
Parks as part of the Bull Mountain Game
Range, dated July 26, 1 955).

1 5 Reservation needed for riparian and wetland

habitat protection

372 To provide winter forage for elk, moose, and

mule deer (previously set aside for wildlife

habitat by District Manager's decision on

August 7, 1969).

80 Reservation required for elk and mule deer

habitat

135.08 Conflicts with residential development in

and adjacent to the town of Marysville

fence

Rinker Creek T26N, R8W
(6301) Sec. 29, NWV4SWV4,

Sec. 30, SV2NWV4,
SWV4, WV2SEV4
NEV4SEV4, SWV4NEV4

Sec. 31.NWV4NEV4, SEV4

Sec. 32, NWV4SWV4

Blackleaf T26N, R8W
(6302) Sec. 1 8, Lot 3

Unnamed T1N, R1W
Sec. 24, SWV4NEV4

680 Reservation required for grizzly bear habitat

protection

37 Reservation required for grizzly bear habitat

protection

40 Reservation needed for riparian and wetland

habitat protection
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Wildlife and Fisheries Program

General

Fish and wildlife habitat will continue to be evalu-

ated on a case-by-case basis as a part of project

level planning. Such evaluation will consider the
significance of the proposed project and the sensi-

tivity of fish and wildlife habitat in the affected

area. Concepts of critical, crucial, and
essential habitats (see Glossary) will be
used as part of the sensitivity evaluation.
Stipulations will be attached as appropriate to

assure compatibility of projects with management
objectives for fish and wildlife habitat. Habitat
improvement projects will be implemented where
necessary to stabilize and/or improve unsatisfac-

tory or declining wildlife habitat condition. Such
projects will be identified through habitat man-
agement plans or coordinated resource manage-
ment activity plans.

Seasonal Restrictions

Seasonal restrictions will continue to be applied

where they are needed to mitigate the impacts of

human activities on important seasonal wildlife

habitat. The major types of seasonal wildlife habi-

tat and the time periods which restrictions may be

needed are shown in Table 2-2.

Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive
Species Habitat

No activities will be permitted in habitat for threa-

tened and endangered species that would jeopard-

ize the continued existence of such species.

Whenever possible, management activities in hab-

itat for threatened, endangered, or sensitive spe-

cies will be designed to benefit those species

through habitat improvement.

The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and

Parks and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will be

consulted prior to implementing projects that may
affect habitat for threatened and endangered
species. If a may affect situation is determined
through the BLM biological assessment process
then consultation with the USFWS will be initiated

as per section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of

1973, as amended.

To the extent practicable, management actions

within occupied grizzly bear habitat will be con-

sistent with the goals and objectives contained in

the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan (USDI, FWS
1982), and the guidelines developed through the

Interagency Wildlife Monitoring Program for min-

eral exploration and development.

TABLE 2-2

SEASONAL WILDLIFE RESTRICTIONS

Habitat
Restricted
Period

Elk and mule deer winter range

Elk and mule deer spring range

(including calving and fawning)

Bighorn sheep winter range

Bighorn sheep spring range
(including lambing)

Mountain goat winter range
Mountain goat spring range

(including kidding)

12/1-4/30
4/15-6/30

12/1-4/30
4/15-B/30

12/1-4/30
5/1-6/30

Moose winter range 12/1-4/30
Raptor nest sites dates vary by species

Grizzly bear spring and summer range 4/1-9/1
Grizzly bear denning habitat 1 0/1-4/30

Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat

Sufficient forage and cover will be provided for

wildlife on seasonal habitat. Forage and cover

requirements will be incorporated into allotment

management plans and will be specific to areas of

primary wildlife use.

Range improvements generally will be designed to

achieve both wildlife and range objectives. Existing

fences may be modified and new fences will be built

so as to allow wildlife passage. Water develop-

ments generally will not be established for live-

stock where significant conflicts over vegetation

would result. Water will be provided in allotments

(including rested pastures) during seasonal peri-

ods of need for wildlife.
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Vegetative manipulation projects will be designed
to minimize impact on wildlife habitat and to
improve it whenever possible. The MDFW&P
will be consulted in advance on all vegeta-
tive manipulation projects, including timber
harvest activities involving: the construc-
tion of new access into roadless elk sum-
mer/fall range; critical, crucial, or essen-
tial wildlife habitat; and sales of over
250,000 board feet. Animal control programs
will be coordinated with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife

Service and, in the case of aerial gunning requests,
with the Montana Department of Livestock.

Management actions within floodplains and
wetlands will include measures to preserve, pro-
tect, and if necessary, restore their natural func-

tions (as required by Executive Orders 1 1 988 and
1 1990). Management techniques will be used to
minimize the degradation of stream banks and the
loss of riparian vegetation. Bridges and culverts
will be designed and installed to maintain adequate
fish passage.

Riparian habitat needs will be taken into consider-
ation in developing livestock grazing systems and
pasture designs. Some of the techniques that can
be used to lessen impacts are:

changing class of stock from cow/calf pairs to
herded sheep or yearlings;

either eliminating hot season grazing or sched-
uling hot season grazing for only one year out
of every three;

locating salt away from riparian zones;

laying out pasture fences so that each pasture
has as much riparian habitat as possible;

locating fences so that they do not confine or
concentrate livestock near the riparian zone;

developing alternative sources of water to

lessen the grazing pressure on the riparian

habitat; and

asa last resort, excluding livestock completely
from riparian habitat by protective fencing.

Where applicable, the elk management guidelines

contained in the Montana Cooperative Elk-Logging

Study (USDA. FS 1982) will be followed. These
include:

managing public vehicle access to maintain

the habitat effectiveness of security cover
and key seasonal habitat (such as winter range
and calving/nursery areas) for deer and elk;

maintaining adequate untreated peripheral

zones around important moist-sites (i.e. wet-
sedge meadows, springs, riparian zones);

maintaining adequate thermal and security

cover on deer and elk habitat, particularly

within timber stands adjacent to primary win-

ter foraging areas;

ensuring that slash depth inside clear cuts
does not exceed one and one-half feet; and

generally discouraging thinning immediately
adjacent to clear cuts;

Wildlife reintroductions and fish stocking propos-
als will be evaluated and recommendations will be
made to the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife,

& Parks. BLM policy requires that a Habitat Man-
agement Plan (HMP) be prepared prior to any wild-

life reintroduction.

Cadastral Survey Program

Cadastral surveys will continue to be conducted in

support of resource management programs. Sur-

vey requirements and priorities will be determined
on a yearly basis as a part of the annual work
planning process.

Fire Program

Until the 1 978 Normal Year Fire Plan is updated,

the primary fire protection objective will continue

to be the control, during the first burning period, of

all wildfires on or threatening public land.

Modified suppression areas may be established

when the Normal Year Fire Plan is reviewed, based
on the consideration of the following criteria:

values at risk;

fire behavior;

fire occurrence;

beneficial fire effects, including but not limited

to a reduction in fuel loading;

fire suppression costs; and

consistency with other agency plans and poli-

cies.

Prescribed burning will continue to be used in sup-

port of resource management objectives.

Road and Trail Construction and
Maintenance Program

Road and trail construction and maintenance will

continue to be conducted in support of resource
management objectives. Construction and main-

tenance requirements and priorities will be
determined on a yearly basis as a part of the

annual work planning process.

Investment of public funds for road and trail con-

struction generally will be permitted only on land

identified for retention in public ownership. Excep-
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tions may be allowed where investment costs can

be recovered as a part of land disposal actions.

Specific road and trail construction standards will

be determined based on consideration of the fol-

lowing criteria:

resource management needs;

user safety;

impacts to environmental values, including but

not limited to wildlife and fisheries habitat, soil

stability, recreation, and scenery; and

construction and maintenance costs.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED
IN DETAIL

Introduction

Four alternatives are considered in detail in this

chapter. Three of them—no action, environmental
protection, and resource production—were devel-

oped to explore a reasonable range of issue resolu-

tion scenarios as required by CEQ and BLM plan-

ning regulations. The fourth alternative—the
preferred alternative, or proposed RMP—
incorporates portions of the no action, protection,

and production alternatives, and generally repre-

sents a middle ground approach to issue resolu-

tion.

In order to highlight the BLM's preferred alterna-

tive for the Headwaters RMP, it is the first alter-

native discussed in this chapter and all subse-
quent chapters. It is followed by the no action,

protection, and production alternatives in that

order. No priority or preference is implied by the

order of the latter three alternatives.

Alternative A: Preferred
Alternative

Theme
The preferred alternative balances competing
demands by providing for the production of needed
goods and services, while protecting important
and sensitive environmental values. The goal of

this alternative is to change present management
to the extent necessary to meet statutory
requirements, policy commitments, and to resolve

identified issues in a balanced, cost-effective

manner.

Issue Resolution Guidelines

Issue 1: Oil and Gas Leasing and Develop-
ment. Seasonal stipulations on oil andgas explo-

ration and/or production will be required in bighorn

sheep, elk, and mule deer winter/spring range and
mountain goat kidding areas. No surface occu-

pancy will be permitted in key grizzly bear spring/

summer use areas and within proposed outstand-

ing natural areas. No leasing will be permitted

within the core of areas identified for no surface

occupancy, if reservoir drainage would not be feas-

ible. Guidelines are displayed on the Oil and Gas
Leasing Stipulations: Alternative A map, and are

summarized in Table 2-3.

Issue 2: Grazing Allotment and Riparian
Habitat Management. Reductions in author-

ized livestock use will be proposed for nineteen

allotments, while increases will be proposed for

seven allotments. Target levels of adjusted live-

stock use have been developed (see Appendix N)

based on range condition ratings and the Soil Con-
servation Service's Montana Grazing Guides
(USQA, SCS n.d.). These target livestock use levels

may be adjusted in the future to reflect new
resource information gathered by monitoring or

other studies. All I allotments have been assigned

a priority ranking so that future investments in

range improvements, treatments, and monitoring

will be directed to allotments with the greatest

potential for improvement of wildlife, watershed,

and vegetation conditions and livestock forage

production (see Appendix E). Adjustments pro-

posed under this alternative are summarized in

Table 2-4. Estimated range improvement
requirements are summarized in Table 2-5.

Issue 3: Wilderness Study Recommenda-
tions. All areas being studied for wilderness are

being recommended as nonsuitable for wilderness

management. Individual area boundaries are dis-

played on the alternative maps for Blind Horse
Creek, Chute Mountain, Deep Creek/Battle
Creek, Black Sage, and the Yellowstone River

Island. Recommendations are summarized in

Table 2-6.
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TABLE 2-3

SUMMARY OF OIL AND GAS LEASING AND DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES
(in acres) 1

ROCKY MOUNTAIN FRONT ONLY

Allocation Current Status
Alt. A:

Preferred
Alt. 8:

No Action
Alt. C:

Protection

Alt. D:

Production

Standard Stipulations

Special Stipulations

No Surface Occupancy

No Leasing

86,050 36,160 36,160 34,740 36,480
17.700 49,500 59,460 3,700 70,820

3.550 14.040 7,200 '39,020

10,950 18,550 1 5.430 40,790 10,950

HEADWATERS RESOURCE AREA

Allocation Current Status 2

Alt. A:

Preferred
Alt. B:

No Action

Alt. C:

Protection

Alt. D:

Production

Standard Stipulations 450,154 272,449 272,449 271,324 272,703

Special Stipulations 163,333 339,208 347,103 302,903 356,107
No Surface Occupancy 23,550 22,950 17,528 42,751 11,821

No Leasing 12,918 20,898 1 8.425 38,527 14,874

1 Acreage estimates for the Rocky Mountain Front include all lands with oil and gas rights reserved to the United States. Acreage

estimates for the Headwaters Resource Area include only those lands with all minerals reserved to the United States.

2Not shown are approximately 5,550 acres within the resource area which currently are unleased but available for lease.

TABLE 2-4

SUMMARY OF GRAZING ALLOTMENT AND RIPARIAN HABITAT MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES

Allocation Current Status
Alt. A:

Preferred
Alt. B:

No Action

Alt. C:

Protection

Alt. D:

Production

Initial Livestock Forage Target

(AUMs) 31,501 29,297 31,501 27,036 33.954

Net Change From Current Use
(AUMs) -2,204 -4,465 +2,453

Downward Adjustments

(allotments) 19 34 9

Upward Adjustments

(allotments) 7 34

Satisfactory Riparian Habitat

Condition (miles) 104 130 123 135.5 105

TABLE 2-5

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED RANGE IMPROVEMENTS

Type of Treatment

Alt. A: Alt. B: Alt. C: Alt. D:

Preferred No Action Protection Production

Acres to be Reseeded

Acres to be Burned

Miles of Fence to be Built (Removed or Altered)

Number of Springs to be Developed

Miles of Pipeline to be Built

Number of Stock Tanks to be Installed

Acres of Weeds to be Controlled

Number of Cattleguards to be Installed

Number of Other Water Developments to be Built

Total Initial Cost For All Improvements

25 Year Maintenance and Replacement Cost

2,560 2,560 440 3,140

300 300 240 4,640
62.2 62.2 75.9(13) 45.3

21 21 26
23.5 23.5 23.5

20 20 20
467.5 467.5 467.5

11 11 10 8

5 5 5

5449,331 $449,331 $247,659 $442,020

$637,997 $637,997 $322,907 $746,913
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R8W

T26N

T25N

Blind Horse Cr.

Alternatives

WSA Boundary

Alt. A, B, and D — No Wilder-

ness (no portion of the area

recommended for wilderness

designation)

Alt. C — All Wilderness
(entire area recommended
for wilderness desianationl

2 Miles

3

3 Kilometers

1:63,360
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T24N
R8W

T23N

Ear Mtn.

WSA Boundary Alt. A, B. and D — No Wilder-

ness (no portion of the area

recommended for wilderness

designation)

Alt. C — All Wilderness
(entire area recommended
for wilderness designation)

Chute Mtn.

Alternatives

1:63,360 *
3 Miles

3
Kilometers
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R8W

T23N

T22N

Deep Cr./ Battle Cr.

Alternatives

WSA Boundary

Alt. A, B. and D — No Wilder-

ness (no portion of the area

recommended for wilderness

designation)

Alt. C — All Wilderness
(entire area recommended
for wilderness designation)

2 3 4

1:63.360

3 Miles

5 Kilometers
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R2W
T4N

T3N

WSA Boundary

Alt. A, B, and D — No Wilder-

ness (no portion of the area

recommended for wilderness

designation)

Alt. C — All Wilderness
(entire area recommended
for wilderness designation)

Black Sage
MT-075-115
Alternatives

1 :63.360 *
3 Miles

5 Kilometers
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R10E

T1S

T2S

WSA Boundary

fjj Alt. A, B, ant' D — No Wil-

derness (no portion of the

area recommended for wil-

derness designation)

|| Alt. C — All Wilderness
[entire area recommended
for wilderness designation)

Yellowstone R. Island

MT-075-133
Alternatives

1:63,360 ^
3 Miles

5 Kilometers
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TABLE 2-6

SUMMARY OF WILDERNESS STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS
(in acres)

Recommendation Current Status
Alt. A:

Preferred
Alt. B:

No Action

Alt. C:

Protection
Alt. D:

Production

Suitable for Wilderness

Nonsuitable for Wilderness 17,197 17,197 17,197

17,197

17,197

Issue 4: Forest Management. All public land

will be available for forest management except for

the Blind Horse Creek, Ear Mountain, Chute

Mountain, Deep Creek/Battle Creek, Sleeping

Giant, Scratchgravel Hills, and Elkhorn areas.

The Elkhorn area (Management Area #36)
would be set aside from forest management
activities until completion of a Coordinated
Resource Management Plan tCRMP). The
Elkhorn CRMP will be based on the follow-

ing management objectives and guidelines:

All management activities will be
designed to maintain or improve elk,

mule deer, and moose habitat, with

primary emphasis on elk summer habi-

tat and calving areas.

Management activities also will be
designed to maintain or enhance oppor-
tunities for dispersed recreation, to the
extent permitted by wildlife habitat

objectives.

The existing road network generally will

remain open for public use. Seasonal
restrictions may be imposed to minimize
impacts on elk during calving season
(4/15 to 6/30).

Timber harvest and prescribed burning
may be used to improve wildlife habitat

conditions. New roads needed for the
removal of forest products will be kept

to a minimum. New roads will be physi-

cally closed to public use following com-
pletion of forest management activities,

unless needed to meet other manage-
ment objectives for the area.

Resource management objectives for

the Muskrat Allotment (Appendix E,

#0249) will be incorporated into the

CRMP.

The CRMP and any subsequent man-
agement activities, including road sys-
tem design and wildlife monitoring, will

be coordinated with the Helena and Deer
Lodge National Forests and the Mon-
tana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and
Parks.

Commercial forest land in the Eightmile Creek,
Boulder-Clancy, Marysville, and Rogers Pass
areas will receive high priority for forest manage-
ment. Special harvest restrictions will be applied in

key elk seasonal use areas. Forest management
guidelines are summarized in Table 2-7.

Issue 5: Land Ownership Adjustments.
Priority areas have been established for retention
and acquisition, disposal, and further study. Land
ownership adjustment guidelines are summarized
in Table 2-8.

Issue 6: Mineral Exploration and Develop-
ment. All public land in the Scratchgravel Hills

will remain open to mineral entry and development.
All other public land in the resource area will

remain open unless previously withdrawn from
mineral entry. Mineral exploration and deveJop-

ment guidelines are summarized in Table 2-9.

Issue 7: Motorcycle Use Areas. The Scratch-
gravel Hills and Limestone Hills will be closed to

organized motorcycle events. The Hilger Hills,

Spokane Hills, and Marysville areas will remain
available for further consideration. All other public

land in the resource area will be managed as out-
lined in Management Guidance Common to All

Alternatives. Motorcycle use area allocations are
summarized in Table 2-1 0.

Issue 8: Motorized Vehicle Access. The
Scratchgravel Hills and Limestone Hills will be
identified for motorized vehicle restrictions. The
Blind Horse Creek, Ear Mountain, Chute Mountain,
and Deep Creek/Battle Creek areas will be closed
to motorized vehicle access. The Hilger Hills will

remain open to motorized vehicles. All other public

land in the resource area will be managed as out-
lined in Management Guidance Common to All
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TABLE 2-7

SUMMARY OF FOREST MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES
(in acres)

Alt. A: Alt. B: Alt. C: Alt. D:

c urrent Status Preferred No Action Protection Production

Total Forested Acres 82.021 82,021 82,021 82,021 82,021
Total Commercial Forest Land

(CFU 63.081 63,081 • 63,081 63.081 63,081
Nonsuitable CFL 4.982 4,982 4,982 4.982 4,982
Suitable CFL 58.099 58,099 58.099 58,099 58,099
CFL Set Aside for Wildlife 3,729 8,035 3.729 3,729
CFL Set Aside for Recreation 1,468 1,468 1,468 1,468
Total CFL Set Aside 5,197 9,503 5,197 5.197
Total Available Base 52.902 48,956 52.902 52,902 58,099
TPCC Restricted Base 41.849 37,888 41.849 41,849 45.947
Nonrestricted Base 11.053 10,708 11.053 11,053 12.152
Total Woodland 1 8,940 18,940 1 8.940 18,940 1 8.940
Woodland Set Aside for Special

Designations 2,650 1,000
Woodland Set Aside for

Wilderness Recommendations 1,950
Total Woodland Set Aside 2,650 2,950
Available Woodland 18.940 16,290 18.940 15,990 18,940
Allowable Cut 1.0 1

,

2 23.95 ' 26.45 1 26.45 1 29.0 1

Miles of Road Construction 2.5 3 48 3 53 3 53 3 58 3

Acres Cut/Decade
(@ 3 m bd ft/acre) 333 7,983* 8.816 8,816 9,667

1 Million board feet per decade
2The figure under Current Status represents actual harvest
3Miles per decade
4The figure does not include acres that may be cut to improve wildlife habitat in Management Unit 36.

TABLE 2-8

SUMMARY OF LAND OWNERSHIP ADJUSTMENT GUIDELINES
(in acres)

Allocation Current Status
Alt. A:

Preferred
Alt. B:

No Action

Alt. C:

Protection

Alt. 0:

Production

Retention

Disposal

Further Study

31 1,337 1 282,283
25.317
2.697

31 1,337 1 282.283
25.637
3,417

282,283
25,637
3,417

1 For purposes of analysis, all public land in the resource area is shown in the retention category under Current Status and Alternative

B (No Action). In actual practice, some public land could be sold or exchanged as a result of tract-specific land use plan amendments.

Approximately 400 acres of public land have been sold or exchanged since the Headwaters Resource Area was established in 1 976.
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TABLE 2-9

SUMMARY OF MINERAL EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES
(in acres of federal minerals) 1

Allocation Current Status
Alt. A:

Preferred
Alt. B:

No Action

Alt. C:

Protection

Alt. D:

Production

Withdrawn From Entry 1

Available For Entry

53,606
601,899

42,019
613.486

42,019
613,486

44,979
610,526

42,019
613,486

1 The acreage withdrawn from mineral entry is expected to decrease under all alternatives as a result of the withdrawal review

process. The acreage estimates shown above are based on recommendations that have been developed for approximately 50°/o of

the withdrawn land in the resource area.

TABLE 2-10

SUMMARY OF MOTORCYCLE USE AREA GUIDELINES
(in acres)

Allocation Current Status
Alt. A:

Preferred
Alt. B:

No Action

Alt. C:

Protection

Alt. D:

Production

Available For Further

Consideration

Consideration Closed to

Organized Events

311,337 234,134

77,203

266,149

45,188 1

208.824

102,513

266,149

45,188

1 Current land use planning guidance for the resource area does not preclude consideration of any public land for organized

motorcycle events. However, approximately 45188 acres appear to be unsuitable for such use based on existing wildlife,

watershed, and other guidance not directed specifically to the issue of organized motorcycle events. For analysis purposes, these

acres are shown as closed to organized events under the No Action alternative.

Alternatives. Motorized vehicle access alloca-

tions are summarized in Table 2-1 1

.

Issue 9: Utility and Transportation Corri-
dors. Avoidance areas will be established in the

Scratchgravel Hills, Limestone Hills, and Sleeping

Giant areas, and along the Smith River, Jefferson

River and the Missouri River from Three Forks to

Holter Dam. Windows will be established where
major facilities cross avoidance areas. All other

public land in the resource area will be managed as

outlined in Management Guidance Common to All

Alternatives. Utility and transportation corridor

allocations are summarized in Table 2-12.

Issue 10: Coal Leasing. All federal coal within

the Great Falls Coal Field will be available for

further consideration for coal leasing, pending

further study. Surface occupancy generally will be

prohibited within public road corridors, rights-of-

way, floodplains, and key wildlife use areas. For

analysis purposes, it is assumed that three under-

ground mines would be developed in the Stockett

area to supply enough coal (approximately 1 .2 mil-

lion short-tons annually] for Montana Power Com-
pany's proposed 350 MW Salem Project near

Great Falls. It is also assumed that mine develop-

ment would begin in 1993 and production would

begin in 1996. These assumptions are made pri-

marily to allow for projection of social and eco-
nomic impacts. The acreage to be disturbed by

such operations for surface facilities cannot be
estimated at this time. To date, no proposals for

mining coal in the Great Falls Coal Field have been
received by the BLM. Details regarding application

of the coal unsuitability criteria are included in

Appendix H. Coal leasing allocations are summar-
ized in Table 2-13.

Issue 11: Special Designations. The Blind

Horse Creek, Ear Mountain, Chute Mountain, and
Deep Creek/Battle Creek areas will be designated

as Outstanding Natural Areas as illustrated on
the Special Designations: Alternative A map. The
Sleeping Giant area will be designated as an Area
of Critical Environmental Concern as illustrated on

the Sleeping Giant Special Designations: Alterna-

tive A and Alternative C map. Special designations

are summarized in Table 2-14.
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TABLE 2-11

SUMMARY OF MOTORIZED VEHICLE ACCESS GUIDELINES
(in acres)

Alt. A: Alt. B: Alt. C: Alt. D:

Allocation Current Status Preferred No Action Protection Production

Open 311,337 79,875 111,890 76,472 111,890
Prioritized For Restrictions 219,404 1 99,447 1 216,828 199,447
Closed 12,058 18,037

1 Current land use planning guidance for the resource area does not identify any public land as priority areas for restrictions.

However, approximately 199,447 acres appear to qualify for seasonal or other restrictions based on existing wildlife, watershed,

and other guidance not directed specifically to the issue of motorized vehicle access. For analysis purposes, these acres are shown

as prioritized for restrictions under the No Action alternative.

TABLE 2-12

SUMMARY OF UTILITY AND TRANSPORTATION CORRIDOR GUIDELINES
(in acres)

Alt. A: Alt. B: Alt. C: Alt. D:

Allocation Current Status Preferred No Action Protection Production

Exclusion Area 17,197
Avoidance Area 74,489 22,171 1 63,271 22,171

Window 952 952
Available For Further

Consideration 311,337 235,896 289,116 229,917 289,166

1 Current land use planning guidance for the resource area does not identify any public land as avoidance areas. However,

approximately 22,171 acres appear to be unsuitable for utility and transportation corridor development based on existing wildlife,

watershed, and other guidance not directed specifically to this issue. For analysis purposes, these acres are shown as avoidance

areas under the No Action alternative.

TABLE 2-1

3

SUMMARY OF COAL LEASING GUIDELINES
(in acres of federal coal)

Allocation Curren

Available For Further

Consideration

Available For Surface

Occupancy

1 For purposes of analysis, no federal coal is considered available for leasing under Current Status and Alternative B (No Action). In

actual practice, federal coal could be leased as a result of tract-specific land use plan amendments.

TABLE 2-14

SUMMARY OF SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS
(in acres)

satus

Alt. A:

Preferred
Alt. B:

No Action

Alt. C:

Protection

Alt. D:

Production

1 25,452

23,672

1 25,452

23,697

Alt. A: Alt. B: Alt. C: Alt. D:

Designation Current Status Preferred No Action Protection Production

Area Of Critical Environmental

Concern 11,609

Recreation Lands 11,609

Outstanding Natural Area 12,058 840

Undesignated 311,337 287,670 311,337 298,888 311,337
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R4W R3W

ACEC Boundary State Game Range

Sleeping Giant

Area of Critical

Environmental Concern

Public

Forest Service

Private

State

1:100,000
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Alternative B: No Action

Theme
The no action alternative portrays a continuation
of present management direction. Because much
of the Headwaters Resource Area currently lacks
formal management direction that has been
established through approved land use plans, the
management direction that is assumed for the no
action alternative was derived through an inter-

disciplinary process of extrapolating or projecting
past management actions throughout the
resource area. The purpose of the no action alter-

native is to provide a baseline for the comparison
of other alternatives.

Issue Resolution Guidelines

Issue 1: Oil and Gas Leasing and Develop-
ment. At the present time, all federal oil and gas
rights along the Rocky Mountain Front (except
within the Sun River Game Range] are under lease.

Most of the existing leases were issued with
standard stipulations. As these leases expire and
are reissued, special stipulations (including no sur-
face occupancy) are attached as needed, based on
the application of guidelines contained in the Butte
District Oil and Gas Leasing Environmental
Assessment. Application of these guidelines would
result in the leasing and lease development deci-

sions shown on the Oil and Gas Leasing Stipula-

tions: Alternative B map, and summarized in Table
2-3.

Issue 2: Grazing Allotment and Riparian
Habitat Management. The no action alterna-

tive, which constitutes the existing management
direction, is considered to be the initial proposed
action for livestock grazing in all allotments. There-
fore, no short-term adjustments in livestock use
would be proposed. However, all I allotments would
be assigned a priority ranking so that future
investments in range improvements, treatments,
and monitoring would be directed to allotments
with the greatest potential for improvement of

wildlife, watershed, and vegetation conditions and
livestock forage production (see Appendix E).

Adjustments proposed under this alternative are
summarized in Table 2-4.

*iii?%'-

»

Issue 3: Wilderness Study Recommenda-
tions. All areas being studied for wilderness

would be recommended as nonsuitable for wilder-

ness designation. Individual area boundaries are

displayed on the alternative maps for Blind Horse
Creek, Chute Mountain, Deep Creek/Battle
Creek, Black Sage, and the Yellowstone River

Island. Recommendations are summarized in

Table 2-6.

Issue 4: Forest Management. All public land

would be available for forest management except
for the Scratchgravel Hills. Commercial forestland

in the Eightmile Creek, Elkhorn, Boulder-Clancy,

Marysville, and Rogers Pass areas would receive

high priority for forest management. Special har-

vest restrictions would be applied in key elk sea-

sonal use areas. Forest management guidelines

are summarized in Table 2-7.

Issue 5: Land Ownership Adjustments.
For purposes of analysis, all public land would be

retained in public ownership and there would be no

adjustments in the land ownership pattern. In

actual practice, some public land could be sold or

exchanged as a result of tract-specific land use
plan amendments. Land ownership adjustment
guidelines are summarized in Table 2-8.

Issue 6: Mineral Exploration and Develop-
ment. All public land in the Scratchgravel Hills

would remain open to mineral entry and develop-

ment. All other public land in the resource area

would remain open unless previously withdrawn
from mineral entry. Mineral exploration and devel-

opment guidelines are summarized in Table 2-9.

Issue 7: Motorcycle Use Areas. The Scratch-

gravel Hills, Limestone Hills, Hilger Hills, Spokane
Hills, and Marysville areas would remain available

for further consideration. All other public land in

the resource area would be managed as outlined in

Management Guidance Common to all Alterna-

tives. Motorcycle use area allocations are sum-
marized in Table 2-10.

Issue 8: Motorized Vehicle Access. The
Scratchgravel Hills, Limestone Hills, and Hilger

Hills would remain open to motorized vehicle

access. All other public land in the resource area

would be managed as outlined in Management
Guidance Common to all Alternatives. Motorized
vehicle access allocations are summarized in

Table 2-11.

Issue 9: Utility and Transportation Corri-
dors. Avoidance areas would not be established

in the Scratchgravel Hills, Limestone Hills, and
Sleeping Giant areas, or along the Smith River,

Jefferson River and the Missouri River from Three
Forks to Holter Dam. No windows would be estab-

lished. The above lands would continue to be man-
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aged as available for further consideration. All

other public land in the resource area would be
managed as outlined under Management Guid-

ance Common to all Alternatives. Utility and
transportation corridor allocations are summar-
ized in Table 2-1 2.

Issue 10: Coal Leasing. No federal coal would
be made available for further consideration for

coal leasing. Coal leasing allocations are summar-
ized in Table 2-13.

Issue 11: Special Designations. No special

designations would be established. Special desig-

nations are summarized in Table 2-14.

Alternative C: Protection
Alternative

Theme
The protection alternative places primary empha-
sis on maintaining or improving important envi-

ronmental values. Resource use and development
would be permitted to the extent compatible with

the environmental protection emphasis. The goal

of this alternative is to change present manage-
ment direction so that the identified issues are
resolved in a manner that generally places highest

priority on the maintenance or improvement of the
condition of key wildlife and riparian habitats, wil-

derness quality, and nonmotorized recreation

opportunities.

Issue Resolution Guidelines

Issue 1: Oil and Gas Leasing and Develop-
ment. All seasonally important big game and
threatened and endangered species habitat on the

Rocky Mountain Front would be identified for no
surface occupancy. No leasing would be permitted
within the core of the area identified for no surface
occupancy, if reservoir drainage would not be feas-

ible
1

. Guidelines are displayed on the Oil and Gas
Leasing Stipulations: Alternative C map, and are
summarized in Table 2-3.

Issue 2: Grazing Allotment and Riparian
Habitat Management. Short-term downward
adjustments in livestock use would be proposed
for thirty-four I allotments, where inventory and
monitoring data indicate changes could be made to

improve wildlife, watershed, and/or vegetation

condition. Adjustments in allotment management
practices would be prioritized to achieve wildlife,

watershed, and vegetation condition objectives

before achieving livestock forage production
objectives (see Appendix E). Adjustments pro-

posed under this alternative are summarized in

Table 2-4.

Issue 3: Wilderness Study Recommenda-
tions. All areas being studied would be recom-
mended for wilderness designation. Recommen-
dations for the Chute Mountain and Deep
Creek/Battle Creek areas would be contingent on
the results of the Forest Service's RARE II study
of the Deep Creek/Reservoir North area. Individ-

ual area boundaries are displayed on the alterna-

tive maps for Blind Horse Creek, Chute Mountain,

Deep Creek/Battle Creek, Black Sage, and the

Yellowstone River Island. Recommendations are

summarized in Table 2-6.

Issue 4: Forest Management. Commercial
forestland in the Scratchgravel Hills, areas being

studied for wilderness, and the Sleeping Giant area

would be set aside from the harvestable base. Key
elk seasonal use areas also would be set aside or

restricted. All remaining public land would be avail-

able for harvest, and commercial forest land in the

Eightmile Creek, Elkhorn, Boulder-Clancy, Marys-
ville, and Rogers Pass areas would receive high

priority for forest management. Forest manage-
ment objectives would place special emphasis on

the protection or enhancement of key mule deer

and elk habitat. Forest management guidelines are

summarized in Table 2-7.

Issue 5: Land Ownership Adjustments.
Priority areas would be established for retention

and acquisition, disposal, and further study. Land

ownership adjustment guidelines are summarized
in Table 2-8.

Issue 6: Mineral Exploration and Develop-
ment. Approximately 2,960 acres of public land

in the Scratchgravel Hills would be withdrawn
from mineral entry in an effort to protect the

groundwater recharge area for adjacent rural

subdivisions (see the Scratchgravel Hills Pro-

posed Mineral Withdrawal map). All other public

land in the resource area would remain available

unless previously withdrawn from mineral entry.

Mineral exploration and development guidelines

are summarized in Table 2-9.

Issue 7: Motorcycle Us« Areas. The Scratch-

gravel Hills, Limestone Hills, Hilger Hills, Spokane
Hills, and Marysville areas would be closed to

organized motorcycle events. All other public land

in the resource area would be managed as outlined

in Management Guidance Common to all Alterna-

tives. Motorcycle use area allocations are sum-
marized in Table 2-1 0.

Issue 8: Motorized Vehicle Access. All

areas being studied for wilderness would be closed

to motorized vehicle access. The Scratchgravel

Hills, Limestone Hills, and Hilger Hills would be

identified for motorized vehicle restrictions. All

other public land in the resource area would be

managed as outlined in Management Guidance

38



Public Surface/Subsurface

Public Subsurface

[ )
Private

Military Reservation

State

Scratchgravel Hills

Proposed Mineral
Withdrawal
Alternative C Only

*
II I !1 Proposed Mineral

Withdrawal Area
1:100,000

39



2 — ALTERNATIVES

Common to all Alternatives. Motorized vehicle

access allocations are summarized in Table 2-1 1

.

Issue 9: Utility and Transportation Corri-
dors. All areas being recommended for wilder-

ness designation would be identified as exclusion

areas. Avoidance areas would be established in the

Scratchgravel Hills, Limestone Hills, and Sleeping

Giant Areas, and along the Smith River, Jefferson

River, and the Missouri River from Three Forks to

Holter Dam. Windows would be established where
major facilities cross avoidance areas. All other

public land in the resource area would be managed
as outlined in Management Guidance Common to

all Alternatives. Utility and transportation corri-

dor allocations are summarized in Table 2-1 2.

Issue 10: Coal Leasing. No federal coal in the

Great Falls Coal Field would be made available for

further consideration for coal leasing. Coal leasing

allocations are summarized in Table 2-13.

Issue 11: Special Designations. The Ear

Mountain area would be designated as an Out-

standing Natural Area, and the Sleeping Giant area

would be designated as Recreation Lands. Pro-

posed boundaries for the Ear Mountain ONA and

recommended wilderness areas along the Rocky
Mountain Front are illustrated on the Special

Designations and Wilderness Recommendations:
Alternative C map. The Sleeping Giant Recreation

Lands boundary would be identical to the boundary
shown in Alternative A for the proposed Sleeping

Giant ACEC [see the Sleeping Giant ACEC map].

Special designations are summarized in Table 2-

14.

Alternative D: Production
Alternative

Theme
The production alternative places primary empha-
sis on making public land and resources available

for use and development. Environmental values

would be protected to the extent required by

applicable laws, regulations, and policies. The goal

of this alternative is to change present manage-
ment direction so that the identified issues are

resolved in a manner that generally places highest

priority on the production of oil and gas, coal, live-

stock forage, and timber.

Issue Resolution Guidelines

Issue 1: Oil and Gas Leasing and Develop-
ment. No areas outside of the Sun River Game
Range would be identified for no surface occu-

pancy or no leasing. Seasonal exploration stipula-

tions would be required in bighorn sheep, elk, and

mule deer winter/spring range, and mountain goat

kidding areas. Seasonal exploration and production

stipulations would be required in key grizzly bear
spring/summer use areas. Guidelines are dis-

played on the Oil and Gas Leasing Stipulations:

Alternative D map, and are summarized in Table
2-3.

Issue 2: Grazing Allotment and Riparian
Habitat Management. Increases in author-
ized livestock use would be proposed for thirty-

four I allotments, where inventory or monitoring
data indicate additional forage is available. Reduc-
tions would be proposed for nine I allotments
where inventory or monitoring data indicate that
current authorized use is not sustainable.
Adjustments in allotment management practices
would be prioritized to achieve livestock forage
production objectives before achieving wildlife,

watershed, and vegetation condition objectives

(see Appendix E). Adjustments proposed under
this alternative are summarized in Table 2-4.

Issue 3: Wilderness Study Recommenda-
tions. All areas being studied would be recom-
mended as nonsuitable for wilderness designation.

Individual area boundaries are displayed on the
alternative maps for Blind Horse Creek, Chute
Mountain, Deep Creek/Battle Creek, Black Sage,
and the Yellowstone River Island. Recommenda-
tions are summarized in Table 2-6.

Issue 4: Forest Management. All public land

would be available for forest management. Com-
mercial forestland in the Eightmile Creek, Elkhorn,

Boulder-Clancy, Marysville, and Rogers Pass
areas would receive high priority for forest man-
agement. Harvest restrictions would be based
primarily on consideration of forest productivity,

operability, and silvicultural or regeneration
requirements. Forest management guidelines are
summarized in Table 2-7.

Issue 5: Land Ownership Adjustments.
Priority areas would be established for retention
and acquisition, disposal, and further study. Land
ownership adjustment guidelines are summarized
in Table 2-8.

Issue 6: Mineral Exploration and Develop-
ment. All public land in the Scratchgravel Hills

would remain open to mineral entry and develop-

ment. All other public land in the resource area
would remain open unless previously withdrawn
from mineral entry. Mineral exploration and de-
velopment guidelines are summarized in Table 2-9.

Issue 7: Motorcycle Use Areas. The Scratch-
gravel Hills, Limestone Hills, Hilger Hills, Spokane
Hills, and Marysville areas would remain available

for further consideration. All other public land in

the resource area would be managed as outlined in

Management Guidance Common to all Alterna-
tives. Motorcycle use area allocations are sum-
marized in Table 2-10.
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Issue 8: Motorized Vehicle Access. The
Scratchgravel Hills, Limestone Hills, and Hilger

Hills would remain open to motorized vehicle

access. All other public land in the resource area
would be managed as outlined in Management
Guidance Common to all Alternatives. Motorized
vehicle access allocations are summarized in

Table 2-11.

Issue 9: Utility and Transportation Corri-
dors. The Blind Horse Creek, Chute Mountain,
and Deep Creek/Battle Creek areas would con-
tinue to be managed as avoidance areas. Avoid-

ance areas would not be established in the

Scratchgravel Hills, Limestone Hills, and Sleeping

Giant areas, or along the Smith River, Jefferson
River, and the Missouri River from Three Forks to

Holter Dam. No windows would be established.

The above lands would continue to be managed as
available for further consideration. All other public

land in the resource area would be managed as
outlined under Management Guidance Common to

all Alternatives. Utility and transportation corri-

dor allocations are summarized in Table 2-1 2.

Issue 10: Coal Leasing. All federal coal in the
Great Falls coal field would be available for further

consideration for coal leasing, pending further

study. Surface occupancy generally would be pro-

hibited within public road corridors, rights-of-way,

and key wildlife use areas. For analysis purposes, it

is assumed that three underground mines would
be developed in the Stockett area to supply enough
coal (approximately 1.2 million short-tons annu-
ally) for Montana Power Company's proposed 350

MW Salem Project near Great Falls. It is also

assumed that mine development would begin in

1 993 and production would begin in 1 996. These
assumptions are made primarily to allow for pro-

jection of social and economic impacts. The
acreage to be disturbed by such operations for

surface facilities cannot be estimated at this time.

To date, no proposals for mining coal in the Great
Falls Coal Field have been received by the BLM.
Details regarding applications of the coal unsuita-

bility criteria are included in Appendix H. Coal leas-

ing allocations are summarized in Table 2-13.

Issue 11: Special Designations. No special

designations would be established. Special desig-

nations are summarized in Table 2-14.

COMPARISON OF
ALTERNATIVES
Table 2-1 5 summarizes the major land allocations

and resource outputs that would occur under each
alternative. Table 2-16 summarizes the environ-

mental consequences expected under each alter-

native. For additional information regarding the

environmental effects of each alternative, refer to

the Environmental Consequences chapter.
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TABLE 2-15

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES: SUMMARY OF ALLOCATIONS/OUTPUTS BY ISSUE

Issue Allocation or Output 1 Unit of Measure
Alt. A

Preferred

Alt. B
No Action

Alt. C Alt. D
Protection Production

Oil and Gas

Leasing &
Development

Grazing

Allotment &
Riparian

Habitat

Management

Wilderness

Study

Forest

Management

Land Owner-

ship Adjust-

ments

Mineral

Exploration

& Development

Motorcycle

Use Areas

Motorized

Vehicle

Access

Utility and

Transporta-

tion Corri-

dors

Coal Leasing

consideration

Special

Designations

Standard Stipulations

Special Stipulations

No Surface Occupancy2

No Leasing

Standard Stipulations-RMF 3

Special Stipulations-RMF

No Surface Occupancy-RMF
No Leasmg-RMF

Initial Livestock Forage

Target

Livestock Forage Prod.4

Satisfactory Riparian

Habitat4

Proposed Wilderness

Recommendations

Total Commercial Forest

Set Aside

Yield

Retention Category

Disposal Category

Further study

Withdrawn from entry

Available for entry

Available for further

consideration

Closed to organized events

Open

Prioritized for restrictions

Closed

Exclusion Areas

Avoidance Areas

Windows
Available for further

consideration

Available for further

Available for surface

occupancy

Area of Critical Envir-

mental Concern

Recreation Lands

Outstanding Natural Areas

Undesignated

acres fed. mm. 272,449 272,449 271,324 272,703
acres fed. min. 339,208 347,103 302,903 356,107
acres fed. mm. 22,950 17,528 42.751 11,821

acres fed. mm. 20,898 1 8,425 38.527 14,874

acres fed. O&G 36,160 36,160 34.740 36,480
acres fed. O&G 49.500 59,460 3,700 70.820
acres fed. O&G 14.040 7,200 39,020
acres fed. O&G 18,550 1 5,430 40,790 10.950

AUMs 29.297 31,501 27,036 33,954
AUMs 33,417 33,417 28,217 38,618

miles of streambank 130 123 135.5 105

acres fed. surface 17,197

acres fed. surface

mmbf/decade 6

9.503
24.0

5.197

26.5

5,197

26.5 29.0

acres fed. surface

acres fed. surface

acres fed. surface

283,323
25,317
2,697

311.337 282,283

25.637

3.417

282.283

25,637

3.417

acres fed. mm.
acres fed. mm.

42,019

613,486

42.019

613,486

44,979

610.526

42,019

613,486

acres fed. surface

acres fed. surface

234,134

77,203

266.149

45.188

208.824

102,513

266,149

45,188

acres fed. surface

acres fed. surface

acres fed. surface

79,875

219,404

12,058

111,890

1 99,447

76,472

216,828

18,037

111,890

1 99,447

acres fed. surface

acres fed. surface

acres fed. surface

acres fed. surface

74.489

952
235.896

22,171

289,166

17,197

63,271

952
229,917

22,171

289,166

acres fed. coal

acres fed. coal

25,452
23,672

25,452

23,697

acres fed. surface 11,609

acres fed. surface 11,609

acres fed. surface 12,058 840

acres fed. surface 287,670 311,337 298,888 311,337

1 All allocations or output estimates are for the entire Headwaters Resource Area unless otherwise indicated. All outputs assume adequate

funding and manpower.

2Acres identified for no surface occupancy do not include areas which normally are not occupied under standard stipulations, e.g. slopes exceeding

30% and streamside buffer strips.

3RMF: Rocky Mountain Front

4Long-term estimate; assumes adequate funding to implement plan over 20-year period

5HRA: Headwaters Resource Area

6mmbf: million board feet
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ALTERNATIVES

SELECTION OF THE
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Each alternative considered in detail represents a

comprehensive plan for managing all land and
resources in the Headwaters Resource Area.

However, what differentiates one alternative from
another is the way each of the eleven issues would

be resolved if that alternative were selected for

implementation. Thus, selection of the preferred

alternative was based largely on the effects of the

alternative in resolving issues. Alternative A was
selected as the preferred alternative, and the

management direction for resolving each of the

eleven issues under Alternative A is summarized
below.

Oil and Gas Leasing and
Development

Management Direction

Oil and gas leasing and development on slightly

more than 80°/o of the federal minerals within the

Headwaters Resource Area will continue to be

administered in accordance with the general guid-

ance provided by the Butte District Oil and Gas
Leasing Environmental Assessment. This repre-

sents no change from current management direc-

tion, and is a reflection of the low level of oil and gas
activity anticipated in the future throughout most
of the area.

Federal minerals located along the Rocky Moun-
tain Front will be administered in accordance with

more specific lease stipulation guidance provided

by this plan. The preferred alternative represents

a change from current management direction

because of the need to establish additional no sur-

face occupancy restrictions within the boundaries

of proposed Outstanding Natural Areas. This

alternative will result in approximately 72°/o of the

federal minerals along the Rocky Mountain Front

remaining available for occupancy leasing (a

decrease of 9°/o, or 9,960 acres, from current

direction).

Rationale

The Rocky Mountain Front is a nationally signifi-

cant area because of its high wildlife, recreation,

and scenic values. It is also an area of high poten-

tial for oil and gas production, although to date,

exploration of the area has yielded inconclusive

results. The preferred alternative will provide

needed protection for grizzly bear and other

important wildlife habitat, and will preserve future

management options for the proposed Blind Horse
Creek, Ear Mountain, Chute Mountain, and Deep

Creek/Battle Creek Outstanding Natural Areas,
while still allowing oil and gas exploration and
development to occur on most of the federal min-
eral estate within the Rocky Mountain Front area.

Grazing Allotment and Riparian
Habitat Management
Management Direction

The preferred alternative will result in minor
changes from current management direction.

Short-term adjustments in livestock forage allo-

cations will be proposed for twenty-six allotments
containing 88,596 acres of public land, resulting in

a 2,204 AUM (7°/o) net decrease in licensed live-

stock use within the resource area. Livestock
grazing on 301 allotments will remain at current
levels. Future upward or downward adjustments in

livestock use will be based on monitoring studies.

Range improvements, treatments, and grazing

systems will be implemented in accordance with

current BLM policy, and will be designed to achieve

specific multiple use objectives identified in the
RMP for each allotment. Riparian habitat condi-

tion will be improved from unsatisfactorv to satis-

factory on approximately twenty-six miles of

stream bank.

Rationale

The preferred alternative provides for significant

improvement of vegetation, wildlife habitat, and
riparian habitat conditions, while causing minimal

disruptions in livestock use. The proposed 2,204
AUM reduction in licensed livestock use includes

1,999 AUMs of nonuse licensed during 1980-
1982; thus, the reduction in actual livestock use
will be approximately 205 AUMs. Allotments
where resource conditions are unsatisfactory

have been targeted for corrective action. Other
allotments with high potential for livestock forage
production will be managed with the goal of

increasing future livestock use. This alternative

strikes a balance between the protection or

enhancement of environmental values and the
production of additional livestock forage.

Wilderness Study
Recommendations

Management Direction

None of the five areas under consideration will be
recommended for wilderness designation. Three
areas along the Rocky Mountain Front (Blind

Horse Creek, Chute Mountain, and Deep Creek/
Battle Creek) will be administratively protected as
Outstanding Natural Areas, while the Black Sage
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and Yellowstone River Island Wilderness Study
Areas will be managed without any special desig-

nation.

Rationale

The Black Sage and Yellowstone River Island

WSAs possess moderate to low wilderness
values and would be difficult to manage as wilder-

ness. The three areas along the Rocky Mountain
Front generally are characterized by moderate to

high wilderness values, but pose significant man-
ageability problems and may be underlain by oil and
gas. The use of Outstanding Natural Area designa-

tions is preferred in this case because of the man-
agement flexibility such designations would allow if

significant oil and gas reserves are proven to exist

beneath these areas in the future. During the inter-

im, special designation will permit essentially the
same level of protection for scenic, recreational,

and other values that wilderness designation
would provide.

Forest Management
Management Direction

The preferred alternative will result in a
minor change from current management
direction, primarily in the Elkhorn area,
where commercial forest land will be set
aside from commercial harvest activities.

Forest products will continue to be har-
vested on a sustained yield basis on other
appropriate sites throughout the resource
area. Intensive management, including invest-

ment of federal funds for forest management
activities, will be focused in a few key areas with

the highest potential for timber production and the

lowest potential for conflicts with other resource
values. Standard operating procedures developed
for the protection of soils, water quality, scenic
values, and wildlife habitat will continue to be ap-

plied. Minor amounts of forested land will be
set aside from harvest in the Scratchgravel
Hills, Sleeping Giant, Rocky Mountain
Front, and Elkhorn areas and within key
wildlife habitats.

Rationale

Current management direction is resulting in no
significant conflicts between forest management
activities and other resource uses and values.

However, in order to be consistent with
Forest Service management guidelines for
the Elkhorn Wildlife Management Area,
timber harvest activity in this area will be
allowed only forthe improvement of wildlife
habitat. With adequate funding, the full 23.95
mmbf/decade of allowable harvest could be real-

ized and would contribute to the economies of local

communities.

Land Ownership Adjustments

Management Direction

Assuming that willing buyers and/or exchange
proponents can be located, the preferred alterna-

tive will result in a significant change from the

current management direction of retaining essen-
tially all BLM-administered land in public owner-
ship. In the future, tracts that are generally small,

isolated, inaccessible, and low in public resource
values will be disposed of through sale or

exchange, with exchange being the preferred
method of disposal. Some nonfederal land with

high public values will be acquired through
exchange in order to consolidate public ownership
within retention areas. Approximately 2,700
acres will require additional study prior to making
retention/disposal decisions.

Rationale

The current land ownership pattern within the

Headwaters Resource Area is characterized by

numerous isolated parcels of BLM-administered
land that are inaccessible to the public and rela-

tively difficult to manage. The preferred alterna-

tive will allow land ownership adjustments to

occur, and this will result in improved management
efficiency, fewer conflicts between the public and
private landowners, and greater public benefits

through improved access opportunities and con-

solidation of public land in retention areas. It will

also allow for some public land to be put to more
productive use in private or local government
ownership.

Mineral Exploration and
Development

Management Direction

The preferred alternative will result in no change
from current management direction. All public land

within the resource area will remain available for

mineral entry and development, unless previously

withdrawn. Some existing withdrawals may be
revoked in the future, based on application of cur-

rent withdrawal review procedures.

Rationale

The Scratchgravel Hills were considered for a

possible new withdrawal in order to protect the

groundwater recharge area for nearby home-
owners from possible cyanide contamination or

other types of pollution. The preferred alternative

will not establish any new withdrawal in the

Scratchgravel Hills because there are numerous
patented and unpatented mining claims within the

groundwater recharge area that would be unaf-

fected by the withdrawal. Current federal and
state regulations affecting mining and water qual-
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ity are considered adequate to protect ground-

water in the area, if the enforcing agencies are

funded adequately.

Motorcycle Use Areas

Management Direction

The preferred alternative will result in no change
from current management direction on approxi-

mately 90°/o of the resource area. The Montana
City motorcycle use area will remain available for

organized events. Public land along the Rocky
Mountain Front, in the Jefferson, Smith, and Mis-
souri river corridors, in the Holter Lake/Sleeping

Giant area, and near Toston Dam will remain
closed to organized motorcycle events. New clo-

sures will be established in the Scratchgravel Hills

and Limestone Hills. Approximately 234,134
acres, or 75°/o of the resource area, will remain
available for future consideration. Applications for

staging events will be reviewed on a case-by-case
basis and future decisions will be based on criteria

provided in the RMP.

Rationale

The primary demand for organized events in the

resource area appears to be in the Helena Valley

and Limestone Hills areas. The preferred alterna-

tive will allow such use to continue on public land

near Montana City, and will make other public land

in the Hilger Hills, Spokane Hills, and Marysville

areas available for future consideration. Public

land in the Scratchgravel Hills will be closed to

motorcycle races in order to protect open space,

scenic, and other environmental values, while the

Limestone Hills will be closed in order to avoid

conflicts with National Guard activities, range
users, and wildlife habitat.

Motorized Vehicle Access

Management Direction

Under the preferred alternative, motorized vehicle

access will continue without restrictions on

approximately 79,875 acres of public land. An
additional 21 9,404 acres of public land will remain
available for motorized access, but use may be

restricted seasonally and/or to specific roads and
trails. The proposed Blind Horse Creek, Ear Moun-
tain, Chute Mountain, and Deep Creek/Battle
Creek outstanding natural areas, comprising

1 2,058 acres, will be closed to motorized vehicle

use. Future site-specific decisions regarding re-

strictions and closures will be based on criteria

provided in the RMP (see Management Guidance
Common to All Alternatives, Recreation Program).

Rationale

The preferred alternative generally will allow mo-
torized vehicle use to continue where it has
already been established, but will permit appro-
priate restrictions to be applied where necessary
to protect important seasonal wildlife habitat, or

to reduce conflicts with watershed values, non-

motorized recreation users, and adjoining land-

owners. This alternative balances the need for pub-

lic access to public land and resources with the

protection of important amenity values, and will

allow for flexibility to adjust future access deci-

sions based on changing public demands and
resource conditions.

Utility and Transportation
Corridors

Management Direction

Under the preferred alternative, approximately

236,838 acres, or 77°/o, of the public land in the

resource area generally will remain available for

development of utility and transportation corri-

dors. The remaining public land, located primarily in

the Rocky Mountain Front, Holter Lake/Sleeping

Giant area, Scratchgravel Hills, Limestone Hills,

and along the Jefferson, Smith, and upper Missouri

rivers, will be identified for avoidance, and thus will

generally be unavailable for corridor development.

Future site-specific corridor development deci-

sions will be based on criteria provided inthe RMP.

Rationale

The preferred alternative reflects the need to

make public land available for major utility and

transportation corridor development, while avoid-

ing, to the extent possible, the location of major
facilities in areas of high public recreation use, high

scenic and wildlife values, and residential areas.

This alternative establishes general direction for

corridor decisions, yet preserves flexibility for

adapting future decisions to changing public

demands and resource conditions.

Coal Leasing

Management Direction

The preferred alternative will make all federal coal

within the Great Falls Coal Field available for

further consideration for coal leasing, pending

further study. Approximately 25,452 acres, con-

taining about 125 million short-tons of federal

coal, will be available for lease application. Individ-

ual lease applications and mining plans will be

reviewed to assure protection of important social

and environmental values.
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Rationale

The preferred alternative maximizes the availabil-

ity of federal coal for further consideration, pend-

ing the results of further study. Since the Great
Falls Coal Field is considered suitable for mining

only by underground methods, surface impacts
generally will be relatively minor and/or mitigata-

ble. Important seasonal wildlife habitat, flood-
plains, and utility and transportation rights-of-

way have been identified that will be unavailable for

surface occupancy, and use. Additional no occu-
pancy areas may be identified in the future prior to

leasing and at the time of mine plan review.

Special Designations

Management Direction

The preferred alternative will result in the designa-

tion of four Outstanding Natural Areas comprising

12,058 acres along the Rocky Mountain Front.

These areas are Blind Horse Creek, Ear Mountain,

Chute Mountain, and Deep Creek/Battle Creek. In

addition, approximately 11,609 acres of public

land will be designated as the Sleeping Giant Area
of Critical Environmental Concern.

Rationale

The four proposed outstanding natural areas are

considered nationally significant because of their

high wildlife, recreation, and scenic values, and
because of their association with the Bob Mar-
shall ecosystem. They also are considered to have
high potential for oil and gas production, although

exploration in the area to date has yielded incon-
clusive results. The proposed designation of the
areas, accompanied by a prohibition on surface
occupancy, is intended to preserve future man-
agement options while providing full protection for
surface values.

The proposed Area of Critical Environmental Con-
cern designation for the Sleeping Giant area will

provide added recognition of the high recreation
and wildlife values in this area. The proximity of this
area to the population centers of Great Falls and
Helena, and its association with Holter Lake and
the Gates of the Mountains Wilderness, suggests
that future management emphasis should be
directed primarily toward maintaining and enhanc-
ing the recreation, scenic, and wildlife values of the
area.

MONITORING AND
EVALUATION
The effects of implementing the Headwaters RMP
will be monitored and evaluated on a periodic basis
to assure that the desired results are being
achieved. The general purposes, priorities, and
methods to be used in monitoring and evaluation
are identified in Appendix I.
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ALTERNATIVE A: PROPOSED
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
PLAN
Impacts on Air Quality

The leasing and development of the Great Falls

Coal Field could affect the air quality of the area.

Dust from coal development would degrade the

present air quality. Formation of acid precipitation

due to the interaction of particulate matter with

water vapor could also occur if a coal burning plant

were built in the area.

Dust from oil and gas development activities, such
as the construction of pumping stations and pipe-

lines, could also have short-term impacts on air

quality. In addition, the flaring off of gas at the well

head would have some impact on air quality. Long-

term impacts would occur if a refinery were built in

the area.

Production of sour gas found along the
Rocky Mountain Front would likely require
development of one or more sweetening
plants in order to remove contaminants
such as hydrogen sulfide. Sour gas is par-
ticularly hazardous because of its toxicity;

however, procedures are available to mini-
mize impacts and risks.

In summary, this alternative could result in

decreased air quality, primarily in the areas
around the Great Falls Coal Field and Rocky
Mountain Front. The significance of such
impacts would be minor if appropriate mit-
igating measures are applied at the time of

lease application and project development.

Impacts on Soil and Water
Resources

By far the greatest impact to soils from timber
harvesting, oil and gas exploration and develop-

ment, mineral exploration and development, utility

and transportation corridors, and coal leasing is

the construction and use of roads. During the con-
struction phase, the excavation of soil from its

natural position alters the natural drainage of

slopes and exposes soil to the elements. On
steeper slopes, a cut at a critical point can trigger

landslides. Roadside cut and fill slopes are bare
erodible watersheds that increase sediment and
drainage problems. Fills add weight to the underly-

ing soil mass, and on steep hillsides they can also

trigger landslides or slip failures. The added weight
of fill material on faulty foundations can also result

in slumps and settlements.

The construction and use of roads and trails will

also cause compaction. Compaction of the soil by
vehicles and heavy equipment severely limits root
penetration, air and moisture infiltration, and
vegetative growth. The amount of compaction will

vary depending on the soil and its associated mois-
ture content at the time of compaction. On most
soils, compaction will decrease the infiltration

rate, which in turn increases runoff. This acceler-

ates erosion and creates rills and gullies.

Livestock use also causes soil compaction directly

and indirectly. Trampling by livestock is a direct

cause of compaction. Under the moist soil condi-

tions normally encountered during spring runoff,

even light trampling can effectively compact the
soil.
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4 — ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Compaction caused indirectly by livestock occurs
when exposed soils on overgrazed ranges are sub-

ject to rainfall impact. The beating action exerted

by rainfall on bare soils seals the soil surface. This

causes reduced infiltration, resulting in increased

runoff and erosion.

Wind and water erosion can be a problem on many
soils in the Rocky Mountain Front area. The ero-

sion problem will occur when the areas are further

disturbed by road and drill pad construction. Such
areas will be more susceptible to erosion because
of the increased area of bare soil. Soils that now
show symptoms of erosion will be seriously

impacted by any soil-disturbing activities. Rehabil-

itation of these soils will be more difficult because
of past losses of topsoil and nutrients.

Trampling displacement is a form of erosion sim-

ilar to water erosion. Like water erosion, trampling

displacement is more evident as slopes increase.

This form of erosion occurs most readily when the

soil is very wet or very dry.

When plant cover is greatly reduced, either by

grazing or other factors, sheet, rill, gully, and wind

erosion are usually apparent. This results in a

further loss of vegetative productivity as well as
offsite sedimentation damage.

To reduce erosion, grazing systems that incorpo-

rate rest are more effective than annual season-
long use. If livestock grazing were eliminated or

substantially decreased, plants would initially

respond with increased vigor, resulting in

increased ground cover. This would reduce bare

ground and erosion potential.

In timber harvesting, the type of harvest practice

and method of yarding has a great deal of influence

on the amount of erosion that may occur. Clear-

cutting, for example, can have the greatest detri-

mental impact on soils because of the substantial

decrease in ground cover, which increases the

potential for accelerated erosion. Clearcutting

also increases the opportunity for landslides on

noncohesive soils. Selective cutting, where a sub-

stantial number of trees are left, can have the

least amount of impact on soils.

The method of yarding influences the amount of

roads that must be built, as well as the number of

skid trails and the amount of soil damage on each
skid trail. The aerial yarding system has the least

impact on soils, whereas yarding systems that

drag logs over the soil have considerably higher

detrimental consequences. Ruts are created and

compacted, and channel runoff downslope. This

increases the opportunity for rills and gullies.

Motorcycle use also creates ruts that channel

runoff and increase erosion.

Motorized vehicle impacts will be similar to those

caused by motorcycle race events. However, the

slopes would probably not be as steep. The sus-

ceptibility of the soils to move is a prime consider-

ation for determining impacts.

Mine tailings could be another area of concern.

These bare" soils will naturally erode, thereby

increasing sediment loads into any nearby creeks

or intermittent drainages. Aside from the erosion

aspect, toxic substances are occasionally brought

to the surface and could make the soil around the

tailings c-ile sterile. The more toxic tailings erode,

the larger the area of possible sterilization. This

impact would persist until the toxic materials

were leached below root depth or until the area

was rehabilitated.

Reserve and waste pits will be built near each oil

and gas well to contain drilling muds and formation

fluids. Such construction activities could affect

slope stability in steeper areas. Additional slope

failure and slumping could be induced by saturation

from fluids or overloading by heavy equipment.

Oil spills, although not frequent, can occur on a site

specific basis from time to time. Oil may seep into

pits, berms, drainages, or low areas around wells.

Permeable soils will be the most severly affected

by oil seepage because they will allow the deepest
oil penetration.

Fluids brought to the surface may be toxic to vege-

tation and act as soil sterilants. These toxic mate-
rials may persist for several years until they are

broken down or leached from the soil profile. These
sterilized areas will be conducive to accelerated

erosion.

Those areas stipulated for no surface occupancy
will have no impacts on soils from oil and gas devel-

opment. Seasonal stipulations that would restrict

development activities to periods when the soils

are sufficiently dry or frozen and snow covered will

reduce the detrimental effects of soil compaction.

Under this alternative, the BLM would try to pre-

vent, rather than mitigate the degradation of

water quality. By reviewing activities before they

happen, and following applicable laws and regula-

tions, the water resources would benefit from the

adoption of this alternative.

Water resources could be impacted by sediment
from the development and rehabilitation of roads,

pipelines, drilling pads and reserve pits. ORV use

could decrease ground cover and infiltration, which

in turn increases sediment. Failure of a reserve pit,

or a blowout, with a corresponding oil spill would

constitute a worst case impact.

Underground mining of coal could disrupt the

groundwater required in the area by dewatering
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the area down to the depth of mining. At times, the

coal seam will be an aquifer. If such an aquifer is

disrupted by mining, both the quality and quantity

of groundwater supplied to streams will be
affected.

Changes in groundwater flow patterns and an

altered water table can also result from mining

(USDA, FS 1 980c). Water quality can be adversely

affected by water percolating through mine spoils

or mineral surfaces. Impacts could occur during

development of a mine site and service roads.

Chemicals used in the mining process could enter

the groundwater if they are not properly handled.

This is a special concern in the Scratchgravel Hills

where cyanide is used to recover gold. The site lies

in close proximity to houses that use wells for their

water supply.

Impacts to water resources on I allotments would
be positive, since these areas would be developed

for greater forage production and greater live-

stock distribution. Allotment management plans

that are beneficial to riparian habitat would also

benefit the water resource. Increased ground
cover would improve general watershed condition

in the long term. Overall there will be about a 2,000-
acre decrease in unsatisfactory watershed condi-

tion.

Short-term impacts (5 to 10 years) on water
resources from timber harvesting would be an

increase in sediment and possibly an increase in

water yield. These impacts would decrease as
revegetation occurred. Long-term impacts would
occur where roads were left in place after harvest-

ing.

Any exposure of streams to sunlight as a result of

clearcutting would mean an increase in the

temperature of the water running through the

exposed section. The removal of streambank
vegetation also increases the chance of overland

flow reaching the stream unimpeded. Leaving

buffer strips shades the stream and also protects

channel banks and streambeds during logging. See
Appendix C for best management practices

adopted by the BLM.

Transfer of land parcels from one owner to

another would also mean a transfer of water
rights to the new owner.

Outstanding Natural Area designations along the

Rocky Mountain Front, and ACEC designation for

the Sleeping Giant area, accompanied by no sur-

face occupancy stipulations to protect natural

values, will result in reduced surface disturbance
and fewer impacts to soil and water resources.
The effects of special designations are essentially

identical to the effects of wilderness designation;

however, special designations would presumably

provide less secure protection because they are

administrative, not legislative.

Conclusion

In general, impacts to soil and water resources
can be mitigated on a site-specific basis through
the application of standard operating procedures
and the general best management practices listed

in Appendix C.

Road construction and use from oil, gas, and coal

developments and timber harvesting probably

constitutes the most significant impact of this

alternative on soil and water resources. Erosion

and the resulting sediment originating from the
road network would be the most costly in terms of

downstream, offsite costs. Onsite reductions of

vegetative productivity would be significant if mit-

igating measures failed. There will be approxi-

mately a 2,000-acre decrease in unsatisfactory

watershed conditions from the current situation

based on changes in grazing allotment manage-
ment. This decrease is probably insignificant.

Impacts on Energy and Minerals

This alternative allows occupancy in the RMF on
85,660 acres (72%) of the 1 1 8,250 acres admin-
istered by the BLM. Leases would be issued with

no surface occupancy stipulations on 14,040
acres (1 2%). In addition, surface occupancy may
be prohibited on steep slopes and adjacent to sur-

face water through the application of the standard
stipulations contained in the Butte District Oil and
Gas EA. A rule of thumb is that oil and gas re-

sources over one-half mile from a drill site probably

cannot be drained without directional drilling.

Directional drilling in structurally complex areas is

unproven and we have assumed it is not feasible in

our assessment of environmental impacts. There-
fore, if no surface occupancy areas are over one-
half mile wide, the area more than one-half mile

from an occupancy site is not leased, since the
feasibility of developing oil and gas from beneath it

is poor. In some cases of extreme topography, this

distance is reduced to one-quarter mile. Based on
this rule of thumb, leases would be denied in the

core of some no surface occupancy areas. This

acreage amounts to T8.550 acres (16%).

Because of the high potential for natural gas in the
Rocky Mountain Front, designation of the four

outstanding natural areas (ONAs), accompanied
by no surface occupancy stipulations to protect
natural values, may have a serious impact on natu-
ral gas exploration and production. These desig-
nations will result in approximately 1 0,000
acres having additional restrictions on oil

and gas exploration and development. ONA
designation is an administrative action and as
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such, is more flexible and less permanent than

congressional designation as wilderness. Thus, in

the event that natural gas potential becomes
more important than the protection of various

natural values, ONA designation is more easily

altered to favor the exploration and production of

natural gas. In addition, hardrock mining is not

prohibited in ON As, so there would be little impact

on activities associated with it.

If tracts of federal surface are disposed of, poten-

tial problems with split estate ownership can be

created. While these problems do not affect the

availability of the land for mineral exploration, they

may make exploration more complicated, more
time consuming, and/or more expensive.

If travel restrictions are imposed in the Scratch-

gravel Hills and Limestone Hills, mining claimants

who are planning exploration operations might be

required to file a plan of operations under 43 CFR
3809 instead of a notice (which is much less

detailed). This is most significant in the Scratch-

gravel Hills because of their higher mineral poten-

tial.

This alternative would have virtually no adverse
impacts on the availability of federal coal for explo-

ration and development. Through the application of

the coal unsuitability criteria (see Appendix H)

approximately 1 ,780 acres would not be available

for the location of surface facilities. This acreage
would have an insignificant impact on recovery of

the coal resource.

Conclusion

Mitigating measures have been incorpo-
rated into the proposed action, which also

incorporates measures developed in the
Butte District Oil and Gas Environmental
Assessment. The production and use of

coal, oil, gas, and other minerals is an irre-

versible commitment of natural resources.
To the extent that these resources are
developed under this alternative, there will

be an irreversible and irretrievable com-
mitment of resources.

The short-term impacts of this alternative
are limited. Much of the area is already
leased for oil and gas, and coal, oil and gas,

and other minerals will generally be avail-

able as demand dictates. The long-term
impact may be the loss of potential produc-
tion from areas in the Rocky Mountain
Front that have high potential for natural

gas. Coal, oil, gas, and locatable minerals
would generally continue to be available as
demand dictates, except for some areas on
the Rocky Mountain Front.

Impacts on Lands

This alternative would result in a more active land

tenure adjustment program than at present. Both
sales and exchanges would increase in volume. It is

unlikely that any acquisitions by purchase would
occur due to budgeting constraints.

There are certain generic impacts created by dis-

posal and acquisition actions regardless of the
method used to carry out the transaction (see

Tables 4-1 and 4-2). The main benefit of exchange
is that it tends to balance the impacts of disposal

with those of acquisition, and by regulatory

requirement, should result in a net increase in the
public values. Only the impacts of disposal are
associated with sale.

There is no past example of a large scale attempt
to dispose of isolated tracts of public land under
the fair market value requirements of FLPMA.
However, most of the isolated tracts in the dispos-

al zone were left out of past patent applications

because of such physical characteristics as steep
slopes, rock outcrops, etc., that minimized their

value for agricultural use. Now, most of these
tracts are too isolated and inaccessable for com-
mercial or residential use. As a result, it is unlikely

that more than 50°/o of the land meeting disposal

criteria could actually be sold or exchanged. There
is also a high probability that there will be higher

demand for disposable tracts located in the reten-

tion zones than for tracts in the disposal zones.

This is because the tracts in the retention zone
tend to be closer to towns and residential areas.

Therefore, a large scale, rapid, land tenure adjust-

ment program is unlikely. It is more likely that such
a program will be a gradual long-term process.

Disposal of all suitable tracts within the resoqrce
area would be unlikely to cause any significant

impact to public land resource values or to the

local economics. The only potentially significant

impacts would be to individual land users or

owners of land adjacent to, or surrounding, dispos-

al tracts. Property taxes and payments in lieu of

taxes (PILT) would also be affected to some
extent.

Emphasis on sale would reduce the potential for

future land acquisitions by depleting the stock of

land available for future exchanges. This could

result in a less desirable final ownership pattern
than relying primarily on exchange.
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TABLE 4-1

IMPACTS FROM DISPOSAL

Positive Negative

Potential for placing land in a higher use such as
agricultural, commercial, or residential.

One time payment to treasury.

Decreased management costs for the BLM.

Increase in local property tax revenues.

Could relieve current user of user fees.

Potential loss of resource values, primarily wildlife

and recreation.

Loss of future revenues from land use authoriza-

tions.,

High cost of processing disposal.

Increase in property taxes for person who
purchases public land.

Loss of future exchange potential as disposable

tracts are depleted.

Can be used to solve existing unauthorized uses. Loss of Payments in Lieu of Taxes

Can provide additional land for residential develop-

ment in urban areas.

Opportunity for ranchers to block up their hold-

ings.

Potential economic strains on person who cur-

rently uses land but cannot afford to purchase it.

Possible additional encumberance and develop-

ment costs for mining claim holders.

Loss of future open space and parkland which

could be conveyed under the R&PP Act in urban

areas such as Helena.

Potential for lowering property values in a large

scale program.

TABLE 4-2

IMPACTS FROM ACQUISITION

Positive Negative

Improves resource values of existing public land

Can provide improved public access to important
resource values.

Improves manageability of existing public land by

eliminating private inholdings with potential for

conflicting uses.

Creates more manageable land ownership pat-

terns.

Improved manageability can decrease administra-
tive costs.

Can displace existing authorized users if their use
conflicts with management plans for the area.

Removes land from the property tax base.

Substantial costs in processing cases.
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Conclusion

To avoid unnecessary hardships on current land

users or surrounding and adjacent land owners,
modified competitive bidding procedures or even

direct sale (noncompetitive) can be considered

over open public competitive sale procedures.

Using exchange as the primary method of disposal,

with sales only being used when necessary, will

assure an optimum final land ownership pattern.

Sale often offers a simpler, quicker method of dis-

posing of land, but decreases the long-term poten-

tial for a desirable land ownership pattern by

depleting the stock of land available for future

exchanges, while achieving only half of the desired

results: the disposal of undesirable tracts.

Although any land tenure adjustment action could

technically be reversed, for all practical purposes
such actions should be considered as irreversible.

The only remaining potentially significant negative

impact would be the possible economic hardships

on current users and surrounding and adjacent

owners.

Impacts on Recreation Resources

Some disruption of hunting may occur adjacent to

areas of oil and gas activities, but in general the

hunting opportunity would be protected by the

wildlife stipulations.

Other recreation activities such as fishing, hiking,

backpacking, picnicking, cross-country skiing, and
snowmobiling may be impacted by a disruption of

the natural scene. However, due to the type, loca-

tion, and season of the wildlife stipulations, the

impacts will be minimal.

The primary impact of grazing on recreation is in

riparian zones. In some cases, grazing reduces the

desirability of a site to such an extent that recrea-

tionists choose not to participate in an activity.

However, in most cases, recreationists and live-

stock can coexist on the same site if use by either

one is not too heavy. Generally, in nonriparian

allotments, moderate changes in livestock use do

not adversely affect recreation to any great

degree.

Forestry activities have a tendency to shift the

recreation opportunities in an area from primitive

or semiprimitive types to those that occur in

roaded natural settings. The greater the amount
of forestry activity in an area, the greater the

amount of displacement. Hunting pressure gener-

ally increases with increased road access, as do

driving for pleasure, ORV use, woodgathering, and
similar activities. Motorized trail riding and most
nonmotorized activities are reduced or completely

displaced.

Recreation opportunities would remain secure on
land placed in the retention category. Recreation
opportunities generally would be eliminated on
lands that were disposed of, unless the disposition

were to another federal agency, a state agency, or

a city or county government. Land placed in the
further study category would continue to be avail-

able for public recreation unless it was disposed of

at a later date.

If mining takes place in the Scratchgravel Hills,

nonmotorized forms of recreation such as horse-
back riding, hiking, picnicking, and other similar

activities would be affected more than motorized
recreation. Generally, the disruption of the land

surface, the equipment and accompanying noise,

and other similar facets of mining activity reduces
the desirability and the opportunity for recreation.

Motorcycle or other motorized use is not affected

to the degree that other uses are. At times, ORV
use can actually be enhanced by mining activities.

For instance, many of the trails which motor-
cyclists use in the Scratchgravel Hills were origi-

nally roads used by miners and prospectors. It is

likely that such uses will follow future mining in the

area also.

The opportunity to participate in organized motor-
cycle activities would be eliminated in the
Scratchgravel Hills and Limestone Hills under this

alternative. This could result in shifting demand to

other areas, but because the current demand is

small, the overall impact will probably be insignifi-

cant. Participation in other types of recreation,

particularly nonmotorized types, could increase in

the Scratchgravel Hills and Limestone Hills

because of the closure.
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Opportunities for motorized recreation would be

reduced somewhat by travel restrictions in the

Limestone Hills and Scratchgravel Hills. If travel

restrictions are imposed in other areas, this would
reduce motorized recreation opportunities in

those areas as well. If vehicle closures are insti-

tuted in any areas, motorized recreation opportun-

ities would be eliminated. At the same time non-

motorized recreation opportunities would
probably be enhanced in the Limestone Hills and
Scratchgravel Hills and any other areas where
travel restrictions or closures might be instituted.

Special designations, accompanied by later site-

specific management planning, which would define

the scope and priorities for management of

recreation resources, may result in more visitor

services and more resource protection to

enhance the existing recreation situation. It is

doubtful that any negative effects will result to

recreation as a result of special designations.

Conclusion

Impacts on recreation from timber harvesting can
be mitigated to some extent by reducing the

number of new or upgraded roads, limiting

methods of harvest, limiting amount of harvesting

in a general area, and other similar techniques.

However, timber harvesting generally will create

an irreversible commitment of resources regard-

ing recreation use. Most recreation use patterns

are changed by timber harvesting and seldom
return to the previous situation. Generally, recrea-

tion will tend to move further towards the more
developed forms of activity and the more primitive

forms will be displaced or eliminated.

Limitations on the number and type of motor-
cycles, the time of year, or the size of the event
could help alleviate conflicts between motorcycle
race events and other recreational uses.

Overall, with the exception of reduced motorized
recreational uses in specific areas, the recreation

program will not be significantly altered from the

present situation under this alternative.

Impacts on Visual Resources

Impacts to visual resources would continue
to be mitigated on a case-by-case basis in

accordance with BLM visual resource man-
agement policy. Conformance to the differ-
ent degrees of modification allowed under
various management classes would result
in essentially no significant impairment of
visual resources. The Sleeping Giant ACEC
would be elevated to Management Class 2
until completion of a site-specific manage-

ment plan for the area. This would result in

at least a temporary increase in protection
for visual resources in this area.

Impacts on Cultural Resources

The impacts of management decisions on cultural

resources will be minimal or nonexistent, if all per-

tinent laws, regulations, and current policies are

followed. Continuing impacts to, and loss of, non-

significant sites not eligible for the National Regis-

ter of Historic Places will occur. Depending on the

scale and timing of land ownership adjustments,

impacts can be expected to occur to cultural

resources. Residual impacts will occur to National

Register eligible sites, even after mitigation meas-
ures, if such sites are transferred to nonfederal

agencies or individuals unless appropriate cove-

nants are applied. An irreversible and irretrievable

commitment of resources will occur if a determi-

nation is made that other resource values out-

weigh the continued management of a cultural

resource site [an adverse effect determination).

Conversely, cultural resources of national signifi-

cance can be brought under federal protection

through land ownership adjustments, thereby

bringing consolidated areas of prehistoric and his-

toric use under cultural resource management.

Impacts on Wilderness Resources

Nondesignation of the three study areas (1 1 ,21

8

acres) along the Rocky Mountain Front would not

result in any additional adverse impacts to the

wilderness values from oil and gas activity. This is

because the preferred recommendation to desig-

nate these former WSAs as Outstanding Natural

Areas would provide almost equally restrictive

short-term protection. Long-term protection
would not be as secure since an ONA designation

is not as permanent as wilderness designation.

All these areas possess a high potential for oil and

gas, and as a result, are entirely leased. These
leases, regardless of the alternative, are not sub-

ject to nonimpairment stipulations, because the

Interim Management Policy and Guidelines no

longer apply for these former WSAs. Impacts
associated with exploration and development
activities would be subject to other resource stip-

ulations, and consequently adverse impacts on
wilderness values could be mitigated to some
extent. Nondesignation of the two remaining

WSAs will make their wildereness values suscep-
tible to both short and long-term degradation from
oil and gas exploration and development activities.

These areas would no longer be protected by non-

impairment stipulations.
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Livestock management would have little impact on

the wilderness values within four of the five areas.

The ungrazed Yellowstone River Island would be

unaffected, while designation of the three Rocky
Mountain Front units as Outstanding Natural

Areas would prevent significant range impacts
from occurring.

Although no new grazing improvements are antici-

pated for the fifth unit, Black Sage, some natural

impairment could occur due to fewer restrictions

governing the use of motorized vehicles for grazing

management purposes.

Nondesigntion of the five study areas (17,197
acres) would have some long-term, adverse

impacts on wilderness values. Black Sage and the

Yellowstone River Island would be susceptable to

degradation, since these areas would be open to

development. Blind Horse Creek, Chute Mountain,

and Deep Creek/Battle Creek however, will be

managed as Outstanding Natural Areas, thereby
ensuring protection of their outstanding natural

values. The diversity of the NWPS would not be
enhanced since 2,062 acres of the under-
represented Foothills Prairie ecotype would not be
added to the system.

Forest management would not adversely affect

wilderness values on four of the study areas, since

the timber would be withdrawn. Approximately
300 acres of low quality woodland timber within

the Black Sage unit would be available for low prior-

ity harvest. Small localized sales of forest prod-

ucts would negatively influence the naturalness

and solitude of the area.

Four of the study areas would be unaffected by

motorcycle use events because they would be

closed to such events. Black Sage, however, would

be open to these events, and if they were allowed,

they would have significant impacts. The noise and
surface disturbance associated with this activity

would noticeably degrade the area's opportunities

for solitude and primitive recreation, as well as its

natural values.

The Yellowstone River Island is unaffected by

motorized vehicle access since motorized travel

within the unit is not feasible. Blind Horse Creek,

Chute Mountain, and Deep Creek/Battle Creek
would be closed to the general public, but special

allowances would be made for use by ranchers.

The limited access would not have significant

impacts on the wilderness values. Black Sage,

however, would not be closed to the public. As a

result, the area would be subject to temporary
visual and audible impacts, as well as the more
lasting natural disturbances. Due to the area's

fragile terrain and lack of physiographic barriers,

off-road use is a major potential impact on the

wilderness values in Black Sage.

The three units on the Rocky Mountain Front
would be essentially closed to utility and transpor-
tation corridor selection as a result of Outstand-
ing Natural Area designation. Although Black Sage
and the island would be available for corridor

review, the likelihood of selection would be remote
due to their locations. If such a project was con-
structed, wilderness values would be forgone.

The effects of designating the Blind Horse Creek,

Chute Mountain, and Deep Creek/Battle Creek
areas as Outstanding Natural Areas would be sim-
ilar to the effects of wilderness designation, in that

the protection of natural values would be empha-
sized. Hardrock mining would be permitted, but is

not expected to be significant. Special designa-

tions are considered less permanent than wilder-

ness designation; thus, the degree of protection

provided to natural values is less than that pro-

vided under wilderness designation.

Impacts on Timber Resources

Under this alternative, 9,503 acres of the 58,099
acres of the suitable commercial forestland (CFL)

would be set aside from the harvestable base
because of multiple use restrictions (see Table

2-7). Of the 9,503 acres of CFL that would be set
aside, 3,035 acres would be set aside for wildlife

reasons and 1,468 acres would be set aside for

recreation reasons.

Of the 48,956 acres in the available base,

37,888 acres would have some silvicultural re-

strictions based on the TPCC inventory. The
remaining 10,708 acres would have no restric-

tions.

Managing 48,956 acres of commercial forest-

land in the harvestable base for the production of

forest products would result in a potential sustain-

able allowable cut of approximately 23.95
mmbf/decade.

Under this alternative, 2,650 acres of woodland
would be unavailable for the harvest of forest prod-

ucts. Managing the remaining 16,290 acres of

woodland would make additional forested acreage
available for limited harvest of sawtimber, fuel-

wood, and minor forest products.

Harvest practices including clearcutting, shelter-

wood, and selective cutting would influence vege-
tative cover on approximately 800 acres per year.

This would impact wildlife and grazing. The impact
would be in the form of increased or decreased
forage and cover.

Other significant impacts of forest management
are related to access caused by road construc-
tion. These impacts may be positive or negative,

depending on the need to make specific public land
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available for increased public use, and on the need
to protect wildlife or other resource values from
increased human disturbance.

Forest development practices such as thinning,

planting, and the use of herbicides would improve
stocking and growth potential of forest stands and
decrease pest and disease problems in these
stands.

Grazing will influence forest management primar-

ily by endangering the establishment of regenera-

tion. This influence can be partially mitigated

through control of season of use and livestock

distribution.

Although the Scratchgravel Hills are set aside

(1 ,468 acres) for recreation purposes, the major-

ity of the commercial forestland has relatively low

productivity. This amounts to a loss of approxi-

mately 50 mbf/yr. from the potential allowable

cut.

Loss of timber production in response to wildlife

needs involves 8,035 acres of the commercial
forest land base. This amounts to an average
reduction in yield of 436 mbf/yr.

Acreage set aside for fragile sites and reforest-

ation problems amount to 4,982 acres or 8°/o of

the base productivity.

Impacts on Range Resources

Under this alternative, a short-term reduction of

3,009 AUMs is proposed for nineteen allotments

and a short-term increase of 805 AUMs is pro-

posed for seven allotments. These changes would

result in a net decrease of 2,204 AUMs or 7°/o of

the current authorized use.

These short-term reductions or increases are

needed to achieve the management objectives

developed for each allotment in the I category (see

Appendix E). Appendix N displays the recom-

mended change in AUMs for each allotment in the I

category. This appendix also indicates allotments

where management changes other than changing

the total number of AUMs are needed to achieve

the management objectives.

In the long term, there would be 1,916 AUMs
available for livestock use in addition to the 31 ,501

AUMs of current authorized use. Because the

short term proposes a net downward adjustment,

this long-term increase actually represents a net

upward adjustment of 4,120 AUMs when com-
pared to the short term. This projection of addi-

tional livestock forage is dependent upon imple-

mentation of grazing systems, installation of

range improvements, and performance of land

treatments to increase forage production or con-

vert potentially suitable sites to suitable. Table

4-3 summarizes the short and long-term changes
proposed in current authorized use. Table 2-5

summarizes the kinds and quantities of improve-

ments and treatments planned under this alterna-

tive.

TABLE 4-3

CHANGES IN GRAZING PREFERENCE:
ALTERNATIVE A

Total Net Change in Use

AUMs AUMs °(o

Current Authorized Use 31,501 — —
Short-Term Adjustment 29,297 -2,204 -7.0

Long-Term Adjustment 33.417 +1,916 +6.1

The impacts on each livestock operator would vary

according to how grazing use in the allotment fits

into the yearlong ranch operation. Seventeen of

the nineteen reductions proposed would be more
than 1 5°/o of current authorized use. These seven-

teen reductions would normally be phased in over a

five year period, thus permitting the operator to

locate alternative pasture or to reduce herd size.

All seven of the allotments proposed for increases

could be subject to the same five year phase-in,

depending on the level of monitoring required to

establish the final adjustment.

The only significant short-term change in vegeta-

tion that would occur under this alternative is a

probable increase in the vigor of preferred forage

plants where AUM reductions would result in less

forage utilization.

Figure 4-1 illustrates the expected changes in

vegetative condition in the long term. The major
long-term effect on native vegetation will be an

improvement in the kinds and amounts of vegeta-

tion produced on sites that are now in poor or fair

condition. That is, some poor condition sites would
be converted to fair condition and some fair condi-

tion sites would be converted to good condition.

These projections are based on the potential of the

vegetative community that presently occupies a

site to impove in response to changes in grazing

management. The assumption is made that the

vegetative condition for sites in Category M and C
allotments would not change. The 2,860 acres
proposed for reseeding or burning (see Table 2-5)

were not included in computing long-term vegeta-
tive condition for Alternative A, since they would
become unclassified acres once the native vege-

tation was disturbed.
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The range improvements that are summarized in

Table 2-5, would be needed to implement man-
agement objectives and therefore would have a

desirable impact on vegetation. Because many of

these improvements would lead to improved dis-

tribution of livestock and/or production of better

kinds and quantities of livestock forage, they

should have a beneficial effect on livestock produc-

tion.

Control of noxious and poisonous plants, which is

proposed for 467 acres, would have a locally bene-

ficial impact on livestock grazing by reducing death

and sickness in domestic animals. While some
additional livestock forage may be produced as a

result of timber harvesting, additional livestock

use would be granted on a year to year basis and

would not have a long-term impact on the total

number of AUMs allocated to livestock.

Seeding and interseeding of native and introduced

plants is proposed for 2,560 acres under this

alternative. For the most part, the sites proposed

to receive this type of treatment have very low

natural potential to improve from their present
poor or fair condition, because of unfavorable soil

or climatic conditions. Three hundred acres are
proposed for controlled burns to decrease the
amount of sagebrush, juniper, and other woody
plants that currently reduce the production of

herbaceous vegetation.

Conclusion

The short-term impacts on livestock grazing are
mitigated somewhat by the fact that during the
1 980, 1 981 , and 1 982 grazing seasons, the BLM
has issued annual licenses for nonuse that amount
to 1 ,999 AUMs. These licenses involved nine of

the nineteen allotments proposed for downward
adjustments under this alternative. The BLM has
also issued licenses in each of the last three years
for temporary nonrenewable use amounting to an
additional 278 AUMs in two of the allotments that
are proposed for upward adjustments.

The 1 ,999 AUMs of nonuse would be part of the
short-term downward adjustment proposed in

this alternati ve. Therefore the impacts would be
somewhat mitigated since the net reduction from
recent actual use would amount to 205 AUMs.

Appendix F describes the kinds of range improve-
ments that are proposed. Careful placement of

these improvements and proper design are effec-

tive tools in mitigating possible adverse impacts
on vegetation and livestock.

The only irreversible commitments proposed that

impact the vegetation involve the 2,560 acres
proposed for reseeding. When the native vegeta-
tion on these acres is replaced by other plant spe-
cies, it would be unlikely that a native community
would again occupy the site (within 50-75 years or

more).

Overall, the quality and quantity of vegetation pro-

duced on public land would improve. While a 7.0°/o

downward adjustment in livestock AUMs is pro-

posed for the short term, a long-term upward
adjustment of 6.1 °/o in AUMs is expected. Both
structural and nonstructural range improvements
and treatments are proposed at an estimated
cost of $449,331.

Through mitigation, some potentially adverse
impacts can be avoided. There would be a mone-
tary loss to livestock operators over the short

term where AUM reductions are proposed, but
overall, livestock production should improve over

the long term.
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Impacts on Wildlife and Fisheries

Aquatic Habitat

Aquatic habitat would be fully protected within the
areas where oil and gas leases would be subject to

no surface occupancy stipulations. Aquatic
resources downstream from these areas would
similarly be protected. Those portions of the Pine

Butte and Antelope Butte swamps that contain

federal mineral ownership would be fully protected
from potential water contamination.

Aquatic habitat within the areas zoned for sea-
sonal stipulations could be subject to minor water
contamination and increased sediment caused by

erosion from oil and gas activities. However, this is

mostly mitigated through application of standard
stipulations.

Both upward and downward adjustments to live-

stock usage will occur on the I allotments. With
these livestock adjustments, seasonal changes,

and limited fencing along streams, the overall

change in the aquatic habitat will be positive. The
satisfactory aquatic habitat will increase to 81 .6

miles, while the unsatisfactory condition will

decrease to 1 2.6 miles (see Table 4-4). The M and
C allotments will increase slightly and provide

more satisfactory aquatic habitat.

Development of management objectives for each
allotment and the eventual implementation of

these will bring about the necessary changes to

improve the aquatic habitat. A reduction in live-

stock numbers and the implementation of grazing

systems are the most important factors in the

bringing about the improvement in aquatic habitat.

While fencing to totally exclude livestock is con-

sidered by many to be the most effective way to

improve aquatic habitat, it is the most expensive.

The proposed action will use a minimal amount of

fencing to achieve satisfactory aquatic habitat. If,

in the future, monitoring identifies areas where the

management objectives are not being met, then a

management decision could be made to fence the

aquatic habitat.

Short-term adverse impacts from increased

commercial timber harvesting in the resource
area would result in increased suspended and bed-

load sediment yields. This would adversely impact
aquatic habitat in those streams affected. Sur-

face runoff is the primary vehicle for the transpor-

tation of sediment to streams from adjacent

sources. Road construction and other soil disturb-

ances are considered to be the primary sources of

sediment. Increased road construction would
result in the high priority forest management
areas. Portions of the Silver Creek, Prickly Pear,

and Little Prickly Pear Creek watersheds would be
the most affected. The Prickly Pear creeks are

rated substantial fishery resources and Silver

Creek is rated a moderate fishery resource

(MDFW&P 1980b). Road construction and log-

ging adjacent to streams can have the most
adverse impacts on aquatic resources (Meehan et

al. 1 977). The application of standard operating

procedures including proper road design, buffer

zones adjacent to streams, and techniques that

significantly reduce surface erosion would mini-

mize the adverse impacts. In addition, major forest

activity plans will be prepared on the high priority

forest management areas, which will apply specific

mitigating measures for the protection of the

aquatic resource. Approximately 13°/o of the

commercial timber base has been set aside for

wildlife protection purposes. A portion of this set
aside area includes adequate buffer zones on all

perennial tributaries in the resource area. The
setting aside of the Scratchgravel Hills from the

commercial timber base will have neither benefi-

cial nor adverse impacts on aquatic habitat. How-
ever, the setting aside of the Elkhorn area
will result in beneficial impacts to aquatic
habitat along the Upper Prickly Pear Creek,
primarily because of the reduction in road
construction and other soil disturbing
activities in this area.

Some isolated tracts with small reaches of aqua-
tic habitat would be subject to disposal from public

ownership. About 1.3 miles are in the disposal

area, and 2.4 miles are in the further study cate-

gory. All other aquatic habitat in the resource area
would be zoned for retention.

Overall, the impact would be minimal. Public fishing

access that is currently available would be main-
tained, and opportunities for monitoring or manag-
ing aquatic habitat would remain. Future acquisi-

tion to benefit habitat management and fishing

access would be possible. No public land along

major rivers is under consideration for disposal.

Riparian Habitat

The adverse impacts of livestock grazing upon
riparian habitat has recently been acknowledged in

various symposia (Cope 1979, USDA, FS 1978b,
USDA, FS 1977b, Peek and Dalke 1982). How-
ever, more research is needed to determine what
livestock management strategies are the most
appropriate to maintain or improve riparian habi-

tat (Platts 1 978).

Experience with three AMPs and several non-

AMP allotments in the resource area indicates

that riparian management goals can be compat-
ible with livestock grazing when grazing systems
are designed to meet riparian needs. Similar find-

ings have been reported by the BLM (USDI, BLM
1 980) and Myers (1 981 ). The techniques that can
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TABLE 4-4

LONG-TERM WILDLIFE HABITAT CHANGES RESULTING FROM GRAZING ALLOTMENT AND RIPARIAN HABITAT
MANAGEMENT: ALTERNATIVE A 1

Current Current
Condition Alt. A Condition Alt. A

Type of Habitat Acres »lo Acres °/o Type of Habitat Acres °/o Acres o/o

Elk-wt/sp Antelope-wt/sp

Satisfactory 51,759 77 60,267 90 Satisfactory 10,452 78 11,221 83
Unsatisfactory 14,926 23 6,418 10 Unsatisfactory 3,072 22 2,303 17

Elk-su/fa Antelope-su/fa

Satisfactory 19,896 77 22,561 88 Satisfactory 10,921 77 11,541 81

Unsatisfactory 5,922 23 3,257 12 Unsatisfactory 3,259 23 2,639 19

Elk-yearlong Antelope-yearlong

Satisfactory 6,678 75 7,685 87 Satisfactory 15,618 79 16,882 85
Unsatisfactory 2.142 25 1,135 13 Unsatisfactory 4,212 21 2,948 15

Mule deer-wt/sp Waterfowl-sp/su/fa

Satisfactory 82,147 75 95,035 86 Satisfactory 1,975 79 2,375 95
Unsatisfactory 27,763 25 14,875 14 Unsatisfactory 525 21 125 5

Mule deer-su/fa Grizzly-yearlong

Satisfactory 9,135 90 9.541 94 Satisfactory 12,882 60 19,357 90
Unsatisfactory 1,015 10 609 6 Unsatisfactory 8,588 40 2,113 10

Mule deer-yearlong

Satisfactory 38,009 78 43,191 89
Unsatisfactory 10,521 22 5,339 11

Bighorn sheep-wt/sp

Satisfactory 5,095

1,035

83
17

5,174

920
85
15

Miles % Miles °/o

Unsatisfactory
Fisheries-

Bighorn sheep-su/fa Satisfactory 58.1 62 81.6 87
Satisfactory 9,317 92 9,494 94 Unsatisfactory 36.1 38 12.6 13
Unsatisfactory 783 8 606 6

Long-term riparian habitat
Bighorn sheep-yearlong 2

cond. on I Allot.3

Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory

12,160 100 12.160 100
Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory

35.75

33.95

51

49
61.75
7.95

89
11

Moose-wt/sp
Satisfactory 5,832 60 6,480 66

Long-term riparian habitat

Unsatisfactory 3,888 40 3,240 34 cond. on M&C Allot. 3

Moose-su/fa

Satisfactory 5,012 88 5,138 89

Satisfactory

Unsatisfactory

67.45

4.75

93
7

68.55

3.65

95
5

Unsatisfactory 748 12 622 11

1 All terrrestrial wildlife species information is shown in acres and percentages.

2This yearlong habitat is in the Devils Kitchen and portions of the Sleeping Giant areas that are predominantly inaccessible to

domestic livestock.

3Condition of riparian habitat in 20 years with the highest ranking I allotments fully implemented.
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be used to lessen the impacts of livestock grazing

are discussed in the Management Guidance
Common to all Alternatives section.

The seventy-seven allotments classified as
I category have been ranked for implemen-
tation based on current range management
policy (Appendix E). This was done by multi-
disciplinary review in order to emphasize
those allotments where common resource
problems exist for range, wildlife, and
watershed activities, and where future
investments would be most cost-effective.

Through this review, twenty allotments
were identified as highest (A) priority,

thirty-nine were identified as moderate (B)

priority, and thirteen were identified as low
(C) priority. Five other allotments were
identified for possible reclassification to

either the maintenance or custodial man-
agement categories. It is realistic to
assume that two AMPs per year for the next
twenty years can be implemented. This
means that forty AMPs, or all of the A prior-

ity and the first twenty B priority I allot-

ments, will be implemented in the next
twenty years.

Of the forty highest ranking I allotments,
twenty-two contain approximately 30.0
miles, or 78°fo, of the total unsatisfactory
riparian habitat in the resource area. The
thirty-seven lower ranking I allotments
contain approximately 3.95 miles, or 10°fo

of the total unsatisfactory riparian habitat.

The remaining 4.75 miles, or 1 2°/o, of unsatisfac-

tory riparian habitat are in the maintenance and

custodial category allotments. No change in man-
agement is expected for the M and C allotments

with unsatisfactory riparian habitat.

Under alternative A, the preferred action, riparian

habitat quality would improve from 51 °/o satisfac-

tory to 89°fo satisfactory for all I allotments over

the long term (see Table 4-4). This represents an

increase from 35.75 miles to 61.75 miles of

satisfactory riparian habitat. The 4.75 miles of

unsatisfactory riparian habitat in the M and C
allotments are not expected to improve signifi-

cantly over the long term (Figure 4-2).

The improvement in riparian condition for the I

allotments will be the result of such things as

reduced stocking rates (1 ,1 78 AUMs on nineteen

allotments with unsatisfactory riparian habitat),

livestock grazing systems designed with riparian

habitat improvement objectives, season-of-use

changes, class-of-stock changes, and in some
instances, fencing to exclude livestock grazing.

Short-term adverse impacts on riparian habitat

would result from increased timber harvesting in

the resource area. Road construction through

riparian zones would be the primary source of dis-

turbance. Application of standard operating
procedures, including major forest activity plan-

ning, would minimize the adverse impacts.

Setting the Scratchgravel Hills aside from the

timber program will have neither beneficial nor

adverse impacts on riparian habitat. However,
riparian habitat will be additionally protected
through the setting aside of approximately 13°/o
of the commercial timber base in other areas for

wildlife habitat protection purposes.

The application of standard stipulations and
standard operating procedures on oil and gas
leases would protect riparian habitat under this

alternative.

Not recommending the Yellowstone River Island

as suitable for wilderness designation would have
minimally adverse consequences. The Yellowstone

River is a Class I, highest value fishery, at this

location. Any potential modification of river banks
or riverside vegetation would be adverse to this

fishery. However, this island intrinsically contains

protection from most land use activities, thus wil-

derness designation would add only minimal addi-

tional protection.

Riparian values will also be included in the decision

to dispose of any particular tract of land. While
these values will not necessarily limit the disposal

of a tract, they will be one factor that is considered

in determining whether the tract has sufficient

public values to justify retention.

Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat

The Ear Mountain bighorn sheep, mule deer, and
mountain goat winter/spring ranges would befully

protected from oil and gas exploration and devel-

opment activities because of the areas zoned for

no surface occupancy. Similarly, all federal miner-

als in the Ear Mountain Wildlife Management Area
would be zoned for no surface occupancy. This

wildlife management area is managed by the Mon-
tana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks for big

game and grizzly bear habitat. Approximately 80-

100 bighorn sheep, 400-500 mule deer, and 10-

20 mountain goats use this area throughout the

year, and there is also a high density of grizzly bear

usage in the area. Portions of the mule deer and elk

winter/spring ranges in the Blackleaf Wildlife

Management Area would be fully protected
because of the no surface occupancy zone. This no

surface occupancy zone will also protect a portion

of the Blackleaf-Teton mule deer winter/spring
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FIGURE 4-2

Riparian Habitat Condition

100 mi. -i-

75 mi.

D"nsatisfactory Condition

:
:
:
:

:
:

:
: Satisfactory Condition

2%
5°/o 5% <f> 5°/o

50 mi. --

25 mi. --

Omi.

: 89%

11%

Current Condition Alt A & B Alt C

All I Allotments-

:95%
98%

95%

Alt D Current Condition Alt A & B

All M/C Allotments.

range, which contains approximately 400-500
animals (Kasworm 1 981 ). The remaining big game
winter/spring ranges along the front will be pro-

tected through no surface occupancy and sea-
sonal stipulations. These seasonal stipulations

would minimize disturbance from exploration and
development activities during the winter/spring
months (typically from December through April).

However, the potential exists for increased habi-

tat loss through construction, development of

ancillary facilities, and increased human access on
the seasonal ranges not zoned for no surface
occupancy.

The impacts of harvesting an average of 800
acres of commercial timber annually would vary

depending on the harvest method, season, dura-

tion of activity, and location of the cutting unit.

Potential adverse impacts include such things

as: reduced fall hiding cover for big game, loss of

habitat effectiveness due to increased vehicular

access, loss of hiding cover immediately adjacent

to primary winter foraging areas for big game,
reduced big game use of clearcut areas, reduced
big game use of moist-sites (i.e. wet sedge mead-
ows, riparian zones, etc.) by a reduction in the

adjacent coniferous forest, loss of habitat types

for wildlife species that require specific types (i.e.

over mature, old growth stands), and disturbance

of wildlife during seasonally important time periods

(i.e. calving, nursery, and winter habitat).

Application of the Montana Cooperative Elk-

Logging Study Guidelines (see Management Guid-

ance Common to all Alternatives) and standard

operating procedures would significantly lessen

adverse impacts. The setting aside of approx-
imately 1 3°fo of the commercial timber base
for wildlife habitat protection further min-
imizes these potential impacts, particularly

in the Elkhorn area. Potential adverse impacts

are more likely to occur in the high priority forest

management areas than low priority areas,
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because of the intensity of harvest activities (i.e.

roads, cutting units, etc.).

The Roger's Pass high priority area contains
summer and fall grizzly bear habitat. Intense har-
vest activities could result in significant adverse
impacts. The application of special mitigative
measures for grizzly bear management that would
be developed in response to specific proposals
would reduce, but not eliminate, these impacts.

The Elkhorn set aside area contains key
seasonal habitat for a variety of big game
including deer, elk, and moose. Since future
harvest in this area will be permitted only
for the improvement of wildlife habitat, the
impacts on wildlife would be beneficial. The
identification of this unit as a set aside area
and its removal from the regulated timber
base is consistent with and complementary
to the management direction for the adja-
cent Elkhorn Wildlife Management Area on
the Helena and Deerlodge National Forests.

Setting aside the timber in the Scratchgravel Hills

would have minor beneficial impacts to terrestrial

wildlife habitat.

Restrictions on motorized vehicle access under
this alternative would provide additional protec-
tion of seasonal wildlife habitats for the Scratch-
gravel Hills and Limestone Hills. Site-specific guid-

ance would aid in the protection of seasonal wildlife

habitats. In general, the impacts to wildlife from
utility and transportation corridors would be
minor, since most impacts to wildlife from power-
line construction can be effectively mitigated. Col-

lisions of migrating birds with towers or wires is an
impact that sometimes cannot be effectively mit-

igated regardless of their location or placement.

Avoidance areas along major rivers would help

protect bald eagle and waterfowl habitat. Avoid-

ance areas in the Limestone Hills and Sleeping
Giant areas would help protect and maintain big

game habitats. Bald eagle and waterfowl habitat

could be impacted in the three window areas.

Under this alternative, all of the waterfowl, bighorn
sheep, mountain goat, and moose habitat would be
in the retention zone, so there would be no
impacts. Most of the elk and antelope habitat
would also be in the retention zone. Isolated tracts
in the disposal zone in Park, Meagher, Cascade,
and Lewis and Clark counties may have limited

upland game bird populations. In addition, about
3,600 acres of mule deer habitat in the resource
area would be in the disposal zone. Because of the
small amount of habitat involved, disposal of these
tracts would have only minor impacts on mule deer
and upland game birds.

Under this alternative, terrestrial wildlife habitat

would be subject to the impacts of mineral explo-

ration and development. The impacts to terres-

trial wildlife habitat would depend on the extent

and duration of the exploration and development.
Seasonally important antelope habitat could be
adversely affected. Other terrestrial habitat,

including raptors and other nongame birds, would
be similarly affected.

Significant beneficial impacts and no adverse
impacts would result to all wildlife species and
habitat in areas that are closed to motorcycle
race events.

Negligible impacts to wildlife habitat would occur in

the Montana City use area. The quality of summer
mule deer habitat would be impacted in the Hilger

Hills, Spokane Hills, and Marysville areas. Because
none of these areas are crucial summer mule deer
habitat, the summer impacts would be slight.

Motorcycle activities conducted during any other
season would cause significant disturbance
impacts to mule deer, especially in the Spokane
Hills and Marysville areas.

If motorcycle usage occurs only in the summer,
there will be minor disturbance of elk, primarily in

the Marysville area. There would be large impacts
on habitat considered suitable for introduction or

range expansion of wild turkeys (Merriam's tur-

key), particularly in the Hilger Hills and Spokane
Hills.

Depending on the magnitude of motorcycle use,

some habitat (vegetation) loss would occur from
motorcycle usage in each area.

The effects on wildlife of leasing and mining coal will

vary between species. Physical loss of habitats

and disturbance resulting from increased human
activities would be the major impacts. Some phys-

ical loss of habitats would be permanent, while

some could eventually be restored through rehabil-

itation techniques.

Adequate baseline wildlife inventory data are lack-

ing for this coal field. However, nesting sites and
yearlong hunting areas for raptors; dancing
grounds, brooding areas, and wintering areas for

sharp-tailed grouse; pheasant habitat; yearlong

antelope habitat; and winter ranges for antelope,

mule deer, white-tailed deer, and elk would be the

primary wildlife values impacted by coal develop-

ment. Application of the unsuitability criteria to

available inventory data resulted in the classifica-

tion of 7°/o of the federal acres as requiring a no

surface occupancy stipulation. This would help

insure adequate protection of sharp-tailed grouse
dancing grounds and antelope, mule deer, white-

tailed deer, and elk crucial winter ranges. Addi-
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tional sensitive wildlife use areas may be
identified, and appropriate stipulations will

be attached, prior to lease issuance.

The most significant effect of special designations

on fish and wildlife habitat would be in the Rocky
Mountain Front area, where approximately
10,000 additional acres would be made unavail-

able for surface occupancy. This would benefit all

types of habitat, but especially grizzly bear, gray

wolf, and big game habitat, which would be afforded

total protection from onsite disturbance.

Grizzly Bear. Federal minerals in the proposed
outstanding natural areas and the Antelope Butte
Swamp, Ear Mountain-Pine Butte Swamp, and
Beaver Meadows areas would be zoned for no

surface occupancy. This would fully protect these
three key seasonal habitats. Grizzly bear habitat

on adjacent nonfederal land would continue to be
subject to oil and gas exploration and development
activities, increasing the need for protection of

such habitat on federal land.

Zoning those areas listed above for no surface

occupancy precludes the possibility of exploration

and development activities taking place simul-

taneously in more than one of these areas. If that

were to occur, it would likely jeopardize the RMF
grizzly population (USDI, FWS 1 980b). All remain-

ing occupied grizzly bear habitat would be zoned
for seasonal stipulations. These stipulations would
typically preclude exploration and development
activities from April through August. The impacts

to grizzly bear habitat in these areas primarily

would be increased road construction and direct

habitat loss from any other construction required.

Important grizzly bear habitat such as aspen and
other riparian communities on the Rocky Moun-
tain Front would significantly benefit under this

alternative. Management objectives for all live-

stock grazing allotments that contain grizzly bear

habitat would be to improve or maintain key grizzly

bear habitat. All allotments, except one, with key

seasonal habitat are I allotments and as such will

be first priority for AMP development. The follow-

ing improvements or management opportunities

will be employed in developing or modifying live-

stock grazing plans in allotments 6303, 6307, and

7613:

defer turn-out until July 1 annually,

rest or defer grazing until at least August 1

5

on at least 50°/o of the total grizzly bear habi-

tat within an allotment,

do not salt or build additional water develop-

ments within one-fourth mile of any identified

riparian community types,

consider fencing large riparian community
types as an alternative to grazing system
implementation, and

graze aspen/riparian habitats for not more
than one hot season (generally 7/1—9/1 ) out
of every three years.

Season-long domestic livestock grazing has been
shown to be detrimental to riparian community
condition (Cooper 1 977 and Cope 1 979). Grizzly

bear usage and diet dependency on moist sites has
been documented by Schallenberger and Jonkel
(1 980) and Aune and Stivers (MDFW&P 1 981 ).

Approximately 1 ,824 acres of seasonally impor-
tant grizzly bear habitat would remain unleased to

livestock grazing under this alternative.

Grizzly bear habitat would improve from the cur-

rent 40°/o unsatisfactory to approximately 1 0°/o

unsatisfactory (see Table 4-4) mainly from incor-

porating management objectives for grizzly bear
habitat into livestock grazing plans and by institut-

ing a moderate reduction in AUMs.

Gray Wolf. The no surface occupancy zones
delineated for grizzly bear habitat and ONAs also

contain crucial big game winter/spring ranges.

These big game winter/spring ranges would be
fully protected, which would significantly benefit

wolf recovery habitat by protecting the prey base.

All remaining seasonal big game ranges on the

Rocky Mountain Front would be zoned for seasonal
stipulations. These stipulations would minimize

disturbance from exploration and development
activities during the winter/spring months (typi-

cally from December through April). The main
impacts to big game habitat in these areas would

be increased road construction and direct habitat

loss from any other construction required.

The majority of the big game seasonal habitat on
public land in the Rocky Mountain Front, with the

exception of bighorn sheep winter/spring habitat,

is currently in satisfactory condition. A general

improvement in forage availability and habitat con-

ditions on bighorn sheep habitat would be
expected through the proposed grazing systems
and AUM reductions. All other big game seasonal

range would be maintained or slightly improved.

These factors would benefit wolf recovery habitat.

Peregrine Falcon and Bald Eagle. The appli-

cation of special and standard stipulations and
standard operating procedures will fully protect

peregrine falcon and bald eagle habitat from
impacts caused by oil and gas exploration and
development.
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Under this alternative, the Yellowstone River

Island would not be recommended as suitable for

wilderness designation. Any potential modification

or loss of the mature cottonwoods on the island

would be adverse to bald eagle and peregrine fal-

con seasonal usage. No nesting by these species is

known to occur, however, rather concentrated
winter usage by bald eagles can occur. The habitat

for peregrine falcon and bald eagles on the RMF
would be protected even without wilderness
designation because of the ONA designations in

those areas.

Under this alternative, tracts of public land known
to be inhabited by threatened, endangered, or sen-

sitive species, or listed by the FWS as critical

habitat, would be retained. All known peregrine

falcon nesting sites would also be retained. Areas
outside of the retention zones that meet the crite-

ria for future peregrine release sites would be
evaluated on an individual basis. Most nesting

areas for the bald eagle are along rivers, and as
such, they have been identified for retention.

Mule Deer. Mule deer are the most numerous
and widespread big game species in the resource
area. Winter/spring habitat is much more abund-

ant than any other seasonal type. Winter/spring
habitat is currently 25°/o unsatisfactory. Under
this alternative, unsatisfactory habitat would
improve to 1 3.5°/o unsatisfactory (see Table 4-4).

This will primarily be a result of mule deer man-
agement objectives being incorporated into live-

stock management plans. Priority areas include

northern Jefferson and Broadwater counties

where a preponderance of bitterbrush subtype
occurs. Livestock grazing management objectives

for bitterbrush winter ranges will include, for

example, limiting livestock utilization levels of bit-

terbrush, deferring livestock grazing on at least

50°/o of a winter range until after August 1 5, and

on some allotments a reduction in livestock

AUMs. Mule deer spring range conditions would
improve somewhat through livestock grazing

management and an overall 7°/o decrease in live-

stock AUMs. Improvement would be reflected in

an increased abundance of early growing grasses
and forbs that are critically important to deer dur-

ing April and May.

Summer/fall habitat would improve moderately
under this alternative from 1 0°/o unsatisfactory to

6°/o unsatisfactory (see Table 4-4). Riparian zones
and moist north slopes would be the summer/fall
habitat components most improved through the

implementation of grazing systems. Of the
48,350 acres of yearlong mule deer habitat,

approximately 22°/o is currently in unsatisfactory

condition. This would significantly improve to 1 1 °/o

unsatisfactory under this alternative due to graz-

ing system implementation (see Table 4-4),

browse management objectives, and a decrease in

livestock AUMs.

The extent of current losses of mule deer from
fence entanglement are not completely known.

The construction of 62.2 miles of additional fence

would increase entanglement hazards, however,

standard operating procedures (i.e. fence design,

wire spacings, fence type, etc.) would largely mit-

igate this.

The Black Sage WSA contains mule deer winter/

spring range identified as crucial by established

resource area criteria. Approximately 300-400
mule deer migrate from Devils Fence and the Elk-

horn Mountains to winter in this unit. This unit

would not be given the total protection that wil-

derness designation would afford, and minor

adverse impacts on mule deer habitat could result

from future development activity. Mule deer habi-

tat on the RMF would not receive protection

through wilderness designation, but would be ade-

quately protected by the designation of the three

areas under study as ONAs.

Bighorn Sheep. Under this alternative, bighorn

sheep winter/spring habitat conditions would

marginally benefit. Condition ratings for crucial

seasonal habitat would improve slightly from 1 7°/o

unsatisfactory to 1 5°/o unsatisfactory (see Table

4-4). Some improvement in habitat conditions
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would result through a reduction of 100 AUMs
and implementation of livestock grazing systems.
However, unsatisfactory habitat conditions would
prevail on one winter/spring range on the Rocky
Mountain Front.

Bighorn sheep summer/fall habitat is largely in

satisfactory condition. Adequate areas remain
ungrazed by livestock in the majority of the sum-
mer/fall use areas because topography is steep
and water is limited. Habitat condition ratings

would improve from the current 8°/o unsatisfac-

tory to 6°/o unsatisfactory (see Table 4-4). Year-
long habitat occurs principally in the Sleeping Giant

and Devils Kitchen areas, and is characterized by

extremely steep, rocky terrain. The majority of it is

unleased to livestock grazing. Condition ratings

are all satisfactory and will not change under any
alternative. Due to limited conflicts with domestic
livestock and abundant forage, these areas could

easily support two to three times their present
number of sheep.

Elk. Of the approximately 1 01 ,300 acres of elk

habitat in the resource area, 66°/o is winter/
spring habitat. Winter/spring habitat would
improve from 23°/o unsatisfactory to 1 0°/o unsat-
isfactory under this alternative (see Table 4-4).

This improvement would mostly be a result of elk

management objectives being incorporated into

livestock management plans and an overall 7%
decrease in livestock AUMs. Improvement would
be reflected by an increase in vigor, composition,

and availability of bunchgrasses on winter/spring

use areas. The dietary overlap between elk and
cattle is significant on winter/spring ranges (Gor-

don 1 968). This can lead to direct forage competi-
tion and reduced forage availability. A common
problem in the resource area is livestock utiliza-

tion levels of more than 50°/o on elk winter/spring

ranges. The improvement in condition of winter/
spring ranges will mostly be accomplished by

implementing livestock utilization objectives,

changing livestock distribution patterns, and mak-
ing a direct forage allocation to elk on some allot-

ments.

Elk calving occurs to some extent on all spring

ranges. Two allotments containing calving habitat

would be subject to sagebrush burning projects

totaling approximately 300 acres. Calving habitat

will be adversely affected on these allotments,

although mitigative measures attached to the

burning projects will lessen these impacts.

Elk summer/fall habitat would improve signifi-

cantly from 23°/o unsatisfactory to approximately

1 2% unsatisfactory (see Table 4-4) through this

alternative. The majority of this improvement
would be the result of improved riparian zones and
mesic habitats.

All of the 25,500 acres of summer/fall habitat in

the resource area are within livestock grazing
allotments identified for future AMP development.
The majority of these are in the Bull-Dry Mountain,
Elkhorn, and Marysville areas. Livestock grazing
systems will benefit elk summer/fall habitat
through deferment and rest of mesic areas. How-
ever, a social intolerance of cattle will continue to
prevent elk from making substantial use of some
mesic areas at the same time livestock are using
the pasture. Substantial elk summer use can be
accommodated only by providing extensive mesic
habitats essentially free of livestock use each
year.

Elk yearlong habitat would improve to 1 3°/o unsat-
isfactory from the present 25°/o unsatisfactory
(see Table 4-4).

Pronghorn Antelope. Under this alternative,

antelope winter/spring habitat would improve
somewhat from that current 22% unsatisfactory
to 1 7% unsatisfactory (see Table 4-4). The cover
and forage afforded by species such as big sage-
brush is a limiting factor in the Winston Flats,

Black Sage, Boulder River, and Whitetail Creek
areas, and no big sagebrush treatments are pro-
posed under this alternative in those areas. The
herbaceous component of winter/spring habitat
would similarly benefit by the proposed grazing
systems with incorporated rest and deferment
treatments.

Summer/fall habitat would improve over the long

term from the current 23% unsatisfactory to

1 0% unsatisfactory (see Table 4-4). Habitat iden-

tified as yearlong usage would improve from the

current 21% unsatisfactory to 15% unsatisfac-

tory (see Table 4-4).

The construction of 62.2 miles of new fence
necessary to implement grazing systems would
not result in barriers to antelope movement due to

standard operating procedures. Alteration of the
existing thirteen miles of barrier fence will improve
antelope movements.
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Antelope habitat in the Black Sage WSA would be

only minimally affected. This unit does contain

some high quality antelope spring, summer, and fall

habitat and some stands of big sagebrush in an

area that is rapidly losing big sagebrush stands tp

cereal grain cultivation. However, the impact of

most land use activities in this area can be mit-

igated through standard operating procedures.

Moose. Riparian habitat quality strongly

reflects moose habitat quality especially during

the winter, and the extensive riparian surveys

were used to evaluate moose habitat (see also the

riparian habitat discussion in this chapter).

The summer/fall moose habitat is mostly mixed
spruce-fir and mesic habitats in satisfactory con-

dition. However, the majority of the moose habitat

in the resource area is winter/spring habitat, and
this alternative would have little overall beneficial

impact on the quality of moose winter/spring hab-

itat. Moose habitat quality would increase only

from 40°/o unsatisfactory to 34% unsatisfactory

(see Table 4-4). Four allotments out of twelve that

contain substantial moose habitat would improve
in condition, while the remaining eight would show
little change in riparian habitat quality. Improved
browse availability and plant vigor would occur on
4.2 miles of riparian habitat on four allotments

because they are high priority I allotments, stock-
ing rates are being reduced, and riparian habitat

objectives are being incorporated into the allot-

ment objectives. Moose winter/spring habitat

quality on 15.4 miles of riparian habitat would
show very little change in condition. Almost 50°/o

of this habitat occurs on two allotments where
livestock grazing management is not considered
to be consistent with riparian habitat manage-
ment.

Waterfowl. Under this alternative, the current

21°/o unsatisfactory habitat would significantly

improve to 5°/o unsatisfactory (see Table 4-4)

through improvement projects and livestock graz-

ing systems that include waterfowl habitat objec-

tives. Four allotments with the majority of the

waterfowl habitat will be reduced by 247 AUMs
and will be designed to provide residual nesting

cover. Continuous seasonlong livestock grazing

has been shown to reduce the quality of waterfowl
nesting and brood-rearing habitat. Gjersing (1 975)
and Mundinger (1 976) found increased waterfowl

production when residual herbaceous cover was
available for waterfowl the spring following grazing

and if grazing was delayed until incubation was
completed.

Conclusion

Mitigation measures in the form of management
guidelines for oil and gas exploration and develop-

ment have been developed for grizzly bear, elk,

mountain goat, and mule deer through the Rocky
Mountain Front Wildlife Monitoring/Evaluation

Program.

No further mitigating measures are deemed
necessary beyond the Guidance Common to all

Alternatives and application of standard operating

procedures. There would be some residual con-

flicts on seasonal wildlife habitat where sagebrush
control projects are implemented.

In the short-term, wildlife forage and cover would
decrease on sagebrush control projects. This

alternative proposes only 300 acres to be treated,

thus, the short-term impacts would be minimal.

These minimal impacts would be further lessened

over the long'term as vegetation reestablishes.

Aquatic habitat would improve from 62°/o satis-

factory to 87°/o satisfactory. Similarly, riparian

habitat would improve from 72°/o satisfactory to

92°/o satisfactory (I allotments and M and C
allotments combined).

The short-term 7°(o reduction in livestock

AUMs, implementing livestock grazing sys-
tems with riparian /aquatic habitat improve-
ment objectives on the forty highest rank-
ing priority I allotments and utilizing

standard operating procedures, would all

provide beneficial impacts.

Terrestrial habitat would improve to varying

degrees depending on the seasonal habitat in

question (see Table 4-4).

Threatened or endangered species habitat would
improve or be maintained in satisfactory condition

through livestock grazing management that
incorporates habitat improvement objectives, oil

and gas leasing stipulations, special forestry man-
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agement considerations, vehicle access restric-

tions, and habitat improvement projects. Of par-

ticular importance is grizzly bear habitat on the

Rocky Mountain Front, which would improve from
60°/o satisfactory to 90°/o satisfactory over the

long term.

Seasonal big game habitat would similarly improve

by 1 0.8°/o overall. Beneficial impacts would result

through a 7°/o short-term reduction in livestock

AUMs, incorporating big game improvement
objectives into implemented grazing plans, special

stipulations applied to oil and gas exploration and
development, habitat improvement project
implementation, and standard operating proce-

dures. Big game populations should increase

somewhat as a result of improved habitat though
numbers are very difficult to estimate.

Impacts on Social and Economic
Conditions

All of the public land in the Rocky Mountain Front is

currently leased for oil and gas exploration. The
potential for gas discoveries in the area is high. In

general, the more stipulations required in a lease,

the greater the cost of locating a well. However,
drilling in the Rocky Mountain Front area is expen-

sive relative to drilling in other areas in any case. Of

more concern to oil and gas companies is the area

that is leased with no surface occupancy stipula-

tions or where leasing is denied. In this alternative,

1 1 °/o of the area is leased with no surface occu-

pancy and 1 0°/o is a lease denial area. The relation-

ship between the amount of acreage available to

explore and the amount of oil or gas forgone is

unknown. Appendix shows the possible eco-

nomic impacts associated with different levels of

development.

This alternative would entail short-term changes
in stocking rates for twenty-six of seventy-seven I

allotments in the resource area. Of these twenty-

six, nineteen would be reduced an average of nearly

40°/o and seven would be increased.

The effects of these changes are of different mag-
nitudes depending on ranch size and their depend-

ency on BLM grazing permits. Ranch budgets

were developed for various ranch sizes and maxi-

mum and minimum changes in AUMs were con-

verted to cow numbers based on a seven month
grazing season. The affect of changes made under

Alternative A are shown in Tables 4-5 and 4-6.

These findings may overstate the actual situation

for some ranches since many of the AUMs being

cut have not been used in recent grazing seasons.

In addition, those ranches in the smaller size

classes are likely to have other outside income

that is not considered in these ranch budgets.
Outside income can come from outside employ-
ment, other businesses, or from other agricultural

endeavors such as growing grain. Other costs of

reductions in grazing permits include a reduction
in ranch value equivalent to the value of the AUMs
lost. While a grazing permit does not officially have
a monetary value, studies have shown a value in

the neighborhood of $1 00 perAUM on the value of

the base property is appropriate. Private grazing

in Montana leases for approximately $9 per AUM.
Table 4-7 shows the number of permittees
affected by changes under this alternative and the

average dependency on BLM by size class. Under
this alternative the reductions shown would be
short-term impacts, and AUMs would be restored

as range conditions improve. Exact changes by

ranch size class cannot be shown at present, since

the information on long-term range changes was
derived from aggregate information of all allot-

ments by range site.

The magnitude of some of the changes in AUMs
could affect the economic viability of ranches, par-

ticularly in the lower size classes. At present,

most agricultural operations are facing high pro-

duction costs and low prices for their products. In

reaction to a further reduction in income, individual

ranches may be forced to find outside employment
or to cease ranching altogether. This would mean a

major change in the lifestyle of these people. Con-
versely, those allotments receiving increases on

their BLM permits may be given enough breathing

room to survive the present economic situation

without having to further change their lifestyle.

The incomes shown in Tables 4-5 and 4-6 do not

take into account family labor costs, depreciation,

or interest on land and equipment. Therefore,

actual usable income from these operations would

be less than that shown in Tables 4-5 and 4-6.

Ranch budgets used for this analysis are shown in

Appendix P.

Under this alternative no areas would be recom-
mended for wilderness designation. Therefore,

there would be no changes in the current social

and economic conditions of the area.

This alternative would make available for harvest

2.395 mmbf per year. This figure is based on the

initial inventory of the timber resources in the

Headwaters Resource Area. Assuming an aver-

age of eight jobs per million board feet of timber

harvest, nineteen jobs would be created at this

level of harvest. It should be pointed out that due to

lack of inventory, manpower, and market condi-

tions this volume of timber has not been regularly

harvested in the past. The present condition of the

forest products industry will probably mean that

demand will not be sufficient to justify harvest at
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TABLE 4-5

CHANGES IN INCOME FROM REDUCTIONS IN STOCKING RATES: ALTERNATIVE A

Highest Reductions Lowest Reductions

Change in °(o Change in Change in °(o Change in Present
Ranch Size Stocking Income-::- Present Stocking income-"- Present Income

Ccowsl Rate (cows) (dollars) Income Rate (cows) (dollars) Income (dollars)

0-100 -25 -113.75 -103.2 -0 3,553.00 3.553.00

101-250 -26 13,699.75 -24.1 -5 17,206.19 -4.6 18,041.14

251-500 -47 31,207.50 -21.3 -4 38,941.91 -1.8 39,661.39

501-1,000 -36 98,612.69 -5.9 -14 102,386.37 -2.3 104,787.77

More than 1,000 -16 171,573.01 -1.6 -16 171,573.01 -1.6 174,313.01

-"-These figures are net income over variable costs and do not reflect fixed costs, depreciation and returns on land investment.

TABLE 4-6

CHANGES IN INCOME FROM INCREASES IN STOCKING RATES: ALTERNATIVE A

Highest Increases Lowest Increases

Change in °fo Change in Change in °(o Change in Present
Ranch Size Stocking Income-::- Present Stocking Income-::- Present Income

(cows) Rate (cows) (dollars) Income Rate (cows) (dollars) Income (dollars)

0-100 +44 7,959.60 +12.4 +14 4,955.10 +39.5 3,553.00

101-250 +17 20,707.93 +14.8 +17 20,707.93 +14.8 18,041.14

251-500 +17 42,157.67 +6.3 +8 40.836.11 +3.0 39,661.39

501-1,000 +17 107,334.03 +2.4 +17 107,334.03 +2.4 104,787.77

More than 1,000 +2 174,612.01 +0.17 +2 174,612.01 +0.17 174,313.01

-X-These figures are net income over variable costs and do not reflect fixed costs, depreciation and returns on land investment.

TABLE 4-7

IMPACTS ON PERMITTEES: ALTERNATIVE A

Number of Permittees Average Number of Permittees Average
Size Class Receivi ng Increases Dependence (°fo)1 Receiving Decreases Dependence (°(o) 1

1 2 27.3 2 38.4

2 1 42.5 5 34.3

3 3 27.1 8 20.4

4 — 7 16.2

5 1 2.1 1 8.4

'Dependency is defined as the percentage of a rancher's total AUMs that is supplied by public land.
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this level in the near future. As the economy and
the housing markets come out of recession,

demand for timber will increase, making it more
likely that timber would be harvested at the 2.395
mmbf level in the future.

The social and economic consequences of changes
in the land ownership pattern vary with the type of

adjustment (sale, exchange, or sale with prefer-

ence), the length of time over which adjustments
are made, and the magnitude of such adjustments.

The relative magnitude of these effects are shown
in Table 4-8.

Table 4-8 was constructed to show the relative

magnitude of impacts given different levels of

adjustment and the time frame over which those
adjustments would be made. Additional analysis of

impacts will be necessary when a specific land

adjustment program is developed and specific

tracts are identified.

If BLM tracts are sold, they would generally be sold

at fair market value. Placing tracts for sale in this

manner would put pressure on adjacent land-

owners to bid for the property in order to maintain
their current use of these tracts. However, at

present, many farmers and ranchers are not in

good financial shape and their ability to borrow, in

many cases, is already strained.

Both sale types would reduce the area that the

BLM manages, and thereby reduce some of the

BLM's management costs in the area.

Land exchanges would tend to block up BLM-
administered lands. Blocking up of lands can
lead to significant savings in administrative
costs and provide greater flexibility in man-
aging a tract. This is particularly true
where large tracts are involved. The major
impact on adjacent landowners would be the pos-

sible loss of current use privileges.

TABLE 4-8

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF LAND OWNERSHIP ADJUSTMENTS

Size and Timing of Adjustment

Type of

Adjustment Type of Impact

Less than 5,000
acres 1 over less

than 5 years

Less than 5,000
acres 1 over more
than 5 years

More than 5,000 More than 5,000
acres 1 over less acres 1 over more
than 5 years than 5 years

Sale

Sale with

preference

Individual impacts on High

adjacent owners

Reduction in area Low
requiring BLM
management

Loss of opportunity to Low
buy property at a

lower rate by those

that don't have

preference

Reduced financial Low
impact on preference

holder to purchase

land

Moderate

Low

Low

High

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Moderate

Low Moderate Moderate

Reduction in area

requiring BLM
management

Low Low Moderate Moderate

Exchange Possible loss of

privileges by current

permittees or fees

charged for land use

High Moderate High Moderate

Blocking up of BLM
managed land

Low Low Moderate Moderate

Resource areawide
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Changes in public ownership of land in a county
would affect payments in lieu of taxes paid to the

counties, which among other things, are based
upon federal acreage in the county.

Under this alternative the possibility of develop-

ment of a mine in any part of the Scratchgravel

Hills would remain. At present, there is some gold

mining activity in the hills. This activity has created
some conflicts between the mining company and
local residents, primarily because of increased

truck traffic on area roads. Under this alternative

the possibility exists that this type of conflict

would increase with increased mining.

The primary demand for a motorcycle race area on
BLM-administered land is in the Helena-Townsend
area. This alternative would restrict the areas

open to consideration. Both the Scratchgravel

Hills and the Limestone Hills have had requests for

motorcycle races in the past. Local opposition to

races in these areas has been quite high. The pri-

vate land near the Scratchgravel Hills has been
subdivided and is becoming suburban in character.

Thus, the scheduling of race events in the sur-

rounding hills would cause greater social disrup-

tion and opposition than it has in the past.

The situation in the Limestone Hills is slightly dif-

ferent than that in the Scratchgravel Hills. In this

area the National Guard has a training area where
an extensive investment in facilities has been
made. Possible conflicts with this use and local

opposition to these events could cause conflicts.

The effect of eliminating the sites mentioned
above is that other parts of BLM-administered
land in the Helena area are more likely to be con-

sidered for motorcycle race events. This would
mean that the noise and crowd control problems,

as well as the increased local business activity, of

such an event may occur in some other part of the

Helena-Townsend area.

The social and economic consequences of restric-

tions on motorized vehicle use can be divided into

two groups, those in areas where motor vehicle

use now occurs and those areas where it does not

occur. In areas where restrictions would be placed

on vehicle use that presently occurs, some social

and economic impacts would occur. Leasees of the

public lands, such as ranchers and mineral inter-

ests, may see increased costs during part or all of

the year, because of the need for nonmotorized
access to the land. Some of this increased cost
can be mitigated through scheduling of activities.

The character of recreational use would change,
adversely impacting those who use motor vehicles

while benefitting those who prefer nonmotorized
forms of recreation.

In those areas presently not used by motorized
vehicles, the future opportunity to open an area to

development activities such as timber harvest or

to vehicle use would be limited. In order to fully

assess the tradeoffs involved in a road closure or

travel restriction, a more detailed analysis will be
needed on a site-specific basis at the time such
restrictions are proposed.

The establishment of avoidance areas and win-

dows could cause a utility or transportation corri-

dor to take a longer route, and thus increase the
cost of construction. In addition, the combination
of exclusion areas, avoidance areas,and windows
could cause corridors to be routed closer to inhab-

ited areas, which could increase the social impacts
on local residents. The actual impact of designat-

ing exclusion areas, avoidance areas, and windows
cannot be assessed further without specific

details of a proposed corridor. The social and eco-
nomic effects of avoidance areas and windows in

the Rocky Mountain Front area are probably very

small since the topography and the land use pat-

terns do not lend themselves to routing a corridor

on BLM-administered land.

Making federal coal available for further leasing

consideration would not have an immediate eco-
nomic impact on the area. Before a leasing deci-

sion could be made, further detailed studies of the
area would be required. To date, the level of inter-

est in the federal coal in this area has been low. The
further study of the federal coal lands in this area
will not take place until an application to lease is

received. For illustrative purposes, Appendix Q
shows possible economic impacts in Cascade
County of coal development at a level that could

supply Montana Power Company's proposed
Salem Project. The other counties assessed in the

E/D model for coal development showed either no
changes or very minor changes in employment.
The basic assumption for this model is the devel-

opment of three underground mines southeast of

Great Falls.

Social impacts that would occur, if coal were devel-

oped, would come from an influx of population. The
impact of a population influx would be lessened if

local labor could be used in the mines. The major
impacts of a population increase would be on the
supply of housing, the capacity of local schools, and
the water and sewage systems of local communi-
ties. The proximity of Great Falls to this area would
reduce some of these impacts, since there is

some available capacity for growth in Great Falls.

This analysis could be different if the construction

of the Salem plant was taking place at the same
time.
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At the present time, it is difficult to assess how
likely the development of federal coal would be in

this area. There are several reasons for the diffi-

culty. The coal has a high BTU content, which is

attractive, but also a relatively high sulphur and
ash content, which are not desirable for power
plants. The coal is in small beds that would require

underground mining. This method is more expen-

sive than strip mining. It has not been demon-
strated that coal from this area could compete
economically with the lower BTU strip-mined coal

from eastern Montana.

Under this alternative the areas of Blind Horse
Creek, Chute Mountain, Deep Creek/Battle
Creek, and Ear Mountain would be proposed for

designation as Outstanding Natural Areas. The
management of these areas would allow the use of

vehicles under very limited circumstances. This

type of restriction could increase the cost to the

permittee to use the area to move livestock and
maintain range improvements. The use of horses
would increase the time required for these activi-

ties and could require an increase in the labor

needed to maintain these areas. Some of these
additional costs could be mitigated through care-

ful scheduling of vehicle use and tasks. This would
require much more planning on a rancher's part.

Resistence to this type of scheduling could be very

great.

Another impact of designation of these areas as

ONAs would be to oil and gas exploration and
development. Much of these areas would either be

leased with no surface occupancy or, in the core of

each area, leases would be denied. The lease denial

area amounts to approximately 1 8,550 acres, or

1 6°/o, of the total public land area along the Rocky
Mountain Front. Due to very limited drilling expe-

rience near or on the public land in the Rocky
Mountain Front, it is not currently possible to

estimate the number of barrels of oil or mcf of

natural gas lost to the economy due to these re-

strictions. Even if this alternative were not

selected, at least 1 0,950 acres would be closed to

drilling for protection of resource values such as

endangered species habitat.

Timber in these areas is classified as woodland.

Under this alternative 1,750 acres of woodland
would not be available for the harvest of forest

products. At present, haul distances to prospec-

tive mills would limit harvest of this timber in any

case.

Public interest on a national scale for resources on

the Rocky Mountain Front is very high. This is

primarily due to the high potential for oil and gas in

the area, the presence of the threatened grizzly

bear, the presence of the largest bighorn sheep
herd in the lower forty-eight states, and the prox-

imity to the Bob Marshall Wilderness. Many
groups and individuals who are interested in the
management of the RMF would regard the Out-
standing National Area designation as official

recognition of the importance of the RMF.

This alternative also would propose for ACEC
designation the Sleeping Giant area, from the Mis-
souri River to Sheep Creek. As an ACEC, manage-
ment of the area would include restrictions on
vehicle use in the area and could mean restrictions

on dispersed camping along the Missouri River.

Other uses would include wildlife habitat manage-
ment and livestock grazing. The main objective of

management will be to prevent resource damage
due to intensive use and protect wildlife from sea-

sonal disturbance in specific parts of the area.

At present, this area is very popular for water
based recreation on the Missouri River and Holter

Lake. Designation and management of the area as

an ACEC could increase the demand on the

recreational resource. There are currently several

businesses including two marinas, a bar, and a

restaurant that would benefit from this increased

recreation activity. Depending upon the amount of

increased use, new businesses could appear in the

area near Holter dam outside the ACEC area to

service this increased visitor use.

Changes in current grazing and timber manage-
ment are not expected over what would occur in

the no action alternative.

Conclusion

The effects of designating motorcycle use areas

could be mitigated to some extent by having BLM
input into the scheduling and policing of events.

This would tend to reduce opposition from adja-

cent landowners, but would by no means com-
pletely eliminate opposition.

Closing some areas to ORV use could be mitigated

if other areas could be provided for this use. It

would not, however, satisfy those who wish unlim-

ited access to the public land. Education of ORV
participants would also help reduce conflicts

between adjacent landowners and ORV partici-

pants.

Many of the economic impacts discussed in the

grazing management section would occur over the

short term. As grazing conditions improve, some
of the AUMs lost initially could be restored for

livestock grazing.

Even if the mitigating measures proposed for land

adjustments are followed, some adjacent land-

owners will be impacted. Many adjacent land-

owners will not be able financially to purchase pub-

lic land even with extended payment plans.
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Therefore they will run the risk of losing their graz-

ing on the public land or would likely face substan-
tially higher fees for that grazing.

The impact of land adjustments would primarily

occur in the short term. Over the long run, most
adjacent owners could adjust to the changing
situation, provided they are able to make it through

the short-term impact period.

Overall, Alternative A would lead to short-term
income losses of up to $8,400 per year by individ-

ual grazing permittees. In the long term, aggregate
productivity under this alternative would increase.

Those permittees receiving increases would see
income additions of up to $4,400 per year.

Timber harvest levels of 2.395 mmbf would pro-

vide 19 jobs throughout the resource area if the

allowable cut is harvested. This compares to the

present situation of 100 mbf and approximately

one job.

In the short term, grazing permittees facing

reductions would experience a loss in permit value

and.for those losing active AUMs, a reduction in

income.

Under this alternative, those who currently use

motorized vehicles on public land in the resource

area may experience a perceived loss of freedom

as areas are closed to vehicle use.

ALTERNATIVE B: NO ACTION

See Chapter 4 of the Draft RMP/EIS.

ALTERNATIVE C: PROTECTION

See Chapter 4 of the Draft RMP/EIS.

ALTERNATIVE D: PRODUCTION

See Chapter 4 of the Draft RMP/EIS.
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Chapter 5

DOCUMENT PREPARATION
This resource management plan was prepared by

an interdisciplinary team of specialists from the

Headwaters Resource Area and the Butte Dis-

trict Office. Writing of the RMP began in

November 1 982; however a complex process that

began in 1979 preceded the writing phase. This

process included resource inventory, public partic-

ipation, interagency coordination, and preparation

of a management situation analysis (on file in the

Headwaters Resource Area Office). Consultation

and coordination with agencies, organizations, and
individuals occurred in a variety of ways through-

out the planning process.

CONSISTENCY
The BLM's planning regulations require that

resource management plans be "consistent with

officially approved or adopted resource related

plans of other federal agencies, state and local

governments and Indian tribes, so long as the guid-

ance and resource management plans are also

consistent with the purposes, policies and pro-

grams of federal law and regulations applicable to

public lands . . .
." Several actions were taken to

ensure that this consistency requirement was
met. A letter was sent to the Governor's Natural

Resource Council in December 1981 requesting

copies of state plans that the BLM should con-

sider in their planning effort. Meetings were held in

September and October 1982 with the County
Commissioners for all nine counties in the Head-
waters Resource Area, the Governor's Natural

Resource Council, and other agencies and groups.

These same agencies and groups received copies
of the draft RMP and were asked for their com-
ments.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
A preliminary list of issues was sent to about 800
people in April 1979. The purpose of the mailing

was to identify the major issues in the resource
area, which would then provide guidance for the
data collection effort. Following this mailing, a nine

member Citizen's Advisory Group was set up to

provide additional guidance for issue identification.

A Federal Register notice was published on March
1 8, 1 980 that announced the formal start of the
planning process. A letter was sent to range users
in June 1 980 to announce that a vegetative inven-

tory would be conducted that summer and that
the data would be used in'the RMP. Four meetings
were held in July to explain the inventory process
and how it would be used. In September 1980 a

second mailing was sent to about 1,000 people
asking for their comments on a revised list of

issues. The comments received were used to

further refine the issues, and in August 1982 a

third mailing was sent to about 2,700 people that
contained the finalized issues and a list of planning

criteria that would be used to resolve the issues.

Other informal coordination with the public took
place throughout the planning process by means
of personal contacts, phone calls, etc.
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5 — CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

AGENCIES AND
ORGANIZATIONS
CONSULTED
The RMP team consulted with and/or received

input from the following organizations during the

development of the RMP:

Federal Agencies

Bonneville Power Administration

Census Bureau
U.S. Department of Agriculture

Forest Service

Soil Conservation Service

U.S. Department of the Interior

Bureau of Mines
Bureau of Reclamation
Fish and Wildlife Service

Geological Survey

State Agencies and Organizations

Montana Bureau of Mines and Geology

Montana College of Mineral Science and
Technology

Montana Department of Agriculture

Montana Department of Commerce
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks
Montana Department of Labor
Montana Department of Natural Resources and
Conservation

Montana Department of Revenue
Montana State Historic Preservation Officer

Montana State University

Office of the Governor
University of Montana

Organizations and Businesses

American Fisheries Society, Montana Chapter
Atlantic Richfield Company
Dawson Community College

Headwaters RC&D
League of Women Voters
Montana Power Company
Montana Public Lands Council

North Dakota State University

Phillips Petroleum
Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association

Scratchgravel Hills Homeowners Association

The Wilderness Society

Western Environmental Trade Association

Wildlife Society, Montana Chapter

DISTRIBUTION

Copies of the Draft RMP were sent to the follow-

ing agencies, businesses, and interest groups for

their review and comment:

Federal Agencies

Bonneville Power Administration

Council on Environmental Quality

Department of Agriculture

Forest Service

Soil Conservation Service

Department of the Air Force
Department of the Army
Corps of Engineers

Department of Energy
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Department of the Interior

Bureau of Indian Affairs

Bureau of Mines
Bureau of Reclamation
Fish and Wildlife Service

Geological Survey
National Park Service

Environmental Protection Agency
Farmers Home Administration

Federal Aviation Administration

Federal Highway Administration

National Advisory Council For Historic

Preservation

Congressional Offices

Office of Congressman Marlenee
Office of Congressman Williams

Office of Senator Baucus
Office of Senator Melcher

State Agencies

Bureau of Mines and Geology

Department of Commerce
Department of Fish. Wildlife, and Parks

Department of Health and Environmental

Sciences
Department of Highways
Department of Military Affairs

Department of Natural Resources and

Conservation
Department of State Lands
Environmental Quality Council

Office of the Governor
Oil and Gas Commission
State Clearinghouse

State Historic Preservation Officer

State Library
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DISTRIBUTION

County Commissioners and
Planning Boards

Broadwater County
Cascade County
Gallatin County
Jefferson County
Lewis and Clark County
Meagher County
Park County
Pondera County
Silver Bow County
Teton County

Businesses

Amax Coal Co.

American Petrofina

Anderson Exploration Co.

Atlantic Richfield Co.

Big Sky Land and Leasing Service

Bouma Post Yards
Burlington Northern Inc.

Champlin Petroleum Co.

Chevron Resources Co.

Chevron USA Inc.

Conoco Inc.

Consolidated Georex Geophysics
Consolidation Coal Co.

El Paso Exploration Co.

Elanco Products Co.

Exxon Coal Res. USA Inc.

Kerr McGee Corp.

Louisiana Pacific Corp.

Malon Oil and Gas Co.

Meridian Land & Minerals Co.

Montana Power Co.

Montco
Multitech

Natural Gas Corporation of California

NTEC
Phillips Petroleum Co.

Polar Marine
Shell Oil Co.

Shelton Land and Cattle Co.

Shelton Ranches Inc.

Sohio Petroleum Co.

Texaco Inc.

Wesco Resources Inc.

Westech
Western Energy Co.

Wexpro Co.

Williams Exploration Inc.

Z K Resources Inc.

Organizations

Audubon Society

Boulder River Sportsmen's Club
Continental Divide Trail Society
Defenders of Wildlife

Ducks Unlimited

E. Montana Distance Riders Assn.
Elkhorn Citizens Organization

Fishing and Floating Outfitters Assn. of Montana
Flathead River Basin Study
Inland Forest Resource Council

Int. Snowmobile Ind. Assn.
Laurel Saddle Club

League of Women Voters
Marysville Pioneers

Montana Assn. of Conservation Districts

Montana Assn. of Counties
Montana Assn. of Grazing Districts

Montana Cattlemen's Assn.
Montana Environmental Information Center
Montana 4x4 Assn.
Montana Historical Society

Montana Mining Assn.
Montana Oil Journal

Montana Petroleum Assn.
Montana Snowmobile Assn.
Montana Stockgrower's Assn.
Montana Water Development Assn.
Montana Wilderness Assn.
Montana Wildlife Fund
Montana Women in Timber
Montana Woolgrowers Assn.
National Trails Council

Natural Resources Defense Council

Nature Conservancy
Northern Plains Resource Council

Rocky Mountain Front Advisory Council

Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Assn.
Sierra Club
Skyline Sportsmen
Sun River Teton Resource Forum
Sunny Vista Homeowners Assn.
The Wilderness Society

Trail Riders

West Yellowstone Ski Club
Western Environmental Trade Assn.
Western Forest Industries Assn.
Western Montana Ghost Town Preservation

Society

Wildlands Resource Assn.
Wildlife Society
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5 — CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

PREPARATION OF THE FINAL
RMP/EIS
The Draft RMP/EIS was filed with the
Environmental Protection Agency on May 6,

1983. The Notice of Availability and
Announcement of Public Hearings was pub-
lished in the Federal Register on May 6,

1983. The notice announced a ninety day
public comment period ending August 5,

1983. Over 1,100, copies of the Draft
RMP/EIS were mailed to federal, state, and
local governments and agencies, elected

officials, businesses, organizations, and
individuals. News releases contained
information on the Draft RMP/EIS and the
times and locations of public meetings.
Eighty-nine comment letters were re-

ceived.

Chapter 7 contains comments received and
the responses to them. Appendix V contains
all letters received in response to the Draft
RMP/EIS. Thirty-two of the comments
came in on the Headwaters Land Ownership
map. It was not possible to reproduce these
comments. They are on file in the Headwa-
ters Resource Area Office.

A formal public hearing was held in Helena
on June 1 5, 1 983. A court recorder trans-
cribed the hearing verbatim and five people
gave testimony. The testimony is on file in

the Headwaters Resource Area Office.

A coordination meeting with the Governor's
Natural Resource Council was held on Sep-
tember 8, 1 983. Previous to the meeting the
BLM conducted a tour for the Council
members along the Rocky Mountain Front
on July 22, 1983.
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Chapter 6

This final Headwaters Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement was prepared by
an interdisciplinary team. Table 6-1 lists the names and qualifications of each team member.

TABLE 6-1

Headwaters RMP/EIS Team

Name Position Qualifications

Dan Lechefsky

Dave Barney

Scott Billing

Project Manager

Access

Fire

B.S., Forest Management, BLM—3 years planning

staff specialist, 2-1 /2 years outdoor recreation

planner

B.S., Forest Management, BLM—3 years realty

specialist (ATROW), 6 years forester

B.S., Forest Management, BLM — 5 years district

fire management officer, USFS — 6 years fire con-
trol technician

Clif Fanning

Gary Gerth

Soils

Range (technical

review)

George Hirschenberger Range, Vegetation

Mark Koski

David Lomas

Maps and Graphics

Hydrology, Air Quality

B.S., Soil Science, BLM — 6 years soil scientist

B.S., Range Management, BLM — 2 years Chief of

the Division of Planning and Environmental Assis-
tance, 7 years Area Manager, 4 years range con-
servationist, USFS — 5 years range conservationist.

B.S., Forestry, BLM — 8 years range conservation-
ist, 1 year range technician

B.S., Geography, BLM — 3 years visual information

specialist, 2 years cartographic technician

B.S., Forestry (Hydrology Option), M.S., Watershed
Science, BLM — 5 years hydrologist, USGS — 6
months hydrologist
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LIST OF PREPARERS

Name

TABLE 6-1

Headwaters RMP/EIS Team

Position Qualifications

Carole Mackin

David Nelson

Brad Rixford

Bob Rodman

MaryAlice Stoner

John Taylor

Bill Torgersen

Delores Vavas

Dick Ward

Ted Wenzel

David Williams

Writer/Editor

Economics, Social

Analysis

Forestry, Wilderness

Lands

Recreation, Visual

Resources

Cultural Resources,
Paleontology

Forestry

Supvr. Clerk/Typist

(Word Processor)

Technical Coordinator

Wildlife, Fisheries

Energy and Minerals

B.S., Zoology, BLM — 3 years safety specialist,

State of Alaska — 1 year soil scientist, Private

Industry — 2 years agricultural research biologist

B.S., Economics, M.S., Agricultural Economics, BLM
— 6 years economist and planning specialist

B.S., Outdoor Recreation, BLM — 1 year natural re-

source specialist, 3 years outdoor recreation plan-

ner

B.S., Biology, BLM — 4 years realty specialist

B.S., Geography, M.S., Park and Recreation Re-
sources, BLM — 5 years outdoor recreation plan-

ner, USFS — 5 years wilderness research

B.A., Anthropology, M.A., Anthropology, BLM — 7
years archeologist

B.S., Forest Resource Management, BLM — 20
years forester

BLM — 3 years lead operator

B.S., Natural Resources, BLM — 1 year writer/

editor, 3-1 /2 years outdoor recreation planner

B.S., Wildlife Sr Fisheries Biology, M.S., Ecology, BLM
— 4 years wildlife management biologist

B.S., Geology, M.S., Geology, BLM — 6 years geol-

ogist, Private Industry — 3 years geologist
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6 — LIST OF PREPARERS

TABLE 6-2
MONTANA STATE OFFICE SUPPORT TEAM

Name Title

Robert Allen

James Chapman

Larry Davis

Corla DeBar

Dora Flanagan

Kathy Ives

Bill Keiffer

Rick Kirkness

Larry Pointer

Chuck Sigafoos

Phyllis Smith

Brenda Takes Horse

Visual Information Specialist

Offset Photographer

Illustrator

Cartographic Technician

Cartographic Technician

Printing Technician

Cartographic Technician

Printing Specialist

Planning Coordinator

Supervisory Cartographic Technician

Editorial Clerk

Editorial Clerk
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Chapter 7

c Comments

ANALYSIS AND REVIEW
PROCEDURES
A total of eighty-nine individuals, private organiza-
tions, and federal, state, and local agencies sub-
mitted comments on the recommendations
and/or analysis contained in the Headwaters
Draft RMP/EIS. Of this total, thirty-two com-
ments were received solely in response to the
Headwaters Land Ownership Adjustment map
which was mailed concurrent with, but separate
from, the RMP/EIS document. Oral statements
were presented by five individuals, agencies, or
organizations at the RMP/EIS hearing in Helena,
Montana; two of these were accompanied or fol-

lowed up by written comments.

Most of those submitting comments were con-
cerned with land ownership adjustments, grazing

allotment and riparian habitat management, wil-

derness recommendations, oil and gas leasing and
development, and forest management. Several
commentors also voiced significant concerns
about procedural matters, including compliance
with the CEQ and BLM planning regulations. Table
7-1 shows the number of contributors by issues
or resource.

All comments will be available for inspection at the
Headwaters Resource Area office in Butte. In

addition, all wilderness comments will accompany
the BLM Montana State Director's wilderness
recommendations to Washington for considera-
tion by the BLM Director, the Secretary of the
Interior, the President, and Congress.

COMMENTSAND RESPONSES
All comments were reviewed and considered.

Table 7-3 shows the responses to comments
that:

relate to inadequacies or inaccuracies in the

analysis or methodologies used,

identify new significant impacts,

recommend reasonable new alternatives,

involve disagreements on interpretations of

significance, or

indicate significant misconceptions or misin-

terpretations of BLM programs and policies.

Each letter and each person who testified at the

hearing was given an index number (Table 7-2).

These index numbers were used in Table 7-3 to

identify the comment contributors.

The comments and responses are arranged by

topic in Table 7-3. Except for editing of misspelled

words or obvious errors in punctuation, most
comments are printed verbatim. In many cases,

credit for the same comment was given to several

contributors. The response to a comment either

identifies that a change was made or provides

rationale for why a change was not considered

necessary. Editorial corrections were made either

in the text or in the Errata, Appendix U, if appro-

priate, but were not responded to in Table 7-3.

Appendix V displays the comment letters received

in response to the draft RMP/EIS. Letters

received solely in response to the Headwaters
Land Ownership Adjustment map were not printed

because most consist of notes written on the

margins or back of the map and are not reproduci-

ble in a document of this format.
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7 — PUBLIC COMMENTS

TABLE 7-1

NUMBER OF CONTRIBUTORS BY ISSUE OR RESOURCE

Issue or Resource Number of Contributors1

Oil and Gas Leasing Development

Grazing Allotment and Riparian Habitat Management

Wilderness Study Recommendations

Forest Management

Land Ownership Adjustments

Mineral Exploration and Development

Motorcycle Use Areas

Motorized Vehicle Access

Utility and Transportation Corridors

Coal Leasing

Special Designations

Soil, Water, and Air Resources

Wildlife and Fish Resources

Recreation, Visual, and Cultural Resources

Social and Economic Considerations

Weed Control

Fire Management

General

13

9

14

9

53

5

6

6

5

8

3

8

6

1

1

1

g

1 These numbers cannot be added to total eighty-nine because many commentors addressed more than

one issue or resource.
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TABLE 7-2
LIST OF CONTRIBUTORS

Index Number Contributors

Federal Agencies

1 Advisory Council On Historic Preservation, Washington, D.C.

2 Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Missoula, MT
3 Department of the Air Force, Air Force Regional Civil Engineer, Dallas, TX
4 Department of the Army, Omaha District Corps of Engineers, Omaha, NE
5 Department of the Interior, Bureau of Mines, Spokane, WA
6 Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Billings, MT (dated 7/15/83)
7 Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Billings, MT (dated 7/19/83)
8 Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Denver, CO
9 -«- Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Omaha, NE

1 Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Denver, CO
1

1

Environmental Protection Agency, Denver, CO

State Agencies

1 2 Montana Historical Society, Historic Preservation Office, Helena. MT
1 3 State of Montana, Office of the Governor, Helena, MT

Local Agencies

14 Lewis and Clark County, Board of County Commissioners, Helena, MT (written and oral)

1 5 Teton County Conservation District, Choteau, MT

Organizations

1 6 Atlantic Richfield Company, Denver, CO
1 7 Chevron, U.S.A. Inc., Denver, CO
1 8 Conoco Inc., Washington, D.C.

1 9 Continental Divide Trail Society, Bethesda, MD
20 Defenders of Wildlife, Missoula, MT
21 Great Bear Foundation, Missoula, MT
22 -X- Helena Trail Riders, Helena, MT
23 Inland Forest Resource Council, Missoula, MT (oral)

24 Minerals Exploration Coalition, Denver, CO
25 Montana Audubon Council, Helena, MT
26 Montana Farmers Union, Great Falls, MT (oral)

27 Montana 4x4 Association, Inc., Dillon, MT
28 Montana Wilderness Association, Helena, MT
29 Montana Wildlife Federation, Helena, MT (oral)

30 National Wildlife Federation, Northern Rockies Natural Resource Center, Missoula, MT
31 National Wildlife Federation, Regional Executive, Bozeman, MT
32 Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., Public Lands Institute, Denver, CO
33 Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., Western Office, San Francisco, CA
34 Plum Creek Timber Company, Inc., Missoula, MT
35 Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association, Inc., Denver, CO
36 Shell Oil Company, Houston, TX
37 Sunny Vista Homeowners Association, Helena, MT
38 Superior Oil, Denver, CO
39 The Bob Marshall Alliance, Missoula, MT
40 Wildlands and Resources Association, Great Falls, MT
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Individuals

41 -X- Harry Albright, Townsend, MT
42 Milton L Allen, Albany, NY
43 -X- Charles R. Aumell, Helena, MT
44 -X- Todd Barth, Billings, MT
45 Jerry Berner, Loma, MT
46 Bruce Bowler, Boise, ID

47 -X- Michael and Diane Brook, Broadview, MT
48 -X- Robert Bushnell, Helena, MT
49 Barbara Charlton, Helena, MT
50 David and Linnie Cough, Helena, MT
51 -X- John Dilley, Missoula, MT
52 -X- Jack B. Gehring, Helena, MT
53 -X- Kenneth H. Gleason, Choteau, MT
54 -X- H.B. Gloege, Helena, MT
55 Mortimer L. Hart, Butte, MT
56 Dan Heinz, Butte, MT (oral and written)

57 -X- Kristi K. Humphrey, Billings, MT
58 -X- Melvin and Betty Humphrey, Helena, MT
59 -X- Terry and Mary Humpnery, McCleary, WA
60 -X- Thad and Kristin Humphrey, Billings, MT
61 -X- Norman Johnson, Long Beach, CA
62 Mildred Leonard, Cambridge, MA
63 Tom Literski, Helena, MT
64 -X- Walt Livingston, Fort Harrison, MT
65 -X- Cary B. Lund, Helena, MT
66 -X- Anna McLane, Helena, MT
67 -X- Charles E. McLane, Helena, MT
68 -X- W.E. McLane, Helena, MT
69 -X- Arthur R. McLaren, Winston, MT
70 -X- (unknown) McLaren, Winston, MT
71 -X- Robert Marks, Clancy, MT
72 Susan L Marsh, Bozeman, MT
73 Everett H. Newman, Choteau, MT
74 Gloria O'Connell, Helena, MT
75 -X- W. Pat Pardis, Shelby, MT
76 William V. Peterson, Litchfield, MN
77 James Phelps, Billings, MT
78 -X- Jim and Hal Plummer, Toston, MT
79 -X- Mrs. Kenneth Poore, Great Falls, MT
80 Charles W. Proff, Dutton, MT
81 -X- Madeline W. Rands, Choteau, MT
82 Reed Secord, Lighthouse Point, FL
83 John R. Swanson, Berkeley, CA
84 Ethel W. Thorniley, Detroit, Ml
85 Richard Waltner, Billings, MT
86 -X- George D. Warn, East Helena, MT
87 -X- Sharon M. Warn, East Helena, MT
88 -X- Russell and Sue Weingartner, Canyon Creek, MT
89 -X- Robert Woods, Mountain Lake Terrace, WA

-X-lndicates letters received solely in response to the Headwaters Land Ownership
Adjustment map.
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TABLE 7-3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

OIL AND GAS LEASING DEVELOPMENT

COMMENT RESPONSE

1 . The plan identifies significant resource issues on land lying

within 2 to 3 miles of the north boundary of Yellowstone
National Park. Oil and gas leasing and lease application activity

is ongoing on National Forest lands immediately adjacent to

those lands on and near the park boundary. However, oil and gas
leasing, a significant issue to Yellowstone, has not been identi-

fied in the plan. If oil and gas leasing occurs near Yellowstone
National Park, we request that the final environmental impact
statement discuss and analyze impacts on air quality, ground-

water, and wildlife habitat (including that of the threatened

grizzly) in the Yellowstone ecosystem.
[Comment Index Number: 81

1 . Oil and gas leasing and development was not identified as

an issue for the Yellowstone area because of the minimal BLM-
administered land in the area and because of the low potential

for future oil and gas exploration activity. The nearest federal

mineral estate administered by the BLM is approximately fif-

teen miles northwest of Gardiner, Montana. Most of the BLM
land adjacent to the Gallatin National Forest has been identified

as requiring special oil and gas leasing stipulations primarily to

protect seasonally important big game habitat. Oil and gas
leasing decisions for lands immediately north of Yellowstone

National Park are based on the recommendations of the Gal-

latin National Forest, which currently is preparing a Forest Plan

similar in scope to the Headwaters RMP.

2. To quantify the implications which the four alternatives and

current management practices have for energy and minerals,

we employed the RMOGA evaluation matrix to assess the

development opportunities which would be foregone under
each course of action (see attachment). This analysis highlights

the impact of contemplated restrictions on the potential for

resource development, with the Preferred Alternative yielding

a figure which is 72°/o of the exploration opportunity in the

Resource Area if only standard stipulations were applied. This

compares with a percentage of 80°/o for the production alter-

native and, somewhat surprisingly, a figure of 86°/o for current

management practices. This analysis demonstrates that the

so-called resource production option is actually more restric-

tive than present management. This impact is felt principally

because of the restrictive stipulations recommended for areas

of highest oil and gas potential. (Comment Index Number: 1 6)

2. Many existing oil and gas leases along the Rocky Mountain
Front were issued in the early 1 970's prior to the passage of

the Endangered Species Act of 1973. Stipulations presently

needed to meet the minimum requirements of the ESA, even in

the resource production alternative, account for most of the

increase in restrictions over present management.

3. We are also concerned over what appears to be an implicit

assumption in the Headwaters RMP; that oil and gas explora-

tion cannot be undertaken without having severe negative

impacts on an area's wildlife habitat and populations. At its

Sheep Mountain facility in Colorado, Atlantic Richfield has

demonstrated that it can operate a gas field in an area that has

been designated as critical elk winter and calving range without

having adverse impacts. In fact, studies by ARCO and the

Bureau of Land Management have shown that the elk herd in

this area is increasing annually. Clearly, an implicit assumption
that wildlife and oil/gas exploration are incompatible, which

ignores the environmental sensitivity of modern industry prac-

tices, should not influence the allocation of resources on our

public lands.

[Comment Index Number: 16. 17, 36, 38)

3. The restrictions on oil and gas activities proposed in the

preferred alternative are considered necessary to protect a

wide range of highly significant surface values, particularly

along the Rocky Mountain Front. These values include scenery

and open-space as well as habitat that supports a diverse array

of sensitive wildlife species— elk, mule deer, grizzly bear, big-

horn sheep, mountain goats, and potentially, the gray wolf. The
preferred alternative does recognize the compatibility of wild-

life and oil and gas exploration on approximately 388,708 acres

of public land inthe Resource Area where special (seasonal)

stipulations are considered adequate to protect important

wildlife values.

4. We encourage the BLM to reconsider the proposed impo-

sition of additional regulatory controls on the areas of high oil

and gas potential. While the Preferred Alternative claims that

ONA designation is intended to preserve future management
options while providing full protection for surface values, the

proposed access restrictions could effectively deny us the

opportunity to explore and develop the oil and gas resources

along the Rocky Mountain Front.

[Comment Index Number: 16,17,35)

4. The impacts of proposed access restrictions on oil and gas

activities within Outstanding Natural Areas are recognized in

the RMP/EIS. However, the majority (72°/o) of public land along

the Rocky Mountain Front will remain available for oil and gas

exploration and development. The statement that ONA desig-

nation "is intended to preserve future management options"

refers to the added flexibility such designations permit when
compared to wilderness designations, as discussed under

Impacts on Energy and Minerals on page 1 1 1 of the Draft

RMP/EIS.
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7— PUBLIC COMMENTS TABLE 7-3 (cont.J

OIL AND GAS LEASING DEVELOPMENT

COMMENT RESPONSE

5. We note that the Rocky Mountain Front study areas are

recommended for ONA designation. Because of the unarguable

high petroleum potential along the front we agree with this

approach inasmuch as ONA designation does not carry the

penalty of absolute withdrawal that Wilderness designation

does. We note, however, your statement that ONA designation

will, in your words, provide "essentially the same level of protec-

tion that Wilderness designation would provide." ONA protec-

tive stipulations being a discretionary matter we hope that, in

the event this alternative is taken, you will recognize that oil and

gas exploration and production are proveably both brief and

reparable.

[Comment Index Number: 18,361

5. The preferred alternative recognizes that the impacts of

oil and gas exploration and production are brief, reparable, and
tolerable for 72°/o of the public lands along the Rocky Mountain
Front and 93°/o of all public land within the Headwaters
Resource Area. However, the proposed plan establishes that,

once existing leases expire, Outstanding Natural Areas will be
managed similar to wilderness insofar as no surface occupancy
nor motorized vehicle access will be permitted in such areas.

6. Surface occupancy should not be allowed in T1 6N, R6W,
Sec. 32, even though the power line there already represents a

substantial intrusion. Section 33 is also sensitive, though not

directly on the Continental Divide or the likely Trail route. (See

Guide to the Continental Divide Trail, vol. I: Northern Mon-
tana at 1 35.)

[Comment Index Number: 191

6. A prohibition on surface occupancy for all of Section 32
(T1 6N, R6W) is not considered necessary for the protection of

the Continental Divide Trail route. Standard stipulations, includ-

ing the Controlled or Limited Surface Use Stipulation, provide
adequate control over the location of surface use and occu-
pancy for situations where the actual location of sensitive

resources, such as the Continental Divide Trail route, have not
yet been determined.

7. The amount of acreage suggested for no leasing and no

surface occupancy in the preferred alternative is simply not

enough to adequately protect the grizzly or wolf. As the Fish

and Wildlife Service noted in its biological opinion on the Rocky

Mountain Front plan several years ago, simultaneous develop-

ment in adjacent drainages could jeopardize both the grizzly

and the wolf. The Bureau needs to adopt a plan that takes into

account such a possibility.

[Comment Index Number: 20, 301

7. The preferred alternative effectively eliminates the possi-

bility of oil and gas activities taking place simultaneously in

adjacent drainages, to the extent permitted by land ownership
patterns along the Rocky Mountain Front (see page 124 of

Draft RMP/EIS). Pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act, as amended, formal consultation with the Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) has been initiated for the Headwaters
RMP to determine the likelihood of jeopardy to the grizzly bear
and other threatened and endangered species if the proposed
plan is implemented. The results of this consultation will be

used in preparing a Record of Decision for the Headwaters
RMP and in developing site-specific activity plans necessary
for RMP implementation. The BLM will continue to consult with

the FWS and the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and
Parks for individual actions that may affect habitat for threat-

ened and endangered species (see page 28 of Draft RMP/EIS).

8. The Bureau should identify those lands that are critical to

these species (grizzly bear and gray wolf) and place them in a no

leasing or no surface occupancy category. It would appear that

Alternative C comes much closer to fulfilling the BLM's obliga-

tion to protect and enhance the habitat of endangered species.

The preferred alternative seems like a minimal effort, geared

toward keeping the grizzly from becoming endangered, rather

than what's mandated by the Endangered Species Act-
recovery.

[Comment Index Number: 20, 21, 28. 30, 401

8. Important grizzly bear habitats are all identified for no

surface occupancy or no leasing under the preferred alterna-

tive. Key big game winter ranges important to the recovery of

the gray wolf are similarity protected. While Alternative C does
provide more protection for grizzly bear and gray wolf habitat,

Alternative A is preferred because it would allow a higher level

of oil and gas exploration and development while still providing

opportunities for the recovery of these species. See also

response to Comment Number 7 in this section.

9. Further, the lease stipulations presented on pages 208
and 209 should be rewritten to protect key habitat even in the

event of oil and gas discovery. As they now stand, protections

are afforded ony so long as oil and gas are not found. In any

event, grizzly bear and grey wolf habitat should receive high

priority and be improved with all due haste in accordance with

the provisions of the Endangered Species Act.

[Comment Index Number: 301

9. While the stipulations referenced apply only to exploration

and development activities, the BLM can and does restrict the

timing of production activities in sensitive areas. The stipula-

tion form (MSO 3100-49) that is used to identify seasonal

restrictions on production was omitted from the draft

RMP/EIS but has been included in the final document (see

Appendix B). The preferred alternative identifies portions of the

Rocky Mountain Front where seasonal production stipulations

would be applied. See also response to Comments Number 7
and 8 of this section.
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TABLE 7-3 (cont.) COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

OIL AND GAS LEASING DEVELOPMENT

COMMENT RESPONSE

1 0. In any alternative selected in this plan, two critical points

should be addressed: (1] In what way will the agency gather
information in order to adequately evaluate the energy and
mineral resource potential within the planning areas, and (2) In

areas where there is moderate to high potential for deposits of

energy or minerals, how is the agency going to develop land use
allocations which will be compatible with possible exploration

for the development of these resources.

[Comment Index Number: 36]

1 0. Information on the evergy and mineral resource potential
in the Headwaters Resource Area was obtained from willing

companies and individuals active in the area and, in the case of

areas being studied for wilderness, from Geology, Energy, and
Mineral [GEM) reports prepared under contract for the BLM.
Additional information was provided by the U.S. Geological Sur-
vey, U.S. Bureau of Mines, and the Montana Bureau of Mines
and Geology. The energy potential of the Rocky Mountain Front
is assumed to be uniformly high. See also responses to Com-
ments Number 3 and 5 in this section.

11. Seasonal Exploration Restrictions: Table 2-2 indicates

that an area that is both a Grizzly Bear spring and summer
range and a Elk and Mule deer winter range would have sea-

sonal restrictions during the period 12/1-9/1. This would

allow unrestricted work only during the period 9/1-12/1. This

would, in many cases, be a stipulation that would make work on

a lease impossible. If the seasonal restrictions were such that

certain types of activities were allowed during the period

12/1-9/1, then the impact of this potential problem would be

lessened.

[Comment Index Number: 38)

1 1 . The seasonal wildlife restrictions identified in Table 2-2

are considered necessary for the protection of important wild-

life species. The restrictions for grizzly bear spring and

summer range and elk and mule deer winter range, in particular,

are considered essential for avoiding a jeopardy situation for

the grizzly bear and gray wolf, respectively, under the Endan-

gered Species Act. The amounts of public land within the

Headwaters Resource Area likely to be affected by such over-

lapping seasonal restrictions (12/1-9/1) is approximately

1 4,000 acres, all of which is located along the Rocky Mountain
Front. In practice along the Front, ninety days have provided an

adequate drilling period for the typical holes drilled to date.

Actual on-the-ground conditions, including weather and wildlife

movements, will govern whether or not such seasonal restric-

tions can be modified should problems develop during work on a

lease.

12. Seasonal Production Restrictions: Producing wells gen-

erally require daily attention in almost all cases and need period-

ic major work to keep them producing safely and efficiently. The

seasonal restrictions placed on a lease must allow for work of

this type. Acceptable restrictions might be to limit visits to

daytime hours only and limit the number of vehicles and/or

people allowed at a producing well at any one time. If occupancy

of this nature is not allowed, then leases would probably not be

attractive for exploration or development.

[Comment Index Number: 38]

1 2. The RMP does not identify specific guidelines which will be

applied to producing wells and other facilities; such guidelines

will be developed on a case-by-case basis at the time of lease

issuance or, in some cases, at the time of application for a

permit to drill or in response to a sundry notice. Careful atten-

tion to the location of production facilities will be important in

minimizing seasonal conflicts. However, it may be necessary to

limit visits to wellheads located in more sensitive areas.

13. Existing leases: I think the Impact Statement should

make a strong statement that existing leases within the area

described are not subject to the surface occupancy and lease

stipulation, nor any other statements described in the Draft

Statement.
[Comment Index Number. 38]

13. A statement to this effect has been added to the "Man-
agement Guidance Common to all Alternatives" section. This

statement also discusses some of the implications of produc-

tion and unit formation on the proposed stipulations.
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7— PUBLIC COMMENTS TABLE 7-3 (cont.)

GRAZING ALLOTMENT AND RIPARIAN HABITAT MANAGEMENT

COMMENT RESPONSE

1. Under the preferred alternative (Alternative A), seeding

and interseeding is proposed for 2,560 acres. On page 1 1 B of

the draft, we note that the BLM is proposing to utilize native

and introduced plants. We are very concerned if the introduced

species to be utilized is crested wheatgrass. This type of con-
version results in monotypic vegetation, essentially useless to

wildlife.

[Comment Index Number: 61

1. Areas for reseeding and interseeding will be carefully

mapped during activity plan development. The type of seeding
proposed will be designed to fit the site being treated and
accomplish the management objective stated for the allot-

ment. Some crested wheatgrass seedings may be prescribed,
but this plant is not viewed as a "cure-all." If properly managed
and located, crested wheatgrass seedings can be used to
accomplish multiple use objectives, including increasing early

spring forage values for mule deer and antelope.

It should be noted that the total treatment acreage proposed
in Alternative A involves less than 1% of the resource area and
is not confined to one location. Standard BLM range seeding
practices include the use of native species (and taxonomic
equivalents) whenever possible. Finally, wildlife habitat is

afforded protection and/or mitigation through the use of a

standard seeding prescription process that includes interdis-

ciplinary review and consultation with the Montana Depart-
ment of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks.

2. Regarding range reseeding, on page 237 (item #1 1) the

draft states that all areas where vegetative manipulations are

to occur will be rested at least two years after treatment. It

has been our experience (and we recommend) that these areas

should be rested for three growing seasons, to obtain good
ground cover, plant vigor and wildlife habitat.

[Comment Index Number: 61

2. Two years growing season rest is a common recommenda-
tion. If the seeding is not ready for grazing use after two years

rest, further deferment will be provided.

3. We recommend that during preparation of the Final EIS,

more adequate attention be given to wetland-riparian habitat

protection needs, especially regarding the time over which
protective measures are to be implemented. According to the

draft, the proposal is to improve 58.5°/o (22.6 miles) of the

unsatisfactory riparian habitat on priority 1 allotments over a

period of 20 years; another 20 years would presumably be

required to improve the 29.5°/o (1 1 .3 miles) of unsatisfactory

riparian habitat on priority 2 allotments. Thus, forty years

would be required to reach the desired goals. The issue of

moose habitat (page 126) emphasizes our concern that not

enough is being done soon enough to protect riparian habitat.

Under Alternative A, moose habitat would only improve from

40°/o unsatisfactory to 34°/o unsatisfactory; only four of twelve

allotments containing moose habitat would improve, the

remaining eight would experience little change. Therefore, we
recommend that the scheduling required to implement the

AMP goals for riparian habitat be shortened significantly

because of its importance to both wildlife and water quality.

[Comment Index Number: 61

3. The I category allotments have been reprioritized for

implementation in accordance with current BLM grazing man-
agement policy (Appendix E). It is realistic to assume that two
AMPs per year for the next twenty years can be implemented.

Of the forty highest ranking I allotments, twenty-two contain

approximately thirty miles, or 78% of the total unsatisfactory

riparian habitat in the resource area. The thirty-seven lower

ranking I allotments contain approximately four miles, or 1 0°/o

of the total unsatisfactory riparian habitat. The remaining four

and three-quarters miles, or 1 2°/o, of unsatisfactory riparian

habitat are in the maintenance and custodial category allot-

ments. In summary, Alternative A, as revised, provides for

significant improvement of riparian habitat in a resource area

where 72% of all riparian habitat is already in satisfactory

condition.

The reason for the relatively small improvement in winter-

spring moose habitat condition under Alternative A is that the

majority of this habitat occurs on two allotments where limited

opportunity exists for development of grazing systems that

are compatible with improving moose winter-spring habitat. In

the case of the Muskrat Allotment (0249), periodic exclusion of

livestock grazing may be employed if wildlife/livestock conflicts

cannot be resolved through the development of grazing sys-

tems.
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TABLE 7-3 (cont.l COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

GRAZING ALLOTMENT AND RIPARIAN HABITAT MANAGEMENT

COMMENT RESPONSE

4. Given that more than a fourth of the riparian habitat in the

Resource Area is in unsatisfactory condition (and particularly

since much of this is critical grizzly habitat), Defenders of

Wildlife supports the proposal to improve this situation. It's not

clear from the plan that correcting this situation has been

given a high enough priority in the plan. It would seem those

areas with large percentages of riparian in unsatisfactory con-

dition (particularly if they're in grizzly areas) should be the

highest priority I areas. I also find it unacceptable that the

unsatisfactory riparian areas in the M and C categories won't

be improved.

[Comment Index Number: 201

4. Additional information has been provided in Appendix M
that displays resource information considered in the determi-

nation of M, I, and C classifications for all allotments in the

resource area. The classifications are the result of an interdis-

ciplinary effort at identifying the most important priorities for

future BLM management actions. These classifications are

subject to revision based on new information acquired through

monitoring and benefit/cost analysis. Management actions

and funding of improvements can occur for M or C allotments

but will be of lower priority than I allotments. For those M and C
allotments within identified habitat for gizzly bear, our resource
information indicates that none of the riparian habitat is in need
of significant improvement.

The Headwaters RMP/EIS does place high priority on riparian

habitat improvement. The extensive time frames involved in

such improvement are a result of anticipated staffing and
budget constraints for AMP development.

In prioritizing I allotments, both grizzly bear (and other threat-

ened and endangered habitat) and riparian habitat were given

high ranking and priority. All allotments containing key grizzly

bear habitat, except one, are I allotments. The one exception is

an allotment in which all grizzly bear and riparian habitat is in

excellent condition (Allotment 6306). All allotments with

extensive riparian habitat in unsatisfactory condition are I

allotments. Most M and C allotments either lack riparian habi-

tat or contain satisfactory riparian habitat. In general, M and C
allotments also have limited management opportunities for

improving habitat condition.

5. On the issue of grazing, we found almost no details in the

draft of how grazing will be managed for the benefit of wildlife.

The inference made is that bettering the range condition will

increase wildlife benefits. Although we too believe that wildlife

can benefit from bettering the range condition, we feel that

other issues must also be considered to determine whether
wildlife resources will receive any net benefits. Often times the

range improvements (water, fencing, grazing systems) asso-

ciated with intensive management have substantial negative

impacts. For example, one ramification of intensive manage-
ment is the intrusion of livestock into areas that previously

were not utilized because of lack of water. After water devel-

opments are installed, livestock/wildlife competition will be

spread over a broader area than was previously possible.

Another impact is the often intensive utilization of forage in one

or more of the pastures in a grazing system which leaves little

or no residual cover for wildlife in these pastures. We feel

these, as well as other pertinent issues, must be discussed in

the final EIS before the assertion can be made that the pro-

posed grazing management will benefit wildlife. As written, the

draft does not discuss the negative implications of intensive

management. Inasmuch as the draft indicates that grazing

income to the U.S. Treasury from public lands in the Head-
waters is about 3558,000 and that wildlife related resources,

through hunter-day use, result in $255,000 of economic stimu-

lation, it appears that more attention should be given to

addressing the impacts of grazing upon wildlife.

(Comment Index Number: 6)

5. RMP-level guidance for wildlife habitat and livestock man-
agement can be found in the Draft RMP/EIS under Manage-
ment Guidance Common to All Alternatives (pp. 25-2S); in

Appendix E, which discusses allotment-specific opportunities,

conflicts, and objectives for wildlife; and in Chapter 4 (pp. 1 24-

1 26), which identifies possible mitigating measures applicable

for wildlife species.

The RMP proposes to resolve livestock grazing/wildlife habitat

conflicts in a variety of ways, including grazing system design;

direct allocations to wildlife; establishment of utilization levels;

decreasing livestock forage allocations; changing class or kind

of livestock use or season of use; changing livestock distribu-

tionthrough salting, water development, or fencing; limited

treatments, including seedings; and the use of deferred or

rest-rotation grazing systems.

Improving vegetative condition to a higher serai stage will

result in a corresponding habitat change better suited to a

higher climax wildlife population. As Alternative C makes clear,

however, changing vegetative condition to lower serai stages

can also be beneficial to wildlife. The relationship of vegetative

condition to wildlife habitat condition is complex, depending on

the wildlife sdecies involved, the vegetative types being consi-

dered, and the primary season(s) of wildlife use. It should also be

noted that unsatisfactory wildlife habitat conditions are not

always the result of livestock grazing. Only where livestock

cause or contribute to the problem can unsatisfactory condi-

tions be corrected by changes in livestock management.

In summary, considering present resource conditions in the

resource area, the RMP provides the level of guidance needed

to resolve the livestock management issue in a way that balan-

ces the needs of wildlife, watershed, and the livestock industry.

Further details will be established during activity planning, at

which time specific range improvements, treatments, grazing

systems, and other appropriate actions will be analyzed by an

interdisciplinary team through site-specific environmental

analyses.
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7 — PUBLIC COMMENTS TABLE 7-3 (cont.)

GRAZING ALLOTMENT AND RIPARIAN HABITAT MANAGEMENT

COMMENT RESPONSE

6. Monitoring of range conditions and trends will be very
important in the Headwaters Resource Area, because 20,1 73
acres of grazing lands have not been inventoried and only 10
allotment Management Plans are now in existance. The BLM
should conduct range surveys on the 20,1 73 unsurveyed acres
whenever possible.

[Comment Index Number: 13]

6. It is agreed that future monitoring of range conditions and
trends is important. Some of the 20, 1 73 acres not inspected in

the most recent vegetative inventory are ungrazed. The moni-
toring plan will specify how and when the remaining grazed
tracts will be inspected for range condition.

7. The BLM did not provide projected percentages of

expected improvements in range conditions over the entire

resource area. By not providing this information the question of

the cost-benefits of their objectives arises. A time frame for

implementation should be provided to give credence to their

objectives. Without these answers the cost benefits of their

objective can be unrealistic.

[Comment Index Number: 13]

7. Projected changes in range condition were discussed in

Chapter 4 of the Draft RMP/EIS (see pp. 1 1 7, 1 35, 1 42, and
151).

In the process of allotment categorization, several factors

were considered, including present range condition and poten-
tial for improvement. Those allotments that were tentatively

identified in the I category as a result of this process reflect

greater needs and opportunities for range improvement than

do the M and C allotments. Accordingly, the I allotments also

reflect the highest priorities for implementing the objectives of

the RMP. Those improvements in range and riparian condition

that are projected to meet specific objectives for I allotments

"are judged to be reasonable for the life of the RMP. As more
detailed planning takes place with regard to specific range
improvements for particular allotments, further benefit-cost

comparisons will be made. Priorities have been developed for

implementation of specific allotment management plans

(AMPs) but time frames for the completion of the necessary
range improvements required to implement these AMPs are

subject to annual budget capabilities.

8. Changes in lessee management is not discussed. If man-
agement is retained with the operator, will objectives be

accomplished on a wide scale? This should be addressed in the

Final RMP.
[Comment Index Number: 13]

8. As RMP objectives for a particular allotment are accomp-
lished, management classifications (M, I, C) will be adjusted as
appropriate in consultation with the Grazing Advisory Board
and the individual range users. When a new grazing operator
assumes management of a particular allotment, the same
established RMP objectives will apply. Some changes in spe-
cific grazing practices can usually be accommodated for the
new operator while meeting the same established resource
objectives.

9. The State is concerned about possible substantive nega-
tive impacts to certain grazing permittees under the preferred

alternative. The DEIS cites a 5-year horizon for phasing in

livestock reductions. The State believes that where proposed
actions threaten the viability of the livestock operator that

every effort should be made to ameliorate this situation. The
BLM might consider extending time frames, scaling down the

proposed decrease in AUMs, helping locate alternate public

rangelands or implementing more intensive management plans

on these allotments.

[Comment Index Number: 1 3]

9. Current BLM policy for phasing in livestock forage adjust-
ments, including reductions, is summarized on p. 25 of the
Draft. Under the circumstances existing within the resource
area, it does not appear that the viability of any livestock opera-
tor is threatened: present BLM policy for phased in reductions
concurrent with monitoring studies should largely mitigate
these impacts to individual ranches.

1 0. The State has read with great interest the new Coopera-
tive Management Agreement (CMA) program for selected

livestock operations on the public lands. The sketchy details

received to date indicate that only those permittees whose
allotment is in the "M" (maintain) category will be eligible.

Appendices D and E of the DEIS show that many allotments are

in good repair in terms of vegetation and riparian areas, yet are

categorized as "I" (improve) allotments solely for wildlife rea-

sons. How does the BLM reconcile the seeming penalty of

ineligibility for the CMA program for the livestock operators in

these instances?

[Comment Index Number: 13)

10. Current BLM policy directs that the Cooperative Man-
agement Agreement (CMA) program be initiated on M allot-

ments.

The policy also appears to permit CMAs for I and C allotments

if, in the future, the operator demonstrates good stewardship

practices.
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TABLE 7-3 (cont.) COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

GRAZING ALLOTMENT AND RIPARIAN HABITAT MANAGEMENT

COMMENT RESPONSE

11. In grazing allotments targeted for a short term decrease
in AUMs, the grazing permittee should receive consideration in

the allocation of any long term increased forage production.

,

[Comment Index Number: 13]

1 1 . This is currently a provision of the grazing regulations.

1 2. One thing we don't understand has to do with the protec-

tion alternative that we support, and that is that there seems
to be a very reduced federal commitment to financial

enhancement of grazing allotments in that alternative. That is

to say, the preferred, the no action, and the resource produc-

tion alternatives all anticipate grazing allotment financial

enhancements in the neighborhood of four hundred forty-two

thousand to forty-nine thousand dollars. For some unexplained,

as I can see, reason, the financial enhancements for Alternative

C, the protection alternative, are almost half, a little bit more
than half, or two hundred forty-eight thousand dollars. We
don't see the logic behind that reduction and we don't see any
connection really between that reduction and the other things

that that alternative is addressing.

[Comment Index Number: 14]

12. The lower costs for estimated range improvements
under Alternative C (Table 2-5) do not reflect a lower manage-
ment commitment toward financing improvements. What
these lower figures do reflect, however, is the fact that fewer
range improvements of certain types are necessary to improve
or enhance wildlife and watershed conditions under Alternative

C. A number of water developments and acreages to be

reseeded under the preferred alternative would be omitted
from this alternative; under the other alternatives, they would
be done primarily to enhance livestock management with mit-

igating measures incorporated to protect wildlife and
watershed values. While Alternative C projects lower range
improvement costs, it should be noted that the lower stocking

levels projected would result in an adverse economic impact to

individual livestock operators and the industry as a whole.

1 3. One thincj that wasn't so clear: however, was how specific

concerns would be addressed on an allotment-by-allotment

basis. For instance, in Appendix E [Opportunities For I Allot-

ments) you might state "XYZ Allotment: riparian vegetation in

unsatisfactory condition, excessive soil erosion, elk and deer

winter range in unsatisfactory condition." You would then state

in the Resource Management Objectives column something

like improve riparian habitat, decrease erosion, improve elk and

deer winter range. What seems to be lacking is the specific

management action that needs to be taken to achieve some of

these objectives, because in comparing Appendix N (Stocking

Rate Adjustments) to Appendix E, it's not always clear how the

improvements will be accomplished. Further, I'd like to have a

better sense of what the priorities are for making these

improvements. Given the reduced federal funds in recent years,

it would appear that many of the improvements that involve

intensive management may not get funded; it would have been

helpful if the EIS would have looked at ways to meet resource

objectives given possible budget constraints, which appear to

be a reality.

[Comment Index Number: 20)

1 3. Allotment-specific planning will occur according to priori-

ties documented in Appendix E, as modified. A variety of man-
agement actions in addition to stocking rate adjustments will

be used to meet the resource management objectives for a

particular allotment; these actions are identified in Appendix M.
At the time of activity planning, a more detailed analysis will be
made and specific management actions needed to meet
resource objectives for a particular allotment will be imple-

mented. It is assumed that range program funding levels will

permit implementation of two activity plans per year during the
next twenty years. Also see the response to Comment Number
5 in this section.

14. I thought that you should know that the Teton County
SCS, the Forest Service, and Mr. Newman have the first and
only working joint agreement. This is on the Blind Horse Creek
or we call it Chicken Coulee Allotment.

The trip we took into this area last year was very impressive on

development of these water sources for better utilization of

the range grass. The range was not over grazed. Mr. Newman
was rotating the pastures. He is trying to improve the vegeta-
tion from the time he took the allotment over.

I would be opposed to eliminating cattle from this allotment

down the road.

[Comment Index Number: 80]

14. We recognize and appreciate the joint cooperation

between Mr. Newman, the Teton Conservation District, the

U.S. Forest Service, and the Bureau of Land Management in

efforts to improve conditions on the Chicken Coulee Allotment

(#6303). While we would agree that indeed there has been

good progress, there are also some areas where further

improvement is desirable and we anticipate the continued

cooperation of all of these parties in meeting these objectives.

No adjustment in livestock numbers or season of use are pro-

posed for the Chicken Coulee allotment.
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7— PUBLIC COMMENTS TABLE 7-3 (cont.)

GRAZING ALLOTMENT AND RIPARIAN HABITAT MANAGEMENT

COMMENT

1 5. Likewise, the DEIS offers inadequate justification for

sagebrush control/burning projects mentioned on page 125
and again on page 1 27. There are high wildlife values associated

with sagebrush including the elk calving habitat mentioned on

page 1 25.

[Comment Index Number: 30]

RESPONSE

1 5. Sagebrush controlled-burning projects are considered

for those sites with high potential for increase in grasses and
forbs following reduction in woody species. Increases in

grasses and forbs can improve watershed cover, increase for-

age production to benefit livestock, and, in some situations,

benefit wildlife as well. Such proposals are planned on a site-

specific basis, in consultation with the Montana Department of

Fish, Wildlife, and Parks and with full interdisciplinary review by

appropriate BLM specialists. Future projects of this nature are

not likely to be carried out on a large scale within the resource
area since only an estimated 300 acres are identified for

treatment. The specific effects of sagebrush control and burn-

ing projects will be carefully considered and all appropriate

mitigating measures will be applied prior to implementation.

1 6. The Muskrat Allotment Plan must be closely coordinated
with the Elk Horns wildlife management plans now being pre-

pared by the Helena National Forest. The proposed grazing

rates for this allotment, a sensitive wildlife area, seem exces-
sive and no mention is made of any proposed or current coordi-

nation.

[Comment Index Number: 311

16. Under Alternative A (the Proposed RMP) the target

stocking level for the Muskrat Allotment #0249 is 1 09 AUMs
below existing preference (see Appendix N). This adjustment
will be made in accordance with current BLM policy that

requires the use of monitoring information in conjunction with

the stated target figure. Specific resource management objec-

tives have been identified in Appendix E for this allotment that

recognize wildlife needs, and the Forest Service has been con-

sulted in their formulation. As more detailed activity planning is

done for the Muskrat Allotment, the Forest Service and Mon-
tana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks will be consulted

further and full consideration will be given to any specific guide-

lines they may have for the Elkhorn Wildlife Management Area.

1 7. Although the EIS proposals include livestock numbers and
incorporate, for the most part, existing seasons of use, they

lack any specific grazing systems and contain utilization levels

only for a fraction of the allotments. Existing grazing systems
are not described for each allotment, and no specific grazing

systems are proposed; instead, the EIS merely describes gen-

eral types of grazing systems that might conceivably be imple-

mented in unspecified allotments in the future. (EIS, p. 25 and
App. G.) The EIS fails to include existing utilization levels, even
though such levels presumably will continue under the "no

action" alternative. Moreover, specific utilization levels are

proposed only for a few Category I allotments (e.g., App. E, p.

228) and no such levels are proposed for any Category M or C
allotments.

The EIS does contain, at least for Category I allotments, the

objectives that a specific grazing management program should

meet in each allotment. See App. E. However, for the most part

it fails to identify or analyze any specific actions that must be

taken to achieve these objectives. The Bureau's "objectives"

are stated in general terms like "improve the riparian habitat,"

"improve vegetative cover and livestock distribution patterns,"

and "limit livestock utilization" (e.g., pp. 222-23), but few spe-

cific actions that will attain these ends are identified. Such
proposals are particularly important since, as the Bureau

admits, "implementation of grazing systems" and other spe-

cific actions are necessary to attain these objectives, and the

EIS's impact analysis depends upon the development of such

unidentified actions. (E.g., pp., 1 1 7-1 8, 1 43.) With respect to

Category M and C allotments, the EIS even lacks specific man-
agement objectives, much less specific proposals, See App. E.

17. The Final RMP/EIS has been modified to incorporate

additional information that documents the interdisciplinary

resource considerations used in making the tentative classifi-

cations (M, I, or C) for each grazing allotment in the resource

area (Appendix M). This process resulted in an I classificaiton

for allotments having direct forage competition between live-

stock and wildlife or having other significant resource prob-

lems, such as soil erosion or water quality. For allotments

identified as either M or C, significant resource opportunities,

problems, or conflicts either do not presently exist or it is not

feasible for changes to be initiated. Specific resource manage-
ment objectives have been established for those allotments

where conflict situations occur (Appendix E) and other man-
agement actions recommended for specific allotments are

found in Appendix N. Where no specific opportunities, prob-

lems, or conflicts were identified, wildlife habitat and noncon-

sumptive resource values will be managed to maintain present

satisfactory or high quality conditions.

At the activity level of planning (primarily Allotment Manage-
ment Plans and Habitat Management Plans) site-specific

range improvements, grazing systems, and wildlife habitat

management actions will be considered and analysed on an

interdisciplinary basis through environmental assessments.

Such proposed actions will be identified and published in Range-

land Program Summary (RPS) documents, in accordance with

current BLM grazing regulations. Specific management
actions will be tailored to specific allotment situations and

applied in the best combination to meet resource objectives.

Such management actions are listed in Appendix M.

98



7 -PUBLIC COMMENTS TABLE 7-3 (cont.)

GRAZING ALLOTMENT AND RIPARIAN HABITAT MANAGEMENT

COMMENT

1 8. The court in NRDC v. Morton required EISs to "discuss in

detail ... all reasonable alternatives" to proposed livestock

grazing activities. To satisfy this mandate, the alternatives

must encompass significantly different levels of livestock graz-

ing, including "no grazing," and a full range of management
practices. The grazing alternatives in the Headwaters EIS fall

far short of these requirements.

The alternative livestock forage allocations in the EIS do not

vary significantly. There is little difference even between the
resource protection (27,036 AUMs) and resource production

(33,954 AUMs) alternatives. The resource production alter-

native is not "meaningfully lower" than the proposed action, as
the Bureau has previously acknowledged is necessary. "Draft

Guidelines for Preparing Grazing EISs," p. 23 (April 1979).
Moreover, the EIS lacks a "no grazing" alternative, which is

necessary in order to provide a baseline for comparison of all

other alternatives and to protect riparian and other degraded
resources. See Draft Guidelines, at 23; "Final Grazing Man-
agement Policy," p. 1-18 (I.M. No. 82-292, March 5, 1982).
Thus, it is clear that the Bureau has already decided to maintain

stocking levels at approximately the existing numbers and that

the consideration of alternatives in the EIS has been a mere
formal exercise.

The EIS obviously lacks a "full range of management practices,"

as required by the Final Grazing Management Policy, supra, at

1 -1 8. In fact, the EIS fails to consider any alternative manage-
ment practices. For example, the alternatives do not include

any different grazing systems, utilization levels, or seasons of

use. The Bureau has demonstrated in other grazing EISs that it

can consider a range of alternative grazing systems, seasons
of use and utilization levels for each allotment. See, e.g., South-

ern Malheur Draft Grazing EIS, Vale District, Oregon (1983);

Willow Creek Final Grazing EIS, Susanville District, California

(1982). The absence of such alternatives in the Headwaters
EIS is a critical flaw.

[Comment Index Number: 331

RESPONSE

1 8. Results of public participation activities, carried out
between 1979-1983 according to requirements of 43 CFR
1610.2, helped shape a reasonable range of alternative live-

stock forage allocations for consideration and development in

the RMP. The RMP/EIS analysis indicates that reducing live-

stock forage allocations is not the most frequent or appro-

priate action required to remedy present resource conflicts,

such as unsatisfactory riparian habitat conditions. Many of the

other actions shown in Table M, p. 295 of the Draft will be more
appropriate in relation to specific problems. More specific

management actions for each allotment, including changes in

the kind of grazing system and the season of use, will be consi-

dered and evaluated at the time of activity planning (AMPs,
HMPs). A No Action alternative that constitutes existing man-
agement direction and present resource use levels (43 CFR
1 61 0. 4-5) has been considered and analyzed in detail.

As discussed in Chapter 2 under Alternatives Eliminated From
Detailed Study, a No Grazing alternative was considered and
analyzed during the scoping phase of developing this resource
management plan. Based on this analysis, the No Grazing
alternative was dropped from further discussion in the Draft

RMP/EIS as provided in Section 1 502.1 4(a) of the regulations

for implementing the procedural provisions of the National

Environmental Policy Act, as promulgated by the President's

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ).

The full analysis of the No Grazing alternative, in compliance
with Section 1 502.21 of the regulations cited, is available at

the Butte District office for inspection by interested persons.

The following impact analysis summary and conclusions for the

No Grazing alternative are provided to further clarify why this

alternative was not carried forward in the document.

Livestock Grazing

The exclusion of livestock from public lands in the resource area
would require construction of approximately 2,090 miles of

fence at an approximate total cost of $6,270,000. Annual
maintenance cost for the newly constructed fence and the

approximately 1,200 miles of present boundary fence (now
maintained by livestock operators) would be borne by BLM at

an annual cost of about $164,500. In addition, the BLM's
present investments in interior allotment fencing for livestock

management would be lost except for the salvage value of the

fence material. The same would apply to investments already

made in water and other management facilities unless they

were of use to wildlife. BLM would assume maintenance cost
on the water developments and other facilities not abandoned.

The cost of the fences, water facilities, etc. now in place on
public land has often been borne partially or entirely by the
livestock operator using the allotment. If the grazing authoriza-

tions were cancelled, operators would be entitled to monetary
compensation for their lost investment in range improvements
on the public land.

All existing public road rights-of-way would be fenced and/or
additional cattleguards would be installed where public lands

are crossed; all future public road rights-of-way grants sim-

ilarly would be subject to fencing.

Livestock trespass detection and abatement also would

require significant annual BLM funding.

(Response continued on next page)
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Wildlife

Previous analyses have shown that the total exclusion of live-

stock is not necessarily a desirable action to meet manage-
ment objectives for wildlife habitat. In the Prairie Potholes EIS.

for example, it was found that "The lack of livestock grazing

would not necessarily improve the quantity of all wildlife forage

and cover. Additional forage and cover would more than satisfy

the needs of increased populations of upland game birds,

waterfowl, nongame wildlife, and fisheries. Big game forage,

however, could be reduced as plant communities changed from
shrubs to grass." The long term result is uncertain as the area

has always been grazed by large ungulates (buffalo before live-

stock), and the response of wildlife species in the absence of

large ungulates has not been observed over such a large area.

The extensive fencing required for implementation of a No
Grazing alternative could also cause adverse impacts to elk,

deer, and antelope by disrupting established patterns of wildlife

movement.

Vegetation

The short-term effects of eliminating livestock grazing on pub-

lic lands would include improving the vigor of those plant spe-

cies that are preferred as forage by livestock in many grazing

allotments. The amount of vegetation remaining onsite as

residual cover and litter would increase markedly.

No dramatic resource area-wide changes would be expected in

the composition of vegetative communities in the short term
because the establishment of new long-lived perennial plants,

which characterize the vegetation in this region, occurs over a

longer period of years. Even the sites with the greatest poten-

tial to respond vegetatively to management changes would

require an estimated five years to improve from a fair to good
condition rating under the most favorable management practi-

ces. (Refer to Appendix M for a discussion of how sites were
classified and how vegetative condition ratings were assigned

to plant communities found on these sites).

The expected increase in residual vegetation would also

increase the potential for wildfires. Wildfires would be

expected to spread rapidly and burn more intensely.

The long-term effects of elimination of livestock grazing can be

estimated thru inspection of areas where grazing has been

excluded for a relatively long period of years. Such areas were
located and inspected during the course of the vegetative

inventory. In general, these areas are strongly dominated by

long-lived perennial grasses that provide the forage preferred

by cattle, elk, and other large ungulates that subsist mainly on

grass and grass-like plants. The exceptions to this are sites

where woody vegetation dominates the site if undisturbed. The
plants in these communities are often very coarse and some
exhibit decadence as a result of excessive standing litter within

the crown of the plant.

Recreation

Recreation access would be affected by a number of factors if

cattle use of BLM land is eliminated. The principle factor is that

of fencing. New fences along property boundaries and ease-

ments or rights-of-way would inhibit recreational travel both

with vehicles and on foot or horseback. In addition, many vehicle

ways are presently maintained by the livestock user for access

to the allotments. Such maintenance enhances recreational

opportunities by preservinq traditional routes. As a result of

(Response continued on next page)
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the elimination of grazing opportunities, ranchers and other

landowners may become less inclined to allow recreational use
of their private land in conjunction wit^i the public lands.

On the other hand, fencing would identify the boundaries of

public land and thus would help users to stay on public land for

their recreational pursuits, eliminating some of the present

conflicts between private landowners and recreationists, par-

ticularly>elong waterways.

Assuming that public access remains available, the elimination

of livestock from areas that are popular for recreation gener-

ally would enhance the recreational experience. Roadless and
undeveloped areas would appear more wild without the pres-

ence of cattle. The reduction of manure and flies would also

enhance recreational opportunities. Riparian zones would be

less trampled and often more desirable for camping, fishing,

and other similar activities. Hunters would not have to contend
with cattle on public lands during the hunting seasons, when
cattle movement and activity can affect game.

Vegetative changes would take place that could affect recrea-

tion. More vigorous vegetative growth would generally enhance
the visual aspects of recreational activities. Changes in wildlife

populations would in turn affect big and synall game observation

and hunting. Depending on the specific site conditions, more
shrubs or grass would influence the amount of desirable space
for picnicking, camping, or other recreational activities. Wild-

fires may become more frequent and severe, thus creating

public hazards and impacting the physical environment that

recreational activities depend on over the long term.

Livestock Production

The exclusion of livestock grazing on public lands in the entire

resource area would result in a decrease in production of red

meat. Of the 31 ,501 AUMs currently authorized, about 90%
or 28,350 AUMs are harvested each year. The remainder is

accounted for by nonuse applications received and approved in

the average year. If each AUM of livestock forage sold produ-

ces a monthly weight gain of 60 pounds (or 2 pounds per day)

the decrease in red meat production under this alternative can
be estimated at 1 ,701 ,054 pounds per year.

Economics

The elimination of all grazing from public lands in the resource

area would affect 327 allotments and 292 permittees/les-

sees. Of these permittees/lessees, 111 have 25 AUMs or

less of BLM grazing. It is assumed that operators with so few
AUMs would not be significantly affected by changes in BLM
grazing.

For operators with more than 25 AUMs of BLM grazing, the No
Grazing alternative would result in a decrease in ranch income
related to ranch size and the individual rancher's dependency
on BLM grazing. Average changes in income vary from a 1 31 °/o

decrease for operators with 100 or less brood cows to a

decrease of 3.8% for operators with more than 1 ,000 brood

cows. The toal decrease in net annual income for the analyzed

ranches would be $1 ,324,1 85, a decrease of 1 8.5%.

Elimination of federal grazing would reduce permit values for

181 ranches by the full amount of their current value of

$2,786,900. These decreases in permit value would have a

negative effect on the ability of ranchers to borrow money and

affect the sale value of these ranches. Ranches that are heavily

dependent on BLM grazing could face an even greater reduc-

tion in property value, since the ranch may no longer represent
an economic unit.
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A major component of an operators income comes from ranch-

ing. This is true for all but the smallest ranches that may
produce more income from crops or from outside sources.

Therefore, a reduction in BLM grazing would have a direct

effect upon personal income. Even with large cuts in income,

most ranchers would continue ranching in the short term. One
of the major determining factars in how long an operation can
sustain itself through depreciation, deferring maintenance, or

using equity capital is the operators current debt load. If the

rancher's land is paid for, it is likely that they can continue in

business.

Social

The social wellbeing of 292 ranch families would decrease
under this alternative. The magnitude of impacts would be

related to the dependency of the ranch upon BLM grazing and

the economic health of each individual operation. Some would

be severely impacted while others would see little effect.

Those operators with both a high dependency upon BLM graz-

ing and a high debt load could be forced out of business or

forced to find outside employment. However, prospects for

outside employment in rural areas may not be good.

If a rancher were forced to quit the livestock business many
intangible losses could also occur. Among these are the loss of

opportunity to live a preferred lifestyle, loss of ancestral ties to

the land, and the possible breakup of extended families and

close circles of friends.

Regional Economics

Under a No Grazing alternative, there would be an annual

reduction in the value of livestock sales of approximately

$2,254,000. The decrease in total annual gross business

volume would be approximately $7,771,000. Total employ-

ment in the resource area would decrease by approximately

119 people and total earnings would decrease by approxi-

mately $2,357,000 anually (less than 1 °/o of the resource area

total in 1 980). This would be insignificant to the economy of the

total resource area.

Social Attitudes

No specific information on attitudes toward the No Grazing

alternative has been collected. However, the reaction of

ranchers and those who identify with them can be expected to

be extremely negative. Even though many ranchers would

experience little or no impact personally, they would likely sym-
pathize with those who would experience adverse impacts.

Given the current economic climate for the livestock industry,

this alternative would likely be viewed as one more step in

forcing small family ranchers out of business. It could be

expected that widespread resentment toward BLM policies

would grow and persist for the foreseeable future. This alterna-

tive would strengthen resolve that planning and management
of the public lands be done at the local level.

(Response continued on next page)
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19. The EIS's discussion of environmental impacts to range
resources is extremely generalized and unsubstantiated, and
thus fails to satisfy NEPA's requirements. The judgement in

NRDC v. Morton requires EISs to analyze "the actual environ-

mental effects of particular [grazing] permits or groups of

permits in specific areas." Although the Headwaters EIS sets
forth aggregate figures that summarize anticipated impacts of

proposed grazing to range resources [e.g., pp. 116-1 8), it com-
pletely lacks the "individualized assessment of the impact of

such grazing on local environments" required by NRDC v. Mor-
ton. The EIS rhust analyze and describe environmental conse-

quences to particular allotments, not just aggregate impacts
to the entire area.

The EIS also fails to present available range monitoring data,

describe the data necessary to make management decisions,

or specify when and how such data will be obtained. The EIS

states that livestock use adjustments will be based in part on
"monitoring" [p. 25) and also acknowledges that some monitor-

ing data are available (App. N, p. 296). However, these monitor-

ing data are not described, and the EIS never specifies what
kind and amount of monitoring data are necessary to make
grazing decisidns. In particular, the EIS fails to explain if and why
available data are inadequate, and why such data cannot be
extrapolated to make necessary grazing decisions as soon as

possible in similar allotments lacking such data. Without such
explanations, the public will never know which data are "accep-
table" to support actual grazing decisions, and such decisions

may be deferred indefinitely.

Finally, the environmental impact analysis is also unsatisfac-

tory because it is based on hypothetical proposals that have

yet to be identified. For example, predicted improvements are

"dependent upon implementation of grazing systems, installa-

tion of range improvements, and performance of land treat-

ments" (p. 1 17), even though no. such specific proposals are

identified or analyzed in the EIS. Similarly, "improvement in

riparian condition" is premised upon unidentified "livestock

grazing systems. . land) seapon-of-use changes." (p. 1 20). The
BLM cannot simply expect the public to trust that appropriate

actions will be identified in the future and that as a result

resource problems will be resolved.

[Comment Index Number: 33)

1 9. The level of impact analysis presented in the document is

commensurate with the level of planning guidance needed to

resolve the range management issue in this RMP. BLM policy

and statute [P.L. 95-514, Sec. 5(d)) require that more localized

environmental assessments for specific range improvements
and other changes in management be done at the activity

planning stage. On pages 24 and 236 of the Draft RMP/EIS,
the need for future environmental analysis has been docu-

mented.

The aggregate figures presented in the Headwaters Draft

RMP/EIS to summarize anticipated impacts are in many
cases based on more localized assessments of anticipated

impacts and needed improvements. Such assessments were
not necessarily focused on individual allotments. For example,

projected changes in range condition for I allotments were
based on the expected response of specific ecological sites to

changes in management. Soils, site potential, mean annual pre-

cipitation, present vegetative community and composition, and

other factors were considered in forecasting the amount of

change that could be expected on a site.

Appendix I identifies the types of studies and methodologies to

be used in monitoring the effects of grazing management. A
detailed monitoring plan will be prepared in 1 984. The I cate-

gory allotments will receive the majority of attention to assure

that objectives set forth to resolve conflicts are being met. The

M and C allotments will be monitored at an intensity to detect

problems or conflicts that may arise.

As allotment-specific decisions are made as a result of moni-

toring, the public will be provided notice through the use of

Rangeland Program Summaries published periodically during

implementation. Also see response to Comment Number 1 3 in

this section.

20. The EIS contains estimates of current grazing capacity in

most allotments, but lacks other important range condition

and resource information needed for the reader to assess the

impacts of the proposed actions. The statistical data on range

condition (App. D) is useful, but it must be supplemented by

descriptive information in order to ascertain and analyze spe-

cific resource problems. Such descriptions are clearly pre-

sented for Category I allotments (App: E), and we commend the

agency for providing such specific information. However, no
such descriptions are offered for Category M or C allotments,

suggesting that the agency has impermissibly written these

areas off.

The Bureau's failure to analyze resource problems in many
a" "ments reflects a broader deficiency of the EIS's land cate-

gorization proposals. The EIS announces categorization deci-

sions but lacks any discussion of how particular decisions were
made. Without descriptive information on resource problems
and opportunities in all allotments it is impossible for the reader

to assess the proposed categorization decisions. The EIS

should provide such descriptions for all allotments and should

analyze how the categorization criteria were applied to reach

these proposed decisions. The public would then have a mean-

(Comment continued on next page)

20. The Final RMP/EIS has been modified to incorporate

additional information that was used in categorizing allot-

ments. (See Appendix M).
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ingful opportunity to comment on the categorization decisions,

as contemplated by the "Final Grazing Management Policy," pp.

1 -1 1 to 1 -1 5. As written, the Headwaters EIS effectively bars

the public (other than ranchers) from taking part in these

important decisions.

[Comment Index Number: 331

21. The EIS also announces two possible priorization

schemes for category I allotments, as well as "final" manage-
ment priorities. (App. E). It is unacceptable for "final" decisions

to be made prior to public comment and selection of the pre-

ferred alternative. To establish "final" decisions at this stage of

the process makes a mockery of NEPA's requirement of full

disclosure and public participation prior to agency decisions.

[Comment Index Number: 33]

21 . The word "final" was a poor choice of words. The column
that was marked final was meant to represent the interdisci-

plinary priority that was assigned after balancing the wildlife

and livestock priorities. It was only "final" in the sense that it

represented an interdisciplinary priority as opposed to a single

program's priority. In the Final RMP/EIS, a new ranking system
has been used and is displayed and explained in Appendix E.

22. Finally, the proposed action will produce a relatively small

number of additional AUMs at a very high cost. The EIS fails to

justify this large expenditure, which in large part consists of a

subsidy to the livestock industry. Given recent budget reduc-
tions, it is very questionable whether many of the "range
improvements" that inure primarily to the ranchers should be
implemented.

The EIS acknowledges that the "initial proposed action" is "no
action." (p. 1 5) Such an approach is unacceptable given the
resource problems that admittedly exist in the area. Moreover,
additional monitoring is not needed to make adjustments in

existing grazing use where, as here, available range information

clearly demonstrates the need for such changes. Nor is live-

stock monitoring required before making planning decisions

that are needed to protect important resource values, like

endangered grizzly bears [pp. 91-93), that should take prece-

dence over livestock grazing. In such cases, livestock reduc-

tions or modifications should be implemented as soon as possi-

ble. To delay needed modifications in existing management
under the circumstances contravenes the Bureau's obligation

under FLPMA to "take any action necessary to prevent unne-

cessary or undue degradation" of the public lands.

[Comment Index Number: 33)

22. The preferred alternative for this RMP differs from the no

action alternative and provides for changes in present grazing

management to resolve resource conflicts. Additional monitor-

ing studies are needed to further analyze, confirm or adjust

target stocking levels and to be consistent with current BLM
policy.

A preliminary benefit/cost estimate has been developed for

each I allotment based on current information and professional

judgment (see Appendix E). Further benefit/cost analysis will

be done on an allotment-specific basis to fully evaluate the

effectiveness of improvements needed to accomplish man-
agement changes.

23. Appendix E: Priority has assigned number's 1 and 2, but

no explanation of meaning of 1 and 2 given in text.

[Comment Index Number: 74]

23. Appendix E has been modified in the Final RMP/EIS to

more accurately reflect management and implementation

priorities for I allotments. Those allotments with an A designa-

tion have the highest priority followed in descending order by B,

C, and D categories. Highest ranked allotments will receive

highest priority for investments in range improvements and

land treatments, for monitoring efforts, and for development of

activity plans. In the Draft RMP/EIS, (1 ) indicated high priority,

while (2) indicated low priority.

24. Do not know what is really meant by "alternative". What
are the alternatives being considered for specific allotments?

[Comment Index Number: 74]

24. Alternatives were developed for I allotments by analyzing

different short-term changes in livestock stocking rates

(Appendix N) and by adjusting implementation priorities

(Appendix E). Alternatives were not analyzed for M and C allot-

ments since, by definition, these allotments either are in satis-

factory resource condition or, where conditions are unsatis-

factory, viable opportunities to correct problems are lacking.
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25. No mention is made of present Range User—B.L.M.
cooperation in current managememt; i.e., deferred grazing (as
defined in appendix G).

Appendix E seems to suggest that deferred grazing is the
wrong alternative plan.

[Comment Index Number: 74]

RESPONSE

25. Regardless of which kind of grazing system may be used
to meet specified allotment objectives, the participation and

cooperation of the individual rancher is recognized as being a

key ingredient to success. Appendix E lists specific resource

management objectives for specific I allotments and is not

intended to suggest that the practice of deferred grazing may
be wrong. For each allotment, a combination of different man-
agement practices may be required to address resource con-

flicts/opportunities.

WILDERNESS STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS

1 . Because of the importance of the three are as known as
Deep Creek/Battle Creek, Blind Horse Creek, and Chute
Mountain to wildlife, including endangered species, we suggest
that you very seriously consider recommending these areas to

Congress as suitable for wilderness. Some of the impacts to

wildlife are eliminated or dampened when the provisions for

wilderness management are in place, and due to the potential

for resource extraction in these areas, wilderness designation

may well be the best option available to insure long-term pro-

tection of these areas and their associated wildlife, particularly

the grizzly. If you decide that you are unable to recommend
these areas for wilderness, then we request that they be man-
aged as roadless areas.

[Comment Index Number: 6, 1 1, 21]

1 . Designation and management of Deep Creek/Battle
Creek, Blind Horse Creek, and Chute Mountain as wilderness is

one of several options considered for the protection of wildlife

habitat, including grizzly bear habitat. All the alternatives

address the BLM's legal obligations to protect the grizzly bear

and its habitat as well as provide for other resource uses.

Alternative A, the proposed action, provides three significant

types of protection for wildlife habitat in these areas by:

designating the areas as Outstanding Natural Areas,

establishing no surface occupancy restrictions for

portions of the areas, and
designating areas where leasing will not be allowed.

2. On the other hand, the Black Sage and Yellowstone River

Island areas don't have nearly the wilderness potential as the

Front areas. Nevertheless, as important roadless areas their

wild nature should be preserved. Clearly, the roadless attri-

butes of the Black Sage area aren't very highly valued in the

DEIS.

[Comment Index Number: 20]

2. The roadless attributes of the Black Sage area were one of

several factors that were considered in making the nonsuitable
recommendation (see Appendix R of the Draft RMP/EIS for a

complete discussion of the BLM's wilderness study policy.) The
many impacts on naturalness did detract from the overall wil-

derness quality of the area, but the numerous range improve-
ments, irregular configuration, and poorly identified boundaries
were also important factors in the nonsuitable recommenda-
tion. Although neither the Yellowstone River Island nor the
Black Sage area are being recommended for wilderness desig-

nation, it is unlikely that either area will be significantly altered

by new roads or other developments during the life of this plan.

3. Although there are many positive aspects to the Preferred

Alternative "A" the MWA supports the more protective Alter-

native "C" as a better means of balancing resource production

demands with the outstanding wildland/wildlife values within

the Headwaters Resource Area. In particular, we support
statutory wilderness designation of the three Rocky Mountain
Front WSA's: Blind Horse Creek, Chute Mountain, and Deep
Creek/Battle Creek. The Bob Marshall Alliance, of which the
MWA is a member, has endorsed Teton and Deep Creek
national forest additions to the Bob Marshall Wilderness along

the eastern front national forest boundary so as not to leave a

strip of unprotected national forest land between the Bob
Marshall and the BLM WSA's. Congress will soon consider the
Bob Marshall additions. We are hopeful that the Bob Marshall
Wilderness boundary will soon be expanded to protect as much
of this great ecosystem as possible.

[Comment Index Number: 28, 39]

3. BLM policy requires that all areas under wilderness study
must be evaluated independently from contiguous nondesig-
nated agency lands. A major point of consideration at this time
is whether or not these tack-on study areas could be managed
for wilderness if Congress did not designate the adjacent F.S.

lands. By designating Blind Horse Creek, Chute Mountain, and
Deep Creek/Battle Creek as Outstanding Natural Areas the
BLM is ensuring the same comparable short-term protection
as wilderness. Consequently, the option will be available in the
future to reevaluate these areas for wilderness should Con-
gress designate the contiguous Bob Marshall additions and if

wilderness remains a public issue.
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4. Yellowstone River Island (MT-075-1 33) would be an eco-
logically unique addition to the National Wilderness Preserva-
tion System and should be so designated.
[Comment Index Number: 281

RESPONSE

4. Although the Yellowstone River Island would increase the
ecological diversity of the National Wilderness Preservation
System, this is only one factor that must be considered in

determining whether an area should be recommended as suit-

able for wilderness designation. Appendix R in the Draft
RMP/EIS describes the two criteria and six quality standards
that are used in the study process. In the case of the Yellow-
stone River Island, its small size, offsite impacts, and man-
ageability problems outweighed its contribution to ecosystem
diversity.

5. The rationale presented on page 115 and in Appendix L for

designation of the Blind Horse, Deep Creek/Battle Creek,
Black Sage, Chute Mountain, and Yellowstone River Island as
Outstanding Natural Areas rather than Wilderness Areas is

invalid. Short-term protection of these areas is simply not
equivalent to the long-term protection which wilderness desig-

nation would provide. It is inconsistent to protect an area with
high wilderness values only until a commercially viable product
is discovered thereon. The justification that some of these
areas may have high oil and gas potential fails to recognize that
in some cases higher values exist than those associated with
production of oil and gas.

[Comment Index Number: 30, 32, 45, 501

5. It is assumed that the study areas this comment is refer-

ring to are Blind Horse Creek, Chute Mountain, and Deep
Creek/Battle Creek, since the remaining two areas are not
being recommended for special designation. These three areas
were studied for wilderness under authority of Section 202 of

FLPMA. The BLM wiTderness study evaluation was based on
the two planning criteria and six quality standards as sited on
page 31 of the Draft RMP. These guidelines come from the
Federal Register release on February 3. 1982 entitled: Wil-

derness Study Policy; Policies, Criteria and Guidelines for Eon-
ducting Wilderness Studies on Public Lands. Energy and min-
eral values were only one of the eight primary factors

considered. For the three areas along the Rocky Mountain
Front, the primary factors influencing the nonsuitable recom-
mendations were small size, inability to significantly contribute

to the National Wilderness Preservation System, poor man-
ageability (irregular and poorly identifiable legal boundaries, pri-

vate inholdings, grandfathered oil and gas leases, etc.), and
energy values. While considerations of these factors resulted

in the decision to recommend the areas as nonsuitable for

wilderness designation, it was determined that some form of

protective management was justified. Therefore the areas
were recommended for designation as Outstandipg Natural

Areas (ONA). The intent of ONA designation is not just to

protect important surface values until a commercially viable

product is discovered. The intent is to protect the unique

resource values of these areas while allowing certain types of

compatible activities that might not be allowed under wilder-

ness management. For example, oil and gas leasing can be
allowed in DNAs, although in this case such leases would be
accompanied by no surface occupancy stipulations to protect

surface values.

6. In the Blind Horse, Deep Creek/Battle Creek and Black

Sage areas public comment favored either wilderness designa-

tion or further study. Public comments relating to the Chute
Mountain and Yellowstone River Island areas were inconclu-

sive. See Appendix L In view of these results BLM seems to be

ignoring public opinion in favor of oil and gas and mineral explo-

ration.

[Comment Index Number: 30)

6. The public comments analyzed in the Draft RMP/EIS were
received during the 1 978-1 980 wilderness inventory process.

At that time, several public comment periods were established

so that interested people could comment on whether or not

these inventoried units should be studied further for wilder-

ness as WSAs.

During the wilderness study process, public comments are only

one of eight factors used to determine whether an area should

be recommended as suitable for wilderness designation.

Appendix R in the Draft RMP/EIS contains a complete de-

scription of the two planning criteria and six quality standards

that are used in the study process.
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TABLE 7-3 Cront.) COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

WILDERNESS STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS

COMMENT RESPONSE

7. In light of the preceding discussion, the decision on wilder-

ness designation for these areas should be left to Congress,
not made internally by the agency. As the DEIS makes clear, if

Congress were to include these lands in the wilderness sys-

tem, BLM would still manage them as natural areas. Thus,

Congress not the agency should make the choice of short-term
versus long-term protection.

[Comment Index Number: 301

7. Since only Congress can designate an area as wilderness,

Congress does have the ultimate decision making authority for

all BLM wilderness recommendations. Nonwilderness recom-
mendations for areas studied under authority of Section 202 of

FLPMA will be finalized by the State Director and will not be
reported to Congress; however, Congress can at any time
overturn that decision and designate an area as wilderness on
their own initiative.

8. The first point concerning manageability of these areas is

unsupported throughoufthe RMP/EIS and is, in fact, contra-

dicted by several statements in the descriptions of each indi-

vidual area. Although the Blind Horse Creek is the only WSA
with a small private inholding, the RMP states that "the area

stands as an independent study area due to strong public

support and its ability to be managed in an unimpaired condi-

tion" (p. 75). (Emphasis is added). Meanwhile, there is no men-
tion or explanation in the RMP/EIS of why the Chute Mountain

and Deep Creek/Battle Creek WSAs could be considered diffi-

cult to manage. On the contrary, since both areas have no

non-BLM inholdings and would be tack-ons to the Deep Creek
Further Study Area, management should present no insur-

mountable difficulties for the managing agency.

[Comment Index Number. 32)

8. The contradiction you note on page 75 of the Draft

RMP/EIS refers to findings made during the intensive inven-

tory phase of the wilderness review process. The intensive

inventory was not intended to assess the manageability of

roadless areas in any detail. Rather, the intensive inventory

was intended to identify those roadless areas that possess the

minimum necessary characteristics of wilderness including

size, thereby qualifying for wilderness study. The study phase of

the wilderness review process, as documented in the
RMP/EIS, is the phase during which manageability is assessed
in detail.

In the case of the Blind Horse Creek area, the intensive inven-

tory findings indicated that while the area was less than 5,000
acres in size, it was of sufficient size to make practicable its

preservation and use in an unimpaired condition. The findings of

the RMP/EIS however, indicate that other manageability con-

siderations, irregular and poorly identifiable legal boundaries, a

private inholding, and pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases coupled

with the small size, make the Blind Horse Creek area unsuitable

for wilderness designation.

The statement referenced on page 75 of the Draft RMP/EIS
has been changed to clarify its meaning (see Errata; see also

response to Comment Number 5 in this section).

The RMP/EIS notes that all three units along the RMF are

entirely leased for oil and gas and have high potential for natural

gas. The possibility of future impacts associated with explora-

tion and development is considered significant. Impacts could

be significant for both the short and long term since all existing

leases are exempt from nonimpairment restraints and some
possess valid existing rights.

Furthermore, the areas have legal rather than topographic

boundaries that are not readily apparent on the ground. As a

consequence, the possibility of inadvertent trespass disturb-

ances are more likely.

9. Wilderness Study Recommendations— In this alternative,

all five of the areas currently under wilderness study would be
recommended to Congress for wilderness designation. In the
long term, 17,197 acres in the resource area would be main-
tained under wilderness values. -"-None of the five areas would
be recommended to Congress for wilderness designation;

three areas would be recommended as Outstanding Natural
Areas and managed as wilderness. -X-Alt. A. It's my view, among
the most important BLM Wilderness Study Areas in the
Headwaters Resource Area are the units scattered along the
magnificent Rocky Mountain Front especially those adjacent to
the Bob Marshall Wilderness.

Why save wilderness? It provides recreational opportunities,

wildlife habitat. Wilderness protects watersheds and prevents
floods. It helps maintain air quality and water quality. Lastly,

future generations will have a stake in these lands if left in their

natural settings—a wonderful heritage.

[Comment Index Number: 62, 28, 61, 82, 83)

9. It is true that the three areas studied for wilderness along

the RMF are highly natural in character and possess outstand-

ing wildlife, recreational, scenic, air and watershed qualities.

Since these lands were found not to be suitable for wilderness

due to size, manageability, and oil and gas concerns (see

'response to Comment Number 3 in this section for rationale),

the preferred alternative is to preserve these areas through
designation as ONAs. Management under this designation will

provide almost the same level of protection as wilderness dur-

ing the short term (see also Management Guidelines by Alter-

native A vs. C, Management Unit 03, page 169 of the Draft

RMP/EIS).

Although long-term protection is not as certain due to the

potential for management changes in future planning efforts,

major modifications are not anticipated and will continue to be

subject to public involvement.
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7 -PUBLIC COMMENTS TABLE 7-3 (cont.)

FOREST MANAGEMENT

COMMENT RESPONSE

1. Management Unit 23. The portion of this management
unit in the Golconda Creek area adjacent to our Elkhorn Wildlife

Management Unit currently provides excellent elk spring-

summer habitat. Although our monitoring activities are not
complete, early indications are that this area is key to elk in the
Elkhorns. Because of the importance of this area to elk, and to
be compatible with our management of the Elkhorns, any
timber harvest should be restricted to that which maintains or
improves elk summer habitat. This would most likely change the
high priority for forest management that the area currently
has to something else. Specific road management guidelines
for this area would be helpful. We support the efforts to
improve range conditions in the Muskrat Allotment.
[Comment Index Number: 2,13,101

1. Management guidance for the Golconda Creek, Muskrat
Creek and Nursery Creek portions of Management Unit 23 has
been changed to be more consistent with Forest Service man-
agement on adjoining lands. The timber in this area has been
removed from the regulated allowable cut base. Timber har-

vest will be permitted, however, where it would result in

improved wildlife habitat (refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix A,

Management Unit 36). Also see our response to Comment
Number 1 under Motorized Vehicle Access.

2. We endorse the utilization of the guidelines from the Mon-
tana Cooperative Elk Logging Study in the formulation of forest

activity. Page 24, Paragraph 1 of the RMP, Silvicultural Guide-

lines and Harvesting Techniques—emphasis should be placed

on minimizing public access into areas that have significant

security values for elk and other wildlife species.

[Comment Index Number: 131

2. The Draft RMP/EIS (page 29) emphasizes this and other
guidelines from the Montana Cooperative Elk Logging Study.

3. We support the seasonal wildlife restrictions as indicated

in Table 2-2. But, we do object to the exclusion of timber

harvest, regarding consultation opportunities provided the

Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks. Timber harvest activi-

ties have the same potential for adverse impacts to wildlife as

other cultural practices involving vegetative manipulation.

[Comment Index Number: 13]

3. The exclusion of timber harvest activities from consulta-

tion has been modified (see page 29). The Montana Depart-

ment of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks will be consulted for all timber

sales over 250 mbf in size and for smaller sales in sensitive

areas.

4. The DEIS doesn't really present enough informatin to anal-

yze whether or not the proposed timber harvest level is reason-

able. I couldn't find any economic data on the relative value and

accessibility of timber on BLM lands, nor was there much of a

discussion of how BLM forest management might impact wild-

life. While the document made the generalization that timber

harvest could improve wildlife habitat, it should be noted that on

many BLM lands in the Headwaters area security and thermal

cover are more of a limiting factor than forage. The number of

miles of roads proposed to facilitate timber harvest is another

concern that I didn't feel was adequately addressed; I didn't get

a feeling of the BLM road management policy.

[Comment Index Number: 20]

4. The allowable timber harvest level proposed in the Draft

RMP/EIS has been adjusted slightly downward in response to

public comments (see response to Comment Number 1 in this

section). However, the proposed harvest level remains very

close to the level projected under the no action alternative and
reflects the absence of any new information indicating a need
for significant adjustment of current management direction for

the Headwaters Resource Area. It should be noted that the

substantial increases in funding and personnel needed to offer

the full harvest level for sale are not anticipated during the

foreseeable future.

The social and economic importance of timber within the

resource area was discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft

RMP/EIS (p. 105). The implications of forest management
activities for fish and wildlife habitat are discussed for each
alternative in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences. The
importance of security and thermal cover is acknowledged and
is reflected in the plan's adoption of guidelines from the Mon-
tana Cooperative Elk Logging Study and in management guid-

ance identified for the wildlife and fisheries program (see p. 29
of Draft RMP/EIS).

Guidance for the road and trail construction and maintenance
program is provided on page 30 of the Draft; additional guide-

lines specific to roads needed for forest management are iden-

tified on page 24. Best Management Practices for road con-

struction and maintenance are also identified in Appendix C.

This information is considered adequate for resolution of the

forest management issue.
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TABLE 7-3 (cont.)

FOREST MANAGEMENT

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

COMMENT RESPONSE

5. Some of the forested areas south of Rogers Pass (Head of

the South Fork of the Deerborn) is occupied by Grizzly Bear
habitat. The increased timber harvest potential expressed in

the Plan contemplates a much increased potential harvest

over the historical harvest. Does this harvest goal take into

account possible impact on Grizzly Bear habitat? Would
increased harvest endanger the Grizzly which is protected

under the Rare and Endangered Species Act?
[Comment Index Number: 40, 20, 451

5. Management Unit 5 in the Rogers Pass area is within
occupied grizzly bear habitat. The Draft RMP/EIS acknowl-
edges that impacts will occur in this area as a result of forest
management activites; however, the analysis concludes that
such impacts can be kept within acceptable limits. The guid-

ance provided for management of threatened and endangered
species habitat also requires that the Montana Department of

Fish, Wildlife, and Parks and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
be consulted prior to implementing projects that may effect
habitat for threatened and endangered species.

6. The plan does not describe the natural harvest levels antic-

ipated under the plan, and there's really no way for us. with this

information, to assess the probable impact on the timber
industry. The only reference that I found in the plan to the
possible cut level was a statement that the forest resources
will be managed essentially as they are at the present time.

[Comment Index Number: 231

6. Future timber harvest levels in the Headwaters Resource
Area will be largely dependent on BLM funding and staffing

levels. The RMP establishes that annual harvest levels may
increase to approximately 2.4 million board feet per year. How-
ever, in the short term, it is assumed that harvest levels will

remain at or near current levels.

7. The document states that the plan is issue driven and it

further states
t

that one of the criteria used to evaluate the

alternatives are social and economic impacts, and it appears
from reviewingthe plan that this appraisal of economic impacts

may not have been entirely adequate.

The recommendations that I have, the BLM should assess its

role in meeting the raw material needs of the timber industry in

the affected area, particularly relative to changes and potential

changes from other landowners and other agencies. We're
anticipating a decline in timber harvest levels from national

forests as a result of their forest planning process. The
twenty-six million board foot allowable cut in the BLM plan

could totally support the needs of a medium-size sawmill and
could go a long way toward alleviating some of the timber supply

concerns in an area.

[Comment Index Number: 231

7. The economic analysis in the Draft RMP/EIS is, in effect, a

"worst case" analysis in terms of impacts to the industry. This

analysis assumes that funding levels for the forestry program
are likely to remain below that needed to harvest the full allow-

able cut for the resource area. Based on this assumption, little

change is expected in harvest levels, thus limiting the BLM's
ability to affect regional timber supply. The twenty-six million

board feet allowable cut figure in the Draft RMP/EIS is to be

cut over a ten year period not in one year and, as such, would

not be sufficient to support a medium-sized mill.

8. We feel that the plan should state, if possible, the timber
sale targets by decades and display it in the plan. This data is

needed to evaluate the social and economic impacts and it

would give us a better ground to make a rational comment on

the plan, and it would also improve and strengthen the plan.

[Comment Index Number: 231

8. Because of the limited timber base and previous lack of

timber data in the Headwaters Resource Area, "timber sale
targets" have not been established in the past. The RMP indi-

cates that up to approximately 2.4 million board feet per year
could be harvested in the Resource Area and, following plan

approval, funding will be sought to make this full amount avail-

able for harvest. However, until a funding level can be estab-
lished, "sale targets" would serve little purpose.

9. The DEIS offers no economic'justification for the timber

harvest leases proposed. Past experience on Eastern Montana
National Forest lands has shown even moderate silvicultural

management to be economically inefficient. NEPA requires

costs and benefits to be displayed, yet nowhere in the DEIS are

the economics of timber analyzed. Especially in the Rodgers

Pass area which contains summer and fall grizzly bear habitat

the scale tips in favor of wildlife and against timber harvesting.

[Comment Index Number: 30,321

9. The timber harvest levels proposed in this plan are based
on two primary considerations: the production capability of the

land and the impacts on other important resources and values

that timber production would cause. It is BLM policy to make
timber available for harvest on a multiple use, sustained-yield

basis to the extent consistent with other resource manage-
ment objectives. While intensive management of central Mon-
tana forest land may be "economically inefficient" compared to

other regions, the demand for timber from public land in the

Headwaters Resource Area apparently is equal to or greater

than the supply. This is evidenced by the fact that all sales

offered are purchased at or above minimum acceptable

appraised stumpage values. Furthermore, total public benefits

from proper management and use of federal timber exceed

stumpage receipts. Such benefits include improved access,

habitat improvement, and firewood availability.

109



7— PUBLIC COMMENTS TABLE 7-3 Ccont.)

FOREST MANAGEMENT

COMMENT RESPONSE

1 0. The RMP/EIS has recognized the general effects of the
timber industry on widlife habitat (especially aquatic habitat)

and on recreational resources (pp. 114, 118-120), yet the
acres to be harvested are the same for the preferred, no
action, and protection alternatives. Why not consider different

levels and locations of timbering, and analyze the impacts on
specific habitat and recreational resources? This would allow
for trade-offs between these resouces to be analyzed, and the
incremental "costs" of timbering in terms of wildlife and
recreation to be identified.

(Comment Index Number: 32)

10. The acreage available for harvest under the preferred

alternative has been reduced primarily to achieve greater con-

sistency with Forest Service management objectives for the

Elkhorn Mountains. The range of forest management alterna-

tives considered in the RMP/EIS includes different levels and
locations of timber harvest, as well as an analysis of trade-offs,

and is considered adequate for resolution of this issue.

11. All the alternatives propose a dramatic increase in tim-

bering activities—from 1 million board feet per decade to over

26 million board feet—without explaining why such heavy

emphasis is being placed on timbering. Why was this increase

selected?

(Comment Index Number: 32, 40]

1 1 . The preferred alternative, which has been adjusted
slightly downward, essentially reaffirms existing management
direction and resource allocations. The disparity between cur-

rent actual harvest levels and the resource area's allowable

harvest is a function of low funding and staffing levels. Thus, the
proposed RMP, if fully funded and implemented, would result in

timber harvest levels slightly lower than the harvest levels that

could have occurred under existing management direction. The
analysis indicates that such an increase in the actual harvest
can occur without unacceptable impacts to other resources.

LAND OWNERSHIP ADJUSTMENTS

1. The following comments are relative to areas adjacent to or

in close proximity of the Gallatin NF:

T. 5 N., R. 9 E., Section14: FJLM lands occupies most of the W
1/2 of this section, and the National Forest owns the entire E

1/2. This area is in the Three Peaks grazing allotment and both

Agencies have the same permittee . . . Our proposed manage-
ment prescription for this area is for wildlife and livestock. BLM
has identified this tract as Category II for disposal through sale,

exchange or transfer. We believe that this tract should be

eventually included in a transfer program to the National

Forest and included within our management area 17.

Canyon Mountain Further Study Area—T. 3-S., R. 8 and 9
E.: Realizing that this area will require further study by BLM,
our comment at this time is that these lands should be included

in a transfer program since they are important in providing

future access and would also be valuable as trading stock in

consolidating public ownership in this area.

Study Area Adjacent to National Forest in East Side of Yellow-

stone Valley: The majority of these lands is adjacent to

National Forest ownership and have high wildlife and recrea-

tional values. We strongly support that these BLM lands be

retained in public ownership and eventually be included in a

transfer program.

The remaining BLM lands in the immediate vicinity of National

Forest System lands in both the disposal and further study

categories are generally scattered parcels not adjacent to

Forest boundaries. Our comment is that in many cases these

tracts could be utilized as key trading stock to block up within

the Forests.

(Comment Index Number: 2)

1 . As outlined in the Draft RMP/EIS, site-specific decisions

regarding land ownership adjustments will be made based on

consideration of several criteria, including the suitability of the

land for management by another agency and the consistency of

the decision with cooperative agreements and plans or policies

of other agencies. The Forest Service will be consulted prior to

making land ownership adjustment decisions for tracts adja-

cent to national forest lands. BLM-administered lands needed
for the achievement of management goals on adjoining national

forest lands will be retained in public ownership.
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LAND OWNERSHIP ADJUSTMENT

COMMENT RESPONSE

2. A search of our Mineral Industry Location System (MILS)

indicates about 1 0°/o of the total number of mineral properties

in the state of Montana lie within government land tentatively

categorized for disposal in the Headwaters Resource Area.

The entire resource area contains nearly 50°/o of the total

number of mineral properties in the state that are entered in

the MILS System.

We are enclosing a MILS printout for your information. We
have been informed by your staff that lands categorized for

possible disposal which are mineral-in-character will be rec-

lassified to the retention category. We hope this will aid you in

your analysis.

[Comment Index Number: 5]

2. Energy and mineral potential is one criterion to be used in

making site-specific decisions regarding land ownership
adjustments. The MILS information will be used when applying

this criterion.

All mineral-in-character lands will not necessarily be retained in

public ownership. Other factors to be considered include the

presence or absence of mining claims; the significance of min-

eralization; and, in the case of exchanges, the mineral charac-

ter of the nonpublic lands being offered.

3. We recommend that all tracts of public land along the

water routes of the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail be

retained for present or future public recreational use (access,

rest stop sites, camping, etc.) by persons traveling these

waterways.
(Comment Index Number: 91

3. Almost all tracts of public land in the vicinity of the Lewis
and Clark National Historic Trail are in the retention category.
Any tracts that are in the disposal category will still be evalu-
ated on a site-specific basis before any disposal action takes
place. Two of the criteria that will be used in making a site-

specific disposal decision are whether the tract has any sites
eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places
and whether the tract has any sites with any statutorily autho-
rized designation.

4. It is unclear how the boundary between Management Units

9 and 1 was drawn, particularly in the Horseshoe Hills and the

Smith and Musselshell River drainages. Several large blocks of

public lands with high wildlife values occur within Management
Unit 10 in these areas but have been placed in the disposal

category. Several of these areas are contiguous with Man-
agement Area 9, a retention area. These tracts should be

carefully evaluated before disposal is considered. These lands

should have a high priority for exchange, as opposed to sale,

because they could be valuable for increasing public access in

Management Unit 9 and along the Smith and Missouri Rivers.

[Comment Index Number. 13, 291

4. The Horseshoe Hills are in a disposal zone so they can be
considered for future exchanges. The lack of public access and
the problems in acquiring access limit the public value of the
Horseshoe Hills. The wildlife values of the Horseshoe Hills are
known, but the importance of the scattered public land there to

wildlife on an overall habitat unit basis must still be determined.

If the Horseshoe Hills could be traded for equal or better wildlife

habitat that has public access, such an opportunity should and
would be available for analysis under the preferred alternative.

There will however be a site-specific analysis before any dispo-

sal actions occur in the Horseshoe Hills.

As for the Musselshell River area,, tracts with high wildlife

. values were placed in retention or further study categories
unless public ownership was so negligible or scattered as to

preclude effective management. Again, the primary use of

these tracts is for exchange, not sale. There are no large blocks

of public land in Management Units along the Smith River.

5. The "sodbusting" in Montana could jeopardize BLM's asset
management program. We support the exchange of lands for

isolated tracts where there is potential irrigable lands and in

areas that make good land management sense. These lands

are principally rangeland and should not be broken up unless

they are classified as tillable land by the Soil Conservation
Service. We suggest that a "statement of intent" and a soil

conservation plan accompany any person's or company's offer

to buy or exchange BLM land.

[Comment Index Number: 1 31

5. It is not the intent of the land adjustment program to

promote speculative plowing of rangeland. The Montana State

Director is currently developing policy that will define the

BLM's position on the sodbusting issue.

6. In our view, public land managed by B.M, along the Rocky
Mountain Front, should not be sold. It should be retained by the
American people. It could, however, be used in trades with

USFS to consolidate USFS holdings, for better wilderness

management along the east mountain front.

[Comment Index Number: 21, 53, 81)

6. All but 1 20 acres of public land along the Rocky Mountain
Front has been placed in the retention category. Before any of

the 1 20 acres is actually disposed of, a site-specific analysis

will be conducted to determine whether any significant

resource values exist that would prevent disposal.
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LAND OWNERSHIP ADJUSTMENT

COMMENT RESPONSE

7. The plan, generally, in identifying zones for disposal of public

lands, has overlooked significant habitat and aesthetic values

frequently associated with lands in those zones. Many of these
lands are characterized by native grasslands. Such habitat,

particularly in the valleys of western and central Montana, is

becoming scarce due to land development for farming and
housing. Many species of plants and animals are becoming
rarer as a result. Public land tracts in such areas are an impor-

tant resource in maintaining those species. Because of the

changes brought on by development, the aesthetic value of

these tracts becomes significant. We feel that the plan should

be revised to recognize the habitat and aesthetic values of

valley and prairie tracts of public land.

[Comment Index Number: 251

7. As explained in the response to Comment Number 6. a

site-specific analysis will take place before any specific disposal

actions occur. This analysis will consider habitat and aesthetic

values.

8. But secondly, they said that they did not want to see large

amounts of federal lands sold, but they wanted to see it remain
federal and that basically the only sales we would support would
be very small and very isolated tracts or federal buildings,

abandoned military sites, these types of things. But land that's

basically used for grazing or for crops purposes, agricultural

land, our organization would like to see it remain as public land.

[Comment Index Number: 26, 79, 83, 85]

8. Lands with public values justifying retention in federal

ownership will not be considered for sale. The occasional use of

sale as a disposal method has a definite place in the BLM's land

adjustment program since exchange is not always feasible. In

some cases, sale is actually the preferred method of disposal.

The primary example is in the case of inadvertant trepass.

When it is discovered that a person's house or field is located

on a piece of public land that is determined to be suitable for

disposal, it would often place an unnecessary hardship on the

private party if they had to wait for the BLM to exchange that

particular parcel. They would not be able to clear their title,

their mortgage could be jeopardized; etc.

A second example would be when two or more adjacent land-

owners wish to acquire a tract but cannot agree on how to

divide up the tract. In such a case, competitive bidding might be

the only means of reaching a solution. Competitive bidding is

not allowed under the exchange regulations but is part of the

sale regulations. Specific procedures for determining the type

of sale is contained in Appendix T of this document.

9. And there are several reasons for this and they may be

well-founded, they may not.

The first and foremost reason is the fear of the unknown of who
the potential future owner would be. Would they be bidding, for

instance, on a highest bid basis against real estate developers,

second home site seekers, et cetera, who would not be bound,

of course, to pay a price measured by the productivity of the

land as the agriculturalist would? That's number one. That's

the number one reason for opposing large scale sales.

[Comment Index Number: 26, 781

9. Bureauwide policy has been developed for determining the
proper sale method. [See Appendix T.) One of the primary objec-
tives of this guidance is to avoid significant disruptions to
present users. To meet this objective, modified competitive
bidding or direct sale procedures can be used.

The statement that the preferred method of sale will be open
competitive bidding has been removed from the final plan.

1 0. Finally, and in regard to the proposed sales and exchanges
of some tracts of BLM land discussed on page 1 1 2, we believe

that BLM has the authority and the obligation to transfer

jurisdiction of some of its lands to other appropriate state and
federal agencies rather than to put these lands up for sale. We
believe that a need does exist to exchange land under BLM's
stewardship which have low public values for lands which have
higher public values. However, we do not believe that isolation,

small size or difficult management in and of themselves render

a parcel of low public value. In fact, these may be the very

factors which make the property important for wildlife. In

almost every case, exchange is preferable to sale of public

lands.

[Comment Index Number: 30, 20, 25, 28, 29, 31 , 40, 45. 51

,

55, 56, 61. 72. 77]

1 0. It is specifically required by the disposal criteria in FLPMA
that a parcel must not be suitable for management by another

federal agency if it is to be sold; therefore, this is one of the first

considerations when evaluating a specific tract for disposal.

This criteria was listed on page 21 of the Draft. Also, many
tracts adjacent to national forest land were placed in the

further study category for just this reason.

State and local governments may acquire public land for

recreational or other public purposes under authority of the

Recreation and Public Purposes Act. These governments are

notified in advance of proposed disposal actions.

(Response continued on next page)
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Exchange will generally be the preferred method of disposal as

it provides the most benefits and accomplishes the greatest

gain toward an optimum final land ownership pattern. Sale will

be used when there is a special need to sell the tracts as

provided for in the State Director's Guidance or when the BLM
has tried but been unable to dispose of the tracts by exchange

and it has been determined that the tracts have no values that

justify retention in public ownership.

Again, before any parcel is disposed of, a tract-specific envi-

ronmental analysis must be completed. Tracts with significant

values will not be sold. They may be exchanged if the exchange

would improve public values overall. Tracts with critical

resource values will not be disposed of by any method.

1 1 . We also reiterate our position that BLM allegations that

some smaller and more isolated tracts should be disposed of

because of their "management difficulties" are, in most instan-

ces, insufficient reason for loss of public lands, part of the

legacy of every American citizen. Difficulty of management is,

at best, a subjective consideration and poses the question of

how well BLM is managing its own fiscal and manpower
resources in carrying out its mandated functions. Many of

these smaller and more isolated tracts are "islands" of excel-

lent wildlife habitat and contain other valuable public features.

[Comment Index Number: 31, 29, 72]

1 1 . Difficulty of management is only one of several criteria for

determining which public lands should be disposed of. Other
disposal criteria are listed on page 20 of the Draft RMP/EIS.
These criteria are also contained in the State Director's Guid-

ance, which was developed with full public participation. A dis-

posal decision would be based on a full review of all the criteria

and not just on management difficulties.

1 2. The Federation also strongly protests two statements
made prefaced by the phrase "Sale will be the preferred

method of disposal when:"

"It is required by national policy"—the current administra-

tion's policy obviously is predicated on an exploitation ethic and

the public's ownership of the land and its rights to retain this

land for its use be damned. Despite the Secretary's disavowal

of the Assets Management Program at Kalispell in June, this

has been the theme of the Assets Management Program and

there is no indication that that theme has been changed.

"Where disposal through exchange will cause unacceptable

delays"—exchange of BLM lands historically has been a slow

process, but deliberation before action better insures protec-

tion of the public legacy. We urge BLM to seek innovative

approaches to land exchange such as land pooling, a method
which should greatly speed up the entire procedure.

[Comment Index Number: 31]

1 2. The first statement has been deleted from the Final RMP.
The second statement was not meant to apply to the basic land

adjustment program. It is referring to tract-specific cases,
such as an inadvertent, unauthorized occupancy trespass
where an expeditious transfer of title is desirable. The Montana
BLM is currently using the exchange pooling concept in an
attempt to improve the efficiency of the exchange process.
Nevertheless, some cases will still need to be handled on an
individual basis, outside of the complexities of a large scale

exchange program. In such cases, sale is the preferred method.

13. The inventory of lands within the disposal category and
the analysis of impacts of proposed land disposal are clearly

inadequate to fulfill the requirements of FLPMA and NEPA. The
RMP/EIS does not identify or describe the specific resource

values of the land within the disposal category, nor does the

document explain how selling any of these tracts meets the

criteria for land disposal contained in FLPMA Sec. 203
taH1 H2K3). Although land exchanges are likely to enhance both

public and private resource values and land uses in many cases,

while the potential benefits of land sales are much more limited,

the RMP/EIS combines both forms of land tenure adjustment
into one general category of "land disposal". Furthermore, the

conditions under which sale will be the preferred method of

disposal are so general and ambiguous that it appears nearly all

the 25,637 acres in the disposal category could be sold, rather

than exchanged.

[Comment Index Number: 32, 13, 14, 25, 29]

1 3. As'stated in the Draft RMP/EIS, public land in the Head-
waters Resource Area was placed into three general land

ownership adjustment categories; retention, disposal or

further study. Before any land ownership adjustment actions

actually take place, a site-specific analysis will be done that will

describe the resource values of the tract involved. The analysis

will be documented through land reports and decision records.

Public notification will be provided and public hearings will be

held if county commissioners or the Commissioner, State

Department of Lands, determine a hearing to be necessary or if

public input calls for hearings. Any interested parties will have

opportunity for comment or protest on future actions.

In addition, as stated in the Draft RMP/EIS, exchange will be

the preferred method of disposal and public land will only be sold

if it meets the criteria listed in Sec. 203 (a)(1 K2K3) of FLPMA.

In summary, this RMP/EIS sets forth the general procedures

and policies for land ownership adjustments. Future site-

specific decisions will be accomplished through the BLM's
environmental assessment process with opportunities for full

public involvement as described above.
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1 4. If, as Mr. Penfold's statement suggests, BLM is returning

to the "routine program that the public has supported" in the
past, the quantity of land designated for land disposal should be
greatly reduced in the final RMP/EIS.
[Comment Index Number: 32]

14. Under the preferred alternative, 25,637 acres were
placed in the disposal zone. This represents less than 1 0°/o of

the public land in the Headwaters Resource Area. The net loss

of public land however, will be significantly less than 25,637
acres. There are several reasons for this: First, it is unlikely

that purchasers or exchange proponents will be found for all

tracts in the disposal zone (on page 1 1 2 of the Draft it states

that it is unlikley that more than 50°/o of the tracts could

actually be sold or exchanged 'for this reason); second, site-

specific analyses are likely to show significant public values

that would preclude disposal; and third, exchange will be the

preferred method of disposal. All these factors will reduce the

net loss of public land.

-15. In reference to the above document, we support the

BLM's alternative to use land exchange as the primary method
of land adjustment. We are, however, disappointed that the

Plan did not identify the lands Burlington Northern has offered

to dispose of in the Headwaters area. (The list was presented

to you in October of 1982.) By identifying these parcels, the

public has an opportunity to comment on the proposal.

[Comment Index Number: 34]

1 6. We also request that the Plan emphasize the benefits of

consolidating land ownership by showing how public and private

costs can be reduced if lands are blocked up.

[Comment Index Number: 34)

1 5. The Headwaters RMP was designed to deal with the land

ownership adjustment issue on the broad level of categorizing

the land into three general categories. It was felt that individual

tracts should be dealt with on a site-specific basis after the

RMP was completed. For this reason, the RMP did not identify

the tracts that Burlington Northern has offered for disposal.

These tracts will be evaluated in the future and there will be

opportunities for public involvement at that time.

1 6. This discussion has been added to the Impacts on Social

and Economic Conditions section of the discussion of Alterna-
tive A in the Environmental Consequences chapter of this doc-
ument.

1 7. It has come to my attention that the following described

lands located on Duck Creek in the Townsend MT district have
been included in the isolated tract designation by the present

administration and are therefore possibly slated for sale:

Township 8 North, Range 3 East
Section 5: Lots 14,15 and 1

6

Section 6: Lots 1 1 , 1 2 and 1

3

Township 9 North, Range 3 East
Section 32: Lots 1 and 2

These lands were, by your agency, classified for public recrea-

tional purposes as recent as May 1 973. This generated con-

siderable construction and improvements on cabins by per-

sons owning or being able to purchase cabin sites on property

adjacent to the above mentioned BLM lands, thereby greatly

increasing the tax base of the area.

It is therefore requested that the BLM land in question be

retained for public recreational purposes as it is currently

designated.

[Comment Index Number: 41 , 43, 44, 47, 48, 57, 58, 59, 60,

66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 86, 87)

1 7. The area is in a retention zone. Due to valuable riparian

habitat, the tracts are likely to be retained.

18. As present and impending litigation demonstrates, Uni-

ted States policy requires that public lands be held in perpetuity

and managed exclusively under the stewardship of classified

Civil Service employees.

All public lands must be retained; no such lands may therefore

be considered for sale or subject to any other method of dispo-

sal.

As I have previously commented in rejecting proposed "dispo-

sal categories" my rationale is based on federal law expressing

Congressional intent. [Comment Index Number: 42)

Id. Sections 203 and 206 of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1 976 provide statutory authority for the
BLM to dispose of tracts of public land through either sale or
exchange. The criteria for the sale of public land are listed on
page 21 of the Draft RMP and were taken directly out of

FLPMA.
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19. Public land in the Scratchgravel Hills should be made
available for disposal via direct sale to adjoining landowners.
This is surplus land as the BLM is not using this land for any
purpose including no mining, so the land should be considered
obsolete to BLM.
[Comment Index Number: 521

1 9. Sale or exchange of specific tracts is allowed in retention

zones. Our general management goal however, is to retain

public lands in the Scratchgravel Hills. Many of these parcels

have high value for wildlife habitat, open-space recreation.and

scenic value. Most large tracts have legal access. Those small

tracts without significant public values can be considered for

sale or exchange, but the priority for sales and exchanges will

be in the disposal zones. In addition, the Scratchgravel Hills

have strong public support for retention in public ownership

including support by the Scratchgravel Hills Comprehensive
Management Plan prepared by the volunteer Scratchgravel

Planning Committee. For these reasons, the BLM feels the

Scratchgravel Hills should remain in the retention category.

20. 1 fail to see enough BLM land recommended for disposal

or trade to take the time to bother with. If all the land of this

category were disposed of at fair market value, the cost of the

study and sale would not be realized.

[Comment Index Number: 54]

20 The primary purpose of the land adjustment program is to

provide a more manageable land ownership pattern, not to

bring in revenues. Over the long term however, a more man-
ageable land base is expected to reduce administrative costs.

21 . Tracts in T3S, R9E & R1 OE change from "disposal" and
"further study" to "retention". These tracts have significant

wildlife and scenic values.

[Comment Index Number: 65]

21. The retention zone has been enlarged to include the

tracts along the Yellowstone River. Other Wineglass Mountain
tracts will remain in further study because more information is

needed before these tracts can be accurately reclassified.

22. Land ownership adjustment categories should be
changed in T8N R3W and T8N R4Wfrom retention to disposal.

Also T9N R3W should be classified for disposal. These BLM
lands could be exchanged or sold and consolidated. These small,

sometimes landlocked parcels could be blocked up to improve
management by both BLM and private ownership.

[Comment Index Number: 71]

22. Sale or exchange of specific tracts is allowed in retention
zones. Our general management goal, however, is to retain

public lands in the three townships listed above. Many of these
parcels have high value for wildlife habitat, open-space recrea-
tion, and scenic values. Most large tracts have legal access.
Those smaller tracts without significant public values could be
considered for sale or exchange, but tracts in disposal zones
will generally receive priority for disposal. These townships
should remain in the retention category.

23. T8N R9&. 10E "retain" change to retention. Reason: ac-

cess to the Musselshell.

T3S R9 & 10E change to "retention." [Reason:] endangered
species—peregrine falcon formerly used this site and have
been recorded lately.

[Comment Index Number: 77, 75]

23. Tracts with value for river access will be retained, even
though they lie within a disposal zone. There are only a few
scattered tracts in the area of the Musselshell River and,

therefore, do not justify being identified in a retention zone.

Endangered species' habitat will be retained no matter what
category it is in. However, the retention zone has been changed

to include known peregrine sites along Yellowstone River/Also,

see the response to Comment Number 2.

24. Public Land in TI3N R3E should be changed from disposal

to retention because of high public values and importance to

livestock operations.

[Comment Index Number: 88]

24. This area has very few tracts of public land and legal public

access to these tracts is limited. For these reasons, the area
has been identified for disposal. However, the RMP provides for

individual tracts within disposal zones to be retained if site-

specific analysis reveals significant public values.

25. My only comments deal with a very deep concern for the

hundreds of small miners, prospectors, widows of prospectors,

or beneficiaries of miners/prospectors, S, leasers of mineral

claims. These people can be badly hurt mentally & Spirtually if

their Forest Service and B.LM would sell them out.

[Comment Index Number: 89]

25. Current policy does not allow sale of surface rights where
mining claims are located. If the policy changes, previously

existing claims would be considered valid existing rights. Only

future mineral entry would be precluded.
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1 . The MEC generally endorses Alternative A, the preferred
alternative, because it provides a generally balanced approach
to the identified issues.

However, on the issue of withdrawals, Alternative D is

preferable. Land withdrawal is a very rigid form of land use
management, and in the case of withdrawal to prevent
anticipated damage caused by exploration activities, the
withdrawal is not necessary. Exploration by modern techniques
can be carried out with minimal impact and most of that can be
reduced by reclamation. Withdrawal should be used as a
management tool as infrequently as possible.

[Comment Index Number: 24]

1. Current policy is to rely on existing federal and state
regulations for the regulation of mining activity rather than rely

on withdrawals. Neither Alternative A nor Alternative D
propose any new withdrawals. Under either alternative, the

acreage withdrawn from mineral entry is expected to decrease
because of the Withdrawal Review program. In short,

Alternatives A and D are identical with respect to mineral

withdrawals.

2. The BLM asserts that the Preferred Alternative would
result in no change from current management direction with

respect to mineral exploration and development, as all pubhc
land would remain available for entry, unless previously

withdrawn. In addition, some existing withdrawals may be
revoked in the future as the current withdrawal review
continues. However, site-specific stipulations applied to

activities within specially designated areas may make
exploration impractical if not impossible.

[Comment Index Number: 35]

2. The BLM does not attach site-specific stipulations on

locatable mineral activities within specially designated areas

such as outstanding natural areas. Locatable mineral

exploration and development are regulated through the 43 CFR
3809 Surface Management Regulations, and activities are

regulated only to prevent unnecessary and undue degradation.

3. Due to the large amount of fractured rock and the large

number of faults running through the Scratchgravel Hills area,

the chance of groundwater contamination is very high if an

accident or mishandling of the cyanide was to occur. Therefore,

I would recommend that Alternatives "A", "B" and "D" be

amended to withdraw the Scratchgravel Hills from mining or at

least create a buffer zone between the residential areas and

the mining. Also, that no onsite processing of the ores be

allowed anywhere in the Scratchgravel Hills.

[Comment Index Number: 49, 37, 631

3. Current policy is to rely on existing federal and state

regulations for the regulation of mining activity rather than rely

on withdrawals. As mentioned in the plan, a withdrawal would

not solve the potential problem of mining claims with valid

existing rights and mining on patented mining claims. The
Bureau of Land Management has no means of specifying either

the location or the methodology of mineral recovery and

processing. In addition, since the only current cyanide leaching

operation is located in a different groundwater recharge zone

from nearby rural subdivisions, the potential for the

contamination of groundwater used for domestic purposes is

significantly reduced.

MOTORCYCLE USE AREAS

1. Care should be taken to avoid conflict between
[Continental Divide] Trail users and motorcycle users in the
Marysville area.

[Comment Index Number: 19]

1 . The possible impacts on Continental Divide trail users will

be one factor in evaluating any application for a motorcycle
race event in the Marysville area. In addition, as shown on page
22 of the Draft RMP/EIS, Marysville has been identified as a

high priority for possible restrictions on motorized vehicles.

2. Why should pubic land be used for motorcycle racing? I feel

that they should do as we (M4X4A) do. Rent some PRIVATE
land for such types of activity. It gives the people who want to

see it a chance to do so, and those who don't an don't care a

chance not to.

[Comment Index Number: 27]

2. Public Law 94-579, the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1 976 (FLPMA] states that ". . . the public

lands be managed in a manner . . . that will provide for outdoor
recreation . . . (Sec. 1 02 (a)(8)) and that "The Secretary shall

manage the public lands under principles of multiple use . . . (Sec.

302 (a)). Multiple use, by definition, means ".
. . the management

of the public lands and their various resource values so that
they are utilized in the combination that will best meet the
present and future needs of the American people . .

." (Sec. I03

(c)). Motorcycle racing as well as four-wheel drive events are
forms of multiple use and outdoor recreation, and therefore,

can legally be accommodated on public lands provided that

precautions are taken to prevent unnecessary and undue
degradation.

116



TABLE 7-3 Ccont.J COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

MOTORCYCLE USE AREAS

COMMENT RESPONSE

3. Allowing motorcycle events in the Black Sage area is

inconsistent with the wilderness values present there. See p.

115. Prohibition should be considered to mitigate the noise,

erosion and concentration of people which these events cause.

[Comment Index Number: 30]

3. It is not felt that the wilderness values in the Black Sage
area are sufficient to justify closing it to motorcycle race

events. The possible impacts of such events were considered in

the decision to recommend the Black Sage area as nonsuitable

for wilderness. However, the current demand for motorcycle

use areas is relatively low, and it is unlikely that there will be a

high demand for the Black Sage area as a motorcycle use area.

4. No organized motorcycle events should be allowed in the

Scratchgravel Hills area. The land, vegetation and wildlife in the

area are too fragile for a motorcycle event and the increased

year round use of the area by motorcylists that would result.

Motorcycle races are also incompatable with many of the

other recreational uses of the area such as horseback riding

and are incompatable with the general rural residential

atmosphere of the surrounding areas. Alternatives "B" and "D"

should be amended to exclude organized events.

[Comment Index Number: 49, 14, 63]

4. Under the preferred alternative, Alternative A, the

Scratchgravel Hills would be closed to motorcycle race events.

MOTORIZED VEHICLE ACCESS

1 . Management Unit 9. The deer-elk winter range values

are very high in the portions of this unit that are adjacent to our
Elkhorn Wildlife Management Unit and [we] endorse the
preferred alternative that allows for restrictions on motorized
access. These BLM lands are important to the total wildlife

habitat in the Elkhorn area and hope that more specific road
management guidelines can be developed. We will supply all

resource information we have and work with BLM land

managers in developing these guidelines. We support the effort

to improve conditions in the Devils Fence Allotment.

[Comment Index Number: 2)

1 . Management Unit 9 has been identified as a priority area
for motorized vehicle access restrictions. Specific manage-
ment guidelines affecting motorized vehicle access will be devel-

oped during travel planning and will be incorporated into other
BLM activity plans. The BLM intends to work closely with the
Forest Service to develop a joint travel plan for public lands that
adjoin national forest lands.

2. .As a member of an organized 4-Wheel Drive Club I feel no

land should be closed to MOTORIZED VEHICLE ACCESS. I also

do see reasoning behind Closing it to seasonal demands for the

area. I am not familiar with the Scratchgravel Hills, Hilger Hills

or Limestone Hills, but surely they can be controled as many
areas are by seasonal closures. Isn't that what travel plans are

for?

[Comment Index Number: 27]

2. Under FLPMA, Executive Order 11644, and Executive

Order 1 1989, controls on motorized use of public lands are

authorized. Generally, these controls minimize damage to soil,

watershed, vegetation, or other resources of the public land

and conflicts with other uses. Seasonal controls will meet
these requirements in many cases. However, in other situa-

tions, specific needs can only be met with more restrictive

motor vehicle closures. As detailed for the preferred alterna-

tive on page 39 of the Draft, none of the three referenced areas
are proposed for closure. Scratchgravel Hills and Limestone
Hills would be identified for motor vehicle restrictions. Hilger

Hills would remain open to motorized vehicles and would also

remain available for further consideration for organized motor-
cycle events.

3. The proposed plan calls for 2 1 9,000 acres [where erosion

and land use conflicts presumably exist) to be "prioritized for

restrictions" (p. 40). However, no specific restrictions are

proposed, no clear explanation of why these areas have been

chosen or where they are located is given, and there is

inadequate analysis of the environmental impacts on the

different acreages proposed for restrictions under each

alternative (see Environmental Impacts section).

[Comment Index Number: 32]

3. Pages 22 and 39 of the Draft RMP identify specific areas

that will receive priority for motorized vehicle restrictions.

These areas include the Scratchgravel Hills, the Limestone
Hills, Blind Horse Creek, Ear Mountain, Chute Mountain, Deep
Creek/Battle Creek, Sleeping Giant, Marysville, and the Jef-

ferson, Missouri and Smith River corridors. As explained on

page 22 of the Draft RMP, more detailed travel planning will

take place after the RMP is completed. This planning effort will

identify site-specific restrictions and environmental impacts.

Most of the areas listed above were identified in previous plans

as areas that needed restrictions. Some areas were identified

on the basis of public comment during the scoping process.
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4. Motorized vehicle use in the Scratchgravel Hills area
should be restricted to designated existing roads in the area.

The environment in the area is too fragile for off-road vehicle

use. There are numerous examples in the hills where off-road

vehicles have traversed an area only once and several years
later the tracks are still evident. These tracts tend to channel
rainwater which results in even greater erosion and destruc-
tion of ;he natural vegetation.

[Comment Index Number: 49, 63, 401

4. Under the Preferred Alternative, the Scratchgravel Hills

are identified as a high priority area for motorized vehicle re-

strictions. Upon completion of the RMP, more detailed travel

planning will take place to determine what specific restrictions

should be placed on motorized vehicle use not only in the

Scratchgravel Hills but elsewhere in the Resource Area as well.

UTILITY AND TRANSPORTATION CORRIDORS

No comments were received on this issue.

COAL LEASING

1. Review of the RMP/EIS indicates several Minuteman
launch control and launch facilities within the Headwaters
Resource Area. The hardened intersite communications cable

system also passes through areas identified as private surface

ownership and public land declared acceptable for further con-

sideration for coal development

The Malmstrom AFB Cable Affairs Officer has discussed the

hardened intersite communications cable routing with your

Great Falls field office. It is the Air Force understanding that the

Great Falls Field Office plans to annotate the location of the

cable on their working drawings and coordinate with the Cable

Affairs Officer whenever an oil/gas lease application is

received which could impact on the hardened intersite com-
munications system or a launch control/launch facility.

[Comment Index Number: 3)

2. We have reviewed the application of the unsuitability crite-

ria on the federal mineral estate within the Great Falls Coal

Field. We believe that the rationale used in the draft document
for application of several or the unsuitability criteria are not

consistent with regulations pertaining to the management of

federally-owned coal [43 CFR 3400) and may result in unne-

cessary conflict or delays if leasing of these coal reserves is

initiated in the future.

Analysis for Criterion No. 1 1 in Appendix H documents the

limited data available on golden and bald eagle nest sites in the

planning area. A lease stipulation requiring additional raptor

survey is recommended. In our opinion, issuing a lease with a

stipulation requiring additional inventory does not meet the

cited regulations. Adequate inventory and application of

Unsuitability Criteria No. 1 1 prior to issuance of the lease is

required.

Rationale expressed in the draft planning document for Unsuit-

ability Criteria No. 13 and No. 14 suggesting inventories of cliff

sites at the time of leasing for criteria No. 13 and leases with

stipulations requiring inventorities of high priority habitat for

migratory birds of high Federal interest for Criteria No. 14 also

do not appear to be oonsistent with the coal planning regula-

tions. These inventories and subsequent application of unsuit-

ability criteria are necessary and are required prior to issuance

of Federal coal leases.

[Comment Index Number: 61

1

.

Language has been added to the analysis of Criterion No. 2
in Appendix H that provides for future identification of areas
unsuitable for surface occupancy and/or unsuitable for leasing

in order to provide necessary protection for the hardened
intersite communications cable system.

Oil and gas lease stipulations required for the mitigation or

avoidance of impacts on special land uses, including the hard-

ened intersite communications cable system, are developed

through completion of the realty portion of Supplemental Sheet
2, Butte District Oil and Gas Checklist, found in Appendix B.

2. Additional information and inventory data has not been
collected for the following reasons:

The coal area is not in a coal production region and no

tracts have been delineated.

High and moderate value coal has not been identified; the

land is classified as prospectively valuable for coal.

Strong interest in developing the coal has not been indi-

cated.

Funding and staffing constraints limit the amount of inven-

tory work the BLM is able to do.

For these reasons, although some delay will result, the logical

time to gather additional inventory data would be at the lease

application time or when someone is interested in making an

application. Even if the inventories are delayed until this time,

they will be completed, along with the final application of the

unsuitability criteria, before a lease is actually issued. This

approach complies with regulations (see 43 CFR 3461.3-
1 (6K1 )) that allow for the final application of unsuitability crite-

ria after an RMP is done as long as the application of criteria

takes place prior to lease issuance. Appendix H has been modi-

fied to clarify the fact that all unsuitability criteria will be applied

prior to lease issuance.
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3. It seems illogical to lease the Great Falls coal field at a time

when the demand is so low. It seems wise to take more time to

study the impacts of leasing this coal before moving forward.

Leasing this coal, along with possible development, has the

potential to seriously affect the Smith River.

[Comment Index Number: 201

3. The preferred alternative does not propose leasing of the

Great Falls coal field at this time. Rather our preferred alterna-

tive proposes that all federal coal would be available for further

consideration for coal leasing. There" is little interest in the

Great Falls coal field and the BLM does not anticipate any

actual leasing in the near future.

4. The potential for viable production and the effects of coal

production in the Great Falls Coal Field are spread throughout
the DEIS. These factors should be consolidated and coal leasing

reconsidered in that light. The factors are:

1

.

Removal of the coal may prove to be costly and
difficult—page 60.

2. Due to high sulpher and ash content the quality of the
coal is poor—page 90.

3. The production potential of the area is questionable

—

page 60.

4. Production will adversely affect air quality and brings

with it the potential of acid rain the Great Falls areas—Page
109.

5. Production may cause cyanide leaks in Helena Valley

resources which are used by some homeowners for domestic
water—page 110.

Consideration of these factors makes justification of coal leas-

ing in the Great Falls Field difficult.

[Comment Index Number: 30]

4. As seated on page 1 09 of the Draft RMP/EIS it is not coal

production that brings with it a potential for acid rain, but

rather the possible construction of a coal fired power plant

(such as Montana Power Company's Salem Project).

Possible cyanide contamination is not related to the Great Falls

coal field. It could, however, result from gold mining and leach

pad operations in the Helena Valley and Scratchgravel Hills.

This has been clarified in the RMP (See also response to Com-
ment Number 3.)

5. Further, it is impossible to determine from the DEIS
whether the no surface occupancy stipulations proposed for

the Great Falls Coal Field and mentioned in Criteria No. 15 of

Appendix H create unusable islands of land. To provide viable

habitat for the sharp-tailed grouse, elk, antelope, and mule deer

proper buffers and corridors must also be provided for.

[Comment Index Number: 30]

5. The Great Falls Coal Field map located in the back of the

Draft RMP/EIS should help your evaluation of the coal field

impacts to wildlife habitat. In the opinion of the BLM specialists,

the 1,260 acres of No Surface Occupancy, designated

because of wildlife criteria (Unsuitability Criterion 1 5), would

not create unusable islands of wildlife habitat. Exclusions for

sharp-tailed grouse dancing grounds (twenty acres each) may
be an exception. This grouse species may experience severe

short-term impacts if the coal resource is mined.

The important thing to remember, however, is that the Draft

RMP/EIS only determined that the area under consideration is

accaptable for potential coal development, pending further

study (Appendix H). The BLM has very little wildlife inventory

data for the coal field area because of limited public surface

ownership in the area. Future development of the coal field

would necessitate wildlife inventories; these inventories could

add considerable acreage to the No Surface Occupancy area

already delineated. Application of unsuitability criteria 9, 10,

11,12,13,14, and additional application of criterion 1 5 would

occur prior to lease issuance. In addition because of the scat-

tered nature of the public surface and subsurface ownership, it

might not be possible to provide proper buffer zones for wildlife

if the adjacent private coal were mined.
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COAL LEASING

COMMENT RESPONSES

6. Similarly, although underground coal mining could seriously

disrupt ground-water (p. 1 1 0), all federal coal within the Great

Falls Coal Field is available for further consideration for coal

leasing in the preferred plan, which relies on future, unspecified

lease stipulations and mine plan review to prevent ground-

water resource problems (p. 53). Regulations themselves are

not a mitigating measure, and no analysis supports the conclu-

sion that BLM need do nothing but rely on existing regulations.

[Comment Index Number: 321

6. Since there are no mining proposals or tracts identified,

effects on groundwater would be hard to analyze. Prior to

leasing, an EA or EIS would be required. At the time that a

mining proposal has been identified, the groundwater question
could be analyzed in greater detail. When a mining plan is

reviewed the opportunity for additional mitigating measures
are available, and if necessary, stipulations to prevent damage
to groundwater would be written. State or federal review of the
mining plan is required, and the State of Montana prepares an
EIS. Public hearings are held prior to approval of a mining plan.

7. In addition it would appear the RMP/EIS does not ade-

quately present nor answer the coal leasing issue presented on

p. 12; that is, what portion of the Great Falls Coal Field should be

made available for further leasing? No alternatives of leasing

any portion of the coal field were analyzed—only to lease all the

field or none.

[Comment Index Klumber: 321

7. It is BLM policy to make coal available for leasing unless

analysis reveals compelling reasons not to lease coal.

Current information suggests that the coal in the Great Falls

coal field is highly irregular in occurrence. There is little industry

interest in the Great Falls coal field and the BLM does not
anticipate any actual leasing in the near future. It is important

to realize that the treatment of the Great Falls coal field serves
only as a preliminary screening. The preferred alternative pro-

poses that all federal coal be available for further consideration

for leasing. It does not propose any actual leasing. See also the
response to Comment Number 3.

8. The analysis of No. 3 states subsidence and tension cracks
in roads can be repaired so that road conditions are equal to or

better than those existing. We know of no evidence supporting
this in the underground coal fields of Colorado and Utah; in fact,

experience indicates the opposite is true.

[Comment Index Number: 32]

8. The actual potential for subsidence caused by underground

mining cannot be determined in the absence of a specific mining

plan or proposal. However, the depth of the overburden (200 to

300 feet) suggests that subsidence generally can be avoided

through proper design of the mining operations.

9. Criterion No. 16 states 100-year flood plains "shall be consi-

dered unsuitable unless" it is determined substantial damage is

not threatened by mining; however, the analysis improperly

reverses the criterion, leaving three floodplains as suitable for

mining until proven unsuitable.

[Comment Index Number: 321

9. You are correct in that the BLM analysis reversed the

requirement in the regulation. It should be stated to the effect

that these areas are unsuitable unless it can be established

that surface mining or facilities do not pose a threat to life or

property. Given the underground mining exemption (43 CFR
3461 .2), this will not prevent leasing of these areas for under-

ground mining. It would prevent placement of surface facilities

in the floodplain. The analysis in Appendix H has been revised to

reflect this fact and the appropriate changes have been incor-

porated into the text.

SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS

1 . The Headwaters Resource Area contains one designated

and 1 2 potential National Landmarks Further planning for

the Headwaters Resource Area should consider these official

and potential designations and avoid impacts that could

adversely affect the ecological and geological features of these

areas.

[Comment Index Number: 8)

1. Of the designated and potential National Natural Land-

marks, there is no BLM-administered surface or subsurface on

six: Crown Butte; Granite Peak Glaciers; Crazy Peak-Big

Timber Creek; Red Mountain; Green Timber Basin-Beaver

Creek; and the Gates of the Mountains. The BLM does have

administrative responsibilities for surface and/or subsurface

resources on at least portions of the following sites: Freezeout

Lake, Pine Butte Swamp, Sun River Game Range, Sluice Boxes
State Monument, Middle Fork Canyon, Lewis and Clark Cav-

erns, and Dry Hollow. The eligibility of these sites will be consi-

dered when making activity decisions regarding the specific

areas.
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SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS

COMMENT RESPONSE

2. I found the discussion of the ONA concept one of the most
disappointing aspects of the Headwaters plan; the concept
was discussed as if it were readily understood by all, an admin-
istrative management tool commonly used. To the best of my
knowledge it's not, and as a person who commonly follows

these issues, I must confess to not fully understanding what
can and can't be done in an ONA, nor how quickly one can be
changed or undone. Certainly all of these questions should have
been answered in full in the DEIS; if they were, I couldn't find

them.
[Comment Index Number: 20, 40]

2. The BLM has authority to make several types of special

designations. These special designations are administrative

designations that must be approved or rescinded by the Direc-

tor of the BLM. They are defined in 43 CFR 2070. An Outstand-
ing Natural Area is one of these designations. The purposes of

Outstanding Natural Areas are defined in 43 CFR 2070. This

regulation states that ONAs are "areas of outstanding scenic

splendor, natural wonder, or scientific importance that merit

special attention and care in management to insure their pres-

ervation in their natural condition. These usually are relatively

undisturbed, representative of rare botanical, geological, or

zoological characteristics of principal interest for scientific and
research purposes." The general management policy for ONAs
is contained in 43 CFR 8352 which says, in part, that "no

person shall use, occupy, construct, or maintain authorized

facilities in a manner that unnecessarily detracts from the

outstanding natural features of the area." As can be seen, the
regulatory direction, although not detailed, is clear in its intent

to preserve the natural features of an area. The Headwaters
RMP/EIS has provided additional management direction that

is intended to preserve the natural character of these areas
(see Chapter 2 and Management Units 3 and 4 in Appendix A).

3. An ONA classification based on speculative energy values

seems like flimsy protection for areas with such proven wilder-

ness and wildlife values.

[Comment Index Number: 20]

3. Nonwilderness recommendations were made for these

three areas based on the BLM's Wilderness Study Policy.

Energy concerns were only one of many factors. ONA designa-

tions were recommended as a follow-up in order to protect the

high natural and wildlife characteristics of the three areas.

Over the short term the protection provided by ONA designa-

tion will be similar to that provided by wilderness designation.

4. The designation of these areas as outstanding natural

areas and management essentially as wilderness will affect

timber harvest opportunities to a small degree, but— I mean on
a small acreage, the forest land. However, the impact on the
potential yield appears to be minimal.

[Comment Index Number: 23]

4. Since there is no commercial forest land in the three areas

recommended for ONA designation, there will be no impact on

timber harvesting.

5. Although the ACEC recommendation for Sleeping Giant is

definitely a step in the right direction the MWA strongly

recommends wilderness management for this unique wild area.

I personally use the area extensively for day hikes and have
never failed to see wildlife there ranging from antelope to

mountain goats. A Sleeping Giant Wilderness would comple-
ment beautifully the adjoining Gates of the Mountains Wilder-

ness as well as the BLM's commitment to resource protection

along the Missouri River from its headwaters to the Wild &
Scenic Missouri all the way [to] Fort Peck. The Montana con-

servation community has based much of its support for the

recent 3-way Sleeping Giant land exchange on the hope that

the area would eventually receive wilderness classificaiton.

With this thought in mind, we urge you to recommend wilder-

ness for Sleeping Giant even though the area has technically

been dropped from section 603 FLPMA wilderness considera-

tion. Of course, we feel strongly that the dropping of this poten-
tial WSA was based on a legally-flawed interpretation of

FLPMA and other applicable laws.

(Comment Index Number: 28]

5. Instruction Memorandums WO-83-1 88 and MT-83-1 60
mandated the deletion of all split-estate lands from further

wilderness study whether under Section 603 or 202 of

FLPMA. When the BLM acquired lands in the recent Sleeping

Giant exchange, the agency did not obtain subsurface rights to

2,207 acres. Subtracting these areas created 1 ,553 acres of

noncontiguous land. As a result the WSA lost 3,760 acres and

was reduced to only 2,371 acres. This is far less than the

5,000 acres needed for wilderness consideration and the area

was dropped from further study. Over the short term ACEC
designation will provide similar protection as wilderness desig-

nation.

121



7— PUBLIC COMMENTS TABLE 7-3 (cont.)

SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS

COMMENT RESPONSES

6. While none of the five areas under consideration would be

recommended for wilderness designation, we are concerned

that four areas along the Rocky Mountain Front—Blind Horse
Creek, Ear Mountain, Chute Mountain, Deep Creek/Battle
Creek—are recommended for Outstanding Natural Area
designation. Statements in the plan such as the following illus-

trate the reason for this concern: "Special designation will

permit essentially the same level of protection for scenic,

recreational, and other values that wilderness designation

would provide." Such stringent protection would obviously con-

strain energy development. The areas recommended for ONA
status are believed to have very high oil and gas potential, and

should not be effectively closed to development.

[Comment Index Number: 35]

6. While it is true that ONA designations would place severe

restrictions on oil and gas development, approximately 72°/o of

the BLM-administered land on the Rocky Mountain Front is still

available for oil and gas development. Of the 28°/o that is consi-

dered unavailable, only 8°/o or 9,960 acres, is unavailable as a

direct result of ONA designations. The RMP interdisciplinary

team believes that this represents a reasonable balance

between the many outstanding and competing resource values

of the Rocky Mountain Front.

7. Nowhere does the RMP/EIS adequately explain why the

WSAs were only considered for ONA designation, and not for

ACEC status.

[Comment Index Number: 32]

7. A discussion of why ACEC designation for the areas on the
Rocky Mountain Front was not presented in detail can be found
on page 18 of the Draft RMP/EIS. In brief, the reason is that

ACEC designation and ONA designation would result in very

similar management of the areas. It was felt that an ONA
designation would be more appropriate since the resources of

particular interest are of national significance and an ONA
designation requires approval of the Director of the BLM.

8. We are pleased that the BLM recognizes the special

values of these three areas, as signified by the proposed Out-
standing Natural Area designation. But at the same time we
recognize this is only administrative protection, and it lacks the

permanence and force of law a Congressional designation

would have. We're particularly concerned about the potential

impacts of oil and gas exploration and development, and the

ONA designation gives us little security, from that threat.

[Comment Index Number: 39, 281

8. Although the ONA designation for the three areas does not

provide the same long-term protection guarantee as wilder-

ness would, it does provide comparable short-term preserva-

tion (ten years). If wilderness is an issue in the next plan and the

adjacent national forest land is designated or recommended for

wilderness, then the option would be available to reevaluate

these areas for wilderness. Because of the valid existing rights

in the form of pre-FLPMA oil and gas leases, neither wilderness

designation nor ONA designation can guarantee absolute

preservation. No Leasing or No Surface Occupancy stipula-

tions will be put on new leases, however, to protect natural

values.

SOIL, WATER, AND AIR RESOURCES

1 . Although we agree with the EIS that air quality impacts

from your proposed alternative would generally be minimal, we
would point out that production of "sour" gas found in this area

might well require a sweetening plant. Such facilities would

have to be carefully scrutinized, especally in light of the desig-

nation of the Bob Marshall Wilderness Area as a Class I

airshed. We believe this should be mentioned in the final EIS.

[Comment Index Number: 11]

1. A statement to this effect has been added to the Final

RMP/EIS.

2. Appendix C states that the Best Management Practices

were selected to avoid rather than mitigate impacts to water

quality and soils. The prevention of adverse impacts is clearly

desirable, but, mitigative measures should also be developed in

case adverse impacts do occur.

[Comment Index Number: 131

2. The mitigating measures are usually developed on a case-

by-case basis, as called for by potential adverse impacts of an

action. Such mitigating measures will therefore be developed

for individual actions through the BLM's normal environmental

assessment process.
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3. On pages 48-50, Table 2-16, the impacts to soil and water
resources range from minor deterioration to moderate-high
improvement. However, riparian, waterfowl and fisheries habi-
tat range from a major decrease to minor increase. How can
soil and water resources experience improvements and habi-

tats deteriorate?

[Comment Index Number: 1 31

3. Table 2-16 may not have been as clear as it should have
been. The existing condition of fish and wildlife habitat pre-

sented in Table 2-16 (pages 49-50) consists of acres and miles

in unsatisfactory condition. So, when watershed condition

improves, there may be a decrease in unsatisfactory riparian

habitat; that is, the habitat will improve. The table was set up in

this way to point out how much habitat was in unsatisfactory

condition and what the RMP would do about it.

4. Grazing management, oil and gas development and coal

mining are concerns for water quality impacts. Streambank
protection should be considered when evaluating grazing

allotments. Oil and gas development should consider stipula-

tions for wastewater and sludge disposal in areas where sur-

face and ground water will not be polluted (reference Montana
Surface Water Quality Standards— 16.20.601 and Montana
Groundwater Standards— 1 6.20.1 003).

[Comment Index Number: 13]

4. Streambank and riparian condition were considered in the

alternatives in the resolution of issue #2. Riparian condition

was one of the criteria used in classifying grazing allotments

into M, I, or C categories. In response to the issue, specific

allotment resource management objectives have been derived

to improve conditions in specified areas.

Disposal of wastewater and cuttings is controlled by Oil and

Gas Operating Orders #1 and #2 (formally Notice to Lease 6
and 2B). These orders specify to the lessee what procedures

must be followed to ensure compliance with applicable state

and federal laws and regulations. All operators must have a

satisfactory program for the disposal of wastewater and cut-

tings prior to approval of an application for a Permit to Drill.

5. The EIS states that under the preferred plan, "BLM would
try to prevent, rather than mitigate the degradation of water
quality ... by reviewing activities before thay happen, and
following applicable laws and regulations . .

."
(p. 1 1 0). However,

a closer analysis reveals that the preferred plan in fact con-
tains no such concrete preventive measures for identified and
potential sources of water degradation.

[Comment Index Number: 321

5. Prevention of deterioration of our soil and water resources

is preferred over mitigation. The Best Management Practices

in Appendix C of the Draft RMP have been adopted by the

Montana Statewide 208 Planning organization and other soil

and water professionals in state and federal agencies in Mon-
tana to prevent or minimize impacts to soil and water resour-

ces. These best management practices are used in conjunction

with existing state and federal regulations. However, individual

actions must still be evaluated on a site-specific basis (through

the BLM's environmental assessment program) to determine

if any additional preventative or mitigative measures should be

applied.

6. The RMP/EIS contains no support or explanation for the

conclusion that "(t)here will be approximately a 2,000 acre

decrease in unsatisfactory watershed conditions . . . based on

changes in grazing allotment management" (p. 111), and no

attempt is made at reaching a similar estimate of the total

cumulative effect of all other activities under each alternative.

[Comment Index Number: 32)

6. The 2,000-acre figure is the best estimate of the impacts
on watershed conditions as a result of changes in grazing

allotment management. It is based on the resource conditions

of the allotments, the potential for the resources in the allot-

ments to respond, and the opportunities and objectives for the

allotments. However, since specific allotment management
plans that specify grazing systems, stocking levels, and
improvements will not be developed until later; it is not possible

to give an exact figure for the impacts on watershed. The
2,000-acre figure may increase or decrease slightly once the

AMPs are implemented.
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WILDLIFE AND FISH RESOURCES

COMMENT RESPONSE

1 . Our concern is that a major fault of the planning process

and the document arose because endangered species were not

identified as an issue during the "issue driven" planning pro-

cess, and hence, no goals for these species or their habitats

over the planning period are presented in the plan. Lacking

these goals, the plan is unable to describe these habitats in any

detail. Therefore, resources cannot be allocated directly for

management and improvement of those seasonal or year-long

habitats of importance to endangered and threatened species

in the planning area over the life of the plan.

[Comment Index Number: 6, 131

1 . The main reason that issue identification did not indicate

threatened and endangered species as an issue is because
their habitat is an integral part of several other issues. In

particular, the oil and gas, grazing, timber, and wilderness

issues address wildlife habitat and focus on any threatened and
endangered species impacted by development or use of these
resources. Having threatened and endangered species as a

separate issue would have been a repetition of information

already in the plan.

Threatened and endangered species need not be identified as a

separate issue in order to receive careful consideration and
management. Several actions are identified in the plan that will

directly benefit their habitat. The unleased grazing reserva-

tions (Table 2-1 of the Draft RMP/EIS) will maintain riparian

habitat for the direct benefit of threatened and endangered
species. Likewise, the ONA designations in the preferred alter-

native and the RMF oil and gas stipulations also provide protec-

tion.

Goals for threatened and endangered species' habitat shaped
the substance of the preferred alternative as did other resour-

ces not identified as issues. The habitat of threatened and

endangered species will be addressed in greater detail during

activity planning.

2. The final step needed is the identification and use of various

criteria which will be followed in resource use prescriptions to

evaluate both case-by-case and area-wide development
actions in the future. By establishing these procedures and

criteria now, we can then assess whether the action proposed
in the RMP/DEIS is or is not likely to affect endangered or

threatened species over the long-term. Moreover, funding and
manpower resources can be identified in advance of develop-

ment so that EAR's and other site review processes can be

adequately accomplished.

[Comment Index Number: 61

2. The resource management guidance and decision criteria

needed to assess impacts on threatened and endangered spe-

cies are described in Chapter 2 and include provisions for

consultation with the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife,

and Parks and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service prior to imple-

menting projects that may affect habitat of threatened and
endangered species. Of primary importance to grizzly bear and

gray wolf habitat is the guidance provided for resolution of the

oil and gas, grazing, and motorized vehicle access issues along

the Rocky Mountain Front.

3. We hope that the biological assessment serves as a

mechanism for evaluating and documenting the endangered

and threatened species goals, objectives, and management
direction for this resource area. We recommend that BLM
incorporate this information into the RMP/FEIS.

Upon completion of your assessment, if you determine that the

project will affect any of the . . . listed species, formal consulta-

tion with the FWS through my office should be initiated. Section

7(d) of the Act requires that during the consultation process,

the Federal agency and the permit or license applicant shall not

make any irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resour-

ces which would preclude the formulation of reasonable and

prudent alternatives.

[Comment Index Number: 6, 7]

3. The Biological Assessment will be forwarded to the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. The document will be available for
public review in the Headwaters Resource Area office in Butte.

4. We note that there is a discrepancy between figures pre-

sented in the body of the RMP/DEIS and reference to data
contained in Figure 3-3.

[Comment Index Number: 61

4. You are correct, there is a discrepancy between the text
and Figure 3-3. The correct figures for grizzly bear are as
follows:

total satisfactory habitat is 1 2,882 acres,

total unsatisfactory habitat is 8,588 acres, and
total occupied habitat is 21 .470 acres.

Total riparian unsatisfactory habitat is 3,778 acres or 44°/o of

unsatisfactory grizzly bear habitat

This change has been made in the Final RMP/EIS.
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WILDLIFE AND FISH RESOURCES
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5. The BLM should . . . consider purchasing or trading for

tracts of land known to be critical to threatened and endan-

gered species. The Endangered Species Act directs federal

agencies to take all actions necessary to recover species, and

acquiring land seems like a logical action to take.

[Comment Index Number: 201

RESPONSE

5. Acquisition of wildlife habitat, including that of threatened
and endangered species, is one of the important goals of an
exchange program.

6. It's simply not enough to say that once the range is in good
or excellent condition, everything will be fine for wildlife,

because it isn't true. This plan fails to quantify in any way the
quality and relative a6undance of various kinds of wildlife habi-

tat in the Headwaters Area.

[Comment Index Number: 201

6. Table 3-9 on page 97 of the Draft RMP shows the total

acres of BLM habitat, the percent of that habitat in satisfac-

tory condition, and the percent in unsatisfactory condition for

mule deer, elk, bighorn sheep, moose, grizzly bear, antelope,

mountain goat, waterfowl, and sage grouse. For each of these
species, where appropriate, the habitat is further divided into

winter/spring, summer/fall, and yearlong habitat. Tables 4-4,

4-10, 4-12, and 4-1 B in the environmental consequences
chapter show the projected acres of satisfactory and unsatis-

factory habitat by alternative for each of the species and types
of habitats listed above. Table 2-1 6 summarizes this informa-
tion for all alternatives.

7. The document in presenting the alternatives and in stating

the management practices intended to be common to all the

alternatives, while recognizing the importance of populations of

endangered and threatened species, appears to generally rele-

gate their maintenance to that of being but another use of the

public lands. Legally, their maintenance should clearly take

precedence over other uses. Other uses would in areas of

concern be allowable if determined after careful study to be

compatible. The plan, we feel, should be revised so as to clearly

state the precedence of management of endangered and

threatened species. Such revision should also be reflected in

the alternatives. Currently, the summary of the consequences
of the alternatives indicates that there would be negative

impacts on the identified populations of endangered and threat-

ened species. The legal precedence of management of these

populations is such that none of the alternatives should result

in negative impacts to the populations.

[Comment Index Number: 251

7. The main purpose of the Endangered Species Act (1 973,
as amended) is to protect and conserve listed species. With
regard to federal agencies and this RMP/EIS, the act specifies

three legal requirements. One is that agency actions do not

cause any destruction or adverse modification of threatened

and endangered species or their habitats. Second, the agency
must not only maintain listed species and their habitats but aid

in the recovery of these species to nonthreatened or endan-

gered status. Third, section 7 of the ESA requires federal

agencies to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for

any action that may adversely impact a listed species or its

habitat. This requirement includes consultation on land use
plans and on specific actions resulting from these plans if either

stands to impact threatened and endangered species.

In Alternatives A and C, especially in the Rocky Mountain Front

recommendations, the plan provides more than minimal pro-

tection for threatened and endangered species and their habi-

tats. The BLM is currently consulting with FWS on the RMP.

8. We would like to note the excellent knowledge on fish and
wildlife shown in the document; however, to make the informa-

tion presented in the document more meaningful to the reader
(and presumably, to the rest of the BLM planning team) the

RMP/EIS should include information on crucial winter habitat,

wildlife populations, and the relationship of public lands [admin-

istered by BLM) to the surrounding areas (administered by

state, other federal agencies or private owners) with respect

to wildlife habitat and populations.

[Comment Index Number. 32)

8. Information on wildlife populations was not presented in

the RMP for several reasons. Accurate data on wildlife popula-
tions are not available for many portions of the resource area.
Many factors other than management actions, such as
weather, hunting success, etc., can influence population levels.

The BLM is gharged with managing habitat. For these reasons
the plan addresses habitat condition rather than direct
impacts to wildlife populations. Our analysis of wildlife habitat
did involve the identification of crucial habitat although it was
not specifically identified in the document. The categorization
of grazing allotments, the establishment of no surface occu-
pancy stipulations for oil and gas, the designation of areas
where no oil and gas leasing would be allowed, and establish-
ment of areas where timber harvesting would be restricted all

involved the consideration of crucial wildlife habitat.

The BLM recognizes the importance of the relationship

between different land ownerships with respect to wildlife habi-

tats and populations. In general, public lands within the
resource area contain winter and spring habitat for big game
species. This is particularly true of crucial habitats.
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9. The EIS also lacks any specific forage allocations for wildlife

or non-consumptive uses. It states that "sufficient" forage will

be provided for wildlife (p. 29) but never identifies how many
AUMs will be reserved for wildlife, either in the entire area or in

particular allotments. Given the specific forage allocation

proposals for livestock, it appears that the Bureau will first

allocate forage to livestock and the remainder, if any, will be
available for wildlife and non-consumptive uses. This approach
is unacceptable. The EIS should make specific forage allocation

proposals for uses other than livestock grazing in order to

ensure that "sufficient" forage is available for such uses.

[Comment Index Number: 33]

9. The Draft RMP/EIS does not identify specific forage allo-

cations, expressed in AUMs, for wildlife or other nonconsump-
tive uses. However, the RMP does include several provisions to

ensure these needs are met: (1 ) Key tracts of public land will

remain unleased for grazing use (see Table 2-1 ). Many of these

tracts are being reserved primarily for the benefit of important

wildlife species. (2) The methodology used to determine stock-

ing rates for livestock allows for a significant proportion of total

vegetative production to remain available for other uses. Pro-

jected stocking rates for livestock are based on guides devel-

oped by the Soil Conservation Service through input from soil

scientists, range conservationists, and wildlife biologists. Wild-

life were considered on an individual range-site basis during the

development of these guides to ensure that habitat needs, as

well as watershed needs, are met. (3) Wildlife habitat condition

ratings and objectives found in Appendix E reflect needed live-

stock adjustments including adjustments in stocking rates.

The target level stocking rates for these allotments provide for

maintenance or improvement of wildlife habitats. (4) The wildiife

objectives established in the RMP will be implemented in activ-

ity plans that incorporate the needs for forage and cover spe-

cific to areas of primary wildlife use. (5) Grazing allotments will

be monitored to determine if stocking levels meet RMP and

activity plan objectives. Monitoring will include analysis of such

factors as actual livestock use and range condition.

In summary, the RMP addresses the overall habitat require-

ments of wildlife, which include an adequate supply of forage as

well as cover, space, and other requirements. The adequacy of

present management practices has been evaluated from an

overall wildlife habitat viewpoint. Habitat areas have been

assigned a summary condition rating based on consideration of

a variety of factors, including forage availability. Areas with

insufficient wildlife forage have been rated as unsatisfactory,

and objectives have been established that highlight the need for

corrective action. The effectiveness of future management in

meeting RMP objectives will be monitored, and adjustments in

livestock grazing will be made where direct competition for

forage between livestock and wildlife is preventing attainment

of objectives. Considering present resource conditions, the

identified levels for livestock allocations provide for mainte-

nance or improvement of wildlife habitat, provide satisfactory

watershed conditions, and provide satisfactory or better

resource conditions for nonconsumptive uses.

1 0. Finally, the EIS lacks specific information about all wildlife

other than grizzly bears. For the most part, it fails to describe

specific conflicts between wildlife and livestock in particular

areas, and instead presents aggregate estimated numbers of

wildlife and acres of wildlife habitat. Nor does it describe spe-

cific critical habitat areas. Without such detailed information,

the reader cannot assess whether the proposed action or the

alternatives would adequately resolve existing resource prob-

lems.

[Comment Index Number: 33]

1 0. The Draft RMP/EIS contains specific wildlife information

for species other than the grizzly bear (see Tables 2-1 6, 3-9,

4-4, 4-10, 4-12, and 4,16 in the Draft RMPXAIso see the

response to Comment Number 5.

The plan's treatment of wildlife habitat and conflicts with live-

stock grazing includes both general and specific guidance. The
categorization of allotments and the prioritization of f allot-

ments is based upon site-specific wildlife information. Appendix

E gives allotment-specific wildlife information including prob-

lems and objectives.

The RMP's analysis of wildlife habitat is organized in terms of

acres and condition of species-specific seasonal habitats. This

allowed a better comparative assessment of wildlife impacts
and benefits between alternatives. Critical habitat was not

dealt with because there is none designated for any species

(see Glossary). With regard to threatened and endangered
species, the plan considers essential habitat and many of the

Alternative A recommendations are designed to protect such
habitat. If the reference to critical habitat meant crucial habi-

tat (see Glossary) for nonendangered species, crucial habitat

was considered in the development of all alternatives (see also

the response to Comment Number 7).
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TABLE 7-3 (cont.) COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

WILDLIFE AND FISH RESOURCES

COMMENT RESPONSES

1 1 . The people in the county cannot afford to protect people

from grizzly bears. Also no state nor federal agency has the

manpower to do this. So why promote the increase in the

grizzly bear population.

(Comment Index Number: 80]

11. As a federal land management agency, the BLM has a

legal mandate, via the Endangered Species Act (1973, as

amended), to conserve and to aid in the recovery of all listed

species. The grizzly bear is listed as threatened.

RECREATION, VISUAL, AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

1 . We note that historic properties do exist in Butte District,

but the environmental statement does not demonstrate that

the Bureau is aware of its responsibilities for the protection of

such properties pursuant to Section 1 10 of the National His-

toric Preservation Act of 1 966, as amended in 1 980, nor does
it identify a commitment to comply with Section 106 of that

Act for those historic properties that would be affected by the

actions taken to implement the management program. In-

point-of-fact, the descriptions of Bureau historic properties

management on pages 23 and 67 imply an independent man-
agement program which does not conform to the congression-

ally mandated program detailed in the National Historic Pres-

ervation Act and the Council's regulations. For these reasons

we consider the treatment of historic properties in the envi-

ronmental statement to be inadequate, and we suggest sub-

stantial revision of the final environmental statement to ensure
that the management program established for the Head-
waters Resource Area is in conformance with applicable Fed-

eral laws and regulations. In particular, we would like to point

out that management decisions regarding historic properties

should only be made after consultation with the Montana State

Historic Preservation Officer and the Council (as appropriate)

in accordance with the steps detailed in 36 CFR 800.
(Comment Index Number: 1]

1. All laws and policies affecting historic and cultural

resource manaegment, including the National Historic Preser-
vation Act of 1 966 and 36 CFR 800, are currently being com-
plied with and will continue to be complied with in the Head-
waters Resource Area. The land and resource allocations and
management direction provided by the Headwaters RMP
should be viewed as supplemental to existing laws, regulations,

and policies. The use evaluation system discussed in the Draft
RMP/EIS alternative is contained within the BLM Cultural

Resources Manual (Draft) and is proposed for inclusion within

the Final Uniform Regulations called for in the Archeological

Resources Protection Act of 1979. We feel that it is in full

conformance with the program mandated by Congress. In addi-

tion, individual actions that take place as a result of the RMP
will still be analyzed on a site-specific basis through the BLM's
environmental assessment process. Cultural resources will be
further evaluated at this time and any necessary consultation
with the Montana State Historic Preservation Officer and the
Council, in accordance with existing federal laws and regula-

tions.

2. The Headwaters Resource Area also contains a portion of

the Flathead Wild and Scenic River, a component of the

National Wild and Scenic River System. Impacts which would

adversely affect this resource should also be avoided.

(Comment Index Number: 8)

2. The Flathead Wild and Scenic River is not within the Head-
waters Resource Area and, therefore, is not covered in the
Headwaters RIvJP

3. '

I recommend that the final document specify your person-

nel needs under each of the alternatives and present your

proposed programs for the survey of those portions of the

study area which have not yet been surveyed for historic prop-

erties as well as your program for the timely evaluation and

nomination to the National Register of Historic Places of identi-

fied historic properties.

(Comment Index Number: 1 21

3. Impacts on cultural resources between the various alter-

natives have suggested no significant long-term change in the
program workload. The present table of organization includes

two archeologists based at the Butte office who conduct cultu-

ral resource inventories for BLM-initiated actions, with work
on special projects or non-BLM actions being accomplished by
contracting archeologists. This procedure has led to an annual
cultural resource inventory of more than 14,000 acres per
year on the average.

An existing Class 2 inventory of the Dillon and portions of the
Headwaters Resource Area have indicated significant histori-

cal sites. Once completed a Class 2 inventory of prehistoric

cultural resources will lead to a greater knowledge of such
resources leading to a greater program efficiency in the identi-

fication, evaluation, and nomination of properties eligible to be
placed on the National Register of Historic Places.
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7 -PUBLIC COMMENTS TABLE 7-3 (cont.)

RECREATIONAL, VISUAL, AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

COMMENT RESPONSE

4. Recreation Resources: Again, the RMP/EIS contains an
accurate general discussion of potential general impacts, but
there is no attempt to apply the general knowledge to the

"on-the-ground" situation in the Headwaters Resource Area in

order to estimate the impact of each alternative on recreation

"in detail."

[Comment Index Number: 32]

4. Most of the Resource Area receives a very low level of
dispersed recreational use and is not impacted to any great
degree by any of the alternatives. The developed sites and most
of the more popular dispersed sites also will not be significantly

affected because they lie outside of the "issue areas" [Rocky
Mountain Front, Great Falls Coal Field, etc.).

Examples of these are the Holter Lake Recreation Site, the
major river corridors, and most of the riparian dispersed
recreation use areas. Recreation impacts for significantly

affected areas, such as the Scratchgravel Hills and Sleeping
Giant, are discussed in the Draft RMP/EIS. Most recreation
impacts are and will continue to be handled on a case-by-case
basis wheh greater detail is available on site-specific impacts
so that mitigation can be directly applied.

5. Visual Resources: The RMP/EIS contains no detailed

analysis of visual resource impacts. The document merely

states that if Class A is managed to retain visual quality "there

should be minimal adverse impact" and that "some significant

adverse impacts could occur" if suitable visual quality objec-

tives are not applied on scenic quality Class B and C land (p.

115). Nowhere in the RMP/EIS are these objectives de-

scribed. Adequate analysis of visual impacts, of course, is inhib-

ited by the fact that none of the alternatives actually contains a

visual resource management program; each merely proposed

to continue evaluating visual resources "as part of activity and

project planning" (p. 23). Although the levels and types of devel-

opment that would occur under each alternative would pre-

sumably vary, the EIS unexplicably concludes that visual

impacts would be the same under each alternative (pp. 115,

133,141 and 149).

[Comment Index Number: 321

5. Visual resource management (VRM) was not identified as
an issue to be addressed in this RMP. BLM staff and the public

appear to be satisfied with current VRM practices in the
Headwaters Resource Area that rely on case-by-case analysis

and development of mitigating measures to protect scenic
values. Current BLM policy requires that VRM inventories be
conducted only when needed for issue resolution in RMP
efforts or in those sensitive areas where a potentially high-

impact project is proposed and no inventory exists.

However, the Draft Headwaters RMP could have provided a

more detailed explanation of current management direction for

the VRM programs. This has been done in Chapter 2 of the final

document. A correspondingly more detailed analysis of visual

resource impacts has been provided in Chapter 4. It should be
noted that, in general, there are no significant differences in

impacts under the different alternatives except for those
areas being considered for wilderness or other specific desig-

nations where VRM management classes are dependent on
such designations.

6. The visual resource classification presented on page 67 of

the DEIS is arbitrary and represents an unjustified value judg-
ment. Plains areas cannot be said to be inherently lacking in

scenic value. Where management decisions are based on arbi-

trary classifications such as this serious errors are likely to be
made.
[Comment Index Number: 30)

6. The visual resource management program is designed to

assess the visual resources of an area in relationship to the

rest of the general area. This does not mean that areas that do
not receive a Class A rating are lacking in scenic value. It merely
establishes a ranking of the relative values of one area as

compared to others. It is not unusual to have specific scenic

resources in areas that are not Class A. That is part of the

reason that other factors in addition to scenic quality are

incorporated into the VRM program. Visual sensitivity and
distance zones also are important in developing management
classes. In addition, areas that may be sensitive, such as those
near travel corridors, normally receive special consideration in

spite of a low scenery quality or management class.

7. Finally, visual resource management in Unit 5 and 26
should be sensitive to the location of the Continental Divide

Trail and the recreational use thereof.

[Comment Index Number: 19)

7. The Continental Divide Trail, as it exists on public lands in

the Headwaters Resource Area, occurs primarily in areas that

are already impacted by improved roads and other develop-

ment. In addition, the trail does not receive heavy recreational

use at this time. However, stipulations will be attached to any
future development proposals for public lands along the route
of the trail to assure compatibility of projects with manage-
ment objectives for the Continental Divide Trail.
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TABLE 7-3 (cont.) COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONSIDERATIONS

COMMENT

1 . All four alternatives include the economic costs-benefits

associated with range use and oil and gas development as well

as the approximate number of jobs created with the timber
industry. We believe detailed cost-benefit analyses are
required for other non-market resource uses as well as the

ones named above. Detailed or quantitative economic analyses

of recreational use (motorized as well as non-motorized, hunt-

ing/fishing use), wildlife forage allocation (as this relates to

hunting activity, for instance) and wilderness preservation

would provide a more complete, detailed basis for comparative
analysis. Such analysis would provide a better range of alterna-

tives and could change parts of the preferred alternative BLM
selects. For example, the inclusion of such data and analysis did

lead to a significant change in the Bureau's final proposed plan

for the Glenwood Springs Resource Area in Colorado. There, it

was discovered through the economic analysis of the wildlife

and livestock forage allocation for the Economic Development
and Resource Protection alternatives that increasing wildlife

forage allocations would result in greater economic benefits,

primarily through the impact increased hunting opportunities

would have on the area's economy. This was unexpected to the

BLM staff who prepared the draft RMP/EIS, and the final plan

was adjusted to increase wildlife forage.

(Comment Index Number: 32]

RESPONSE

1 . Available information lacks sufficient detail to do meaning-

ful benefit-cost analysis for each resource. In the plan the oil

and gas analysis was based upon a series of assumptions in

order to give the reader some idea of the magnitude of impact if

a moderately sized field were discovered. The only detailed

economic analysis was done on grazing. This was possible

because the level of detail needed to meet the provisions of the

court settlement of the grazing suit was also sufficient to do a

meaningful economic analysis.

In accordance with the BLM's range improvement policy, a

preliminary benefit-cost analysis was done for each I grazing

allotment (see Appendix E). This involved an analysis of esti-

mated project costs and benefits to range, wildlife, and recrea-

tion. In addition, as part of the criteria used to categorize

allotments, economic values for wildlife and recreation were
considered. As specific AMPs or other range improvement
proposals are formulated, a more detailed benefit-cost analy-

sis will be completed.

Additional economic information is available for wildlife, recrea-

tion, and other resources in the Headwaters Management
Situation Analysis.

WEED CONTROL

1 . The BLM should commit to cooperative efforts with county
weed boards, private landowners and state and federal agen-
cies.

[Comment Index Number: 13]

1
.

The Bureau of Land Management considers the control of
noxious weeds on the public lands to be an important manage-
ment function. Budget and personnel constraints are the major
factors limiting the BLM from pursuing a more aggressive
weed control program.

The BLM will continue to work cooperatively with any inter-
ested party toward control of noxious weeds. Many infesta-
tions involve intermingled ownerships. Most projects that BLM
is involved in are planned and accomplished on a multiuser
basis. This approach has proven to be effective in controlling
the infestations and popular with other cooperators.

2. Weeds and their control cost Montana producers $25-27
million annually. The loss to producers from weed competition,
water and nutrient loss and shading is estimated at $2 million.

This is after Montana producers have spent $23-25 million on
control. Due to these facts, more attention should be given to
the identification, mapping and control of noxious weeds in the
BLM management plan.

[Comment Index Number: 131

2. Known infestations of both poisonous and noxious plants

have been mapped and are included in present inventory data.

Only a small percentage of the public lands in the resource area
are infested by these plants. The BLM will continually update its

information with reports from adjacent landowners and from
its own specialists. BLM cooperative efforts for plant pest
control would be the same under all alternatives considered in

the RMP. As coordinated control plans are developed by county
weed boards or other entities, the BLM is committed to partic-

ipation to the extent of infestation of public lands and current
availability of funds.
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7 — PUBLIC COMMENTS TABLE 7-3 (cont.)

FIRE MANAGEMENT

COMMENT RESPONSE

1
.

The fire program is defined under "management guidance
common to all alternatives," but little detail is provided con-
cerning implementation. Given the scattered nature of BLM
lands, the policy regarding cooperation with the Department of
State Lands, and the USDA Forest Service should be explained.
Also, the existence of the County Cooperative Fire Program
should be acknowledged, and coordination with the participat-
ing counties explained.

[Comment Index Number: 13]

1
.

The BLM is a signatory to and participates in three inter-

agency cooperative agreements, including the Fire Control
Cooperative Agreement between the BLM and the State of
Montana and the Fire Management Agreement between the
BLM and the Northern Region of the Forest Service. These
agreements have been developed to better define working rela-
tionships and responsibilities among the cooperating agencies.
They have not been included in the RMP because they do not
affect the allocation of lands or resources within the Head-
waters Resource Area.

The BLM has no signed agreements with the counties in the
Headwaters Resource Area; however, the BLM works through
the Department of State Lands in coordinating fire programs
with county governments.

All cooperative agreements are available for review in the
Butte District office.

2. No mention is made of the impacts associated with the

prescribed burning of logging debris and sagebrush. The pre-

ferred alternative indicates that prescribed burning is planned

on both forest and range lands, but no measures are given for

mitigating smoke impacts. Reference should be made to the

Montana Cooperative Smoke Management Agreement and

Plan.

[Comment Index Number: 13]

2. The Bureau of Land Management is a signatory and partic-
ipates in the Montana Smoke Management Cooperative
Agreement.

Under this agreement the BLM works with the State Airshed
Group to minimize air quality impacts from our prescribed
burns. This is done by coordinating with other agencies and
burning only when there is good smoke ventilation.

A copy of the agreement and the air quality burning permit are
available for review in the Butte District office.

GENERAL

1 . Although the. Headwaters Plan is well organized and easy
to read, it is very general. Future allotment or project manage-
ment plans should be specifically described. The effects of each
proposed action and the monitoring methods to be used should
be identified in the plan.

[Comment Index Number: 13]

1. The Headwaters RMP is intended to establish general
allocations and guidance for future management of public lands
and resources. Allotment management plans and other
detailed activity plans will be prepared subsequent to this RMP.
Environmental analyses, land reports, records of decision, and
other well-established BLM procedures will specifically de-
scribe these activities and their specific effects will be identified
and analyzed. Monitoring methods to be used will be docu-
mented in a detailed monitoring plan to be completed in 1 984.

2. Management issues numbered 6, 7, and 8 as they relate to

the Scratchgravel Hills are addressed in the county's recently

completed Scratchgravel Hills Comprehensive Management
Plan. (A copy of this draft document has been sent to Mr. Lyle

Fox in your office).

[Comment Index Number: 141

2. The proposed RMP responds to the issues in a manner
consistent with, and complementary to, the draft Scratch-

gravel Hills Comprehensive Management Plan. Future man-
agement actions undertaken by the BLM will be subject to the

various provisions of this RMP in the Scratchgravel Hills area.

3. While cattle grazing is an important use of the public lands,

there are other uses equally important. Defenders of Wildlife

feels that specific targets for these values should be estab-

lished; the plan should try and provide habitat for x number of

grizzly bears, for example, and x number of bighorn sheep.

[Comment Index Number: 20]

3. The proposed RMP strives to balance competing demands
for public lands and resources by treating essentially all uses as
"equally important." Specific utilization targets have been
established for livestock because the BLM can effectively regu-
late livestock numbers and seasons of use within defined graz-
ing allotments. Similar targets, such as utilization or population
levels, have not been established for wildlife because BLM
actions within the resource area generally play a minor role in

affecting wildlife population dynamics. However, the RMP does
establish habitat objectives which, once accomplished, will pro-
vide for an overall improvement in wildlife habitat conditions.
See also response to Comment No. 9 in Wildlife and Fish
Resources section.
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TABLE 7-3 (cont.) COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

GENERAL

COMMENT

4. The document contains little in the way of analysis of man-
agement practices or criteria. As a consequence, it would
seem that a large percentage of the area's public lands would
see no significant changes in management practices under any
of the proposed alternatives. In our view, the document should

be revised so that the proposed alternatives would address in

more detail differences in general management practices

under the various alternatives.

[Comment Index Number: 25, 281

RESPONSE

4. The alternatives respond to the identified issues primarily

through the allocation of lands and resources. The general

management practices and criteria to be applied (within the
framework of the land/resource allocations) would not vary

between alternatives, and thus they are discussed under
"Management Guidance Common to All Alternatives." The
general management practices and criteria presented in the
RMP are" based on laws, regulations, State Director Guidance,

and established BLM policies and procedures; they have
already been subject to considerable public review and discus-

sion, and have been applied successfully in the field. They are
analyzed in this RMP within the context of the proposed land

and resource allocations.

5. The document does not appear to explicitly address the

processes and considerations for the designation and protec-

tion of unique or exemplary habitats or populations of plants or

animals. This should be an important aspect of any planning

process. Audubon members due to their interests in these

matters are often aware of such habitats and populations and

as a consequence are concerned with their recognition and

protection. We feel that the plan should clearly identify pro-

cesses and considerations, inclusive of public involvement, by

which such recognition and protection may be achieved.

[Comment Index Number: 251

5. The Headwaters RMP addresses "special designations"

as one of the eleven planning issues. The RMP provides for the
recognition and protection of unique or exemplary habitats in

three areas: The Rocky Mountain Front, where four Outstand-
ing Natural Areas are proposed; the Sleeping Giant, which is

proposed for designation as an Area of Critical Environmental
Concern; and the Elkhorns, where special management guid-

ance (including removal of commercial fo/est acreage from the
allowable cut base) is proposed for the protection of important
elk habitat. Other important wildlife habitats would be pro-

tected or, in many cases, improved through the implementation
of allotment management plans or through the application of

management guidance provided for specific programs such as
oil and gas leasing stipulations. No other specific habitats or

populations have been identified that appear to warrant further

consideration for special designation.

6. If a resource involved in the planning rates special consid-

eration and handling in a resource management plan, then it

follows that extra effort must be made by BLM to assure that

adequate and continuous direction is given this special

resource.

The proposed direction under Water on Page 1 9 of the DEIS is

an illustration of this. The direction proposed is good until you

reach the point where the phrase "to the extent possible"

appears. This phrase effectively deletes the entire purpose and

direction previously stated and allows the line manager to

determine riparian utility location to proceed at his own whim,

rather than under prescribed direction. This is a weakness that

needs further attention in the FEIS.

[Comment Index Number: 31,561

6. Qualifiers such as "to the extent possible" have been
deleted from the proposed plan in several instances; however,
many such qualifiers remain as originally drafted, including the

phrase you refer to on page 19 of the Draft RMP/EIS. A
general plan of this nature is not intended to provide absolute

and specific guidance that anticipates every localized situation

or contingency; instead, "rules of thumb" are established that

provide general guidance yet allow for exceptions from the rule.

7. As we mentioned in our comments on the Billings Resource

Area plan, the Federation is uneasy with the use of Soil Conser-

vation Service Utilization Standards. SCS grazing rates and

standards are aimed at maximum livestock production and

usually are not compatible with a coordinated livestock-wildlife

multple use management program. We urge that these stand-

ards not be used.

[Comment Index Number: 31)

7. For most of the public lands grazed, current vegetative
condition determinations were made through use of the Soil

Conservation Services Montana Grazing Guides, a method-
ology well accepted by the scientific community for the purpose
of determining vegetative condition based upon ecological site

potential. Any livestock adjustments made will consider utili-

zation data, actual use records, and other monitoring data in

conjunction with production estimates based upon these range
condition determinations.
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7— PUBLIC COMMENTS TABLE 7-3 Ccont.)

GENERAL

COMMENT RESPONSE

8. In formulating the different alternatives analyzed and com-

pared in the RMP/EIS, different goals and objectives were not

developed for each resource in each alternative. (See Table

2-1 5, p. 47.) In many areas, there is little or no difference in the

proposed management actions for each alternative, making

the comparative evaluation of impacts in the document

extremely limited.

[Comment Index Number: 321

8. Alternatives were developed based on the need to resolve

identified issues; resources and programs not "at issue" will be
managed in the future essentially as they are at present. Such
nonissue resources and programs are discussed in the

RMP/EIS under Management Guidance Common to All Alter-

natives, and impacts to them are analyzed in the Environmental

Consequences chapter.

Differences between alternatives are based largely on the

nature of the issues and on the availability of reasonable

options for resolving issues. The alternatives analyzed in the

Headwaters RMP explore a reasonable range of issue resolu-

tion options, are commensurate with the nature of the issues,

and are consistent with the alternative formulation criteria

identified earlier in the planning process.

9. More inventory and data—especially on many "non-

market" resources— is necessary in the RMP/EIS to allow

comparison and integration of information concerning all the

various land uses BLM is required to consider under FLPMA
(see Sec. 103(c)). Eroded and erosion hazard areas, areas of

heavy ORV use, localized sources of water pollution, unsatis-

factory riparian habitat and different types of recreational use

which are briefly mentioned in the Chapters on Affected Envi-

ronment and Environmental Consequences should be identified

on map overlays and quantified to the greatest extent possible.

[Comment Index Number: 321

9. The level of inventory—and data used in developing the
Headwaters RMP/EIS including nonmarket resource informa-
tion —is considered adequate for the purpose of establishing
general resource area-wide guidance and resolving the indenti-
fied issues. The RMP/EIS displays and quantifies both market
and nonmarket information to the extent needed to identify
trade-offs allowing for an informed decision regarding selection
of the preferred alternative. Additional information will be
acquired through monitoring and, in some cases, thorugh addi-
tional inventories, and will be used in developing and analyzing
site-specific management actions subsequent to RMP approv-
al.

10. Where important information is unavailable because of

present budget and time constraints it would also be helpful to

the public and future BLM management to specifically identify

these data gaps in the document. Indeed, BLM planning regula-

tions require that RMPs generally state where there is a "need

for an area to be covered by more detailed and specific plans."

(43CFR1601.0-5(k)(8))
[Comment Index Number: 32)

10. The Headwaters RMP identifies the need for additional

analyses and/or activity plans in order to fully implement such
programs as range, forestry, oil and gas leasing, lands, travel

planning, fire management, and road and trail construction.
Virtually every resource and program discussed in the RMP
may require additional data and analysis in the future in order to
respond to BLM-initiated activity-level planning. Other actions

proposed by non-BLM applicants, such as applications for road
or utility rights-of-way, also are likely to require additional data
and analyses.

11. As BLM's master land-use plan for the Headwaters area,

the RMP/EIS should also contain thorough analysis and man-

agement actions for all resources—including water potentially

impacted by hardrock mining in the Scratch Gravel Hills and

coal mining in the Great Falls Coal Field — even though other

state and federal agencies may share the responsibility for

protecting these resources. The fact that other agencies

share responsibility for protecting these resources does not

lessen BLM's statutory and regulatory obligations to protect

these resources and to propose concrete ways of doing so.

[Comment Index Number: 32)

1 1 . The analysis and management guidance contained in the

RMP/EIS are considered adequate for resolution of the min-

eral exploration and development and coal leasing issues. How-
ever, as stated in the plan, additional analyses will be conducted
and site-specific coal lease stipulations will be developed, prior

to issuance of coal leases.

In the case of the Scratchgravel Hills, the decision to allow

public lands to remain open to mineral entry and development
was based on the finding that a withdrawal of public lands in the

area would not be effective in eliminating impacts. The BLM will

continue to work within the limits of its statutory and regula-

tory authority to protect important resource values, including

water quality, while permitting mining activity to continue in

this area.
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

COMMENT RESPONSE

1 2. The discussion of alternatives in the EIS is inadequate for

other reasons. First, the "no action" alternative contains pro-

posed range improvements and long term forage allocatiqn

adjustments (Table 2-5, p. 32; Table 4-9. p. 1 34), and thus does
not really constitute a no action alternative, as required by
NEPA. See 40 C.F.R. Sec. 1502.14(d) (1982). Second, the
"protection" alternative is self-contradictory because it seeks
to advance conflicting goals. If, as the EIS acknowleges, a single

alternative cannot realistically "achieve wildlife, watershed,
and vegetative" objectives simultaneously (p. 143), then the
EIS should include alternatives or sub-alternatives that would
advance these individual resource goals. Without such an anal-

ysis, the Bureau will never analyze what management actions

are necessary to provide full protection for these resources,
thereby precluding such actions before they have been consi-

dered.

(Comment Index Number: 331

12. The no action alternative in the Headwaters RMP/EIS
portrays a continuation of present management direction,

including present levels or systems of resource use. The pro-

posed range improvements associated with this alternative

are improvements that would be implemented if present man-
agement direction was continued.

No short-term adjustments in livestock forage allocations are

proposed unde'r the no action alternative. However, as dis-

cussed in Chapter 4 (Environmental Consequences), the long-

term forage allocation adjustments projected for the no action

alternative reflect changes in forage availability that are

expected if current management direction is continued. These
adjustments are not an integral part of the no action alterna-

tive; they are, however, among the long-term environmental

consequences that could be anticipated if the no action alter-

native were to be implemented.

The protection alternative places primary emphasis on main-

taining or improving important environmental values, including

wildlife habitat and watershed conditions. The analysis con-

tained in the draft RMP/EIS does not show these goals to be

conflicting or self-contradictory. The analyses for this alterna-

tive does show, however, that when ecological site condition is

used as a measurement standard, the projected long-term

percentage of rangeland in poor condition would increase

slightly, reflecting the fact that on some sites, vegetative con-

dition at a serai stage less than climax optimizes wildlife habitat

condition. At the same time, adequate soil and watershed pro-

tection would be provided. Thus, any apparent contradiction of

data is due only to the measurement standard used.

13. The EIS also fails to substantiate the environmental
impacts predicted, as required by NEPA. It lacks any analysis of

the predicted impacts of implementing particular proposals,
such as grazing reductions or modifications, in particular

allotments. It also lacks any general discussion of why certain
kinds of actions might have certain types of effects under
various resource conditions. Thus, the EIS totally fails to
comply with NEPA's requirement that EISs must demonstrate
that the agency has conducted the environmental analyses
necessary to substantiate predicted conclusions. See, e.g., 40
C.F.R. Sec. 1 502.1 , 1 502.24 (1 982); Department of the Inte-

rior, Departmental Manual on NEPA, Sec. 4.14 (45 Fed. Reg.
27546 (April 23, 1980).

(Comment Index Number: 331

13. The environmental analysis contained in Headwaters
RMP/EIS is considered adequate to support the general land

and resource allocations and management guidance provided in

the plan alternatives. The RMP/EIS is not intended to be "the

final word" in terms of site-specific proposals and analyses. It

is, however, intended to establish a framework within which
future site-specific management actions and analyses will be
conducted. See also responses to Comments No. 1 and 9 in

this section.

14. The EIS lacks any cumulative analysis of the consequen-
ces on range, wildlife, and other resources of implementing the
diverse aspects of the proposed plan, such as oil and gas
leasing, land disposal, and livestock grazing. The EIS only ana-
lyzes the impacts of particular types of activities on various
resources, without considering cumulative and synergistic

affects. Nor does it analyze the extent to which certain activi-

ties, such as leasing and land disposal, may preclude the agency
from implementing other activities, such as wildlife or livestock

use. In short, the environmental analysis is too fragmented to
be very useful in formulating a coherent, comprehensive land

use plan.

(Comment Index Number: 33)

14. Cumulative impacts are discussed for each resource by

alternative in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, and are

summarized in Table 2-16. The significant impacts expected

from leasing and land disposal also are identified by resource in

Chapter 4; where no significant impacts are identified, none are

anticipated.
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7— PUBLIC COMMENTS
TABLE 7-3 (cont.)

GENERAL

COMMENT RESPONSE

1 5. Although the EIS recognizes that the main impact from

many types of development is the construction and use of

roads (p. 1 09), no attempt is made to quantify or estimate the

total amount of roads needed under each alternative. An esti-

mate for timbering roads needed is given under the section on

forestry, but this is the same under all alternatives and is

presumably not the result of comprehensive transportation

planning and analysis. The total miles of roads necessary for

access, the ecological and visual impacts of these roads and

the cost of building the transportation system can often be

greatly reduced by long-term, comprehensive transportation

planning. Major factors in transportation planning should

include projected use, the visual and ecological sensitivity of

various alternative transportation corridors, and the various

land-use restrictions which can be used by land managers.

[Comment Index Number: 321

1 5. The forest management program is the only BLM pro-

gram expected to require a significant amount of road con-

struction during the life of the Headwaters RMP. Such roads

will be subject to a more comprehensive transportation plan-

ning and analysis process at the time specific timber sale areas

are delineated. This process includes an analysis of resource

management needs, user safety, impacts to environmental

values, and construction and maintenance costs. Such ana-

lyses are conducted within the context of compartment man-
agement plans and/or environmental analyses and these also

include consideration of alternatives and mitigating measures.
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APPENDIX A
DESCRIPTION OF MANAGEMENT UNITS

The following pages contain a description of each
of the thirty-six management units that have
been delineated for the Headwaters Resource
Area. For each management unit there is a general

description of where the unit is located, an

acreage figure for the amount of surface and sub-

surface that is managed by the BLM, and a de-

scription of what the management would be under
each alternative to resolve ten of the eleven issues

identified for the RMP (these eleven issues are

discussed in detail in Chaper 1 ). There is no direc-

tion shown for the grazing issue because man-
agement direction for grazing has been developed

on the basis of allotment boundaries as opposed to

being developed by management unit.

The management direction shown for Alternative

B, No Action is not necessarily what the manage-
ment is at the present time; rather, it is a descrip-

tion of what the management would be over the

long term. This is a function of how the no action

alternative has been defined, and a detailed de-

scription of the no action alternative can be found

in Chapter 2. Also, the acreage figure for federal

minerals represents, unless otherwise noted, the

acreage where the federal government owns all

the minerals. It does not include acreage where
the federal government has only partial ownership
of the minerals (such as oil and gas or coal only).

The Management Units map in the back pocket

shows the specific location of each of the thirty-

six management units and should be used in con-

junction with these descriptions.
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Description: This unit includes large blocks of federal mineral estate and scattered
tracts of BLM-administered surface in the Rocky Mountain Front area.

The unit's surface values are considered high, particularly wildlife habitat

and scenery.

APPENDIX A

Management Unit 01

BLM-administered Surface:

Federal Minerals:

8,233 acres

68,913 acres

Issue

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development
See the Oil and Gas See the Oil and Gas See the Oil and Gas See the Oil and Gas
Stipulations: Alt. A Stipulations: Alt. B Stipulations: Alt. C Stipulations: Alt. D
map map map map

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention
•

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Closed Closed Closed Closed

Motorized Vehicle Access Restricted Restricted Restricted Restricted

Utility Corridors Avoidance Avoidance Avoidance Avoidance

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIXES

Management Unit 02

Description: This unit includes several isolated tracts of public land along the eastern
fringe of the Rocky Mountain Front area. The unit's surface values are
considered to be low.

BLM-administered Surface: 1 20 acres
Federal Minerals: 8,403 acres

Issue

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development
See the Oil and Gas See the Oil and Gas See the Oil and Gas See the Oil and Gas
Stipulations: Alt. A Stipulations: Alt. B Stipulations: Alt. C Stipulations: Alt. D
map map map map

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Disposal Retention Disposal Disposal

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Available Available Available Available

Motorized Vehicle Access Open Open Open Open

Utility Corridors Available Available Available Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIX A

Management Unit 03

Description: This unit encompasses the Blind Horse Creek, Chute Mountain, and Deep
Creek/Battle Creek areas, which are being studied for wilderness under
authority of Section 202 of FLPMA.

BLM-administered Surface: 1 1 ,21 8 acres
Federal Minerals: 1 1 ,21 8 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing

Development
See the Oil and Gas
Stipulations: Alt. A
map

See the Oil and Gas
Stipulations: Alt. B
map

See the Oil and Gas
Stipulations: Alt. C
map

See the Oil and Gas
Stipulations: Alt. D
map

Wilderness

Recommendations
Not recommended
for wilderness

Not recommended
for wilderness

Recommended for

wilderness

designation

Not recommended
for wilderness

Forest Management Set Aside Low priority Set Aside Low priority

Land Ownership

Adjustments
Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Withdrawn 1 Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Closed Closed Closed Closed

Motorized Vehicle Access Closed Restricted Closed Restricted

Utility Corridors Avoidance Avoidance Exclusion Avoidance

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations Outstanding Natural No designation No designation No designation

Area

1 Contingent on Congressional approval of wilderness recommendation and subject to valid existing rights.
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APPENDIXES

Management Unit 04

Description: This unit encompasses public land on Ear Mountain.

BLM-administered Surface: 840
Federal Minerals: 840

acres

acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing

Development
See the Oil and Gas
Stipulations: Alt. A
map

See the Oil and Gas
Stipulations: Alt. B
map

See the Oil and Gas
Stipulations: Alt. C
map

See the Oil and Gas
Stipulations: Alt. D
map

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Set Aside Low.priority Set Aside Low priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Closed Closed Closed Closed

Motorized Vehicle Access Closed Restricted Closed Restricted

Utility Corridors Avoidance Avoidance Avoidance Avoidance

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations Outstanding

Area
Natural No designation Outstanding Natural

Area
No designation
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APPENDIX A

Management Unit 05

Description: This unit includes high value forestland in the Rogers Pass portion of

the Rocky Mountain Front area.

BLM-administered Surface: 1 ,880 acres
Federal Minerals: 4,520 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing

Development
See the Oil and Gas
Stipulations: Alt. A

See the Oil and Gas
Stipulations: Alt. B

See the Oil and Gas
Stipulations: Alt. C

See the Oil and Gas
Stipulations: Alt. D

map map map map

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management High priority High priority High priority High priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Closed Closed Closed Closed

Motorized Vehicle Access Restricted Restricted Restricted Restricted

Utility Corridors Avoidance Avoidance Avoidance Avoidance

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIXES

Management Unit 06

Description: This unit includes scattered tracts of public land in Park, Pondera, and
Teton counties, generally in close proximity to lands administered by

other federal agencies. Further study is needed in these areas prior to

establishing land ownership adjustment priorities.

BLM-administered Surface: 860 acres

Federal Minerals: 15,464 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development
Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership

Adjustments

Further study Retention Further study Further study

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Available Available Available Available

Motorized Vehicle Access Open Open Open Ooen

Utility Corridors Available Available Available Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIX A

Management Unit 07

Description: This unit includes scattered tracts of public land located throughout
the resource area and generally distant from lands administered by
other federal agencies.

BLM-administered Surface: 12,414 acres
Federal Minerals: 108,494 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development
Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership

Adjustments
Disposal Retention Disposal Disposal

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Available Available Available Available

Motorized Vehicle Access Open Open Open Open

Utility Corridors Available Available Available Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIXES

Management Unit 08

Description: This unit includes a wide variety of tracts of public land located

throughout the resource area, usually with high multiple use values.

BLM-administered Surface: 39,305acres
Federal Minerals: 82,539acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development
Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcyc'e Use Areas Available Available Available Available

Motorized Vehicle Access Open Open Open Open

Utility Corridors Available Available Available Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIX A

Description: This unit includes well consolidated tracts of public land located
throughout the resource area, usually with high multiple use values

including seasonally important wildlife habitat.

BLM-administered Surface: 109,786 acres
Federal Minerals: 1 70,1 1 1 acres

Management Unit 09

Issue

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations

WHderness N/A
Recommendations

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership Retention Retention Retention Retention

Adjustments

Mineral Exploration and Available Available Available Available

Development

Motorcycle Use Areas Available Available Available Available

Motorized Vehicle Access Restricted Restricted Restricted Restricted

Utility Corridors Available Available Available Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIXES

Management Unit 10

Description: This unit includes scattered tracts of public land located throughout
the resource area, usually with low multiple use values but generally

including important wildlife habitat.

BLM-administered Surface:

Federal Minerals:

11,673 acres
44,104 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development

A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership

Adjustments
Disposal Retention Disposal Disposal

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Available Available Available Available

Motorized Vehicle Access Open Open Open Open

Utility Corridors Available Available Available Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIX A

Management Unit 11

Description: This unit includes two groups of scattered tracts in Cascade and Park
counties encompassing important seasonal wildlife habitat. Further
study is needed to determine land ownership adjustment priorities.

BLM-administered Surface:

Federal Minerals:

1,837 acres
1,837 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development

A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Further study Retention Further study Further study

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Available Available Available Available

Motorized Vehicle Access Open Open Open Open

Utility Corridors Available Available Available Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIXES

Management Unit 12

Description: This unit includes most of the public land and federal coal within the Great
Falls Coal Field.

BLM-administered Surface: 1,110 acres
Federal Minerals: 1 ,090 acres

Federal Coal: 22,891 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection 0. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development
Standard

Stipulations

Standard
Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Disposal Retention Disposal Disposal

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Area Available Available Available Available

Motorized Vehicle Access Open Open Open Open

Utility Corridors Available Available Available Available

Coal Leasing Available Not available Not available Available

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIX A

Management Unit 13

Description: This unit includes scattered tracts of public land along the Missouri River
and within the Great Falls Coal Field.

BLM-administered Surface

Federal Minerals

Federal Coa

i: 80 acres
;: 80 acres
I: 20 acres

'

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development
Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Area Available Available Available Available

Motorized Vehicle Access Open Open Open Open

Utility Corridors Available Available Available Available

Coal Leasing Available Not available Not available Available

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIXES

Management Unit 14

Description: This unit includes the upper portion of the Smith River within the Great
Falls Coal Field. The only public estate in the unit consists of 260 acres of

federal coal.

FJLM-administered Surface

Federal Minerals

Federal Coa

i: acres
:: acres

I: 260 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development
N/A

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management N/A

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
N/A

Motorcycle Use Areas N/A

Motorized Vehicle Access N/A

Utility Corridors N/A

Coal Leasing Available Not available Not available Available

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIX A

Management Unit 15

Description: This unit includes most of the public land along the Jefferson River and the
Missouri River above Canyon Ferry Reservoir.

BLM-administered Surface: 308 acres
Federal Minerals: 308 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development
Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Closed Closed Closed Closed

Motorized Vehicle Access Open Open Open Open

Utility Corridors Avoidance Available Avoidance Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIXES

Management Unit 16

Description: This unit includes public land within a small portion of the Great Falls Coal

Field and encompasses important seasonal wildlife habitat.

BLM-administered Surface: 1 20 acres
Federal Minerals: 500 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development
Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Available Available Available Available

Motorized Vehicle Access Restricted Restricted Restricted Restricted

Utility Corridors Available Available Available Available

Coal Leasing Available Not available Not available Available

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIX A

Management Unit 1

7

Description: This unit includes public land along the Smith River and the Missouri River
between Canyon Ferry and Holter Lakes.

BLM-administered Surface: 6,733 acres
Federal Minerals: 13,325 acres

Issue

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Closed Closed Closed Closed

Motorized Vehicle Access Restricted Restricted Restricted Restricted

Utility Corridors Avoidance Available Avoidance Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIXES

Management Unit 18

Description: This unit encompasses the Beartooth State Game Range.

BLM-administered Surface

Federal Minerals

i: acres
;: 920 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development
No Occupancy No Occupancy No Occupancy No Occupancy

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management N/A

Land Ownership

Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas N/A

Motorized Vehicle Access N/A

Utility Corridors N/A

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIX A

Management Unit 19

Description: This unit includes public land in the Holter Lake area, north and east of the
Sleeping Giant.

BLM-administered Surface

Federal Minerals

s: 624 acres
»: 3,354 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and

'

Development
No Occupancy No Occupancy No Occupancy No Occupancy

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

•

Motorcycle Use Areas Closed Closed Closed Closed

Motorized Vehicle Access Restricted Restricted Restricted Restricted

Utility Corridors Avoidance Available Avoidance Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIXES

Management Unit 20

Description: This unit encompasses the proposed Sleeping Giant Area of Critical

Environmental Concern, including upper Sheep Creek.

BLM-administered Surface

Federal Minerals

>: 11,609 acres

;: 8,769 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development
No Occupancy No Occupancy No Occupancy No Occupancy

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Set Aside Low priority Set Aside Low priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Closed Closed Closed Closed

Motorized Vehicle Access Restricted Restricted Restricted Restricted

Utility Corridors Avoidance Available Avoidance Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Speciai Designation ACEC No designation Recreation lands No designation
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APPENDIX A

Management Unit 21

Description: This unit includes most of the public land in the Hilger Hills area.

BLM-administered Surface: 3,403 acres
Federal Minerals: 5,725 acres

Issue

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and Standard
Development Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Available Available Closed Available

Motorized Vehicle Access Open Open Restricted Open

Utility Corridors Available Available Available Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIXES

Management Unit 22

Description: This unit includes an existing powerline crossing of the Missouri River in

the Hauser Dam area.

BLM-administered Surface:

Federal Minerals:

813 acres

893 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development

A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations

Wilderness N/A
Recommendations

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership Retention Retention Retention Retention

Adjustments

Mineral Exploration and Available Available Available Available

Development

Motorcycle Use Areas Closed Closed Closed Closed

Motorized Vehicle Access Restricted Restricted Restricted Restricted

Utility Corridors Window Available Window Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIX A

Management Unit 23

Description: This unit includes important seasonal wildlife habitat and high value

forestlands in the Eightmile Creek and Boulder-Clancy areas.

BLM-administered Surface: 15,717 acres
Federal Minerals: 1 7,840 acres

Issue

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management High priority High priority High priority High priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Available Available Available Available

Motorized Vehicle Access Restricted Restricted Restricted Restricted

Utility Corridors Available Available Available Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIXES

Management Unit 24

Description: This unit includes high value forestlands in the Boulder-Clancy area.

BLM-administered Surface

Federal Minerals

v. 8,626 acres
;: 1 2,087 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development
Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management High priority High priority High priority High priority

Land Ownership

Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Available Available Available Available

Motorized Vehicle Access Open Open Open Open

Utility Corridors Available Available Available Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIX A

Management Unit 25

Description: This unit includes important seasonal wildlife habitat and high value

forestlands in the Marysville area.

BLM-administered Surface

Federal Minerals

'.: 2.757 acres
;: 3.632 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and -

Development
Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management High priority High priority High priority High priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Available Available Closed Available

Motorized Vehicle Access Restricted Restricted Restricted Restricted

Utility Corridors Available Available Available Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIXES

Management Unit 26

Description: This unit includes high value forestland in the Marysville area.

BLM-administered Surface

Federal Minerals

>: 10,396 acres

;: 12,605 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development
Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard
Stipulations

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management High priority High priority High priority High priority

Land Ownership

Adjustments
Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Available Available Closed Available

Motorized Vehicle Access Restricted Restricted Restricted Restricted

Utility Corridors Available Available Available Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIX A

Management Unit 27

Description: This unit encompasses the Scratchgravel Hills area.

BLM-administered Surface: 5,1 64 acres
Federal Minerals: 5.204 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Oas Leasing and

Development
Standard

Stipulations

Standard
Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard
Stipulations

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Set Aside Set Aside Set Aside Low priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Withdrawn Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Closed Available Closed Available

Motorized Vehicle Access Restricted Open Restricted Open

Utility Corridors Avoidance Available Avoidance Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIXES

Management Unit 28

Description: This unit includes most of the public land within the Spokane Hills area.

BLM-administered Surface:

Federal Minerals:

2.828 acres

5,331 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issues

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development

A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations

Wilderness N/A
Recommendations

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership Retention Retention Retention Retention

Adjustments

Mineral Exploration and Available Available Available Available

Development

Motorcycle Use Areas Available Available Closed Available

Motorizec1 Vehicle Access Restricted Restricted Restricted Restricted

Utility Corridors Available Available Available Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIX A

Management Unit 29

Description: This unit encompasses the Black Sage Wilderness Study Area.

BLM-administered Surface:

Federal Minerals:

5,926 acres

5,926 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development

A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations

Wilderness

Recommendations
Not recommended
for wilderness

Not recommended
for wilderness

Recommended for

wilderness

designation

Not recommended
for wilderness

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Set Aside Low priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Withdrawn 1 Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Available Available Closed Available

Motorized Vehicle Access Restricted Restricted Closed Restricted

Utility Corridors Available Available Exclusion Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A

'Contingent on Congressional approval of wilderness recommendation and subject to valid existing rights.
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APPENDIXES

Management Unit 30

Description: This unit encompasses the Yellowstone River Island Wilderness Study
Area.

BLM-administered Surface

Federal Minerals

:: 53 acres
»: 53 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development
Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Wilderness

Recommendations
Not recommended Not recommended
for wilderness for wilderness

Recommended for

wilderness

designation

Not recommended
for wilderness

Forest Management Set Aside Set Aside Set Aside Set Aside

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Withdrawn 1 Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Closed Closed Closed Closed

Motorized Vehicle Access Restricted Restricted Closed Restricted

Utility Corridors Available Available Exclusion Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A

Contingent on Congressional approval of wilderness recommendation and subject to valid existing rights.
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APPENDIX A

Management Unit 31

Description: This unit includes most of the public land within the Limestone Hills

Area.

BLM-administered Surface: 23,148 acres
Federal Minerals: 25,743 acres

Issue

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Closed Available Closed Available

Motorized Vehicle Access Restricted Open Restricted Open

Utility Corridors Avoidance Available Avoidance Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIXES

Management Unit 32

Description: This unit includes the impact zone and other key areas of National Guard
use in the Limestone Hills Area.

BLM-administered Surface: 1,994 acres
Federal Minerals: 1,994 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development
No Occupancy No Occupancy No Occupancy No Occupancy

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Closed Available Closed Available

Motorized Vehicle Access Restricted Open Restricted Open

Utility Corridors Avoidance Available Avoidance Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIX A

Management Unit 33

Description: This unit includes the Colstrip powerline corridor through the southern
end of the Limestone Hills.

BLM-administered Surface: 1,709;
Federal Minerals: 2,031 <

acres

acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development
Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Closed Available Closed Available

Motorized Vehicle Access Restricted Open Restricted Open

Utility Corridors Available Available Available Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIXES

Management Unit 34

Description: This unit includes two existing powerline crossings of the Missouri and
Jefferson Rivers near Townsend and Three Forks.

BLM-administered Surface: 139 acres
Federal Minerals: 139 acres

Issue

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and Standard
Development Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Standard

Stipulations

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership

Adjustments
Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Closed Closed Closed Closed

Motorized Vehicle Access Open Open Open Open

Utility Corridors Window Available Window Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIX A

Management Unit 35

Description: This unit includes public land east of the Missouri River near Toston Dam
and encompasses crucial elk winter range.

BLM-administered Surface

Federal Minerals

;: 2,738 acres
;: 2,978 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and

Development
No Occupancy No Occupancy No Occupancy No Occupancy

Wilderness

Recommendations
N/A

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and

Development
Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Closed Closed Closed Closed

Motorized Vehicle Access Restricted Restricted Restricted Restricted

Utility Corridors Avoidance Available Avoidance Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A
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APPENDIXES

Management Unit 36

Description: This unit includes public land on the west side of the Elkhorn
Mountains and encompasses important elk calving and summer
range habitat.

BLM-administered Surface: 7,176 acres
Federal Minerals: 8,697 acres

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production

Oil and Gas Leasing and
Development

Special
Stipulations

Special
Stipulations

Special
Stipulations

Special
Stipulations

Wilderness
Recommendations

N/A

Forest Management Set Aside1 High priority High priority High priority

Land Ownership
Adjustments

Retention Retention Retention Retention

Mineral Exploration and
Development

Available Available Available Available

Motorcycle Use Areas Available Available Available Available

Motorized Vehicle
Access

Restricted Restricted Restricted Restricted

Utility Corridors Available Available Available Available

Coal Leasing N/A

Special Designations N/A

""Timber harvest may be used as a management tool to maintain or enhance elk calving and summer range
habitat.
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APPENDIX B

OIL AND GAS LEASING
PROCEDURES

A sample of Form MSO-31 00-49 was omitted
from the Draft RMP/EIS document, but is

included on the following page. This form is used to

identify seasonal restrictions on exploration, drill-

ing, and other activities including maintenance and
operation of producing wells and facilities. A de-

scription of the lease application process can be

found in Appendix B of the Draft RMP/EIS.
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APPENDIXES
SAMPLE OF FORM FOR RESTRICTING ACTIVITY DCIRING CERTAIN PERIODS

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Land Management

(OG Sim Serial Number) (Serial Number)

OIL AND GAS LEASE STIPULATIONS ,„ m ,
(% of lease
affected by
stipulation)

( ) In order to J , ( )

exploration, drilling and other development activity and main-
tenance and operation of producing wells and facilities that
requires on site access will be allowed only during the period
from 2 to 2 • Lands
within the lease area to which this stipulation applies are
described as follows:

Exceptions to this limitation in any year may be specifically
authorized in writing by the District Engineer, Geological
Survey (GS), with the concurrence of the District Manager, Bureau
of Land Management (BLM)

.

Date Lessee's Signature

1

.

Critical resource value affected
2. Beginning and ending dates of nonrestricted season
3. Legal description of lands affected

MSO 3100-49 (May 1978)
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APPENDIX C
GENERAL BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

CSee Draft Environmental Impact Statement)
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APPENDIX D
SUMMARY OF ALLOTMENT CONDITIONS AND

AUTHORIZED USE
(See Draft Environmental Impact Statement)
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APPENDIX E

OPPORTUNITIES, OBJECTIVES, AND
IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE FOR

I ALLOTMENTS

Table E-1 displays resource opportunities
and conflicts and management objectives
for the I allotments. It also displays the pro-
posed ranking for implementation that was
developed for the draft RMP/EIS and a
revised implementation ranking based on
the current range management policy.

A number of socioeconomic and natural
resource factors have been considered in

the ranking of these I allotments for imple-
mentating the changes recommended in the
Final Resource Management Plan (RMP).
Each allotment has been placed in one of

four groups and then given a rank within
that group. Allotments in Group A have both
a benefit/cost ratio of at least 1:1, and the
improvement needed is a high priority from
a natural resource viewpoint. Allotments in

Group B have either a benefit/cost ratio of

at least 1:1 or a high priority from a natural
resource viewpoint, but not both. Allot-

ments in Group C have both a benefit/cost
ratio of less than 1 :1 and a low priority from
a natural resource viewpoint. Allotments in

Group D are allotments that may be re-
classified as either M or C allotments
because of new information developed
through the RMP process.

Within each group of allotments a rank has
been assigned based on: the percent
reduction or increase in AUMs recom-
mended in the Final RMP, the livestock
operator's dependency on the public land
for grazing, public interest or controversy
in bringing about the needed improvement,
coordination with other land managment
agencies, and the need for further funding
to fully implement an existing AMP. The
recommendations of the District Grazing
Advisory Board also have been considered
in making the final rank.

This ranking will be used to select allot-

ments for implementation, but is subject to
change as new or better information
becomes available. Examples of new consid-
erations are annual budget constraints
within BLM, an operators willingness to
contribute to the cost of range improve-
ments, unexpected public controversy, etc.

The benefit/cost data used in this analysis
represents an initial estimate of the
number and cost of improvements needed.
Better estimates will be available as field

inspections of allotments are conducted.

In practice, most of the allotments selected
for early implementation will come from
Group A. Allotments in Group B could be
selected for early implementation if, for

example, social or natural resource consid-
erations justify an investment yielding less
benefit than cost. Allotments in Group C
would be the lowest priority for implemen-
tation.

Table E-2 shows the rankings and some of

the considerations that were involved in

assigning the ranks. A listing of the specific
improvements being considered for each
allotment is on file in the resource area
office.
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APPENDIX E
OPPORTUNITIES FOR I ALLOTMENTS
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APPENDIX F

RANGE DEVELOPMENTS
(See Draft Environmental Impact Statement)
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APPENDIX G

GRAZING SYSTEMS
(See Draft Environmental Impact Statement)
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APPENDIX H

APPLICATION OF CRITERIA FOR ASSESSING
WHETHER FEDERAL LANDS ARE UNSUITABLE
FOR ALL OR CERTAIN STIPULATED METHODS

OF COAL MINING

As required by the Surface Mining Control and
Reclamation Act of 1 977, the U.S. Department of

the Interior has developed criteria to determine
whether federal lands are unsuitable for coal leas-

ing and mining.

This application of the coal unsuitability criteria is

directed at the federal mineral estate within the

Great Falls Coal Field. No coal lease applications

have been received for coal in this area. However,
because of the proximity of the Great Falls Coal

Field to Montana Power Company's proposed
Salem Project, the coal unsuitability criteria are

being applied in anticipation of future leasing inter-

est.

Mineable coal in the area under consideration is

not suitable for strip mining; therefore, the criteria

are being applied to assess the probable effects of

surface operations associated with underground
mining.

The area involved includes federal coal in portions

of the following townships:

T21N, R5E;
T20N, R3E; T20N, R4E; T20N, R5E; T20N,
R6E;
T19N, R3E; T19N, R4E; T19N, R5E; T19N,
R6E;T19N, R7E;
T18N, R2E; T18N, R3E; T18N, R4E; T18N,
R5E;T18N, R6E;T18N, R7E;
T17N, R2E; T17N, R3E; T17N, R4E; T17N,
R7E;
T14N, R1E.

This area contains approximately 725 acres of

BLM-administered surface and 25,452 acres of

federal mineral estate and is shown on the Great
Falls Coal Field map.

Directions for application of the coal unsuitability

criteria are set forth in 43 CFR 3460. These
directions have been followed in assessing
whether lands are unsuitable for all or certain

stipulated methods of coal mining.

"

CRITERIA

Each criterion, as defined in 43 CFR 3461.1, is

presented first, followed by an analysis. Excep-
tions are discussed where applicable.

Criterion No. 1

"All Federal lands included in the following land

systems or categories shall be considered unsuit-

able: National Park System, National Wildlife

Refuge System, National System of Trails,

National Wilderness Preservation System,
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, National

Recreation Areas, lands acquired with money
derived from the Land and Water Conservation
Fund, national forests, and Federal lands in incor-

porated cities, towns, and villages. All Federal

lands which are recommended for inclusion in any

of the above systems or categories by the admin-
istration in legislative proposals submitted to the

Congress or which are required by statute to be

studied for inclusion in such systems or catego-

ries shall be considered unsuitable."

Analysis. There are no lands within the National

Park System, National Wildlife Refuge System,
National Wilderness Preservation System, or

National Wild and Scenic Rivers Systems. There
are no National Recreation Areas, lands acquired

with money derived from the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund, national forests, or federal lands in

incorporated cities, towns, and villages within the

area under consideration.

Criterion No. 2

"Federal lands that are within rights-of-way or

easements Or within surface leases for residen-

tial, commercial, industrial, or other public pur-

poses, or for agricultural crop production on
federally-owned surface shall be considered
unsuitable."

Analysis. Approximately ten and one-half miles

of transmission line and railroad rights-of-way

have been identified on federal lands within the

area under consideration. The lands within these
rights-of-way, comprising approximately 1 26
acres, are considered unsuitable for surface

occupancy. Underground mining may be permitted

because surface disturbance (e.g. subsidence and
tension cracks) can be repaired to a standard
equal to or better than the condition of existing

surface facilities. A lease stipulation is required

that ensures repairs are made whenever subsi-

dence or tension cracks cause damage to surface
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facilities. Additional acres may be identified
as unsuitable for surface occupancy and /or
unsuitable for leasing in the vicinity of

Department of Defense facilities, including
the hardened intersite communications
cable system. Such facilities will be identi-

fied,and appropriate lease stipulations will

be developed through consultation with the
Malmstrom AFB Cable Affairs Officer prior
to lease issuance.

Exception. No exception to the prohibition of

surface occupancy is applicable at this time. Any
exception applied would require coordination and
formal approval of a relocation plan by all parties

involved. Exceptions may be applied at a later date
provided all parties involved agree.

Criterion No. 3

"Federal lands affected by section 522(e)(4) and
(5) of the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation
Act of 1977 shall be considered unsuitable. This

includes lands within 1 00 feet of the outside line of

the right-of-way of a public road or within 1 00 feet

of a cemetary or within 300 feet of any public

building, school, church, community or institutional

building or public park or within 300 feet of an
occupied dwelling."

Analysis. There are no known cemeteries, pub-
lic buildings, schools, churches,- community or

institutional buildings, public parks, or occupied
dwellings on federal lands within the area under
consideration. However, further review will be
needed at the time of lease application to assure
adequate application of this criterion.

Approximately ten and one-quarter miles of public

road have been identified on federal lands within

the area under consideration. Such roads and
lands within 100 feet of the outside line of such
rights-of-way, comprising approximately 369
acres, are considered unsuitable for surface
occupancy. Underground mining may be permitted
because surface disturbance (e.g. subsidence and
tension cracks) can be repaired to a standard
equal to or better than the condition of existing

roads. A lease stipulation is required that ensures
repairs are made whenever subsidence or tension
cracks cause damage to surface facilities.

Exception. No exception to the prohibition of

surface occupancy is applicable at this time. Any
exception applied would require coordination and
formal approval of a relocation plan by all parties

involved. Exceptions may be applied at a later date
provided all parties involved agree.

Criterion No. 4

"Federal lands designated as wilderness study
areas shall be considered unsuitable while under
review by the administration and the Congress for

possible wilderness designation. For any Federal

land which is-to be leased or mined prior to comple-
tion of the wilderness inventory by the surface

management agency, the environmental assess-
ment, or impact statement on the lease sale or

mine plan shall consider whether the land pos-

sesses the characteristics of a wilderness study
area. If the finding is affirmative, the land shall be

considered unsuitable unless issuance of noncom-
petitive coal leases and mining on leases is author-

ized under the Wilderness Act and the Federal

Land Policy and Management Act of 1 976."

Analysis. There are no proposed or designated

wilderness study areas within the area under con-

sideration.

Criterion No. 5

"Scenic Federal lands designated by visual

resource management (VRM) analysis as Class I

(an area of outstanding scenic quality or high visual

sensitivity) but not currently on the National Reg-
ister of Natural Landmarks shall be considered

unsuitable. A lease may be issued if the surface

management agency determines that surface

coal mining operations will not significantly dimin-

ish or adversely affect the scenic quality of the

designated area."

Analysis. There are no areas of federal lands

listed as VRM Class I within the area under con-

sideration. However, further review will be needed

of any proposed plan of operations to assure ade-

quate consideration of visual resources.

Criterion No. 6

"Federal lands under permit by the surface man-
agement agency and being used for scientific stud-

ies involving food or fiber production, natural

resources, or technology demonstrations and

experiments shall be considered unsuitable for the

duration of the study, demonstration or experi-

ment, except where mining could be conducted in

such a way as to enhance or not jeopardize the

purpose of the study, as determined by the sur-

face management agency, or where the principal

scientific user or agency gives written concur-

rence to all or certain methods of mining."

Analysis. There are no federal lands within the

area under consideration that are being used for

scientific studies involving food or fiber production,

natural resources, or technology demonstrations.
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Criterion No. 7

"All districts, sites, buildings, structures, and
objects of historic, architectural, archaeological,

or cultural significance on Federal lands which are
included in or eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places, and an appropriate
buffer zone around the outside boundary of the
designated property (to protect the inherent
values of the property that makes it eligible for

listing in the National Register) as determined by
the surface management agency in consultation
with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
and the State Historic Preservation Office shall be
considered unsuitable."

Analysis. There may be sites, buildings, struc-
tures, and objects of historical, architectural,

archaeological, or cultural significance on federal

lands that are eligible for inclusion in the National

Register of Historic Places. However, only a

limited survey has been done to determine what, if

any, archaeological values are present on federal

lands in the area under consideration. It is recom-
mended that those areas that are identified by any
proposed mine plan as direct impact areas be
completely inventoried to assure adequate con-
sideration of this criterion. Some areas may sub-
sequently be identified for no surface occupancy to

protect cultural resource values.

Criterion No. 8

"Federal lands designated as natural areas or

National Natural Landmarks shall be considered
unsuitable."

Analysis. There are no federal lands designated
as natural areas or as National Natural Land-
marks within the area under consideration.

Criterion No. 9

"Federally designated critical habitat for threat-
ened or endangered plant and animal species, and
habitat for Federal threatened or endangered
species which is determined by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the surface man-
agement agency to be of essential value and where
the presence of threatened or endangered spe-
cies has been scientifically documented, shall be
considered unsuitable."

Analysis. There are no federally designated
critical habitats for threatened and endangered
plant and animal species within the area under
consideration.

Criterion No. 10
"Federal lands containing habitat determined to be

critical or essential for plant or animal species

listed by a State pursuant to State law as endan-
gered or threatened shall be considered unsuita-

ble."

Analysis. There are no designated critical habi-

tats for state listed threatened or endangered
plant and animal species within the area under

consideration.

Criterion No. 11

"A bald or golden eagle nest or site on Federal

lands that is determined to be active and an

appropriate buffer zone of land around the nest

site shall be considered unsuitable. Consideration

of availability of habitat for prey species and of

terrain shall be determined in consultation with

the USFWS."

Analysis. There are no known active bald or

golden eagle nest sites in the area under consider-

ation. However, the level of data for species occur-

rence is limited. The area under consideration

includes suitable golden eagle nesting habitat and
active nest sites are suspected to occur. Addi-
tional raptor surveys will be done prior to
issuance of a lease and unsuitable areas will

be established where necessary at that
time.

Criterion No. 12
"Bald and golden eagle roost and concentration

areas on Federal lands used during migration and
wintering shall be considered unsuitable."

Analysis. There are no known golden eagle

roost and concentration areas on the area under
consideration.

There is moderate to light bald eagle winter usage
along the Missouri and Smith rivers. This use gen-

erally takes place from 12/1 to 4/30. There are

no known roost sites used in association with this

winter habitat. However, the level of inventory

data in this area is limited. It is recommended that

additional bald eagle roost site inventories be con-

ducted on all affected tracts within five miles of

these major drainages. These inventories
would be completed prior to lease issuance.
No surface disturbances, dwellings, occupancy,

industrial fires, subsidence, portals, or roads
would be permitted in bald eagle winter habitat or

roost site areas.
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Criterion No. 13
"Federal lands containing a falcon (excluding kes-

trel) cliff nesting site with an active nest and a

buffer zone of Federal land around the nest site

shall be considered unsuitable. Consideration of

availability of habitat for prey species and of ter-

rain shall be included in the determination of buffer

zones. Buffer zones shall be determined in consul-

tation with the USFWS."

Analysis. There are no known active falcon nest
sites within the area under consideration. How-
ever, the level of inventory data for this area is

limited. It is recommended that cliff sites be inven-

toried and buffer zones established prior to lease

issuance.

Criterion No. 14
"Federal lands which are high priority habitat for

migratory bird species of high Federal interest on a

regional or National basis, as determined jointly by

the surface management agency and the USFWS,
shall be considered unsuitable."

Analysis. The migratory species of high federal

interest have not yet been identified for this coal

area. Because of this and the fact that inventory

data for this area is generally lacking, this criterion

cannot be applied at this time. Once these spe-
cies of high federal interest are identified,
and prior to lease issuance, inventories for
high priority habitat for these species will

be done and areas unsuitable for surface
occupancy will be established. Surface dis-

turbances associated with underground mining,

e.g. dwellings, subsidence, portals, roads, etc.,

generally can be located such that no adverse
impacts occur to migratory species of high federal

interest.

Criterion No. 15
"Federal lands which the surface management
agency and the State jointly agree are fish and
wildlife habitat for resident species of high interest

to the State and which are essential for maintain-

ing these priority wildlife species shall be consid-

ered unsuitable. Examples of such lands which
serve a critical function for the species involved

include:

(i) Active dancing and strutting grounds for

sage grouse, sharp-tailed grouse, and prairie

chicken;

(ii) Winter ranges most critical for deer,

antelope, and elk; and

(iii) Migration corridors for elk.

A lease may be issued if, after consultation with
the State, the surface management agency
determines that all or certain stipulated methods
of coal mining will not have a significant long-term
impact on the species being protected."

Analysis. Of the twenty sharp-tailed grouse
dancing grounds known to occur in the coal area,

three occur on federal mineral ownership. An area
500 feet around each ground was delineated as
unsuitable for surface occupancy. This equals
approximately twenty acres each.

Approximately 480 acres of elk winter/spring
habitat occurs within the coal area in T1 4N, R1 E.

This area is considered important winter range
and spring calving range for a portion of the Bear-
tooth Game Range elk population, which numbers
about 1 ,000 head. No surface occupancy would be
allowed on these 480 acres because of the impor-
tance of the area for this elk population. No sur-

face disturbances, dwellings, occupancy, industrial

fires, subsidence, portals, or roads would be per-

mitted in this area.

Two antelope winter ranges, identified as crucial

habitat, are within the coal area. Federal mineral

ownership involved is found within T19N, R3E
(eighty acres) and T19N, R6E (forty acres).

Numbers and intensity of use are not totally

known, but a large portion of the antelope herd
that uses the area for summer/fall habitat utilizes

these winter ranges. These 1 20 acres are identi-

fied as unsuitable for surface occupancy.

Two mule deer winter ranges, with federal mineral

ownership, are found in the coal area. The Box
Elder Creek winter range contain 120 acres of

federal minerals in T19N, R6E and 320 acres in

T1 9N, R5E. The Smith River winter range contains

1 60 acres in T1 7N, R3E. These two areas support

high densities of mule and white-tailed deer. The
500 acres identified are considered unsuitable for

surface occupancy.

If it can be shown that the surface occupancy will

not have a significant long-term impact on these

important wildlife habitat areas, or that seasonal

restrictions on surface occupancy could mitigate

the onsite impacts, these portions of the coal area

could be considered for surface occupancy.
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Criterion No. 16
"Federal lands in riverine, coastal, and special

floodplains (1 00-year recurrence interval] shall be
considered unsuitable unless after consultation

with USGS, the surface management agency
determines that all or certain stipulated methods
of coal mining can be undertaken without substan-
tial threat of loss to people or property, and to the

natural and beneficial values of the floodplains on
the lease tract and downstream."

Analysis. Approximately nine and one-
quarter miles of special or 100-year flood-
plains have been identified along the Smith
River, Sand Coulee Creek, Ming Coulee
Creek, Goodman Coulee Creek, Boston Cou-
lee Creek, Spring Coulee Creek, Cotton-
wood Creek, and their tributaries. This
results in about twenty-five acres being
unsuitable for the location of surface facili-

ties.

Criterion No. 17

"Federal lands which have been commited by the

surface management agency to use as a municipal

watershed shall be considered unsuitable."

Analysis. There are no federal lands in the area

under consideration that have been commited to

use as a municipal watershed.

Criterion No. 18
"Federal lands with National Resource Waters, as

identified by states in their Water Quality Man-
agement Plans, and a buffer zone of Federal lands

one-quarter mile form the outer edge of the far

banks of the water, shall be unsuitable."

Analysis. There are no federal lands with

National Resource Waters in the area under con-

sideration.

Criterion No. 19
"Federal lands identified by the surface manage-
ment agency, in consultation with the state in

which they are located, as alluvial valley floors

according to the definition in 3400.0-5(a) of this

title, the standard in 30 CFR, Part 822, the final

alluvial valley floor guidelines of the Office of Sur-

face Mining Reclamation and Enforcement when
published, and approved State programs under the
Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of

1977, where mining would interrupt, discontinue,

or preclude farming, shall be considered unsuita-

ble. Additonally, when mining Federal' land outside

an alluvial valley floor would materially damage the

quantity or quality of water in surface or under-

ground water systems that would supply alluvial

valley floors, the land shall be considered unsuita-

ble."

Analysis. Sufficient information is available to

preliminarily identify alluvial valley floors on federal

lands within the area under consideration. These
lands comprise approximately 6,550 acres. How-
ever, due to the lack of detailed studies, no federal

lands are being excluded from leasing or surface

occupancy at this time. More detailed analysis to

determine final alluvial valley floors and contribut-

ing lands will be done during review of lease appli-

cations and prior to approval of any mining permit.

Criterion No. 20

"(ii) adopted by rulemaking by the Secretary, shall

be considered unsuitable."

Analysis. The State of Montana has not pro-

posed any other criteria.

FINDING

All federal coal in the area under consideration is

determined to be acceptable for further consider-

ation for coal development, pending further study.

The acceptable area totals 25,452 acres of fed-

eral subsurface containing 1 25,657,000 tons of

coal.

In addition, approximately 1,780 acres are identi-

fied where surface occupancy would be prohibited

(see Table H-1 ). The Application of Coal Unsuitabil-

ity Criteria map shows the areas where special

stipulations would be applied.

RATIONALE
The unsuitability criteria have been applied to all

federal lands within the estimated boundary of the
Great Falls Coal Field. Coal in this area is probable

affects of surface disturbances associated with

underground mining. On the lands under consider-

ation, surface occupancy will be prohibited where
necessary, or impacts will be sufficiently mitigated

by use of appropriate lease stipulations. Additional

lands may be identified as sensitive to impacts of

coal mining operations as a result of site-specific

analysis of lease applications and coal mining

plans.
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TABLE H-1

RESULTS OF APPLICATION OF UNSUITABILITY CRITERIA:
GREAT FALLS COAL FIELD

Acres Estimated Tons 1

Total Federal Coal

Total Eliminated From Further Consideration for Leasing

Total Eliminated from Surface Occupancy
By Criteria #2
By Criteria #3
By Criteria #15

By Criteria #16
Total

Total Federal Coal Available for Further Consideration

for Leasing, Pending Further Study

25,452 1 25.657,000

126
369 —

1,260 —
25 —

1,780 —

25,452 125,657,000

1 Estimated federal coal tonnage (short tons) was derived from data contained in "Stratigraphy and

Economic Geology of the Great Falls-Lewistown Coal Field — Central Montana," published by the Montana
Bureau of Mines and Geology. Reserves in the Stockett-Sand Coulee and Belt Creek coal basins were
averaged, resulting in an estimated 4,937 short tons of coal per acre.
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APPENDIX I

MONITORING AND EVALUATION
(See Draft Environmental Impact Statement)
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APPENDIX J

SIGNIFICANT SOILS IN THE HEADWATERS
RESOURCE AREA

(See Draft Environmental Impact Statement)
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APPENDIX K
SUMMARY OF WILDERNESS STATUS

THROUGHOUT MONTANA
(See Draft Environmental Impact Statement)
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APPENDIX L

DETAILED DISCUSSION OF AREA BEING STUDIED
FOR WILDERNESS

CSee Draft Environmental Impact Statement)
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APPENDIX M
METHODOLOGY USED IIM THE RANGE ANALYSIS

METHODOLOGY FOR
VEGETATIVE INVENTORY
A vegetative inventory on public land in the Head-
waters Resource Area was conducted beginning
in October of 1 979 and field work was completed
in November of 1981. The data collected have
been used in this document to classify sites,

determine the vegetative condition of plant com-
munities, and determine the suitability of the land

for livestock grazing.

Classification

Two classification systems were used in site iden-

tification. Sites dominated by-grassland, shrub, or
a mixture of grass/shrub vegetation were classi-

fied according to the Soil Conservation Service's

Montana Grazing Guides (1 974) as ammended.
This system interprets the site based upon geo-
graphic region (in this case the foothills and moun-
tains of Montana); soil characteristics, including

texture and depth; mean annual precipitation; and
climax vegetation, to the extent that it can be
interpreted for the site.

Sites having the potential to produce a 1 0°/o or
greater canopy coverage of trees in near climax
condition were classified according to Forest
Habitat Types of Montana (USDA, FS 1977a).
This system interprets the site based upon the
potential climax tree species and indicator plants

that occur in the undergrowth.

Vegetative Condition

Inventory crews first identified and delineated the
boundaries for the sites to be inspected. Esti-

mates of plant species composition, based on
weight, were then made for the plant community
found on each site. Using tables in the SCS's Mon-
tana Grazing Guide, and more detailed data in

the SCS's unpublished Technical Range Site De-
scriptions for Montana, the present species com-
position was compared to the potential climax
composition for the site. A condition rating was
computed for the vegetation on each site. This
rating represents the extent to which the site

differs from potential climax. While this condition

rating is often referred to as range condition, this

document refers to the rating as vegetative condi-

tion. This is done to better separate this rating

from a rating of overall resource condition, and to

inject a less subjective interpretation of the term
condition.

Four condition classes are set forth by the SCS. A
plant community in excellent condition exhibits lit-

tle change in species composition when compared
to the potential climax plant community for the
site. Between 1 00% and 75°/o of the kinds and
amounts of vegetation produced would be found in

climax. Good condition communities produce
between 75°/o and 51 °/o of the kinds and amounts
of vegetation found in climax. Fair condition com-
munities produce between 50°/o and 26°/o of the
kinds and amounts of vegetation found in climax.

Poor condition communities produce between
25°/o and 0°/o of the kinds and amounts of vegeta-
tion found in climax. A fifth condition class of

unclassified was used in the inventory to designate
vegetative communities that could not be legiti-

mately compared to a climax community. The
unclassified rating was applied to areas that had
been plowed and seeded, areas where native vege-
tation has been manipulated by mechanical or

chemical means, areas of undergrowth communi-
ties having dense forest canopies or heavy duff

accumulation, etc.

Suitability

The suitability of each site for livestock grazing

was recorded. One of four ratings was assigned to

each site: suitable, no environmental factors re-

stricting livestock access and use of the site;

potentially suitable, environmental factors now
limit livestock access or use, but changes could be
made that would make the site suitable; unsuita-

ble, environmental factors now limit livestock

access or use that cannot be changed; and limited

suitability, most commonly used for areas produc-
ing ephemeral vegetation. The major criteria used
to rate range land suitability are: distance from
water, slope or other physical barriers, forage
production, and the erosion rating for the soil. BLM
Instruction Memorandum 78-134 was used in

applying these criteria.
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ALLOTMENT CATEGORIZATION Allotments Where Change is Needed

Specific criteria were developed to evaluate the

management situation for each allotment and sin-

gle out those allotments that will require a change
in present grazing management in order to resolve

conflicts in the use of resources. The present con-

dition of the resource, its potential to respond to

management changes, the current management
situation, and the socioeconomic feasibility of

changing grazing management were all used as

criteria. These are based on current BLM policy,

which can be found in W.O. I.M. 82-292. Each
criterion was rated independently by a cross sec-

tion of resource specialists familiar with the allot-

ment. Each specialist recommended placement of

the allotment into one of three management cate-

gories. Finally, the ratings and recommendations
were reviewed by the Area Manager who made a

tentative decision on how the allotment would be

categorized. Appendix D places each allotment

into one of the three management categories and

describes livestock use in each allotment. Table

M-1 shows the natural resource factors for each
allotment that were used in the categorization

process. The management category for an allot-

ment may be changed after the RMP/EIS is com-
pleted in 1 983, or may be changed when resource
conditions change or new data becomes available.

Allotments Where Change is Not
Feasible

These allotments are best described as follows:

little, if any, conflict exists in resource use; overall,

resource values are relatively low; the biological

potential for response to different management is

low; the size or potential productivity of the allot-

ment does not warrant the expenditure of funds

for supervision; and/or the cost of range
improvements needed to change grazing man-
agement exceeds the expected benefits. These
allotments are referred to as custodial manage-
ment, or C allotments.

These allotments are best described as follows:

vegetative and/or watershed conditions are not
satisfactory; the allotment's potential production
is high to moderate, but it is producing below its

potential; there are substantive conflicts with
other resource uses; and/or the allotment's size,

physical characteristics, and the anticipated
benefits from management changes warrant
investment of public funds for range improve-
ments and/or supervision. These allotments are
referred to as improvement management, or I

allotments.

GRAZING MANAGEMENT
PROBLEMS, OPPORTUNITIES,
AND OBJECTIVES

Table M-2 describes the most common problems
that are encountered in the administration and
management of livestock grazing on public land in

the resource area. It also describes in general

terms what management actions can be used to

correct the situations. The table is intended to

provide an overview of how grazing management
or administration could be improved to favor live-

stock and/or forage production. The situations

described do not apply to all allotments nor do the
management actions take into account multiple

use management considerations.

Appendix E presents allotment specific problems
and objectives that consider multiple use man-
agement. Economic analyses will be applied to

each allotment that requires an investment of pub-
lic funds to implement needed changes.

Allotments Where Change is Not
Needed

These allotments are best described as follows:

vegetative and watershed conditions are satisfac-

tory; the allotment has the potential for high

resource production and is producing near its

potential; there are no serious resource use con-

flicts; and/or the allotment's size and physical

characteristics could warrant investment of pub-

lic funds for range improvements and/or supervi-

sion. These allotments are referred to as mainte-
nance management, or M allotments.
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TABLE M-2

PROBLEMS, OPPORTUNITIES AND OBJECTIVES FOR GRAZING MANAGEMENT

Situation Management Action

Grazing season and selective grazing habits of different kinds

of livestock can reduce the quality and quantity of vegetation

produced by a plant community.

Livestock use can be poorly distributed within an allotment or

pasture. This can result in heavy utilization of some sites while

others may receive little or no grazing use.

Current levels of livestock use may exceed the carrying

capacity of an allotment.

Some sites that are now producing a quality and quantity of

forage well below their potential have a poor potential to

respond to changes in grazing management alone.

Investments in range improvements needed to implement

changes in grazing management often do not have favorable

benefit/cost ratios.

Plant and animal pests can adversely affect livestock and

vegetative productivity.

Change the season of use and/or the class or kind of livestock.

Implement rotational grazing systems that will provide for

plant maintenance requirements.

Develop new sources of water to distribute livestock more
evenly.

Construct drift fences to alter traditional grazing patterns.

Specify placement of salt and mineral supplements.

Require herding of livestock.

Authorize the class or kind of livestock that will best utilize the

allotment.

Monitor actual livestock use and resulting levels of utilization

to determine the proper carrying capacity.

Restore productivity of these sites through mechanical treat-

ment and/or seeding with native species or well-adapted

introduced species.

Solicit contributions from range users and other parties

benefiting from changed grazing management.

Design grazing management systems that require a minimum
investment in range improvements, but will meet; the stated

objectives.

In cooperation with other affected land owners, take actions to

control concentrations of pests.
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APPENDIX N
SHORT-TERM CHANGES IN STOCKING RATES

FOR I ALLOTMENTS
(See Draft Environmental Impact Statement)

221



APPENDIX O
OIL AND GAS IMPACTS MODEL
CSee Draft Environmental Impact Statement)
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APPENDIX P

RANCH BUDGETS AND METHODOLOGY FOR
ASSESSING RANCH-RELATED IMPACTS

(See Draft Environmental Impact Statement)
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APPENDIX Q
IMPACTS OF COAL DEVELOPMENT IN CASCADE

COUNTY
(See Draft Environmental Impact Statement)
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APPENDIX R

WILDERNESS STUDY POLICY AND PLANNING
CRITERIA

(See Draft Environmental Impact Statement)
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APPENDIX S

ECOSYSTEM REPRESENTATION
(See Draft Environmental Impact Statement)
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APPENDIX T

CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING SALE METHOD
Instruction Memorandum WO-83-524 describes the criteria to be used to determine the method of sale

for parcels of public land.
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IN REPLY
REFER TO:

United States Department of the Interior
2710 (310)

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

May 10, 1983

EMS Transmission - 5/11/83

Instruction Memorandum No. 83- 524

Expires 9/30/84

To: All SD's and DM's

From; Director

Subject: Clarification of Policy - BLM Manual 2710 Public Sales
.06 Policy

Public lands that are being considered for sale will occur in a variety of

parcel sizes, shapes, sometimes isolated from other public lands and public
access, by adjoining lands in one ownership. Some lands will be located
near or within the influence of developing urban and suburban areas, near
or adjacent to major transportation arteries and will clearly be within the
areas of increasing land values. Other lands will be of sizeable blocks
that have been under grazing use by one or more ranch units for a number
of years and have become an integral part and essential to the continuation
of family business livestock enterprises. Some lands may be suitable for
residential or commercial development in a rural area that if sold and
developed would place undue burdens on the local government for roads,
schools, and other public services. Because of such a wide variety of uses,
locations and landownership patterns, it is essential that we select a sale
procedure that will minimize interruptions to present users and ongoing
businesses dependent on the land, minimize impacts on existing land use and
local governments, and at the same time maximize the value returned to the
public interest.

When a parcel of land meets the sales criteria established in Section 203

of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, several factors are

considered in determining the method of sale. These include, but are not
limited to: needs of State and/or local governments, adjoining landowners,
public policies, historical uses, and the equitable distribution of land.

The regulations in 43 CFR 2711.3-2 were designed to give the authorized
officer substantial latitude in determining when and how to employ modified
bidding or direct sale rather than competitive bidding. This latitude
provides for the equitable distribution and consideration, preference to

users, and consideration to the potential purchaser provisions of section
203.

The policy for determining the sale bidding method for offering lands for
sale is:
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1. Modified Competitive Bidding may be used to permit the existing grazing
user or adjoining landowner to meet the high bid at the public auction or

limiting the number of persons permitted to bid on the land. These would
normally be lands not located near urban expansion areas or with rapidly
increasing land values, when there is a need to avoid jeopardizing existing
use of adjacent land, to assure compatibility of the possible uses with
adjacent lands, and avoid dislocation of existing users. This procedure will

allow for limited competitive bid to protect ongoing use.

2. Direct (without competition) Sales may be used when, in the opinion of

the authorized officer, the public interest would best be served by a direct
sale. Examples include but are not limited to:

o A tract identified for transfer to State or local governments
or nonprofit organizations; or

o A tract identified for sale that is an integral part of a project
of public importance and speculative bidding would jeopardize
the timely completion and economic viability of the project; or

o There is a need to recognize authorized use such as an existing
business which would be threatened if the tract were purchased
by other than the authorized user; or

o A tract is surrounded by land in non-Federal ownership and

does not have public access; or

o Inadvertent unauthorized use or occupancy of the land.

3. Competitive Bidding will be used where clearly there would be a number
of interested parties bidding for the land and they could make practicable
use of the land regardless of adjoining landownership, and where the land is

clearly within a developing or urbanizing area and land values are increasing
due to their location and interest on the competitive market. If there are
no overriding bases for modifying competition or direct sale, the land will
be offered through competitive bidding. Normal practice for competitive
sales is to first offer the land for sale by auction then, if unsold, offer
for sale over-the-counter or through realtor contract sale.

4
T When lands have been offered for sale by direct or modified bidding

procedure and they remain unsold, then the land will be re-offered by

the competitive bidding procedure. In no case will the land be sold for

less than fair market value.
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APPENDIX U
ERRATA

The following is a list of changes that should be
made in the text of the Draft RMP/EIS.

SUMMARY
Alternative B, Page v

In the third full paragraph on page v, the word
habitat is misspelled.

CHAPTER 3

Visual Resources, Page 67

Add the following paragraph to the end of the dis-

cussion on visual resources:

Scenic quality classes are considered along

with visual sensitivity ratings, distance zones,

and special area requirements in assigning

public lands to visual resource management
classes that then determine the different

degrees of modification allowed to the land-

scape. The Headwaters Resource Area pres-

ently has no land assigned to Management
Class I (see Chapter 2, Visual Resources, for

definition of Management Classes). Approxi-

mately 10°/o of the resource area is within

Management Class 2, including Holter and
Canyon Ferry Lakes, the Yellowstone River

corridor, portions of the Missouri River, the

Devil's Kitchen area, and the Rocky Mountain
Front. The remainder of the resource area

consists of Management Class 3 and 4 lands.

Cultural Resources, Archeological
Resources, Page 67

Add the following paragraph after the second
paragraph of the Archeological Resources sec-

tion:

High rated sites refer to National Register

sites that have extremely high research or

interpretative values or more typically,

National Register sites that are actively

threatened by man-caused or natural erosion

disturbance. Moderate rated sites include

those sites that appear to be of National Reg-
ister value but that are not threatened. Low
rated sites are those having little potential for

inclusion on the National Register.

Wilderness Opportunities,
Opportunities in Montana, Page 70
The first sentence of the section entitled Oppor-
tunities in Montana should read:

Montana contains 3,172,339 acres in four-

teen designated wilderness areas, 1 ,928,709
acres in forty-nine presidential^ endorsed
areas, and 1,664,627 acres in sixty-one

further study units.

Regional Wilderness Opportunities,
Page 72

On the map, the areas shown in dark gray and an
"S" are the Administratively Endorsed as Suitable

areas. The areas shown in medium gray and a "U"
are the Designated Wilderness areas.

Description of Individual Areas,
Blind Horse Creek, Page 75

At the end of the second paragraph in the Blind

Horse Creek section the phrase "its ability to be
managed in an unimpaired condition" should be
deleted and the following added:

because it is of sufficient size to make practi-

cable its preservation and use in an unimpaired

condition.

Range Resources, Page 86

In the last sentence of the first paragraph of the
Range Resources section the word livestock has
been misspelled.

Range Resources, Page 88

In the first paragraph on page 88, the second full

sentence should be changed to read:

A substantial portion of the acreage in these
allotments (21°/o) is unclassifiied.

In the third paragraph on page 88, the second
sentence should read:

Most allotments are comprised of inter-

mingled national forest, state, private, and
public land.
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Fish and Wildlife Habitat, Riparian
Habitat, Page 89

The first sentence of the second paragraph of the
section on riparian habitat should read:

Furbearers, including beaver, muskrat, mink,

and otter; reptiles and amphibians, such as
the rubber boa, garter snake, spotted frog,

wood frog, and northern long-toed sala-

mander; and large mammals, such as mule
deer, white-tailed deer, moose, elk, black bear,

grizzly bear, coyote, and wolf, utilize riparian

habitat.

In the first paragraph on page 91 of this section

the scientific name for the red dogwood Cornus
stolonifera is misspelled.

Terrestrial Wildlife, Grizzly Bear,
Page 93

The first full sentence on page 93 should read:

As shown in Figure 3-3,

1

5,41 acres (71 .8°/ol

of the 21,470 acres of grizzly bear habitat

on public land are rated good to excellent
Csatisfactory); the remaining 6,060
acres are rated poor to fair (unsatisfactory).

CHAPTER 4

Impacts on Visual Resources, Page
133
Delete the sentence making up the Impacts on
Visual Resources section and add the following

sentence:

Impacts to visual resources would be essen-
tially the same as those described under
Alternative A except for the Sleeping Giant

area, which would remain in Management
Classes 3 and 4 and thus could be subject to

more visual impairments than under Alterna-

tive A.

Figure 4-3, Page 135
The columns describing Vegetative Condition

should be labled from left to right: Excellent, Good,
Fair, Poor.

Table 4-10, Page 136
At the end of Table 4-10 the information under the

"Long-term riparian habitat cond. on I Allot, for

Alternative B should read 61.75 satisfactory

miles instead of 54.4; 89°/o satisfactory instead of

78°/o; 7.95 unsatisfactory miles instead of 1 5.3;

and 1 1 °/o unsatisfactory instead of 22°/o.

Impacts on Visual Resources, Page
141

Delete the sentence making up the Visual Resour-
ces section and substitute the following:

Impacts to visual resources would be essen-
tially the same as those described under
Alternative A except for the areas recom-
mended for wilderness designation, which
would be elevated to Management Class 1 and
thus would receive complete protection for

visual resources.

Impacts on Range Resources, Page-
143
The second sentence of the first paragraph on
page 143 sould read:

While the projection for an additional 1 °/o of

the acreage to be in poor condition when com-
pared with the present may seem contradic-

tory, it is explained by the fact that Alterna-

tive C strives to achieve wildlife, watershed,
and vegetative conditions simultaneously.

Table 4-12, Page 144
In the first line of Table 4-1 2, the percent of satis-

factory elk winter and spring habitat under current
conditions should read 77 rather than 776.

Moose, Page 147
In the first sentence of the section entitled Moose,
the 50°/o should be changed to 40°/o.
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Impacts on Visual Resources, Page
149
Delete the sentence that makes up the section on
visual resources and substitute the following:

Impacts to visual resources would be essen-
tially the same as those described under
Alternative A except for the Sleeping Giant

area, which would remain in Management
Classes 3 and 4 and thus could be subject to

more visual impairment than under Alterna-

tive A.

APPENDIX L

Summary of Wilderness Quality,
Pages 268-9

The last sentence in the Summary of Wilderness
Quality section should be deleted.

Table L-6, Page 280
In Table L-6, the seasons of use for the Sun River

allotment is 7/1 to 8/31 instead of to 9/30.

Only a portion of the Sun River allotment lies within

the Deep Creek/Battle Creek area.

Alternative B: No Action, Page 290
In the last sentence of the first paragraph in the
Alternative B: No Action section, 1 ,1 30 acres and
should be changed to 920 acres.

APPENDIX P
Table P-2, Page 302
In Table P-2, the total value of cull cows should
read 1 1 ,466.90 rather than 1 ,466.90.

Table P-3, Page 303
In Table P-3, the total value of cull cows should
read 23,303.70 rather than 2,330.37.

GLOSSARY
Crucial Habitat, Page 316
The following sentence should be added to the end
of the definition for crucial habitat:

Crucial habitat may be limiting to the popula-
tion size of a species.

Social and Economic Conditions,
Public Comment, Page 281

The first sentence of the Public Comment section

should read:

The majority of comments favored further
study for this unit.

Energy and Minerals, Page 282

The second sentence of the first paragraph of the

Energy and Mineral section should read:

The stratigraphic section in the WSA is a
typical one for southwest Montana, ranging

from the Precambrian Greyson shale through
the Permian Phosphoria.
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APPENDIX V
COMMENT LETTERS

All the letters received commenting on the Draft RMP/EIS are reproduced here except for the following:

Several letters were typed due to technical problems in reproduction of the ink used to write the

letters.

Comments submitted on Land Adjustment Maps were not reproduced.
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1a Advisory
Council On
Historic

Preservation

Bureau of Land Management

P.O. Box 3388

Butte, Montana 59702

Dear Mr. Lechefeky:

On May 16. the Council received the Bureau of Land Management's "Headwater:

Resource Area Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement"

for the Butte District, Montana. In accordance with section 102(2)(c)

of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, we have reviewed the

environmental statement regarding the adequacy of Its consideration of

historic properties (historic, archeologlcal, architectural, and cultural

properties).

We note that historic properties do exist In Butte District, but the

environmental statement does not demonstrate that the Bureau Is aware of

Its responsibilities for the protection of such properties pursuant to

Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended

In 1980, nor does It Identify a commitment to comply with Section 106 of

that Act for those historic properties that would be affected by the

actions taken to Implement the management program. In-point-of-fact

,

the descriptions of Bureau historic properties management on pages 23

and 67 imply an Independent management program which does not conform to

Preservstlon Act and the Council's regulations. For these reasons we

consider the treatment of historic properties in the environmental

statement to be Inadequate, and we suggest substantial revision of the

final environmental statement to ensure that the management program

established for the Headwaters Resource Area Is In conformance with

spplicable Federal laws and regulations. In particular, we would like

to point out that management decisions regarding historic properties

should only be made after consultation with the Montana State Historic

Preservation Officer and the Council (as appropriate)

the steps detailed In 36 CFR 800.

1b

; Brit Storey of my stiff i

ly.

Louis S/Wall
Chief. Western Division
of Project Review

2a,

i^rm -

Federal 8u1 ldinq
P.O. Bo* 7669
Missoula, MT 59807
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high priority for forest management that the area curr.
else. Specific road management guidelines for this an
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managers and worl
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,
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providing future access
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lands In both the dispt
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.rest boundaries. Our comment Is that in many cases
ized as key trading stock to block up within the
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DEPARTMENT OF T

Mr. Dan Lechtfsky. Project Manager

Butte District Office. 8LM

P.O. Box 3388

Butte. Mt 59702

Dear Mr. Lechefsky:

fev

e» of the RMP/EIS Indicates sevi

lit lei -i thin the Headwaters Re:

cations cable system also passe:

rshtp and public land declared .

lopment

.

uteman launch control am
Tea. The hardened Inter'

h areas Identified as pr

'le for further consider*

rdened inters Ue
It Is the Alt

notate the

th the Cable

The Malmstrom AF8 Cable Affairs Officer has discussed the

communications cable routing wtth your great Falls field off

Force understanding that the Great Falls F le id Office plans

location of the cable on their working drawings and coord Ina

Affairs Officer whenever an oil/gas lease application is received which could

Impact on the hardened Interslte communications system or a launch control/

launch facility.

For specific location of the launch control/launch facilities, the Cable Affaii

Officer at Malmstrom AFB can be contacted through your Great Falls field

^a3fe.Su^
SAC/DEPVO
15 AF/OE
47 AH/16
2153 CS/LGW
341 CSS/DEL
341 CSG/DEEV

4a
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

OMAHA DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS
6014 u S Posl Ollice and Courthouse

Omaha. Nebraska 68102

JUne 27, 1983

Planning Division

Mr. Can LechefsKy
Project Manager
Butte Distract Office
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 3368

Butte, Montana 59702

Dear Mr. Lechefsfcy:

we have reviewed the draft Resource Management Plan/trivlronmental

Inpact StatCTent for the Headwaters Resource Area. Me find the document
to be informative, but we have no comments to offer at this time on the

Plan. Than* you for this review opportunity.

rwchard D. Garten
J\ief, Environmental Analysis Branch
Planning t

'JUN 3 199)
1
1

t-'

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF MINES

ibout 101

1e within

:ers Resoun

From: Supervisor. Minerals Involvement Section

Subject: Headwaters Resource Area Resource Management Plan (RHP)

A search of our Mineral Industry Location System (MILS) indicates i

of the total number of mineral properties in the state of Montana i

government land tentatively categorized for disposal in the Headwat

Area. The entire resource area contains nearly SOX of the total nur

mineral properties in the state that are entered in the MILS system.

We are enclosing a MILS printout for your information. We have been infoo

by your staff that lands categorized for possible disposal which are miner,

1n-character will be reclassified to the retention category. We hope this

will aid you In your analysis.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact us.

O'Arcy P. Ban1:

. ii

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Services

Federal Building, Room 3035

316 North 26th Street
Billings, Montana 59101-1396

July 15, 1983

From|,£TW4«?1eld Supen

Subjec

r, USFWS, Billings. MT (ES)

; Area RMP Draft Env

Our Endangered Species Team personnel have discussed the need for and
benefits of preparing a biological assessment on the RMP/DEIS with your
staff and will provide assistance to them throughout the Section 7

compliance process described in the Endangered Species Act (ESA).

Generally, we view the plan as a document which projects certain improvements
or safeguarding mechanisms for endangered and threatened species habitats
within the planning area. Overall, the information about listed species
1s noteworthy and direct in indicating where either adverse or beneficial
effects may result from proposed resource allocations or projected use
and development of resources.

Ou that a major fault of the planning process and the document
ose because endangered species were not identified as an Issue during
le 'issue driven" planning process, and hence, no goals for these
wcies or their habitats over the planning period are presented in the

an. Lacking these goats, the plan is unable to describe these habitats
i any detail. Therefore, resources cannot be allocated directly for
magement and improvement of those seasonal or year-long habitats of

threatened species in the planning areaimport
over the life of the pi
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6b
Because of these concerns, we rec

the Section 7 consultation proces
endangered and threatened species
documentation of known important
base, the biological assessment c

and their impacts (direct, indire
needed is the Identification and

followed in resource use prescrip
area-wide development actions in

procedures and criteria now, we c

proposed in the RMP/OEIS is or is

threatened species over the long-

resources can be Identified in ad

other site review processes can b

md manageable habi

I

e). The final step

l wM-

futun
!-by-<

y establi
i then assess whether the act'

iot likely to affect endangeri

erm. Moreover, funding and mi

ince of development so that tl

adequately accomplished.

Since the purposes of ESA (Section 2(b)) requires Federal agencies to

"provide a means whereby the ecosystems upon which endangered and threatene>

species depend may be conserved," we believe that comprehensive plans

for resource allocation must take a comprehensive look at how, where,

and when allocations can be made to meet the purpose of the Act. He

will help you to the best of our ability to meet our shared responslbllltie

as directed by ESA and hopefully, to meet the timetables established for

the Headwaters RMP Record of Decision.

We hope that the biological assessme
and documenting the endangered and

and management direction for this re

this information Into th

-man- , for aluating

lis i thi:

and 1Rocky Mountaii

several public agencies and pi

these habitats and recognize

continued use of recovery plai

bear in an effort to achieve i

to help direct your thinking

Range Resources

e area We recommend that BLM

RMP/FEIS. Our for sped
lly
wet

in thos

and are
s htb

Invo

e real

ved In

Ize that
managing

(Of total
this a

»p«
we 'rec

1f habitat
ommend

Vi1 able fo wolf and grizzly
ativ e recov ery o these species a

Under the preferred alte

is proposed for 2,560 ac

BLM Is proposing to util

concerned if the Introdu
This type of conversion
useless to wildlife. Ev

are Included in the mlxt
to the competitive natur
utilization rates typlca

condition. We feel that

! A), seeding and interseedlm
On page 116 of the draft, we note that the

itive and introduced plants. We are very

ecfes to be utilized is crested wheatgrass

s in monotypic vegetation, essentially

other species such as alfalfa or sweetclovi

hey are generally eliminated over time due

rested wheatgrass and the high livestock

,ed to maintain the 'pasture" in palatable

conversions (to crested wheatgrass)

. iblic lands that are managed for multiple

If undertaken at all, they should be developed on private lands

luded in an AMP in order to defer use on the native public range

11 mid-June or early July. Thus, the livestock operator would Still

6c
;he necessary spring grazing and the native public range would be
lined. We feel this is critically Important because of the negative
fe Implications resulting from the loss of native range 1n Montana

i "plow-out" in recent years.

plant vigor and i

BLM,
wetla

ial level.

1 emphasis given to riparian hablta 1

more needs to be done, in a timely

As you

habitat.
•coqn the i

the

:
of these areas, 1n terms of general policy. On February

5. 1980, the ELM published in the federal Register (Volume 45. No. 25.
pages 7389-7895). Final Guidelines; Wetlands-Riparian Area Protection
and Management; Policy and Protection Procedures. Therein It is stated
that, "Riparian areas which presently or potentially support broad-leaf
vegetation in arid and semi-arid ecosystems are of special management
concern" (emphasis added). One of the stated objectives 1s to, "Implement
a management system to protect, maintain, and enhance all wetland-
riparian areas administered by BLM" {emphasis added). The guidelines
further state that BLM policy will be to. "Avoid the long and short-term
adverse impacts associated with the distribution, loss, or degradation
of wetland-riparian areas"... and, "Preserve and enhance the natural and
beneficial values of wetland-riparian areas which may include constraining
or excluding those uses that cause significant, long-term ecological
damage." Having reviewed the Headwaters PEIS, we do not believe that
these guidelines have yet been adequately observed. We recommend that
during preparation of the Final E1S. more adequate attention be given to
wetland-riparian habitat protection needs, especially regarding the lime

over which protective measures are to be Implemented. According to the
draft, the proposal is to improve 58.51 (22.6 miles) of the unsatisfactory
riparian habitat on priority 1 allotments over a period of 20 years;
another 20 years would presumably be required to Improve the 29. 5S (11.3
miles) of unsatisfactory riparian habitat on priority 2 allotments.
Thus, forty years would be required to reach the desired goals. The
Issue of moose habitat (page 126) emphasizes our concern that not enough
Is being done soon enough to protect riparian habitat. Under Alternative
A, moose habitat would only improve from 401 unsatisfactory to 341

unsatisfactory; only four of twelve allotments containing moose habitat
would improve, the remaining eight would experience little change.
Therefore, we recommend that the scheduling required to implement the

AMP goals for riparian habitat be shortened significantly because of Its

Importance to both wildlife and water guality.

6d
Livestock Grazlnq

almost no detail s In the d aft of howOn the Issue of grazing, we found
grazing will be managed for the benefit o f wildlife. The In

1s that bettering the range condl tion wll e wildlife benefits.
Although we too believe that wild Ife can benefit from bette ing the
range condition, we feel that other Issue s must a) so be cons dered to
determine whether wildlife resour any net be efits.
Often times the range Improvement (water , fencing

,
grazing systems)

associated with intensive management have
For example, one ramification of e management is the
of livestock Into areas that prev till zed be ause of
lack of water. After water developments are installed, live tock/wlldllfe
competition will be spread over a area tha n was prev ously
possible. Another Impact is the >ften 1n tensive u Mllzatlon of forage
In one or more of the pastures in which lea* es little
or no residual cover for wildlife In thes s. We fee
well as other pertinent issues, m st be discussed 1 EIS
before the assertion can be made Chat the [..ropo^M grazing m
will benefit wildlife. As wntte raft dO«3 not discu s the

negative implications of intensive management. In ssmuch as he draft
indicates that oraztng income to he U.S. Treasury from publ c lands 1n

the Headwaters 1s about {58,000 a d that wildlife related re

through hunter-day use, result In $255,000 of econ umlc stimu ation. it

appears that more attention shoul be giv pr to add resslng thi Impacts of
grazing upon wildlife.

Land Tenure

On the Issue of land tenure adjus Stents, we wi s h t a commend you on your
goal of utilizing exchanges (see >age 112) as the primary me ns of
disposal rather than sales. The jutrlght public la ds could
have severe consequences upon the wildlife values of the lane s and the

public's use thereof. Furthermore, we en courage you to pursi
priority basis, providing access o those public 1

does not now exist, except In tho important to the n
endangered or threatened species.

Wildlife UnsultabHity Criteria

if the u nsultabll ty crlter a on theWe have reviewed the application
federal mineral estate within the Great F alls foal Field. W< believe
that the rationale used in the dr nent for applicatto of several
or the unsuitablllty criteria are not con ions pertaining
to the management of federal ly-ow ed coal (43 CFR 3400) and may result
1n unnecessary conflict or delays 1f leas Ing of these coal r

Initiated In the future.

In general, we have found, during past 1easmg efforts In th Powder
River and Fort Union Coal Regions that completion of four-s

wildlife inventories and applicat on of u nsultabll ty crlter a well in

minimi zes the c onfllct be ween wildlife
and coal development Initiatives. Sectlon 3461.3- (aKD of the Federal

6e
Coal Management Regulation?

criteria shall be applied i

identified in the comprehei

; that. "Each of the unsuitablllty

:oat lands with development potential

md use plan or land use analysis. For

lllty conditions are found and for

which the authorized officer of the surface management agency could

otherwise regard coal mining as a likely use. the exceptions and exemptli

for each criterion may be applied."

.elude i

comprehei lai

the adequ*
Section 3461.3-l{b)(l)
or land use analysis sh,

reliability of the data involved. Where either a criterion or exception

(when under subsection (a) of this section the authorized officer decides

that application of an exception 1s appropriate) cannot be applied

during the land use planning process because of inadequate or unreliable

data, the plan or analysts shall discuss the reasons therefor and disclose

when activity planning, or. In the case of criterion 19, prior to approval

of a permit, the data needed to make an assessment with reasonable

certainty would be generated."

Section 3461.3-1(2) states

final regional lease sale

Section 3420.4-5 of th1

application to the trac

of this title, except, whe
of .

"No lease tract shall be analyzed In a

mmental Impact statement prepared under

ilthout significant data material to the

criterion described 1n Section 3461.1

ultablUty criteria

le

,
the regulations require that the unsuitablllty applications

i adequate data and that they be completed prior to leasing of

documents the limited data

s In the planning area. A

r survey 1s recommended. In

:1on requiring additional

eet the cited regulations. Adequate Inventory and

lability Criteria No. 11 prior to Issuance of the

fall lysis for Criterion No. H in Appendl

liable on golden and bald eagle nest

lea se s 1 1 pu

1

ation requiring additional r

Rationale expressed in the draft planning document for Unsuitablllty

Criteria No. 13 and No. 14 suggesting Inventories of cliff sites at the

time of leasing for criteria No. 13 and leases with stipulations requlrlm

inventories of high priority habitat for migratory birds of high Federal

interest for Criteria No. 14 also do not appear to be consistent with

the coal planning regulations. These inventories and subsequent applicat

of unsuitablllty criteria are necessary and are required prior to Issuano

of Federal coal leases.
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Bf The Fish and Wildlife Service is ready to assist in the 1dei

of migratory birds of high Federal interest for coal resouri

in the Headwaters Resource Area. We are also willing to as

identifying inventory needs and, depending upon financial n
available, may be able to assist in the completion of requl

Wilderness

BCCM ! Of ' nportance of the three ar

e Creek, and Chute Mount
eas known as Peep Creek/ 8attl

aln to wildlife. Including

s, we suggest that you v

reas to Congress as suit

ldllfe are eliminated or

nagement are in place, a

able for wilderness. Some of

dampened when the provisions

nd due to the potential for

Creek,

endangered specie
ommendtng thi

for wllderne:

resource extraction in these areas, wilderness designation may we'

the best option available to Insure long-term protection of these

and (heir associated wildlife, particularly the gMizly. If you i

that you are unable to recommend these ;

request that they be managed < . roadie

i2«I ;
Comment

We note that there 1s a discrepancy between figures presented in th<

body of the RHP/DEIS and reference to data contained m Figure 3-?.

State Direc or, BLM. Billings, MT

Robert Stew rt. Department of Interlor, Denver CO

Environment Coordination, Washington, D.C.

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

To: District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Butte, MT

From: Field Supervisor, Endangered Species, Billings, MT

Subject: Headwaters Resource Management Plan EIS

This responds to your July 13, 1963. memorandum regarding the proposed
Headwaters Resource Management Plan CIS covering BLM lands In Jefferson,
Broadwater, Gallatin, Park, Meagher, Cascade, Lewis and Clark, Teton,
and Pondera Counties, Montana.

In accordance with Section 7(c) of the Endangered Species Act as amended,
we have determined that the following listed and proposed threatened and
endangered species may be present in the project area.

GMiily Sear (Ursus arctos horrl bill s]

Gray Wolf (Canis lupusT
Black-Footed Ferret TMustela nlarlpes)

resident
Resident
Resident
Possible resident i

prairie dog towns

We do not believe that we have data c

which Is unknown to you. However, w<

developing the biological assessment,
assistance In assessing Impacts, clai

data unknown to you.

i the listed species In your area
encourage you to contact us, while
1f you believe we can provide
Ifying formalities, or Identifying

7b
Upon completion of your assessment. If you determine that the project
will affect any of the above listed species, formal consultation with
the FWS through my office should be Initiated. Sectln 7(d) of the Act
requires that during the consultation process, the Federal agency and
the permit or license applicant shall not make any irreversible or
irretrievable commitment of resources which would preclude the formulat
of reasonable and prudent alternatives.

Pie. mtact us If i i be of further i

\&^MbtA«^£

Regional Director, FWS, Region 6 (FA/SE)

United Slates Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Nraot ifidaa

Land Management

,

Rocky Mountain Region

Review of Headwaters Rest

environmental Impact Stai

Cascade. Gallatin. Jeffei
Pondera, and Teton Count:

I Resource Preai

Area Resource Management Plan/Draft
>t, Butte District. Broadwater,
Lewis and Clark, Meagher, Park,

Montana (DES 83/18)

viewed the subject do.

i designated i

Da tgnated

Po entlal _
Jefferson Count

Levis nd Clark c««,

Middle Fork Canyon

Freezeout Lake Came Management

Pine Butte Swamp

Further planning for the Headwaters Resource Area sh<

official and potential designations and avoid impacti
affect the ecological and geological features of the:

information can be obtained from Ms. Carole Madison,

uld adversel'
Further
Park Servlc<
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The Headwaters Resource Ai

Scenic River, a component
Impacts which would adven

is. Madls,

The plan Identifies significant resource
miles of the north boundary of Yellovstoc
leasing and lease application activity 1;

lmaed lately adjacent to those lands on ar

oil and gas leasing, a significant issue

Identified in the plan. If oil and gas ]

National Park, we request that the final

ned gr:

i portion of Che Flathead Wild I

.Id and Scenic River System.

nource should also be avoided.
Duane Holmes at the same addri

ssues on land lying within 2

i National Pack. Oil and gas
ongoing on National Forest 1,

10a U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

U.S. Department of the Interior

Bureau of Land Management
Mr. Dan Lechefsky, Project Manager

Gear Mr. Lechefsky,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft Resource Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the Headwaters Resource Area,

Montana.

Our review indicates that the document satisfactorily addresses our

concerns. We are pleased to note that the Montana State Highway
Department has received a copy of this document for review.

Robert L. Jacobsen
Office of Environmental Progn

11a.
I.SS,}

fiu,-tteDO

I TED STATES ENy-J.&ONMEN L PROTECTION AGf Nfcjfn*,

Ref: 8PM-EA

Mr. Michael J. PenfoVcT
"
J

'

State Director

Bureau of Land Management

U.S. Department of Interioi

222 North 32nd Street

P.O. Bo* 30157

Billings, Montana 59107

Dear Mr. Penfold:

i the "Re ! Ham

The major issue with this EIS appears to be management of lands along the

ocky Mountain front. Your proposed alternative for management of this area

.ffers protection to water quality but would not offer the degree of long-term

rotection to wildlife, especially the grizzly bear, as would official

ildemess designation of these important habitat areas.

Although we agree

emative would genera

pur" gas found in this

ilities would have to

;ignation of the Bob M

th the EIS that a

lly be minimal. *
. area might well

utly sen
lildemes
in the f

We support •

to control indij

help protect wa'

efforts to improve wat

iminate use of off-roac

quality in the study i

r quality impacts from your proposed

would point out that production of

equlre a sweetening plant. Such

tinized, especially 1n light of the

Area as a Class I airshed. We

nal EIS.

, and

rating systi

lections - i

ments on ai

! Taylor in

ti for draft impact statements, this EIS is

sufficient Information). The "2" rating is

quality. If you have any questions,

ur Helena Montana Office at (406) 449-5466

Sincerely yours.

JohnG. Welles

Regional Admini

MONTANA HISTORICAL SOCIETY

HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

225 NORTH ROBERTS STREET • (406) 449-4564 • HELENA MONTANA 59601

Butte. MT 39702

Dear Mr. Lechefsky:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above-named docm
The document seems to be well written and cultural resources
are presented clearly. I recommend that the final document

Sincerely

Marcella Shei

Deputy SUPO

TAF:od

•

-^f\

#IW 2 J 1983 »
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29 fil tt 32

Stair of JHtuitnim

(Dffir, m tip OBmrnuii

Mrlnts, 3fl...,i ..n 59620

August 5, 1983

ovwc ! wtw '
a*TB

!
tt*re

; » AP
j, so '&
)••—

MO
»

2j*^ a
Cm ,7

™r^U>^_ 4

Mr. Michael Penfold, state Director
U.S. Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 30157
Billings, MT 59107

i behalf of the Governor's Planning Task Force 1 want to
thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the BLM
Headwaters Resource Area Resource Management Plan (RMP). I have
attached specific comments about range management, soil and water
management, land tenure adjustment, weed control, grazing, fire
management and wildlife.

Although the Headwaters Plan is well organized and easy to
read, it is very general. Future allotment or project management
plans should be specifically described. The effects of each
proposed action and the monitoring methods to be used should be
identified in the Plan.

si^jLy.

13b
SPECIFIC COMMENTS

RANGE MANAGEMENT

ing of range conditions and trends will be very
important in the Headwaters Resource Area, because 20,173 acres
of grazing lands have not been inventoried and only 10 allotment
Management Plans are now in existence. The BLM should conduct
range surveys on the 20,173 unsurveyed acres whenever possible.

fortargeting range impri
potential for improved range, watershed
eduction of stocking rates to proper
estock grazing in important grizzly
ease livestock/bear conflicts.

3. The State supports the Outstanding Natural Areas designs
for the four Rocky Mountain Front areas as being protective of
resource and wildlife values without excluding all resource
activity. The management flexibility afforded by this designatioi
should not be an impediment to continued livestock use of these

2. rhe State
allotment th the grea
and wildl le value
use . The delin* s for
bear habi should help
However

,

ample tim ; to adjui t to

of their object:
should be provided

i the

4. The BLM did not provide projected percentage:
improvements in range conditions over the entire reso
By not providing this information the question of the

' ~~b. A time frame for impleme
e credence to their objectiv
nefits of their objective ca

of expected

5. Changes in le
management is retained
accomplished on a wide
Final RMP.

management is not discussed,
h the operator, will objective;
le? This should be addressed

B. SOIL/WATER MANAGEMENT

1. Appendix C states that the
were selected to avoid rather than
quality and soils. The prevention
desirable, but, mitigative measures
case adverse impacts do occur

.

Best Management Practices
utigate impacts to water
f adverse impacts is clearly
should also be developed in

13c
2. On pages 48-50. Table 2-16, the impacts to soil and

water resources range from minor deterioration to moderate-high
improvement. However, riparian, waterfowl and fisheries habitat
range from a major decrease to minor increase. How can soil and
water resources experience improvements and habitats deteriorate?

3. Grazing management, oil and gas development and coal
mining are concerns for water quality impacts. Streambank protection
should be considered when evaluating grazing allotments, oil and
gas development should consider stipulations for wastewater and
sludge disposal in areas where surface and ground water will not
be polluted (reference Montana Surface Water Quality
Standards - 16.20.601 and Montana Groundwater Standards - 16.20.1003).

C. LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENT

1. The State supports the land ownership adjustment categories
shown on the Management Unit Map and the Land Ownership Adjustments
map. All tracts within the disposal category should be carefully
screened for resource values before being slated for exchange or
sale. We support the emphasis on exchange as the primary method
for disposal. Land exchange can be used to improve public access
to rivers and other recreational-sportsman conflicts.

2. It is unclear how the boundary between Management Units
9 and 10 was drawn, particularly in the Horseshoe Hills and the
Smith and Musselshell River drainages. Several large blocks of
public lands with high wildlife values occur within Management
Unit 10 in these areas but have been placed in the disposal
category. Several of these areas are contiguous with Management
Area 9, a retention area. These tracts should be carefully
evaluated before disposal is considered. These lands should have
a high priority for exchange, as opposed to sale, because they
could be valuable for increasing public access in Management Unit
9 and along the Smith and Missouri Rivers.

3. The "sodbusting" in Montana could jeopardize BLM's asset
management program. We support the exchange of lands for isolated
tracts where there is potential irrigable lands and in areas that
make good land management sense. These lands are principally
rangeland and should not be broken up unless they are classified
as tillable land by the Soil Conservation Service. We suggest
that a "statement of intent" and a soil conservation plan accompany
any person's or company's offer to buy or exchange BLM land.

WEED COB

13d
2. Weeds and their control cost Montan.

million annually. The loss to producers froi

water and nutrient loss and shading is estimated at S2 million.
This is after Montana producers have spent $23-25 million on
control. Due to these facts, more attention should be given to

the identification, mapping and control of noxious weeds in the

BLM management plan.

negati'

GRAZING

1. The State is concerned about possible substantive
impacts to certain grazing permittees under the preferred

_ ive. The DEIS cites a 5-year horizon for phasing in
livestock reductions. The State believes that where proposed
actions threaten the viability of the livestock operator that
every effort should be made to ameliorate this situation. The
BLM might consider extending time frames, scaling down the proposed
decrease in AUMs, helping locate alternate public rangelands r

implementing more intensive management pla these allotments

forth
ire:

2 . The Range Program S'

objectives and how the diffe
AUM's to grazing. However, no time
they expect to meet those objectives
of when new allotment management pla:

or completed. No time frames were p

n the RMP provides relative
natives will cut or add
ames were provided of when
No time frames were presented
would be planned, initiated
sented on how range improvements

Such time

3. The S

Management Ag
i the publ

rest the new Cooperati
cted livestock operati
eceived to date indica

s read with great in
eement (CMA) program for se

.__ lands. The sketchy details
that only those permittees whose allotment- it. m mc n imaxunuu;
category will be eligible.

Appendices D and E of the DEIS show that many allotments are

in good repair in terms of vegetation and riparian areas, yet are

categorized as "I" (improve) allotments solely for wildlife reasons.
How does the BLM reconcile the seeming penalty of ineligibility for

the CMA program for the livestock operators in these instances?

4. In grazing allotments targeted for a short term decrease
m AUMs, the grazing permittee should receive consideration in
the allocation of any long term increased forage production.

FIRE MANAGEMENT

I. The fire program is defined under "mangement guidance
to all alternatives," but little detail is provided concerning

implementation. Given the scattered nature of BLM lands, the
policy regarding cooperation with the Department of State Lands,
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13e
and the USDA Forest Service should be explained. Also, the
existence of the County Cooperative Fire Program should be
acknowledged, and coordination with the participating counties
explained.

2. No mention is made of the impacts associated with the
prescribed burning of logging debris and sagebrush. The preferred
alternative indicates that prescribed burning is planned on both
forest and range lands, but no measures are given for mitigating
smoke impacts. Reference should be made to the Montana Cooperative
Smoke Management Agreement and Plan.

G. WILDLIFE

1. In reviewing the sele>
and wildlife related recreatio:
The basis for identification o
of the planning team members,
input, and review by BLM manag
was discussed under several of
strongly feel that if issues a

format, wildlife and wildlife
status with grazing, timber, m a.s

noted that wildlife
tified as an issue.
issues was judgement
onsultation, public
stand that wildlife
sue headings, but we
or part of the planning

, comparable

2. We endorse the utilization of the guidelines from the
Montana Cooperative Elk Logging Study in the formulation of
forest activity. Page 24, Paragraph 1 of the RMP, Silvicultural
Guidelines and Harvesting Techniques—emphasis should be placed
on minimizing public access into areas that have significant
security values for elk and other wildlife species.

3. We support the seasonal wildlife
Table 2-2. But, we do object to the ex>

rvest, regarding consultation opportunit
Fish, Wildlife and Parks. Timber harve

me potential for adverse impacts to wild
actices involving vegetative manipulatio

stn tions as indicated
of timber

vided the Departmen
vities have the
other cultural

4. The Elkhom Mountains have been designated by the U.S.
Forest Service as a prototype wildlife management area. Because
of this, they have been withdrawn from the regulated timber base.
To be consistent with Forest Service planning the BLM should
withdraw all areas adjacent to Forest Service lands in the Elkhorn
from proposed regulated timber harvest, which is indicated in all
alternatives. This does not mean that some timber harvest will
not be allowed, but that it should be coordinated with the Forest
Service so as no to conflict with the planning direction taken
in their wildlife management area.

14a
Oty-Cari'V BuWKTg

Lewis and Clark County
Board of County Commissioners

June 15. 1983

Mr. Dan Lechefsky. Project
Butte District Office
Bureau of Land Management

Box 3388
Butte MT 59702

Dear Mr
.
Lechefsky:

: belies

sts Of I itlzen-

elopment < publi

lands" unique natural characteristics shoul

2. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on th

concerned that BLM's communication and public 1nvo

highest priority in any of its 'and management dec

k County. He expect s<

feel that preservatloi

preserved in the proce

RMP/EIS. We c

3. We are also quite

Impacts that may accr e to BLM' s
'

the potential land

and management pollc

4. Management issues numbered 6, 7, and 8 as they re the Scratchgrj

ly completed Scratchgravel Hills

ft document has been se«

5. As Indicated in our April 19, 1983, letter to your si

Penfold, we are very Interested in management issue No. !

the successful grant application of a local consultant t<

study of possible public and private land trades to presi

help protect land determined to be of significant public

15a
Teton County Conservation District

Dan Lechefsky
Project Manager
Butte District (

Dear Sir:

At the recent Board of Supervisors meeting your proposed RMP/EIS

draft was reviewed. The Board will like to inform you that they are

in agreement with Alternative A. regarding wilderness areas in our

county.

14b

Mr. Dan Lechefsky. Project Manager

Page 2

June 15, 1983

appreciative of BLM's efforts to utilize land trades to acquire additional

lands for public benefit. The lengthy process by which BLM recently acquire'

former Oxbow Ranch land on the Missouri River 1s a good example of the pollc

which we support.

In summary, we believe that BLM should play a stewardship role for lands wfili

have been entrusted to Its management. The public should always have sufflc

time to comment on any proposed changes 1n BLM's land management policies.

1 lable for slgnatui

John_H. Ullklf. .

3L

240



LETTERS

16a.

July 25, 1983

Mr . Dan Lechefsky
Project Manager
Butte District
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 3368
Butte, Montana 59702

Dear Lechef sky:

Atlantic Richfield Company appreciates having the
opportunity to provide comments to the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) regarding the draft Resource
Management Plan (RMP) for the Headwaters Resource
Area, Montana. Our comments also pertain to the
proposed designation of the Sleeping Giant tract as
an Area of Critical Environmental Concern, which
appeared in both the draft RMP and the June 23, 1963,
Federal Register .

We are very concerned that several recommendations
set forth under the Preferred Alternative would
effectively preclude exploration and development of
oil and gas resources In locations along the Rocky
Mountain Front which have the highest potential for

such development. While none of the five areas under
consideration are recommended as suitable for
wilderness designation, it appears that the BLM
contemplates adopting highly protective management
stipulations that amount to de facto wilderness.
Specifically, we are alarmed by statements made
concerning four areas along the Rocky Mountain Front
- Blind Horse Creek, Ear Mountain, Chute Mountain,
Deep Creek/Battle Creek - which are recommended for
Outstanding Natural Area (ONA) designation. The
Preferred Alternative asserts that this 'special
designation will permit essentially the same level of
protection for scenic, recreational, and other values
that wilderness designation would provide." Similar
intentions appear to exist with respect to the
proposed Sleeping Giant ACEC. Clearly, such
stringent protection, especially the Increase in no
surface occupancy restrictions, would Impede If not
prohibit development of the area's oil and gas
resources. The contemplated Increase in regulation
is particularly disconcerting because of the very
high potential of the area, and Atlantic Richfleld's

16b
Mr. Dan Lechef sky
July 25, 1963
Page 2

throughout the entire

To quantify the impllca

for energy and minerals

the fo
t ic

e employed the RMOGA
evaluation matrix to assess the development
opportunities which would be foregone under each

highlights the Impact of contemplated restrictions on
the potential for resource development, with the
Preferred Alternative yielding a figure which is 72%
of the exploration opportunity in the Resource Area
if only standard stipulations were applied. This
compares with a percentage of 80* for the production
a Iter native and, somewhat surprisingly, a figure of
86% for current management practices. This analysis
demonstrates that the so-called resource production
option is actually more restrictive than present
management. This impact is felt principally because
of the restrictive stipulations recommended for areas
of highest oil and gas potential.

On this basis, we argue that the public Interest
would be better served by permitting surface
occupancy to facilitate exploration within the areas
in question. Experience has demonstrated that
intelligently conducted exploration and development
activities can be compatible with sensitive natural
environments. Such exploration would provide the
resource Information base needed for well-informed,
rational land use planning decisions.

We are also concerned
implicit assumption ii

and gas exploration cannot b
having severe negative impac
habitat and populations. At
facility in Colorado, Atlant
demonstrated that it can ope

be .what appea
Headwaters RMP;
be undertaken without

i an area's wildlife
Sheep Mountain
chfield has
a gas field in an

area that has been designated as critical elk winter
and calving range without having adverse impacts. In
fact, studies by ARCO and the Bureau of Land
Management have shown that the elk herd in this area
is Increasing annually. Clearly, an Implicit
assumption that wildlife and oil/gas exploration are
incompatible, which ignores the environmental
sensitivity of modern Industry practices, should not
influence the allocation of resources on our public
lands.

16c
Mr. Dan Lechef sky
July 25, 1983
Page 3

He encourage t he BLM to r sider .he proposed
imposition of additio na enu Latory
areas of high oil and qas
Preferred Alt* rnative C a

intended to p eserve En snagem ent options while

providing ful :i< tor surfa ;e values, the

proposed access restr Lc .1 :ould affectively deny

us the opportunity to plore and d svelop the oil an
along the Rocky Mountain Fro

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these
comments. Please contact this office if we can be of

further assistance In your planning effort.

j.r. Mitchell

16d
HEADWATERS RESOURCE AREA, MONTANA

RMOGA EVALUATION MATRIX

SUMMARY TABLE

Oil and Gas Opportunity

ALTERNATIVE

A (Preferred)

B (NO Action)

C (Protection)

D (Production)

Current Status

The figur
explorati

applied t

•Rocky Mountain

62.44

66.13

42.46

70.78

83.75

REST

80.46

60.31

61.39

80.10

67.99

72.04

73.67

63.17

79.96

85.99

table reflect the percentage of

:andard stipulations were
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ALTERNATIVE A (PREFERRED)

Potential

RMF High = 4 Low - 1

Act-
Restrictions Acres x Mm

High 1 18550 x (4-4) =

2 14040 x (8-4) = 56160

3 49500 x (12-4) = 396000

Low 4 36160 x (16-4) = 433920
11B250 886080

REST
Act-

Acres x Min

1 2348 x (1-1) -

2 6910 x (2-1) 8910

3 28970B x (3-1) = 579416

4 236289 x (4-1) = 708867
537255 1297193

RMF (Hiqh potential}

Range 118250 x (Act - Min) = 118250 x 12 1419000

Opportunity = Actual = 886080 62.44%
Range 1419000

REST (Low Potential)

Range » 537255 x (Act - Kin) * 537255 x 3 » 1611765

Opportunity - Actual = 1297193 - 80.48%
Range 1611765

OVERALL

Opportunity = Actual (Hiqh + Low) = 886080 + 1297193
Range (High + Low) 1419000 + 1611765

2183273 = 72.04%
3030765

16f
ALTERNATIVE B NO ACTION)

RMF
Act-

Restrictions

1

2

3

4

Acres x Min

15430 x =

7200 x 4 =

59460 x 8 =

36160 K 12
118250

REST

Act
Acres x mr

28800

475680

433920
938400

2

3

i

2995 x

10325 x 1 -

267643 x 2 =

236289 x 3 *

537225

10325

575286

708867
1294478

RMF (Hiqh Potential)

Opport ntity Actual
Range

= 938400 =

1419000*
66 .13%

REST (Low potential)

Opport inlty > Actual 1294478
1611765'

80 13%

OVERALL

Opport inftv = Actual Hiqh + LOW)
High * Low

" 938400 + 1294478 - 73.67%
3030765

•computed In Alternative A

16g
ALTERNATIVE C (PROTECTION)

RMF

Act-
Reatt lotions Acres x Min

1 40790 x

2 39020 x 4 = 156080

3 3700 X 8 . 29600

4 34740 x 12 - 416880
602560

REST
Act-

Acres x Min

1 0x0

2 3731 x 1 3731

3 299203 x 2 - 59646

4 236584 x 3 - 709752
1311889

RMP (Hiqh Potential)

Opportunity - Actual = 602560 -

1419000
42.46%

REST (Low Potential)

Oppor tu lity - Actual - 1311889
1611765

- 81.39%

OVERALL

Opportu lity - Actual (Hiqh + Low) - 602560 + 1311889 - 63.17%
(High + LOW) 3030765

16h
(PRODUCTION)

RMF
Act-

Acres x Min

10950 x -

x 4 -

70820 x 8 - 566560

1 3924 x ] -

2 11821 x L - 11021

3 285287 x I - 570574

4 236223 x } - 708669
537255 1291064

RMF (Hiqh Potential)

Oppor tun ty Actual 1004320
1419000

REST (Low Potential)

Oppor tun ty = Actual 1291064
1611765

OVERALL

Opportunity 1 (High + Low) * 1004320 * 1419000 - 79.96%
Range (High * Low)
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CURRENT STATUS

Total Area = 649955 acres

RMF
Act-

Restrictions Acres i Mm

1 10950 x

2 3550 x 4 14200

3 17700 x 8 = 141600

4 86050 x 12 - 1032600
118250 1188400

REST
Act-

Acres k Min

1 1960 x =

2 20000 x 1 - 20000

3 145633 x 2 - 291266

4 364104 x 3 - 1092312
531765 1403578

RMF (Hiqh Potential)

MAX RANGE - Acres X (Act - Min) * 118250 x 12 - 1419000

ACTUAL (CURRENT) - Actual - 1188400 B3
Range 1419000

75»

REST (Low Potential)

MAX RANGE = Acres x (Act - Min) 531705 x 3 - 1595115

ACTUAL • 1403578 - 87.99%
1595115

OVERALL

Actual (RMF + REST) - 1188400 + 1403578
Range (RMF ! REStI 1419000 t 1593115

2591978 = 85.991
301411S

17a
Chevron U.SA Inc

700 South Colorado Blvd P Bo. 599, Denver. CO 60201

June 20, 1983

L<g.i>*<».« **>(«

Mr. Dan Lechefsky
Project Manager

P.O. Box 3388

Butte, Montana S9702

Dear Mr. Lechefsky:

Much of the Headwaters RA, particularly the Rocky Mountal:

bears significant potential for discovery and development

gas resources. While your Draft RMP/EIS attempts to recogn:

significant potential, we fear that some of the managemei

ling for protection of other resources will prevent full

of the energy and mineral potential In the Headwaters RA

of moderate to high energy and mineral potential, we bel

activities should be encouraged and restrictions for pro

I should be limited to those absolutely ne

C
'

1
18a (conoco)

CfTTTt'-

wm^^ocnoo

July 13. 1983

Dan Lechefsky
ButJe District B- L. M

P.C Box 3388
Butle. MT 59702

Dea r Mr Lechefsky

We are ge lerall y encouraged by the Headwaters R. A.

plalining and i i part cular that oil and gas leasing and
dev elopment ar - cons idered as major planning issues.

We note t lat th s Rocky Uountai n Front study areas
recommended for DNA designation Because of the
rguable hlg i petr ileum potential

agr s appr liich inasmuch a s ONA designation
s not carry the penalty of absol ute withdrawal that

Wll Serness des gnati an does . We no :e , however . your
ement that ONA designation will . in your words

.

pro lally the same level
Wll lgnat

1

3n would provid e. " ONA protective
sti pulations b ?inn a discretionary natter we hope that.

:he event t lis al ernative is taken, you will
oil a id gas explorat ion and production

proveably rief and reparable. We believe
IF GIVEN THE :HANCE. to illustrate

,d not irreparably damage
values To the exten
:o pro

cha llenge 1 l&btly , w B support your preferred alternative.

E. F. B^rdsall

V
/*#. A ^^1

19a
Continental Divide Trail Society

June 29. 19S3

Project Manager
Headwaters R»t
Butte District Office
Bureau of Land Vanagemen
P.O. Box 3386
Butte, Montana 59702

Dear Siri

draft Skp/EIS fo

Our interest re
an impact upon

Reso

stes to those aspects of the plan tha
he Continental Divide National Scenic
concerned with the public lands near

Rogers Pass (Management Unit 5) and near Greenhorn Mountali
(Management Unit 26).

First, we agre.

T 16 N. R 6 W. Sec. 32,
already represents a su
also sensitive, though
or the likely Trail rou
Divide Trail, vol. I, W

users in the Marysville area.

cy should not be allowed In
n though the power line there
ntlal intrusion. Section 33 Is

directly on the Continental Divide
(See Guide to the Co

Mont: 155.)

Finally, esource management In Units 5 and 26
the location of the Continental Dlvl

onal use thereof.

We look forward to receiving

R. Wolf'.
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Mike Penfold. State Director
Bureau of Land Management
Box 30157
Billings . KT 5910?

Of all the lands managed by the Bureau In Montana, perhaps none are more
Important to wildlife- -and particularly to threatened and endangered species—than
those in the Headwaters Resource Area, and especially the lands along the Rocky
Mountain Front. While this plan does a great deal to protect those resource values,
It does have some critical flaws, particularly in regard to oil and gas leasing

and the designation of roadless areas.

I'd like to start, however, by making it clear that the Headwaters document
is the most intelligible BLM grazing document I've read to date. The charts and

maps are extremely helpful, and the struture of the EIS Is such that it's easy to^

follow specific Issues and concerns throughout each chapter. One thing that wasn't

so clear, however, was how specific concerns would be addressed on an allotment-by-

allotment basis- For Instance, In Appendix E (Opportunities For I Allotments)
you might state "XYZ Allotment 1 riparian vegetation in unsatisfactory condition,

excessive soil erosion, elk and deer winter range in unsatisfactory condition."

You would then state in the Resource Management Objectives colunm something like

Improve riparian habitat, decrease erosion. Improve elk and deer winter range.

What seems to be lacking Is the specific management action that needs to be taken to

achieve some of these objectives, because In comparing Appendix H (Stocking Rate

Adjustments) to Appendix E, it's not always clear how the Improvements will be

accomplished. Further, I'd like to have a better sense of what the priorities are
for making these improvements . Clven the reduced federal funds in recent years.

It would appear many of the Improvements that involve intensive management may not

get fundedi It would have been helpful If the EIS would have looked at ways to

meet resource objectives given possible budget constraints, which appear to be 3

The following are my comments on specific Issue areas:

Oil and Gas Leasing and Development

The oil and gas issue has the potential to lapaet wildlife to 3 far greater
degree than livestock gracing unless the Bureau adopts a conservative stance from
the start and then loosens restrictions as found permissible or as necessity demands.
Oil and gas leasing and development Is particularly crucial to the welfare of both

the threatened grizzly bear and endangered northern gray wolf. Conservative management

at this time— and that means the adoption of sufficient no leasing and no surfaoe

occupancy areas— will greatly reduce the number of future conflicts. Rather than

delaying decisions and allow grizzly and wolf habitat to be eroded a 1 -ttle at a time.

the Bureau should protect those areas Important for endangered species now.

1244 NINETEENTH STREET, NW • WASHINGTON, DC 20036 • (202) 659-9510

20b
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The amount of acreage suggested for no leasing and no surface occupancy in the

preferred alternative Is simply not enough to adequately protect the grizzly or wolf.

As the Fish and Wildlife Service noted In Its biological opinion on the Rocky Mountain

Front plan several years ago, simultaneous development in adjacent drainages could

jeopardize both the grizzly and the wolf. The Bureau needs to adopt a plan that

takes Into account such a possibility.

Front (Blind Horse,
that the Bureau Is picking
lack roads and development
lands that are critical

mtaln, Deep Cr./Batt:
iose lands that are c<

n't imminent. Rathe:

protected from oil and gas

reas along the Rocky Mountain

r.). This would seem to suggest

nient to protect, because they

he Bureau should identify those
em In a no leasing or no surface

: C comes much closer to
« the habitat of endangered

effort, geared toward keeping

mandated by the Endangered

occupancy category. It would appear that Alternative C

fulfilling the BLM's obligation to protect and enhance tl

species- The preferred alternative seems like a minimal
the grizzly from becoming endangered, rather than what s

Species Act—recovery.

Grazing Allotment and Riparian Habitat Management

The DEIS makes it dear there are some problem areas regarding grazing, particularly

regarding erosion, riparian areas and the loss of wildlife habitat. Appendix E points

out these problems clearly, and the BLM deserves commendation for putting forth the

problems in a way that's understandable. Appendix E makes it plain to me that good

vegetative condition doesn't necessarily mean good condition for wildlife. It's not

reassuring to a ground nesting bird to know the range Is In excellent condition if

It's only two Inches high. Similarly, an allotment may be In good condition yet

the riparian areas--the key spots for wildlife— may be badly overutillzed. Appendix

E provides a good narrative on what's happening in the category 1 allotments, and it

also makes the case for the need for improved management. My main criticism, again.

Is the failure of the plan to say how these Improvements will be made.

Given that more than a fourth of the riparian habitat in the Resource Area

is in unsatisfactory condition (and particularly since much of this Is critical

grizzly habitat). Defenders of Wildlife supports the proposal to improve this

situation. It's not clear from the plan that correcting this situation has been

. given a high enough priority in the plan. It would seem thOBe areas with large

percentages of riparian in unsatisfactory condition (particularly If they're In grizzly

areas) should be the highest priority I areas- I also flndlt unacceptable that the

unsatisfactory riparian areas in the M and C categories won't be improved.

liiari.^pnu-Ti
'•

While It's possible to gain AUM's via the kind of 1j

the DEE recommends, if those funds aren't available, it

the kinds of stocking reductions proposed in Alternative C In order to meet

wildlife objectives for various allotments. This is a tradeoff that often takes

place, but is seldom mentioned in planning documents.

Wilderness
,
study Recommendations

The ELM recommendations to Congress regarding possible wilderness designation

of study areas was one of the more disappointing aspects of the Headwaters plan-

The DEIS makes the case very well for why these areas qualify for wilderness, and 1j

fact, would be exceptional additions to the wilderness system— particularly the are;

along the Rocky Mountain Front. All three of these areas are not only exceptional!:

scenic, but they also have wildlife values that make them exceptional. While the

20c
„aiders
-J 0» WILDllFt 1 Resource Area <

DEIS points all this out, as well as the exceptional nature of the Forest Service
roadless areas adjacent to the BLM study areas. It falls short of making a wilderness
recommendat ion to Congress, suggesting instead that an "Outstanding Natural Area"
administrative designation would provide similar protection as wilderness while
maintaining "management flexibility."

I found the discussion of the 0NA concept one of the n

of the Headwaters plant the concept was discussed as if it

all. an administrative management tool commonly used. To t

not, and as a person who commonly follows these Issues, I it

understanding what can and

>st disappointing aspects
rero readily understood tr

is beat of my knowledge 1'

1st confess to not fully
quickly one can be

While an 0NA classification at least recognizes that the three Rocky Mountain
Front roadless areas have special values, it doesn't provide the stable, long-term

management direction a wilderness recommendation would. The Bob Marshall Alliance, of

which Defenders of Wildlife is a member, has submitted a proposal to Montana's

Congressional delegation recommending both the Deep Creek and Teton River High Peaks

areas for addition to the National Wilderness Preservation System. These are

the Forest Servlce roadless areas that border the BLM study areas- The Alliance feels

these BLM areas are a key part of the Bob Marshall ecosystem, tlelng together important

transitional habitat between the prairie and the mountains.

On the other hand, the Black Sage and Yellowstone River Island areas don't have

nearly the wilderness potential as the Front areas. Nevertheless, as Important roadlesi

areas their wild nature should be preserved. Clearly, the roadless attributes of

the Black Sage area aren't very highly valued in the DEIS.

Forest Management

The DELS doesn't really present enough Information to analyze whether or not the

proposed timber harvest level is reasonable. I couldn't find any economic data on the

relative value and accessibility of timber on BLM lands, nor was there ouch of a

discussion of how BLM forest management might impact wildlife. While the document

made the generalization that timber harvest could Improve wildlife habitat, it should

be noted that on many BLM lands in the Headwaters area security and thermal cover ere

more of 3 limiting factor than forage. The number of miles of roads proposed to

facilitate timber harvest Is another concern that I didn 't feel was adequately

addressed! I didn't get a feeling of the BLM road management policy.

I'm also quite concerned about potential intensive timber activity on BLM land

In the Roger's Pass area, which is quite critical for grizzlies and potentially

important for wolves- I never did find a discussion of the management tradeoffs

Involved In logging this area. It should be noted that most logging along the Rocky

Mountain Front is marginal at best, and the market for the timber is small. When

these limited timber values are weighed against the wildlife values, they fare

rather poorly.

20d „
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Headwaters Resoiu

Land Ownership Adjustments

We firmly oppose any accelerated program to dispose of public lands. There are
opportunities for the BLM to trade public lands in the Headwaters Area to public
advantage, but we oppose the outright sale of lands. The DEIS suggests as many as
26,000 acres might be considered for disposal In the Headwaters Area- For the Bureau
to even suggest such a massive land sale program demonstrates someone is badly out
of touch with how people in Montana feel about public lands.

Rather, the BLM should be consider purchasing or trading for tractB of land
known to be critical to threatened and endangered apecles. The Endangered Species
Act directs federal agencies to take all actions necessary to recover species, and
acquiring land seems like a logical action to take.

ie Great Falls ooal field at a time when the
• take more time to study the Impacts of leasing
Leasing this coal, along with possible development,

; Smith River.

1 an Area of Critical i

ilque values of the an
such a designation wc

ivlron mental

i, but a wilderness
ild complement

Special Designations

Designation of the Sleeping Giant A:

Concern demonstrates the BLM recognizes <

designation would protect the area far t*

the Gates of the Mountains Wilderness.

General Comments

While this DEIS does a good Job of analyzing impacts, It does so primarily from
a livestock viewpoint! the plan Is heavily weighted toward maintaining and developing
proper levels of AUM's. While cattle grazing is an important use of the public lands,
there are other uses equally important. Defenders of Wildlife feels that specific
targets for these values should also be estbllshedj the plan should try and provide
habitat for x number of grizzly bears, for example, and x number of bighorn sheep.

It s simply not enough to say that once the range Is in good or excellen'
everything will be fine for wildlife, because It Ian t true. This plan fails to
quantify in any way the quality and relative abundance of various kinds of wildllf'
habitat In the Headwaters Area.

HANK FISCHER, Monlono Rap.
Defender of Wildlife

1534 Helena Ave.

Miuoulo, MT 59801
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the draft E1S and Management
re unable to attend the hearing
11 suffice.

Mr. Mike Penfold

State Director
Bureau of Land Management *>*-" '-'

P.O. Box 30157 •**•'*''

Billings, MT 59107

The Great Bear Foundation wants tt

Plan for the Headwaters Resource Area,

on June 15 In Helena, and hope this lei

Congratulations to you and your ^taff for the most thorough, detailed.

Informative, well-organized and well-vritten plan/EIS we have reviewed In the past

two years. We applaud the thoughtful and well-considered document as an

excellent example.

We do have some suggestions of small changes that could be of great significant

for the grizzly bears of the lower 48 states, in particular the largest population

of "lower 48" grizzlies. These changes would better assure the future s

of that, largest, population.

Rather than the oil and gas leasing stipulations for the Rocky ^

Front described in Alternative A, we strongly favor oil and gas leasing stipulations

under Alternative C. The largest remaining population of grizzly bears in the

lower 48 states deserves this protection. In our view, the largest population is

by no means the safest merely because it (currently) happens to be the largest.

Reducing this population's security and its freedom of access to move to various

food sources along the Rocky Mountain Front would be, in our opinion, to

jeopardize it seriously.

One premier way to jeopardize grizzly bears is to put roads in their occupied

habitat. Anecdote and research evidence exists to demonstrate that grizzlies are

directly jeopardized by road construction in their habitat. As anecdotal

evidence, consider that all five illegal killings of grizzly bears in northwestern

Montana this spring took place near roads. As an example of research evlcence,

consider John Craighead's discovery that 75\ of 180 known deaths of grizzlies of

the Yellowstone Park area population took place outside the Park in areas of inten-

sive land use, including roads! (See Craighead, John. "A proposed delineation of

critical grizzly bear habitat for Yellowstone National Park," Proceedings: 4th

International Conference on Bear Research and Management , Kalispell, MT, 1977.)

The security provided to grizzlies by the current wild state of the Rocky

Mountain Front Is an essential feature needed for the continued survival of the

largest population of grizzlies in the lower 48 states. Retaining its wilderness

characteristics will be an absolutely dominant decision in It retaining Montana's

leadership in maintaining grizzlies and 2) retaining the nation's largest surviving

population of this species, a population which currently is the brightest hope for

keeping grizzlies anywhere in the lower 48 states at all.

21b
l, 1983

Currently, the few other populations of wild grizzlies in the 48 adjacent

states are all in poor or very poor condition, in a state of crisis, and we believe

that every precaution should be taken to prevent the one largest population from

sinkinq to those same depths. The remedies for any such crisis would be very

costly to the taxpayer, far more costly than any opportunity costs involved in

preventing such crisis through retaining wilderness characteristics of the Rocky

Mountain Front. Those wilderness characteristics, largely the current roadless-

ness of the area, are vital to the future of the grizzlies.

In our view, public land managed by B.M, along the Rocky Mountain Front,

should not be sold. It should be retained by the American people. It could,

however, be used in trades with USFS to consolidate USFS holdings, for better

wilderness management along the east mountain front. Statutory wilderness desig-

nation for these areas - Blind Horse Creek, Chute Mountain, and Deep Creek/Battle

Creek - would be advantageous to grizzlies and to other wildlife, whether

ultimately managed by USFS or BLM.

Thanks for this opportunity for us to present our concerns and views.

Sincerely,

_vco<— CAWag^a,
/oAJ-ance A. Olsen

President

P4p "f EXPLORATION
COALITION

.... rad nUJ

Mr. Dan Lechefsky
Project Manager
Butte District Office
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 3388

Butte. MT 59702

Dear Mr. Lechefsky:

These comments constitute the response of the Minerals

Exploration Coalition (MEC) to the Draft Resource Management

Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for the Headwaters

Resource Area. The MEC Is a coalition of exploration
companies and individuals conducting exploration on federal

lands.

In view of the fact that w
December 31, 1983, will be

under the mining and leasing 1

;Mr,
i fn i appropr

after

11

with i lergy potential sht

. designation, even though i

The withdrawal limitatior

that i

I be excluded from
conomic deposit is

rill preclude the
1 mineral potential

will not be found. With new discoveries effectively stopped,

the policy of excluding all currently known mineral potential

from wilderness should be followed, so that exploration of
these areas will not be restricted and minerals might yet

be produced. Explorationlsts tend to look at the long term

because the lead time of discovery nay be ten to fifteen

years. The impact of wilderness on minerals should be <

e). We I In
• policy statements

made in the National Minerals Program Plan and Report to Congress

released by the President in April, 1982.

Dtnurr CofcwMl)

Denif ColormAv

. . . brario Cknvtr Colorado

MaprW Snw'
Lui,_... J C '«
iJZLoJi Colorado

,\ otm torn
Enflfwoorf ColorMlo

24Lv

However, on the Issue of withdrawals. Alternative D is preferable. Land
withdrawal Is a very rigid form of land use management, and 1n the case of
withdrawal to prevent anticipated damage caused by exploration activities
the withdrawal is not necessary. Exploration by modem techniques can be
carried out with minimal Impact and most of that can be reduced by reclamat

lagement tool as Infrequently as possible.
Withdrawal should be used <

Thank you for the opportunity to commenl
plan and environmental impact statement.

i this draft i enagenent

(w,*?. f^HL
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MONTANA WILDERNESS ASSOCIATION
June 28. 1963

Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 30157
Billings. KT 59107

Dear Kike:

On behalf of the Montana Hlldemesa Aaaoclatl >n (HVA) wish t

Environmental Impact Statement Plan for the Heat

I regret that a conflict preve ted ae froa te c the J

Helena. However. 1 trust that this letter vl 1 suffice for th

'It ho. quel

Iba
: very

e tailed and thorough RKP that 1 have
h a wealth of Information. The aaps
ay the various oil h gas lease atlpu-
f the RHP 1 find It difficult to detei

well organized wl
ul, especially those which dlap

latlons. However, despite the completeness
aloe the actual differences between the four alternatives In terat >

tually, occur to and on the land. In reading the RMP It appears tha
management practices would not be significant, although in practice
actual differences would be much greater. The RMP should therefore

' identify the differences In management practices under th.

tlv<

Alth, are
nippi *

Ot tl e tb ree Ro :ky
tree ./Bate c

has - idoi sed Te Eon

rive Alt)

to the Preferred Alter
"C" aa a better means
lldland/wlldllfe value

iclriK
I

mtaln Front U5A's: Blind Horse Creek, Chute Mountain, and
k. The Bob Marshall Alliance, of which the MVA Is a member,

i and Deep Creek national forest additions to the Bob Marshall
Wilderness along the eastern front national forest boundary so as not to leave a
Strip of unprotected national forest land between the Bob Marshall and the BLM USA's.
Congress will soon consider the Bob Marshall additions. We are hopeful that the
Bob Marshall Wilderness boundary will soon be expanded to protect as much of this
great ecosystem as possible.

From strictly a-vlldllfe and wildlife habitat protection standpoint the BLM USA's
in the critical transition tone between the prairie and mountainous forest zones
are more significant than most of the national forest roadless country to the west.
I have visited each of the Rocky Mountain Front BLM USA's several times and It would
Indeed be difficult to find public land anywhere with a higher degree of wilderness
suitability, diverse wildlife values and overall scenic beauty. In reading the RMP
It was obvious to me that the Bureau waa grasping for excuses to recommend against
wilderness for these magnificent remnants of our wilderness heritage.

The Outstanding Natural Area (OKA) recommendations might be a good Interim means
of protection and I commend the Bureau for at least going that far. However, OKA
designation Is no substitute for the permanent enduring protection afforded only
by the 1964 Ulldemess Act.

By . ist. Slack Sage is not nearly aa high quality of an area ln ten

P.O. Box 635 • Helena. Montana 59624 • (406) 442-0597

of wilder-

28b
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the area docs deserve a higher degree o ' protection than would be provided

by the P eierred Alternative. Severa years ago I participated ln a 8LM/gr zing per-

tit tec U ur of the area In which we w rked out a water pipeline p In the

would be ln keeping with the IMP. Blac iagi ;, j naaJ "Island" of road-
that should be maintained in j leni-wild , natural eondlt

Ye 1 Iowa

I

ne River Island (MT-075-133) would be an ecologically unique addlt on to the

Wilderness Preservation System and slioul d be so designated.

unmtnJation for Sleeping Cia nt is definitely a step ln the right

the MWA strongly recommends management for t wild area.

arc extensively or day hike failed to see wild-
. i roa antelope to mountain goal 1. A Sleeping C ant Ullde ness would

t beautifully the adjoining Gates of the Mountains Wilde 11 as tlie

Missouri River

Missouri all the i Peck. The Montana consc vat Ion

i baaed much of Its' support (or the recent 3-way Sle« ping Clan land

ly receive wilderness clas Ificatlon.

slnd, we urge yo nd wilderness fo S Leaning
from section 603 I LI'MA wilderness

. ongly thai his poten ial USA

on .i Ivgn 1 1 y- flawed Interpr tatlon of i .PMA and other a pllceble aws.

Id be proto .ted js roadless ln order o complex

Midlife Management Unit on the ad] cent natl nal forest
lgooos part of a national p ototype w IJllfe

management ort'j and, ji such. It is f o be allocated to

EdKlDUm lraber production.

gas prescriptions along the Rocky Mount aln Front, espec ally tbos for No

nlly Justified In terms of he key va ue 3 which
.-..!. However, the MW would prefer the stronger

tocky Mount a 1 wild and
i '..-. ,::] sur to be subjected o Indlscr

.ill i gas ji tlvlty. Iliii wild and spectacular coi ntry—the last o cupied plains habitat

lircatcncil ,i i

-
- i y bear— rept

endaugcred gray wolf

.

1

ludc with a brief discussion of "Asset Management", more approprla cly termed

"assei liquidation". Under no clrcun "surplus" tracts of

pool it lands be sold, riiese Isolated tracts shoo
wildlife habitat ptotection ecreatlonal acce s or else used as

valuable li re consol datlou of p jbliC lands is n eded to p Dtect public

values wldim the Headwaters Resource Ar

i c . be Included In the offlcla 1 record of publ C comment on the

proposed Headwaters RMP, r Cht oppor tunlty to commen

lE§~/~-
p^ftaT . fsky. US Project Man^e"
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NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION

NORTHERN ROCKIES NATURAL RESOURCE CENTER

240 N H.ggms Missoula. Montana 59801

(406) 721-6705

Mr. Dan Lachefsky, Project Manager

Hutte yietrict Office, BLH

P.O. Box 338°
Butte, Montana 59702

egarding

Dear Hr. Leehefsky:

The following co

activities in the Headwaters Keeouree Ar

Environmental Impact -itetement Preferred

ing i

for resource aanatfement

teed on BLM's Draft

live A. The comments

mitted wit the understanding they will become part of

public record on BLM's plans for the Headwaters Resource

These comments should be viewed as supplemental to those

wildlife Fed.

preferred alternati

egiooul
filed by Charles Griffith, the Ha

Generally we found t

balanced approach to management in the Headwaters Besource »rea.

Several items are troubling however.

The" rationale presented on page 115 snd in Appendix L for designa-

tion of the Blind Horae, Deep Creek/Battle Creek, Black Sag., Cbute

Mountain, and Tallowatone River Island as Outstanding Natural «reae

rather than yilderneaa Areas is invalid. Short-tar™ protection of

these areaa is simply not equivalent to the long-term protection which

wilderness designation would provide. It is inconsistent to protect an

product ie discovers thereon. The justification that some of these

ar.aa may have high oil and gas potential fails to recognise that in

i hal iiue. •9 with production

nd Black ->age areas
In the Blind Horse, Deep Creek/Battle

public comment favored sith.r wilderness designation or furth.

Public comments relating to the Chute Mountain and Tallows ton.

Island areas -ere Inconclusive. See

results BLM aeema to be ignoring publ

L. In

30b
gas . I i nly pr:

made internally

ion. *his approach be:

owned oil companies at the expen e of irrepla

In light of the proceeding discussion, the decision oi

designation for these areas should be left to Congresi

by the agency. As the DEIS makes clear, if Congress were to include

these lands in the wilderness system, BLM would still manage them as

natural areas. Thus, Congress not the agency should make the choica

of short-term versus long-term protection.

The proposed leasing plan ends to maximize oil and gas production

at the expense of important wildlife habitat including that of threatened

and endangered species. The leasing proposal should be rewritten to

prohibit leasing on key ranges of threatened and endangered species.

Further, the lease stipulations presented on pages 20c and 209 should

discovery. Aa they now stand, protections are sfforderi only so long

as oil and gas ore not found. In any rvent, grizzly bear and grey

wolf habitat should receive high priority and be improved with all

due haete in accordance with the provisions of the Endangered Species

The potential for viable production and the effects of coal pro-

duction the Great Falls Coal Field are spread throughout the DEIS.

These factors should be consolodated and coal leasing reconsidered in

that light. The factors ere:

1 " Removal of the coal may prove to be costly and difficult -

page 60.

2. Due to high sulpher and ash content the quality of the coal
is poor - page 90.

3. The production potential of the area is questionable - page 60.

*' Production will adveraely effect air quality and brings with
it the potential of acid rain in the Great falls area - page 10

5. l-roduction may cause cyanide leaks in Helena Valley resources
which are used by some homeowners for domestic water - page 110

Consideration of these factors makes justification of coal leasing id

tbs Great Falls Coal Field difficult.

Further, it ie impossible to determine from the DEIS whether the

no surfs e occup.tncy stipulations proposed for the Great Falls Coal Fiel

and sent onad In Criteria No. 15 of Appendix H create unuasable islands

of land. To provide viable habitat for the sharp-tailed grouae, elk.

antelope and mule deer proper buffers and corridors oust also be

30c
provided for*

The DEIS offera no economic justification for the timber harvest

leases proposed. Past experience on Eastern Montana National Forest

lands baa shown even moderate slvicultural management to be economically

inefficient. HEPa requires costs and benefits to be displayed, yet

nowhere in the DEIS are the econoaica of timber analyzed. Especially

la the dodgers Pass area which containa summer and fall griz.-lj bear

habitat the scale tips in favor of wildlife and against timber harvesting

Likewise, tbe DEIS offers inadequate Justification for aanebrush

control/burning projects mentioned on paga 125 and again on peee 12?.

There are high wildlife values aaaociated with sagebrush including the

elkcalvlng habitat mentions- on paga 125. vith the increasing potential

of private landowners inteneifyin t management of their land it seems

that BLM baa an increasing responsibility to manare for the benefit of

wildlife.

Allowing motorcycle events in the Black Saga area la inconsistent

»luLldai

LEIS la arbitrary «

Finall , and :

ta of BLM land disc

!ority and the oblig

Is to other appropri

[--..1

Prohibit

cetion preaented on paga 6? of the

an unjustified value judgment. Plains

, arbitr»ry claaaiflcatlona such as

ie proposed sales and exchanges of some

isge 112, we believe that BLM haa the

ranafer Juriadiction of some of Its

lie. Mi to

forexchange land under BLM's stewardship which have low publli

lands which have higher public values. However, we do not believe that

Isolation, small size or difficult management in and of themselves render

a parcel of low public value. In fact, these may be the very factors

which make the property important for wildlife. In almost svery case,

exchange is preferable to sale of public lands.

We thank you in advance for your considerotion of these comments

and the: Dlml public record.

Sincerely.

6<J£*M ffoUBt
Legal Intern

31a
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION

hmglon. DC 20016 202—797-6800

12 Gardner Park Dr.
Bozeman, MT. 59715
July 9, 1983

Michael Penfold, State Director
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 30157
BllliJige, MT. 59107

Lyle Fox, Area Manager
Headwaters Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 308
Butte, KT. 59701

- m&
JUI 11 1333

Dea s. Penfold and Po

As you know from previous correspondence on the BLM Assets Management
Program, the National Wildlife Federation is a private citizens' non-
profit conservation education association with approximately 4.2 mill-
ion members, more than 10,000 of whom are Montanans who hold member-
ship directly with NWF or belong to the NWF's state affiliate, the
Montana Wildlife Federation. The Federation is deeply interested in
the management and use of all federal lands, particularly in the impli-
cations of the BLM's current Assets Management Program and its effect
on our public lands base.

Also, as you know, Secretary of the Interior James Watt recently announce
at the Western Governors' Conference in Kalispell that he opposed the
Assets Management Program, despite the earlier claims by Secretary Watt
and BLM Director James Burford that the program was designed to reduce
or eliminate the national debt. Recent disclosures have shown that the
federal law requires only 20 per cent of the proceeds of sales of BLM
and USFS lands to go to the U.S. Treasury, with 4 per cent to the state
and 76 per cent to the Bureau of Reclamation. On this basis alone, the
American public should reject and repudiate this program for the obvious
subterfuge associated with its promotion to the public. Political chica-
nery aside, the National Wildlife Federation wishes to submit its comment
on the Headwaters Resource Area land disposal plan's draft environmental
impact statement, assuming that the land disposal program will proceed
despite this obvious misrepresentation to the public. We ask that these
comments be included in the public record and that full consideration
be given to these suggestions in the development of final program plans
by your agency. The Montana Wildlife Federation and individual members
of both the national and state organizations will submit individual
comments which should receive the same consideration.

In previous comments submitted to your agency regarding the Dillon and
Billings Resource Area plans, the Federation asked that BLM recognize
its authority to adopt alternatives to sale of public lands under its
jurisdiction. These alternatives include reassignment of jurisdiction
to appropriate state and federal land management agencies such as the
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Park6 and the U.S. Forest Ser-
vice. We are opposed to any release of BLM lands to the Department of

4H,h ANNUAL MEET INC nIaWC H IS IS. 1»8« Ormn Inrtnunanil Hoiel. Ailonu. Cnien

248



LETTERS

31b
State Lande because of that agency's sorry record of Tinaging the
natural resources on lande under its Jurisdiction. ye also ask
that a substantial portion of the lands listed for possible disposal
be retained by BLM and better managed by your agency. We are not opposed
to exchange of BLM lands with low public values for lands with higher
public values, particularly when such lands exchanged by BLM can be
maintained for agricultural purposes. The Federation is completely
opposed to release, trade, sale or exchange of any lands with moderate
to high public values for the purpose of promoting subdivision of these
lands.

We also reiterate our position that BLM allegations that some smaller
and more isolated tracts should be disposed of because of their "manage-
ment difficulties" are, in most instances, insufficient reason for
loss of public lands, part of the legacy of every American citizen.
Difficulty of management is, at best, a subjective consideration and
poses the question of how well BLM is managing its own fiscal and manpower
resources in carrying out its mandated functions. Many of these smaller
and more isolated tracts are "islands" of excellent wildlife habitat and
contain other valuable public features. The question ultimately resolves
itself into whether BLM exists to serve the public needs or to serve its
own bureaucratic comforts.

Because of the location of the Headwaters Resource Area in Montana and
the importance of the Rocky Mountain Front Range to wildlife species,
public use and other valuable natural amenities found within that area,
the Federation is extremely concerned over, possible oil and gas develop-
ment and mineral extraction possibilities on the aforementioned public
values. The Federation strongly supports BLM's efforts to establish and
enforce stipulations on su^h extractive and environmentally-damaging
activities.

We must commend the Bureau, its personnel and the resource area advisory
committee for the orientation program it conducted on the DEIS on this
area in Helena in June. This Is by far the best example displayed to
date of BLM attempting to educate the public to the implications of its
proposed actions and to encourage public participation and involvement
in the decision-making process. In general, we find the DEIS to be a
professionally-prepared document. Wildlife coordination requirements
appear throughout the document, demonstrating not only that a superior
inter-disciplinary approach was used in drafting the DEIS but that
fully professional wildlife biologists were permitted to exercise their
prescribed role in this planning effort. The Resource Area planning
team and supervisors should be commended for

In particular, the Federation congratulates the BLM personnel for their
recommendations to classify outstanding natural areas on the Front Range
and the classificatior. of the Sleeping Giant tract a3 an Area of Critical
Environmental Concern.

We are also greatly encouraged to see strong direction toward coordination
of wildlife needs with commodity production objectives in this report.
This is exemplified in the commitment that the cooperative elk-logging
study will be continued and that evaluation of fish and wildlife habitat

31c
. case by caBe basis as part of all project le

^d by the statement that roads will

necessary to remove the timber and

rill be given inter-disciplinary revi

will continue
planning.

The commitment 1b further strengthe

be constructed to minimum standarde

that all range management projects
prior to final planning and action.

The Federation believes, based on years of experience with federal

agency programs, that BLM must insist that this type of plan be

formally adopted to assure continuity when the usual transfer of line

managers occurs. This will require in-depth orientation of new employe,

and frequent monitoring to assure that such objectives continue to be

observed and heeded. This also implies that close management direction

is needed without qualifications.

If a resource involved in the planning rates special consideration and

handling in a resource management plan, then it follows that extra

effort must be made by BLM to assure that adequate and continuous

direction Is given this special resource.

The proposed direction under Water on Page 19 of the DEIS is an

illustration of this. The direction proposed is good until you

reach the point where the phrase "to the extent p.

This phrase effectively deletes the entire purpi-

previously stated and allows the 1:

utility location to proceed at hi"

scribed directioi
in the FEIS.

appei

and direction
manager to determine riparian

„„.i whim, rather than under pre-

weakness that needs further attention

The Federation also reminds BLM that nothing Is foreve:

Resource Management Plan sanctioned by an accepted EI

in bronze. On occasion, unusual or unpred

circumstances arise th^trequire management

and under those circumstances, an enviroi

abbreviated environmental impact st;

alter the original EIS, provided
followed. Foil*

' a particular resource as

involvement in the planning and

that a
s not cast

table events occur or
flexibility. At that time
ntal assessment or an

can be prepared by BLM to

required public review and input
procedure will .ing thi

publi

While the Federation belives this DEIS to be the best of the three

thus far released by the agency in Montana, we believe a lew aaoi

tional recommendations are relevant and appropriate.

As we mentioned in our comments on the Billings Reso!£" A"a *££'
the Federation is uneasy with the use of Soil Conservation Service

Utilization Standards. SCS grazing rates and staniards are aimed at

maximum livestock production and usually are not compatible with
;

coordinated livestock-wildlife multiple "

urge that these standards

nagement proce

management program. We

not be

The Muskrat Allotment plan must be

Horns wildlife management plans no

National Forest. The proposed gra
a sensitive wildlife area, seem ex

any proposed or current coordinati

:losely coordinated with the Elk

being prepared by the Helena

:ing rate s for this allotment,
ive and no mention is made of
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the actual cost i

retention of thi!
federal agencies

tion strongly protests many of the criteria imposed
sposal program. As we stated, difficulty of manage-
critena for disposal should be considered only when
f management exceeds the public benefits derived from
land. In some Instances, transfer to other state and

can solve this problem for your agency.

We cannot envision any circumstance wherein sale of BLM lands from the
Headwaters Resource Area can possibly meet the third criteria listed
from FLMPA on Page 21 of your DEIS.

The Federation also strongly protests two statements made prefaced
by the phrase "Sale will be the preferred method of disposal when:"

"it is required by national policy" - -the current administration's
policy obviously is predicated on an exploitation ethic and the public's
ownership of the land and its rights to retain this land for its use be
damned. Despite the Secretary's disavowal of the Assets Management Program
at Kalispell in June, this has been the theme of the Assets Management
Program and there is no indication that that theme has been changed.

"Where disposal through exchange will cause unacceptable delays" —
exchange of BLM lands historically has been a slow process, but delibera-
tion before action better insures protection of the public legacy. We
urge BLM to seek innovative approaches to land exchange such as land
pooling, a method which should greatly speed up the entire procedure.

means of
any land
.timent and
in their

Lastly, the Federation adjures BLK to explore every pos.
land exchange or transfer of jurisdiction as alternativ.
sales. Response to the Dillon Resource Area plan, publ
the attitude of state governments and Congress are
rejection of this administration's efforts to pand<
birthright. We hope that recognition of this fact by the Secretary
will trickle down to the local decision-making levels in the Bureau
of Land Management.

We aPPreciate the opportunity to comment on the Headwaters Resource
>irea DEIS and compliment the siaif on xhe bulk of their recommendati
We do, however, find BLM's disposal area-retention area concept too
nebulous in some areas to allow adequate public understanding and
decision.

Also, we again ask that the Federation, both national and state, be
kept fully informed of BLM's intentions and plans with respect to
any land disposal being considerd by your agency. Please place the
following on your mailing list for all information regarding these
programs:

Charles J. Griffith, Reg. Exec.
National Wildlife Federation
12 Gardner Park Dr.
Bozeman, MT. 59715

Emily Stonlngton, Exec. Dir.
Montana Wildlife Federation
P.O. Box 2536
Bozeman, MT. 59715

UUU Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.

Public Lands Institute

f -TREE!

DENVER. COLORADO 80206

Wi 377-9740

August 3, 1963

Hr. Oan Lechefsky
Project Manager
Butte District Office
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box 3388
Butte. Montana 59702

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Resource Management Plan
for the Headwaters Resource Area, Montana

Dear Mr. Lechefsky:

Enclosed an the comments of the Denver office of the Public Lands
Institute of the Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement and Resource Management Plan for the
Headwaters Resource Area. Comments on the range management sections of
the RHP/EIS will be sent under separate cover by our San Francisco
office, and should be considered part of these comments.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this
proposal, if i can be of assistance to the project team, please do

not hesitate to contact me at the above address and telephone.

Sincerely yours.

ddMUp- ftIt******-'

Carolyn R. Johnson
Senior Public Lands Specialist

CR 1 Ion

Enclosure

I1HCKM Etc M»
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32b Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc

PuWic Lands Inititute

1 7X1RACE STREET

DENVER COL l - -

COMMENTS OF THE

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

ANO RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR

THE HEADWATERS RESOURCE AREA

32c

Although the draft Headwaters RMP/E1S is an improvement over the piecen

approach to land-use planning based on Management Framework Plans which has

been used in the past, the RMP/EI5 falls short of meeting the statutory and

regulatory requirements for comprehensive planning and analysis. The major

deficiencies of the draft RMP/EIS are detailed in the following comments.

The range management portion of these comments has been sent by our San

Francisco office under separate cover.

Mti

In formulating the different alternatives analyzed and cot

RMP/EIS, different goals and objectives were not developed for each resource

in each alternative. (See Table 2-16, p. 47). In many areas, there is little

or no difference in the proposed management actions for each alternative, making

the comparative evaluation of impacts in the document extremely limited. Some

oamples of management goals and proposed actions that could be modified to

achieve a greater range of alternatives are given below:

1. The RHP/E1S has recognized the general effects of the timber industry

on wildlife habitat (especially aquatic habitat) and on recreational resources

(pp. 114. 118-120), yet the acres to be harvested are the same for the preferre<

no action, and protection alternatives. Why not consider different levels and

locations of timbering, and analyze the impacts on specific habitat and

recreational resources? This would allow for trade-offs between these resource:

to be analyzed, and the incremental "costs" of timbering in terms of wildlife

2. The general pro's and con's of land disposal and e«change in the

resource area are carefully analyzed on pp. 112-113. Although the analysis is

32d 32e
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vcry general, it accurately recognizes that trade-offs e«ist between a rapid

program of land disposal and a more gradual program emphasizing land exchange.

However, the amount of land for potential disposal Is the same for the

preferred, protection, and production alternatives.

3. All four alternatives include the economic costs-benefits associated

with range use and oil and gas development as welt as the approximate number of

jobs created with the timber industry. We believe detailed cost-benefit analyses

are required for other non-market resource uses as well as the ones named above.

Detailed or quantitative economic analyses of recreational use (motorized as

well as non-motorized, hunting/fishing use), wildlife forage allocation (as

this relates to hunting activity. for instance) and wilderness preservation would

provide a more complete, detai led basis for comparative analysis. Such analysts

would provide a better range of alternatives and could change parts of lie

preferred alternative BLM selects. For example, the inclusion of such data and

analysis did lead to a significant Change in the Bureau's final proposed plan

for the Clenwood Springs Resource Area in Colorado. There.it was discovered

through the economic analysis of the wildlife and livestock forage allocation

for the Economic Development and Resource Protection alternatives that increasing

wildlife forage allocations would result in greater economic benefits, primarily

through the impact Increased hunting opportunities would have on the area's

economy. This was unexpected to the BLM staff who prepared the draft RMP/EIS.

and the final plan was adjusted to increase wildlife forage.

There are other modifications to the alternatives section which are

required or which deserve attention. These major areas are discussed individually

A change in approach in many of the areas discussed would substantially alter

the range of alternatives.

Resource Inventory and Oata

More inventory and data -- especially on many "non-market" resources --

is necessary in the RMP/EIS to allow comparison and integration of information

concerning all the various land uses BLM is required to consider under FLPMA

(see Sec. 103(c)). Eroded and erosion hazard areas, areas of heavy ORV use.

localized sources of water pollution, unsatisfactory riparian habitat and

different types of recreational use which are briefly mentioned in the Chapters

on Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences should be identified

on map overlays and quantified to the greatest extent possible. By slighting

soroe resources at the outset of the planning process -- during inventory --

final RMP* tend to end up emphasizing commercial land users over balanced land

management. We would like to note the encellent knowledge on fish and wildlife

shown In the document; however, to make the information presented in the document

more meaningful to the reader (and presumably, to the rest of the BLM planning

team} the RMP/EIS should include information on crucial winter habitat, wildlife

populations, and the relationship of public lands (administered by BLM) to

the surrounding areas (administered by state, other federal agencies or private

owners) with respect to wildlife habitat and populations.

In some places, the RMP/EIS states that information, such as soil surveys,

are still being collected (pp. 56-57) or that additional information on water

86). However, the information In the RMP/EIS and the manner in which it is

presented do not indicate that BLM has made an appropriate effort to assemble

all available information; to collect addi tional information emphasizing

"significant issues and decisions with the greatest potential impact"; and to

integrate and present this information "in a manner that aids application in the

planning process" (43 CFR 1610.4-3(a ) ) . Since public participation is a major
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clement of the planning process outlined by FLPMA and BLM planning regulations,

all information relevent to planning decisions should be presented or summari2<

(n an easily usable form in the RMP/EIS. Because multiple-use management

involves the integration of many different land uses and inventory data, map

overlays and quantitative tables are particularly useful to the reader (and.

presumably, to the BLM planning team). Where important information is unavail.

because of present budget ant) time constraints it would also be helpful to the

public and future BLM management to specifically identify these data gaps in

the document. Indeed. BLM planning regulations require that RMPs generally

Mate -here there is a "need for an area to be covered by more detailed and

specific plans." (43 CFR 1601 .0>S(fc){8)).

Soil
i

late r Pesoi

fill the alternatives in the RMP/EIS lack comprehensive and specific analysis

and proposals to improve or maintain the area's soil and water resources upon

which grazing, wildlife and many human activities ultimately depend. The

general discussion of soil and water resources in the chapters on fiffected

Environment and Environmental Consequences (pp. 56-S7 and 109-1111 indicate that

erosion problems and localized sources of water pollution exist in the area --

often from past mining practices and overgrazing — which could have long-

lasting or irreparable consequences if allowed to continue, As the E1S itself

notes "soils that now show symptoms of erosion will be seriously impacted by

any soil-disturbing activities (and) rehabilitation of these soils will be more

difficult because of past losses of topsoil and nutrients" (p. 109). Similarly,

coal and gold mining could result in serious impacts on ground-water resources,

including the water source of many homeowners near Helena (p. 110).

The EIS states that under the preferred plan. "BLM would try i

er than mitigate the degradation of nater quality ... by rev

egulati

nng .

ties before they happen, and following applicable la

(p. 110). However, a closer analysis reveals that the preferred plan in fact

contains no such concrete preventive measures for identified and potential

sources of water degradation. A proposal to withdraw portions of the Scratch

Gravel Hills from mineral entry to protect ground-water from cyanide contamina-

tion, for instance, is rejected in the Preferred Alternative because numerous

mining claims in the recharge area would be unaffected by the withdrawal.

Instead, reliance is placed on federal and state regulations which, by BLM's

own admission, are considered adequate t_f the enforcing agencies are funded

adequately (and it should be added, if these agencies effectively carry out

regulations) (p. 52). Similarly, although underground coal mining could

seriously disrupt ground-water (p. 110). all federal coal within the Great

Falls Coal Field is available for further consideration for coal leasing in the

preferred plan, which relies on future, unspecified lease stipulations and mine

plan review to prevent ground-water resource problems (p. S3). Regulations

themselves are not a mitigating measure, and no analysis supports the conclusion

that ClM need do nothing but rely on existing regulations.

Throughout the plan, in-depth analysis of how soil resources could be

protected through specific management actions and restrictions are also missing.

The proposed plan calls for 219,000 acres (where erosion and land use conflicts

presumably exist) to be "prioritized for restrictions" (p. 40). However, no

specific restrictions are proposed, no clear explanation of why these areas have

been chosen or where they are located is given, and there is inadequate analysis

of the environmental impacts on the different acreages proposed for restrictions

32h 32i

under each alternative [see Environmental Impacts section). In Appendix E,

allotments with erosion, water, and vegetation problems arc identified -- and

improving these conditions is stated as a management objective -- but specific

management actions to achieve these objectives are generally not proposed.

Similarly, although road construction and use represents the most significant

impact on soils from most types of land use and development (p. 109). the RMP/EIS

lacks any form of comprehensive transportation planning and analysis. The total

miles of roads necessary for access, the ecological and visual impacts of these

roads and the cost of building the transportation system can often be greatly

reduced by long-term, comprehensive transportation planning. Major factors

in transportation planning should include projected use. the visual and ecological

sensitivity of various alternative transportation corridors, and the various

land-use restrictions which can be used by land managers.

Rather than analyzing soil and water resources and proposing land use

designations or management programs to protect these resources, the RHP/E1S

merely assumes that "in general, impacts to soil and water resources can be

mitigated on a site-specific basis through the application of standard operating

procedures and the general best management practices listed in Appendix C"

(p. 110). No analysis is presented showing these practices do accomplish the

necessary mitigation. FLPMA clearly requires that "the public lands be managed

in a manner that will protect the quality of the water resource' (Sec. 102 (a)(8))

and the "harmonious and coordinated management of the various resources without

impairment of the productivity of the land " (Sec. 103 (c). (Emphasis added).

As it stands, however, the RMP/EIS offers no preventive analysis and manage-

ment proposals for soil and water resources. Future activities affecting

these sensitive resources would have to be continually analyzed on a case-by-

case basis to determine impacts and mitigating measures to comply with the

requirements of FLHPA. Protection of soil and water resources -- which often

deteriorate in bits and pieces which accumulate over time, or are irreparably

impacted after mining or other activities have occurred -- requires an approach

based largely on preventing significant individual impacts and unacceptable

cumulative impacts, rather than attempting to mitigate adverse impacts on a

As BLM'S master land-use plan for the Headwaters area, the RMP/EIS should

also contain thorough analysis and management actions for all resources —

including water potentially impacted by hardrock mining in the Scratch Gravel

Hills and coal mining in the Great Falls Coal Field -- even though other state

and federal agencies may share the responsibility for protecting these resource

The fact that other agencies share responsibility for protecting these resource

does not lessen BLM's statutory and regulatory obligation to protect these

resources and to propose concrete ways of doing so.

All the alternatives propose a dramatic increase in timbering activi

— from 1 million board feet per decade to over 26 million board feet —

explaining why such heavy emphasis is being placed on timbering. Why was

increase selected? As the RMP/EIS notes, timbering is currently very lim

in the area and conditions are not particularly favorable for timbering,

"much of the timber is in small stands, !

The brief analysis of the ; importai

of which are quite isolated" (p. 105}

• of timbering indicates increased

timbering would result in very small economic benefits (p. 105). There is no

comparison of the costs of the timbering program in relation to the benefits,

and the environmental impacts analysis of timbering is SO superficial and

non-specific that it is essentially meaningless. For instance, impacts of road
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construction associated with timbering "may be positive or negative." according

to the EIS, while impacts on wildlife and grazing "would be in the form of

increased or decreased forage and cover" (p. 166).

At the same time, the very limited information concerning timbering which

is given in the EIS suggests the costs of logging in terms of public funds and

other resource uses would be considerable. In contrast with the conventional

forest practice of not logging on slopes over 40 percent, the RHP would allow

tractor logging on slopes with average gradients of up to 50 percent (p. 24)

.

Much of the timber in the area is found in small, isolated stands and.

consequently, these timber areas have unusually high value as wildlife habitat,

watershed, and visual resources. The eonomic and environmental costs of road

construction, visual impacts, disturbance of habitat and watersheds, and

decreased recreation opportunities would be extremely high in relation to the

timber produced.

Establishing a permanent timber industry in areas marginally Suited for

timbering requires dedicating large tracts of public land and scarce public

funding to this single purpose. If BLH drastically increases timbering in the

Headwaters area, the agency is likely to end up subsidizing uneconomic timbering

operations at the expense of taxpayers and truly economic timbering operations

in other parts of the country, such as the Pacific Northwest. limbering is but

one of many ways in which local economics can be stimulated, and because of

the large capital investment needed in this type of industry -- road buildling,

logging and milling -- the number of jobs created per tax dollar expended is

often quite low compared to that of some alternatives, such as management programs

which enhance recreation and tourism.

32k
wilderness

On. of the most objectionable .soects of the BHP/Q1S is that It fails to

reco-end an, of the USAs for wilderness designation In the Proposed Alternative.

In particular, the three areas along the Roeliy Mountain Front have high wilder-

ness values yet SLH rejects wilderness designation because, according to the

rationale in the RHP/EIS. these areas 1) "pose significant manageability

problems." and 2) 'may be underlain by oil and gas" (p. 52). The first point

concerning manageability of these areas is unsupported throughout the RMP/EIS

and is. in fact, contradicted by several statements in the descriptions of each

individual area. Although the Blind Horse Creek is the only USA with a small

private inholding, the mP states that -the are. stands as an independent stud,

area due to strong public support and its ability to be managed in an unimpaired

condition' [p. 75), (Emphasis added) . meanwhile, there is no mention or

explanation in the P.HP/EIS of why the Chute Mountain and deep Creel/Battle Creek

USAs could be considered difficult to manage. On the contrary, since both areas

have no non-BEH inholdings and would be t.ck-ons to the Oeep Creek Further Study

Area, management should present no insurmountable difficulties for the m.n.g.n,

Ihe only other reason given for not recommending the three USAs along the

Rocky Mountain Front Is the potential for oil and gas development In those

areas. By itself, this potential by no means outweighs the multiple-uses

wilderness designation would enhance or preserve: habitat for wildlife. Including

threatened and endangered species; wilderness recreation; high scenic values,

watershed protection; and added ecological and scenic diversity to the adjacent

Forest Service Further Study Areas. The RMP/EIS presents no support that the ener.

potential does outweigh the wilderness values. Conseguently. it would be

321

adj.

apriate for BLM to recommend all thn

able for wilderness pending completii

cent study areas.

the Cocky Ho
i

Special Dc. Icj

Although the areas proposed for designation as Outstanding Natural Areas

should be recommended for Wilderness designation, several statements in tne

RHP/EIS concerning ONAs and ACECs need to be clarified. Nowhere does the

RMP/EIS adequately explain why the USAs were only considered for ONA designation.

and not for ACEC status. When we posed this question in a telephone conversation

with a SLH staff member, the only explanation we received was that it was "pick

and choose" between the two designations. The explanation on p. 16 of the

document seems to imply that a resource of national significance should be

designated as an ONA rather than an ACEC. However, the planning regulations

and final guidelines entitled "Areas of Critical Environmental Concern: Policy

and Procedures Guidelines," issued August 27, 1980 clearly state that the

criteria for ACEC designation include "importance" (qualities generally beyond

local significance and special worth) and "relevence" (significant historic.

cultural, scenic values; natural process; fish or wildlife resource).

Our concern is that the public, as well as BLH itself, should be clearly

aware of the distinction between these two designations and that each is used

whenever appropriate.

Land Tenure

Ihe inventory of lands within the disposal category and tne analysis o

impacts of proposed land disposal are clearly inadequate to fulfill the

requirements of FLPMA and NEPA. The RHP/EIS does not identify or describe

32m
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.,ecific resource valu s of the land within the disposal category. io r does the

document explain how s lling any of these tracts meets the criteria for land

disposal contained in LFMA Sec. 203 (a)(l ){2){3) .
Although land e .changes are

likely to enhance both public and private resource values and land uses in many

cases, while the potential benefits of land sales are much more lim ted, the

RHP/EIS combines both Forms of land tenure adjustment into one gene ral category

of "land disposal". F rthermore, the conditions under which sale w ill be the

preferred method of di posal are so general and ambiguous that it a ppears

nearly all the 25.637 cres in the disposal category could be sold. rather than

e. changed.

We are aware that a major change in guidance from the national admin, stra-

lion concerning landd sposal has occurred since the RHP/EIS was prepared. We

heartily endorse the approach outlined in State Director Michael J Penfold's

recent statement that the Montana BLM intends "to focus on exchange where we

can trade isolated par eels that are difficult to manage and acquire lands that

hi 1 1 enhance the pub'i r estate, particularly areas with scenic, rec reation and

wildlife values." 1 If as Mr. Penfold's statement suggests, BLM is returning

to the "routine program that the public has supported" in the past. the quantity

of land designated for land disposal should be greatly reduced in t he final

RHP/EIS. In order to achieve Mr. Penfold's goal of ensuring that ' decisions

on what to sell or trade are made locally," after the Western publi c has "had a

chance to have some 'say" in the decision," future site-specific decisions

regarding land ownersh p adjustments should continue to be accompan led by tract-

specific land use plan amendments, with opportunities for public comment and

protest pursuant to 43 CFR 1610.2. 1610. 5-S and 1610.5-6.

1 . Statement fro Michael J Penfold. Montana State BLM Oirec tor, regarding

BLM News Release. July 25. 1983.
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Coal

The preferred alt'
. Falls Coal

developing

of thin

includes coal leasing in

te the economic and environmental unaltractiv

Development Is admitted to he unlikely given me high ash and

tent of the coal, in addition to the e.pense of underground mining

,1 beds (PP. 60. 105. and 131). The soft coal market and abundance

,f coal available through existing leases and mines further emphasises the

livelihood of the need to leas, this coal. Ko justification ,s presented for

the staff's preference of further study of coal leasing In this area. Why was

this choice made? He recommend that leasing of the 125 million tons of federal

Coal in this area not be included in the preferred alternative.

In addition it would appear the RH.P/E1S does not adequately present nor

answer the coal leasing issue presented on p. 12: that is. -hat portion of the

Great Falls Coal Field should be made available for further leasing? ho

alternatives of leasing an, portion of the coal field were analyzed -- only to

lease all the field or none.

Ihe RMP/EIS presents a commendabl, detailed discussion of ho- he

unsu, lability criteria were applied and what results were obtained (Appendi. HI.

Many other RW/F.ISS lack such a thorough treatment which males it difficult for

the public to review the document, weigh Ihe choices, and make suggestions. Two

Changes are needed to the Headwaters plan: to obtain basic inventor, data that

,s lacking on resources such as historic, archeologlc and cultural sites, and

bald and golden eagles, and to correctly appl, enter,, Nos. 3 and 16. the

analysis of Mo. 1 states subsidence and tension cracks In roads can be repaired

so that road conditions are equal to or better than those exist..,. Kt know of

no evidence supporting this in the underground coal fields of Colorado and Utah.

,„ fact, experience indicates the opposite is true. Criterion Mo. 16 states

32o
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100-year flood plains "shall be considered unsuili

substantial demage is not threatened by mining; he

reverses the criterion, leaving three floodplatns

the analysis improperly

able for mining until

Env rental Con segue

n

The impact analysis contained in Chapter Four is dearly inadequate to

fulfill the requirements of NEPA and BLM planning regulations, which require

BLM to "estimate and display physical, biological, economic and social effects

of implementing each alternative in detail " (43 CFR 1610.4-6). (Emphasis added).

In many cases, impacts may be difficult to assess "in detail" because management

goals and proposed actions are missing, ambiguous or so general that they are

impossible to meaningfully assess or quantify. (See Comments by topics). As

described below, the RMP/E1S fails to go beyond merely generic, "text-book"

descriptions of impacts on many major resources. Although we recognize that

many impacts are difficult to quantify and assess on a site-specific level,

cumulative impacts can be estimated and impacts may be stated in terms of

"probable ranges"where "effects cannot be precisely determined" (43 CFR 1610.4-6).

Soils and Watershed: Although the EIS recognizes that the main impact from

many types of development is the construction and use of roads (p. 109). no

attempt is made to quantify or estimate the total amount of roads needed under

each alternative. An estimate for timbering roads needed is given under the

thi ,i : I
™ably

' comprehensive

contains no support or e*planat

approximately a 2.000 acre decn

,n planning and analysis. The RMP/E1L

inclusion that "(t)here will be

sfactory watershed conditions . . .

based i ring allotment management" (p. Ill), and no attempt

32p)
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mad

vities u

hlng ilar

alter

estimatt

native.

Of the total cun illative effect >f all other

Recreat on Resources: Again. the RHP/EIS conta ins an accurate general

disc ussion o pot ntia I ,en 'ral imp acts, but there i s no attempt to apply the

gene ral know edge to the "o -the-ground" situation 1 n the Headwater Resource

Area in orde to t stimate t e impac t of each alterna tlve on recreat

deta "1."

Visual Resou ces, The RMP/EIS contains no deta led analysis o visual
reso urce impacts

. ihe document merely states that I F Class A ,s mar aged to
reta n visual qual it, there should be minimal adver e impact" and t hat "some
Sign Meant a jvers act, could cur" If suitable visual quality objectives
an Kit appli seer ic qi ality C ass fi and C land (p. 115). Nowhere in the
RHP/E1S are these bjet tfves described. Adequate ana lysis of visual impacts.
Of CO urse, is inhi ted by the fact that none of the alternatives ac ually
conta ins a vi ual rce managemen t program; each merely proposed

atmg vis ual resou *sa part of activity and project planni 9" (P. 23).
.Altho ugh the 1 evels a nd type of dev slopment that wou d occur under « a c h

native wo aid , resu. ably vary, the EIS une*pli C ab y concludes tha t visual
mpac s would t* tl e same under each alternative (pp. U5, 133. 141 and 149).

ildlife. The .St detd led am lysis m the US concerns wildlt fe. yet
the an alys.s i n. ted CO do reages of general habitat that would be ositlvely
or negatively fleeted. The nalysis should also cons ider impacts in terms of
wildli fe copula tion and cruc al habi tat. which is often the Halting factor
for wi Idlife populat ions

Social and Economic Cond tions: The only detaile or quantitativ

econom C analys S IS pres entei for gr zing, timbering nd energy oevel opment

.

analysi sarj for Rec eation. Wilderne s. Land Disposal. Visual

32q
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Qualitr (as 1t might affect land values, uses and tourism) and Watersheds I e.g..

what would be the economic impact if water resources in the Scratch Gravel Hills

or the Great falls Coal Fields were contaminated or disrupted?)

Because of the difficulty of assessing the "true" costs and benefits of

many "non-market" land-uses In economic terms, we do not propose that multiple-

use decisions be reduced to a series of economic analyses. However, by devoting

more planning resources towards identifying and estimating the economic value of

"non-market" resources, better comparisons and decisions can be made between

market and non-market land uses. (Also see Alternatives Section).

ue do not believe the draft RMP/EIS fulfills the regulatory and statutory

intent and requirements in several significant respects. The alternatives do

not present an adequate range of choices, and fail to include sufficient inventor

data, specific management proposals and impact analysis for many fundamental

management concerns such as soils/watershed, forestry, coal leasing.

wildlife, recreation and land-tenure. As described in our comments, there is no

indication that BLM has made a concerted effort to properly inventory the

resource area, use all available data, and collect, use and present this in an

integrated, usuable form. These deficiencies not only preclude meaningful public

input and p indii BLM has not utilized the thorough.

interdisciplinary planning process prescribed by FLPMA and NEPA.

The identified deficiencies Justify a comprehensive supplement to this

draft RMP/EIS. The additional information, planning, and analysis that is

required to make this RMP/0E1S a comprehensive planning and analytical documen'

would substantially change the scope and content of the existing document. Fo

these reasons, the public, and local, state and federal agencies should be giv.

th» onoortunitv to comment on the content of another draft RMP/EIS.
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33a Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.

4154*1-6561

August 5, 1983

Dan Lechefsky, Project Manager
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 3388
Butte, Montana 59702

Dear Mr. Lechefsky:

Enclosed are NRDC's comments on the Headwaters Draft RMP/EIS.

I apologize for submitting them on August 5, the final day of the

comment period. However, the comments were prepared in response

to a specific, recent request from your Washington office,

our other obligations,
sooner than today.

unable to prepare the

I assume that you will give full consideration to these i

in the subsequent land use planning process. I hope you find them

helpful. Thank you for your consideration.

David B. Edelson

33b Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.

August 5, 1983

Dan Lechefsky, Project Manager
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 3388
Butte, Montana 59702

Dear Mr. Lechefsky:

We have reviewed the graz
ment provisions of the Headwat*
on behalf of the Natural Resou
its Public Lands Institute. W.

In
the other pro

g allotment and riparian t

s draft RMP/EIS and submit
es Defense Council, Inc.,
incorporate by reference t

Ian submitted by the Publ:

abitat manage-
these comment
[NRDC) and
he comments

The range management provisions of the Headwaters RMP/EIS suffer
from most of the same basic deficiencies that we have repeatedly pointed
out, both in our comments on other recent grazing EISs and in our
recent judicial action asking the judge in NRDC v. Morton to rule that
several EISs fail to satisfy the minimum requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) . As detailed below, the Headwaters EIS
is inadequate because it lacks: (1) adequate site-specific proposals;
(21 a reasonable range of alternatives; (3) detailed and substantiated
environmental impact analysis; (4) sufficient information on range
condition and resources; (5) comprehensive, cumulative analysis of the
impacts of all proposed resource activities, as required by the
Federal Land Policy Management Act; and (6) a proposed action that
resolves resource problems as quickly as feasible. Although the EIS
contains certain commendable features with respect to format and descrip-
tions of resource problems, the document's range management section is
fundamentally inadequate and should be rewritten in order to comply
with legal requirements.

1. -Specific Proposals

The BLM is required by the judgmen
in EISs specific proposals to issue and
proposals must include, for each allotmi
seasons of use, utilization levels, and
conditions of grazing, including grazing systems

NRDC V

w graz ng permits
of lives

t

other
terns.

ecessary t<

See 43 C.F R

*A. 01760-6176^-1656

a. co «o»o6- 909 377-974°
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Dan Lechefsky, Project Manager
August 5, 1983
Page Two

Although the EIS proposals
porate, for the most part, exis
specific grazing systems and co

ction of alH

lude livestock numbers and incor-
seasons of use, they lack any

ng grazing systems are not describ
grazing systems are proposed;

eneral types of grazing systems
ed in unspecified allotments in

The EIS fails to include existln

allotment, and no spec
instead, the EIS merely describ-
that might conceivably be implei
the future. (EIS, p. 25 6 App.
utilization levels, even though such levels presumably will coi

under the "no action" alternative. Moreover, specific utiliza
levels are proposed only for a few Category I allotments ( e.g.
E, p. 228) and no such levels are proposed for any Category K 1

allotments.

The EIS does contain, at least for Category I allotments,
objectives that a specific grazing management program should m
each allotment. See App. E. However, for the most part it fa

identify or analyze any specific actions that must be taken to
these objectives. The Bureau's "objectives" are stated in gen

11 dist
. 222

p.it

Such proposals
tha ill attain these

larly important since,

bjectives, and the
of such unidentified

o Category M and C

as the Bureau admits, "implementation of gr.

specific actions are necessary to attain these ol

EIS ' s impact analysis depends upon the developmei
actions. ( E.g. , pp. 117-18, 143.) With respect
allotments, the EIS even lacks specific manageme:
less specific proposals. See App. E.

The EIS also lacks any specific forage allocations for wildlife
or non-consumptive uses. It states that "sufficient" forage will be
provided for wildlife (p. 29) but never Identifies how many AUMs will
be reserved for wildlife, either in the entire area or in particular
allotments. Given the specific forage allocation proposals for live-
stock, it appears that the Bureau will first allocate forage to live-
stock and the remainder, if any, will be available for wildlife and
non-consumptive uses. This approach is unacceptable. The EIS should
make specific forage allocation proposals for uses other than livestock
grazing in order to ensure that "sufficient" forage is available for

Range of Alt ativ

33d

activities. To satisfy this mandate, the alternat
significantly different levels of livestock grazir
grazing," and a full range of management practices
alternatives in the Headwaters EIS fall far short

c

s must encompas
including "no

hese require-

the EIS do notThe alternative livestock forage allocations in
vary significantly. There is little difference even
resource protection (27,036 AUMs) and resource production (33,954
AUMs) alternatives. The resource production alternative is not "mean-
ingfully lower" than the proposed action, as the Bureau has previously
acknowledged is necessary. "Draft Guidelines for Preparing Grazing
EISs," p. 23 (April 1979). Moreover, the EIS lacks a "no grazing"
alternative, which is necessary in order to provide a baseline for
comparison of all other alternatives and to protect riparian and other
degraded resources. See Draft Guidelines, at 23; "Final Grazing
Management Policy," p. 1-18 (X.M. No. 82-292, March 5, 19B2) . Thus,
it is clear that the Bureau has already decided to maintain stocking
levels at approximately the existln

It

The EIS obviously lacks a "full ra
required by the Final Grazing Managemen
fact, the EIS fails to consider any alt
For example, the alternatives do not in
systems, utilization levels, or seasons

re formal exercise.

ige of management prac
Policy, supra , at 1-

rnat ive management pr
lude any different gr

demons

t

ated in fher grazi ng EISs that i t can consider <. range of
alterna s of u :ilizati on levels for

otment. See, e.g.

,

masytwt
Southern Maine jr Draft EIS, Vale

District, Oregon How Creek Fin il Grazing EIS, Susanville
Distric , Calif -nia (19B2) of such tives in the
Headwatc rs EIS i , a critic* 1 flaw.

The discuss on of alternatives in th s EIS is inadeqi ate for other
First, the "no ac cion" alter! LVe contains proposed range

improvements and long term llocat (Table 2-5,

p. 32; Table 4-9 p. 134) , lot real ly cons
action alternati NEPA. See 40 :.f.r. 1502.14(d)
(1982) . Second, the "prote lterna :Ive is self-cot
because to advance con flit aals. If, as the EIS acknow-

alternativ reali stically "achtei e wildlife.
jltaneously (p. 143) , then

the EIS should i iclude alte 3-altern
these individual re oals. Without analysis.

the Bureau will lever analy management act
provide full protection for esources, ther !by pre luding such
actions before they have even been considered.
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Dan Lechefsky, Project Manager
August 5, 1983
Page Four

Envi al Cons.

The EIS's discussion of environmental impacts to range
is extremely generalized and unsubstantiated, and thus fails
satisfy NEPA's requirements. The judgment in NRDC v. Hortoi
EISs to analyze "the actual environmental effects

-
of particu.™.

[grazing] permits or groups of permits in specific areas." Although
the Headwaters EIS sets forth aggregate figures that summarize antici-
pated impacts of proposed grazing to range resources ( e.g. , pp. 116-18)
it completely lacks the "individualized assessment of the impact of
such grazing on local environments" required by NRDC v. Morton . The
EIS must analyze and describe environmental consequences to particular
allotments, not just aggregate impacts to the entire area.

The EIS also fails to substantiate the environmental impacts
predicted, as required by NEPA. It lacks any analysis of the predicted
impacts of implementing particular proposals, such as grazing reductions
or modifications, in particular allotments. It also lacks any general
discussion of why certain kinds of actions might have certain types of
effects under various resource conditions. Thus, the EIS totally fails
to comply with NEPA's requirement that EISs must demonstrate that the
agency has conducted the environmental analyses necessary to substan-
tiate ^predicted conclusions. See, e.g. , 40 C.F.R. S 1502.1, 1502.24
(1982); Department of the Interior, Departmental Manual on NEPA,
S 4.14 (45 Fed. Reg. 27546 (April 23, 1980)).

ally. al impact analyst
we«a«»B it is Ddsea on hypothetical proposals
identified. For example, predicted improvemei
implementation of grazing systems, installatit
and performance of land treatments" [p. 117)

,

specific proposals are identified or analyzed

s is also unsatisfactory
that have yet to be
ts are "dependent upon
n of range improvements,
even though no such

the EIS. Similarly,
"improvement in riparian condition" is premised upon unidentified
"livestock grazing systems ... (and] season-of-use changes." (p. 120)
The BLM cannot simply expect the public to trust that appropriate
actions will be identified in the future and that as a result
problems will be resolved.

Pa \^^±_ C ondi Informatio

The EIS contains estimates of current grazing capacity
allotments, but lacks other important range condition and ;

information needed for the reader to assess the impacts of the proposed— range condition (App. D> is useful.
but it must be supplemented by desc:
ascertain and analyze specific resource problei
are clearly presented for Category I allotment: (App. E) , and i

33f
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Page Five

commend the agency for providing such specific i
no such descriptions are offered for Category M
gesting that the agency has impermissibly writte

formation.
ir C allotmen

off.

The Bureau's failure to
ments reflects a broader defi
proposals. The EIS announces
discussion of how particular

nalyze resource problems in many allot-
iency of the EIS's land categorization
categorization decisions but lacks any
ecisions were made. Without descrip-
roblems and opportunities in all allot-

ments it is impossible for the reader to assess the proposed categori-
zation decisions. The EIS should provide such descriptions for all
allotments and should analyze how the categorization criteria were
applied to reach these proposed decisions. The public would then
have a meaningful opportunity to comment on the categorization
decisions, as contemplated by the "Final Grazing Management Policy,"
pp. 1-11 to 1-15. As written, the Headwaters EIS effectively bars
the public (other than ranchers) from taking part in these important
decisions.*

The EIS also fails to present available range mi

describe the data necessary to make management decis:
when and how such data will be obtained. The EIS st.
stock use adjustments will be based in part on "moni
and also acknowledges that some monitoring data are .

p. 296). However, these monitoring data are not des<
EIS never specifies what kind and amount of monitorii
necessary to make grazing decisions. In particular,
explain if and why available data are inadequate, am
cannot be extrapolated to make necessary grazing dec;
possible in similar allotments lacking such data, W:
explanations, the public will never know which data i

to support actual grazing decisions, and such decisii
deferred indefinitely. See 43 C.F.R. S 4110.3-2(c)
the EIS lacks specific information about all wildlife
grizzly bears. For the most part, it fails to descr
conflicts between wildlife and livestock in particul
instead presents aggregate estimated numbers of wild
wildlife habitat. Nor does it describe specific cri
areas. Without such detailed information, the reade
whether the proposed action or the alternatives wouli
existing resource problems.

nitoring data,
ons, or specify
tes that live-
oring" (p. 25)
vailable (App. N,
ribed, and the

the EIS fails to
why such data

thout such
re "acceptable"
ns may be
1982) . Finally,

be specifi<

of

*The EIS also announces two possible prioritization schemes for
category I allotments, as well as "final" management priorities. (App.
is unacceptable for "final" decisions to be made prior to public

t and selection of the preferred alternative. To establish
decisions at this stage of the process makes a mockery of
requirement of full disclosure and public participation prior

33g,

5 . Compier.er. lnp a : t An a [ : =

As a land use planning document, the Headwaters RMP/EIS begins
well by recognizing that its purpose is to provide a comprehensive
framework for managing and allocating public land and resources by
resolving particular resource problems. (EIS, p. 1.) Unfortunately,
the document does not follow through with this approach in its
analysis of range management. The EIS lacks any cumulative analysis
of the consequences on range, wildlife, and other resources of
implementing the diverse aspects of the proposed plan, such as oil
and gas leasing, land disposal, and livestock grazing. The EIS only
analyzes the impacts of particular types of activities on various
resources, without considering cumulative and synergistic effects.
Nor does it analyze the extent to which certain activities, such as
leasing and land disposal, may preclude the agency from implementing
other activities, such as wildlife or livestock use. In short, the
environmental analysis is too fragmented to be very useful in formu-
lating a coherent, comprehensive land use plan.

6. Proposed Action

In addition to the above-mentioned deficiencies of the Headwaters
RMP/EIS as an analytical and planning document, its proposed action

lagement is also inadequate in several ways. The EIS
" .O action." (p. 15).
problems thatSuch an approach is unac

admittedly exist in the a
needed to maXe adjustment
available range informati
changes. Nor is livestoc
decisions that are needed
endangered g:
livi

tions should b
modifications
venes the Bure
to prevent unn

Fin

.tial proposed _«.,

:eptable given the re
ea. Moreover, addit

; in existing grazing use where, as here,
m clearly demonstrates the need for such
monitoring required before making planning

to protect important resource values, like—
. 91-93) , that should take precedence over

.ng. In such

.n existing management under the i

iu's obligation under FLPMA to "take any action neces
icessary or undue degradation" of the public lands.

.ally, the proposed action will produce a relatively small number
of additional AUMs at a very high cost. The EIS fails to justify thislarge expenditure, which in large part consists of a subsidv to the
livestock industry. Given recent budget reductions, it is very question-
able whether many of the "range improvements" that inure primarily to
the ranchers should be implemented.

you for i idering these nts

.

(^Jhiu^ juu^uw;
/fcSET

34a Plum Creek Timber Company, Inc.

August 16. 1983

Mr. Dan Lechefsky
Project Manager
Butte District Office
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box 3388
Butte. MT 59702

RE: Headwaters Resource Management Plai

Lechefsky:

In reference to the above document, we support the BLM'a alternative to

use land exchange as the primary method of land adjustment. We are,

however, disappointed that the Plan did not Identify the lands Burlingt.

Northern has offered to dispose of In the Headwaters area. (The

presented to you In October of 1962.) By identifying these parc<

public has an opportunity to conment on the proposal.

We also request that the Plan emphasize the benefits of consolidating

land ownership by shoving how public and private coats can be reduced

If lands are blocked up.

Thank you for considering o

tody A.^er

A-lUk^

P»!B

50801-0^721-6550
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35a

Rocky/Mountain
Oil & Gas Association, Inc.

Mr. Dan Lechefsky, Projei

Mr Lechefsky:

I am writing on behalf of the Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association (RMOGA),

ade association of approximately 800 companies, large and small, involved

11 aspects of oil and gas exploration, production, and transportation activiti.

oughout the Rocky Mountain West. We appreciate this opportunity to comment

the Resource Management Plan (RMPJ/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for

Headwaters Resource Area. Following ore issues we would like to have taken

i consideration during development of the Plan and EIS

It ia encouraging that both oil and gas leasing and development, and mineral

oration and development are listed as major planning issues in the document,

eating thai the BLM has considered these values in the planning proceas.

vet. it appears that some plan recommendations would effectively preclude

and gas development in areas of the Rocky Mountain Front that have very

h potential.

Su<

P^

While none of the five areas under com

nt — Blind Hone Creek, Ear Mountain. O
e recommended for Outstanding N*i

n the plan such as the following illustrat.

Special designation will permit easentiall;

commended for ONA status are belie*.

1, and should not be effectively el<

ttld I

esignat:

for I

1 for

forof protc

neas designation would provide.'

.n energy development The

lave very high oil and gaa

3Sb

I gas operations would apparently increase under the
ule all the alternatives considered assume a confin-
ing as recommended in the Butte District Oil and Gas
the level of leasing and stipulations would likely

B-ti »e, Federal minerals 1 cated along
t practices Under the P
the Rocky Mountain Front .

eferred Alter
ould be admin

ition guidance. In fact. the Preferred

tions within the boundaric
ould be esta >ltshed. The recommended

in would result in a d< crease of 9, 960 acres in land availab
availability is proposed for • region
high oil an d gaa potential. While tl

ended to pre serve future management o
or surface v

exploration and development potentially more costly and time-con* uming.

The BLM asserts that i he Preferred Alternative would result in no change

opment. as all public land would r em* in available for entry
revoked inviou ly withdrawn. In addi Hon, some e isting withdrawals may be

ithdrawal re *iew continues However,
stipulations applied to act lvities with in specially designated ar
expl ration impractical if not impossib e -

The Preferred Alternat ive would ma < all Federal coal within
loll Coal Field available for further onsideration for coal lea

>ds would be permitted, an d 1,755 acres
wo-jld be recommended for no aurface occ ipancy to protect public r oada, rights-
of-w«y, and wildlife habita

Thank you for consider

Sincerely,

Alice I Frell
Lands Director

•

36a
Shell Oil Company

Bureau of Land Management
Butte District Office
ATTN Dan Lechefsky, Project Manager
P. 0. 8o* 3388
Butte. HT 59702

Gentlemen:

PUBLIC COMMENT
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN {RHP)
HEADWATERS RESOURCE AREA
BUTTE DISTRICT. MONTANA

made to your recent request for public comment on the subject
we understand tt, the RMP will be an all encompassing plan
s a course of management for use and protection for all re-
s which cover the entire Resource Area.

In any alternative selected in this plan, two critical points should be
addressed: (1) In what way will the agency gather information In order to
adequately evaluate the energy and mineral resource potential within the
planning areas, and (2) In areas where there (s moderate to high potential
for deposits of energy or minerals, how 1s the agency going to develop land
use allocations which will be compatible with possible exploration for the
development of these resources.

Am i these values should be allocated to lands uses
which would minimize the restrictions placed on exploration and development
of these resources. Shell 011 has the following areas of specific concern,
although we do not presently have any active operations therein:

Blind Horse Creek HT-075-012
Chute Mountain MT-075-105
Deep Creek/Battle Creek MT-075-106
Black Sage HR-075-115

All of the above listed areas have considerable potential for oil and gas
being located within the Montana Folded Belt. We would support any alter-
native which would not preclude these areas from hydrocarbon exploration
and production.

36b
Bureau of Land Management

Yours very truly.

Larry G. Svab
Land Depart
Rocky Mountain Division
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S7a
June 14, 1983

Mr. Dan Lechefsky
Project Manager
District Office, Butte
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 33BB
Butte, Montana 59702

SUBJECT: Draft EIS of the Headwater

Dear efsky.

A3 you may remember,
subject with you before
vista Homeowners Assoc i.

I feel compelled to rep-

that were apparently no
enough as factors for y<

have corresponded regarding this
lso as the president of the Sunny
on. Having reviewed the Draft EIS
and expand upon some of our views

in my opinion, considered important
EIS.

The pr overwhelming concern of our members is th

al leeching processes utilized by some individuals/
corporations in the Scratchgravels. All of our homes are

supplied with water deriving from the underground streams
Hi any

ich
ctly
ill-beneath mineral leeching oper.

sides. It is a very sobering and frightening

a homeowner, who bought or built a home near the hills prior

to the leech pads installation, to look up and see a lleching

operation immediately above your home and immediately above

your only water supply for you and your family.

As you have been advised, the leeching operations utilize

a process involving hydrous cyanide, a poison. While the users

state that everything is under control with their operations,

the operations are contained only by a "pad", what I can only

describe (for lack of better words) as a rubberized blanket

between the cyanide and the ground surface. But despite the

nature or extent of the protections provided by these operatio

they are still operating directly abovi

pn

Ten Mile Creeks
due to the pad'
human error, et

for t

springs invariably feed in
Contamination for whatever

. age or a defect, rupture du
:. — will have the same resu

ent Helena

earthquake.

37b.

cial result if the Sunny Vista
ted, which would reduce the area
to a "ghost town" area due to
the other results. As studies

el Hills area is honeycombed with
ami nan t leakage into the ground

Aside from the obvious fi
groundwater source is contain
from a viable residential ar
lack of potable water, consi
have concluded, the Scratchg
ground/rock fractures, and c
will certainly spread. The Si

affected, the leakage will extend into Helena and the remainder
of the Valley. How long the effect would exist is unknown. But
consider the extent of the problem were this area to be struck
again by an earthquake of the magnitude of that which struck
Helena in the 30s. What would occur to the populace if, on top
of the destruction of the quake, they also had to contend with
groundwater contamination from these leeching operations? The
prospect is sufficent grounds for concern, even if it is only
a possibility.

What should then be done? An obvious alternative would be
removal of mining operations from the Scratchgravels, but I

have no illusions that you have not been bombarded with the
viewpoints of the mining concerns on that issue (as looking at
the list of contributing businesses and organizations on pages
160-161 in the EIS will show). I therefore see little prospect
of success in urging such a Quixotic notion as that embodied
in that portion of your Alternative C. However, we do believe
that you should implement a revision of your Alternative A to
provide for off-site processing of extracted mineral ores, and
thereby placing the Scratchgravels off-limits to leeching
operations and the like in order to protect and preserve the
water resources in the area. Merely require the mining concerns
to process their ores elsewhere rather than directly over the
water supply. Certainly it will cost a little more, since they
will be transporting the ores rather than merely the actual
minerals removed from the ores, but the alternative is a form
of gambling that has not yet been approved by either the people
of Montana nor the Legislature. And the stakes at present are
the lives of our families vs. higher profits for the mining

s lettei

sider families . the more urgen

a.

M

to you adequately express our views on
sed by the Draft EIS. We wish you

and only ask that you make such a decisi
of safety to us where we will not feel
ficed to a few gold-seekers. Thank you

38a

July 11, 1983

Dan Lechefsky
Project Manager
Butte District Office, BLM
P.O. Bon 3388
Butte, Montana 59702

Mr. Lechefsky:

Following up to our phone eonversatl<
writing to comment on a few of the Items i

the DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT.

of late Jun>

Seasonal Exploration Restrictions: Table 2-2 Indicates that
an area that la both a Grizzly Bear spring and summer range
and a Elk and Mule deer winter range would have seasonal
restrictions during the period 12/1-9/1- This would allow
unrestricted work only during the period 9/1-12/1. This
would. In may cases, be a stipulation that would make work on

a lease Impossible. If the seasonal restrictions were auch
that certain types of actlvites were allowed during the period
12/1-9/1, then the impact of this potential problem would be

lessened.

tlona: Producing wells generally
almost all cases and need periodic
ducing safely and efficiently. The
d on a lease must allow for work or

rictlona might be to limit visits
imlt the number of vehicles and/or
ng well at any i

Se tonal Produ tlon Rest
require dally attenti

eep them
se ctions Pi
this type. Acceptable r

daytime hou s only
pe ?ple allowed at a p 0.1

lupancy of t
pr ibably not b attra tl for

le uld

Gas Leasing and Development: Ove
n Alternative A appear to be much
r development of the oil and gas
areas. I think, however, that it

blended Into one that would alio
wing i

development

, the guidelin

wide . is
might lnvolv
restricting

guidelines.

estrlctlng l

tances between
2000') , and fo

11 lo
Die

38b

4. Existing leases: I think the Impact Statement should make a
strong statement that existing leases within the area
described are not subject to the surface occupancy and lease
stipulation, nor any other statements described in the DraTt
Statement

.

We at Superior Oil are working hard to establish a good
working relationship with all of the regulatory agencies involve
with our Blackleaf Canyon Unit. We are very willing to conduct
the development work within the unit as best we can to minimize
the impact on the area wildlife. The Environmental Impact
Statement and the Orlzzly Bear Study, which we are helping to
sponsor, is providing us with valuable insight into how we can
operate in auch a sensitive area. If I can be of additional
assistance, please reel free to call me at (303) 663-2620.

Sincerely yours,

CAA&uvyy} L, 7^\sXZZw*t<?{
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39a The
BOBMARSHALL

Alliance

iHTEKIW , ,

- ' ; ..^OMANaCEf:
1

1.33 JUL \ 9 H9 08

Mr. Mike Penfold, State Director

Bureau of Land Management
Box 30157
Billings, MI 59107

Pleaee consider the following comments of the Bob Marshall Alliance concerning

the draft Headwaters Resource Area Management Plan. The Bob Marshall Alliance Is

a coalition of 32 organisations, representing sportsmen, outfitters, bsckcoimtry

horse users and conservationists.

h the wilderness
a to the Bob Marshall

S submitted a proposal
o the Congressional
areas lie along the

tlonal Forest lands, no

elr designation as

e m„^HAiasfcRi

JUL2 '83

D-:'-

A* Pk*C* LIB_
RiS. T (3FSJ REC_
HES. T LANDS

PIV. ED 1ILDLP

A.J._F1LE 1CTI0W

ru -

h the Headwaters plan lies exclusively wit

recommendations for the BLM study areas that are contlguoi

Wilderness. As you may know, the Bob Marshall Alliance h;

for additions to the Bob Marshall Wilderness in response (

attempt to resolve the RARE II issue, and several of thes«

Rocky Mountain Front. Since the RARE II Issue involves N;

BLM lands are part of the current proposal, but the BLM ai

by our organization on several occasions and we support tt

wilderness.

The Bob Marshall Alliance's criteria for what areas should be part of the larger

Bob Marshall Wilderness include contiguity, relationship to the ecosystem, and

traditional use of the area by recreatlonists. The three BLM wilderness .study

areas along the Rocky Mountain Front—Blind Horse Creek, Chute Mountain and Deep

Creek-Battle Creek--are all adjacent to National Forest lands the Bob Marshall

Alliance has proposed for wilderness, thus they are ell contiguous. Further, In

teras of ecosystem relationship, these BL", wilderness study areas are particularly

critical, as tney contain transitional habitat between the mountains and prairie,

and are especially critical for the wildlife populations that use the Bob Marshall.

Finally, these three BLK areas have traditionally been used by recreatlonists for

hiking, hunting, etc.

We are pleased that the BLM recognizes the special values of these three areas, as

signified by the proposed Outstanding Natural Area designation. But at the same tine

we recognize this Is only administrative protection, and It lacks the permanence

and force of law a Congressional designation would have. We're particularly concerned

about the potential impacts of oil and gas exploration and development, and the ONA

designation gives us little security from that threat. Even with these areas as

wlldemeaa, and portions of the Front recommended for no leasing or no surface occupancy,

the majority of lands along this portion of the Overthruat Belt, which is still

unpioven as to oil and gas reserves, will still be available for oil and gas

development.

We would urge the BLM to take a more conservative route and protect the Important

resources which are already known to be present. The Bob Marshall Alliance reoomaende

the final BLM reeommendat Ion for these three wilderness study areas be changed

Save the Bob.

39b Bob Marshall Alllanci

sitlve recommendation. The Headwaters Resource Area plan presents ,

;
for why these areas should be wilderness; I would urge the BLM to i

sincerely

Jt):
.
0^--"%

Sen. John Melcher
Sen. Max Baucus
Rep. Pat Williams
Rep. Ron Marlenee

40a
July 15. 1983

Michael Penfold, State Dlr ector
Bureau of Land Management
Post Office Box 30157
Billlnge MT 59107

r*Lyle Fox, Area Manager
Headwaters Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management
Poet Office Box 308
Butte MT 59701

Dear Masre . Penfold and Fc

Thank you for the opportur lty to present views on behalf of Wlldlanda and
ernlng the Headwaters R source Area Resource

Management Plan. VRA repi eeents a group of conse vatlon-mlnded people from

G-eat Palls and the eurrot ndlng area. The major areae we wish to address
are: (1) Management areae along the Rocky Mounta n Front, (2) estimated
potential timber yield, \l } motorcycle and other off road vehicle ub«, i

oil and gas leasing and dr Llling, 5) Headwaters Resource Area land die-
poeal plan's draft enviror mental impact statement We recognise that In

some instances these areae are Interrelated.

The Rocky Mountain Front s a unique ecosystem In many regards- It is an
ecological, economical anl aesthetically lmportan region. Since wildlife
do not understand manmade boundrles. It Is Import int for man to recognize
that wildlife along the f ont migrate from winter to summer grounds without
regard for boundrlea betwc en wilderness areas, Fo est Service lands, BLM
and public lands. The Roc ley Mountain Pront Is a lch habitat for Grizzly
Bear, Big Horn Sheep, Elk and many other species >f animals.

WRA has opposed and contlr uss to oppose incompatible uses auch as
commercial timber harvest and oil and gas activity. Not only Is there
Irreparable damage done by woodmaklng on unstable soils, but also there le

endarJgerment to the natural Inhabitants of the ar

Basically VRA questions he w the areas designated along the RMF ad
Outstanding Natural AreaB would be managed. Will these areas be managed
similar to wilderness? Vould oil and gas leasing be permitted? We are
opposod to oil and gas leasing In these areas and other areas on the front
when It would Interfere w th the wildlife habitat recreational and
economical values of the area.

We question why oil and gas has been given the "r ght of way" over other
possible management plane and we question why oil and gas exploration has
been accepted by the agen y as the highest use of these lands. The poten-
tial yield of oil and gas along the front would b t very small compared to
the "natural need". Why destroy these important ands forever for a few
years use of oil and gas? We support alternative energy usee, such sb
conservation and explorat on into possible new re tewable energy sources
Instead of perpetrating the use of this non-renewable resource.

The RMF area also has a c rrent and long standing stable economy based on
recreational and tourist ise of these lands. If o 11 and gas exploration and

40b
drilling were more freely allowed In these areas the characteristics o
land that draws this type of business would be lost forever. After th
and gas Is gone there would be nothing left for the wildlife or the
residents of these areas.

In regard to the Preferred Alternative estimated potential timber harv.
It is noted that the potential timber yield for the area will remain a
-?6.45 million board feet per decade. This ie 26 times the actual cum
harvest rate of I million board feet per decade. We question this spr.
of potential yield and current harvest and believe It would be devests
to this resource area If the potential timber yield were met within a
single decade.

Jome of the forested areas so uth of Rogers Pass {Head of the South Fork of
Deerborn) le occupied by Grizzly Bear habitat. The increased timber

•pressed 1 n the Plan contemplates a much increased
storlcal harvest. Does this harvest goal tak«-

account possible Impact on Grizzly Bear habitat' Would increased
est endanger the Grimily which 18 protected under the Rare and

Jn la ngered Species Act?

1b opposed to increased designatlon of areas for motorcycle and other
road vehicle use. Is allowing motorcycle events good utilization of
energy resources? We do not think so. We do not believe this practice
nstratee good land husbandry, we believe there ere already enough areas

open for motorcycle use and other off road vehicle use. We urge you to
recommend no new areas be opt led to motorcycle uae. We believe that cur-

management plane for motorcycle use and off road vehicle use need to
be trengthened and more spec lflc within the management plan.

Wild lands and Resources Assoc latlon Is opposed to the sale of public lands.
sk that BLM recognize ite authority to adopt alternatives to sale of
lc lands under its jurist] Let Ion. These alternatives Include reuse ign-
of Jurisdiction to approprlate state and federal land management

igen :les such as the Montana )epartment of Fleh, Wildlife and Parks and the
Forest Service. We are opposed to any release of BLM lands to the

Depa rtment of State Lands bee auee of that agency's hletory of poor manage-
merit of the natural reaourcee on lande under its Jurisdiction. We aleo ask
that a substantial portion of the lands listed for possible disposal be

Ined by BLM and better managed by your agency. We are not opposed to
t public values for lands with higher public

-s. Wlldlands and Reeour ces Association le atrongly opposed to
nge of any lands with moderate to high public

»a fur the purpoee of pro noting subdivision of theee lands.

We thank you for thlB opportu iity to comment on the Headwaters Resource
Area
put

DEIS and compliment the
nto this plan.

staff on the time, energy and work they have

Sincerely,

Patty/Busko, President
WUdlands and Resources Association
54U Fourth Avenue South
Creit Falls MT 59405
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42a

and Inpendlng litigation demonstrates. United State* policy

lac public lands be held Id perpetuity and managed exclusively

itewardshlp of classified Civil Service employees.

illtoo L. Allen

(Typed for reproduce! i the final RMP/EIS)

45a Auouet a, 1983

Dan Leehefeky, Project Planaoei

Butt* Qietrict office, Bin

P.O. Bo* 33S8
Butte, lion tana 59702

D«ar "r. Lechofekyt

I have studied the flUP/EIS Tor Headwaters Raaourca "res and offer a>y coeatenta

for tha record. I a* a ferMi—roncher froe farther down the watercourse at

¥irgelle.

I ballava your Rocky Mountain front wilderness study unlta ehould receive

a Mlldarnasa i ai laaminlnl Inn and ahould continue to bo managed aa wlldemosa.

i#a vlll aaa whet fS araaa ara daalgnatad, but raqardlejs, you cannot Juotlfy

oil and gee aa tha hlgfcoet uaa of thlo land. On public lands along tha Front,

In Outstanding Natural Araaa and ncfCa thalr ahould be 'no surface occupancy 1

for oil end gas.

Thalr ahould be no tieber harvest in occupied grlnly habitat, nanagaaent

unit #5 north of Sogers Pass on tha upper dearborn la occupied grlllly habitat.

Soeie foreet ereae south of Rogers Peee le occupied grizily habitat and foreet

eanageaent unite 25 and 26 naer Naryaville ahould not get high priority for

tiebar harveet. And they definitely ehould not be aade available for off-road

o tore vela use.

I appose the public running around the hills In off-roed vohlcloo. In the

Isswee dlecueeion you Identify an ORV precise, then go on to promote it. Too

should not feel like you need to give "special ettentlon...to identify motorcycle

use ereae..". otiy do you feel thle wyT ORV uee doee not contribute anything

to good land stewardship end for BLR to promote It lo wrong, wrong, wrong.

Nanagement units #9 ahould not ba available for eotorcycle uee. Thie Include)

Devils Kitchen which ehould elso be spsred frosi utility corridors.

Sounds like the land disposal progrse le deed for now . I oppooe it mostly

boceuM of propoeed criteria for disposal. I can support eoae exchangee. The

CIS really didn't eddreaa Inter—egency land transfer. Mould you pleaae keep

•a lnfonssd when sales or exchanges of public lend ere planned in the resource

a fee?

Sincerely yours,

lorry Be rner

46a
Bruce Bowler

May 24, 1983

Jack A. Mcintosh
District Manager
Bureau of Land Managem
Box 3383
Butte, Montana 59702

Re: Resource Management
Headwaters Area

Dear Manager Mcintosh:

I appreciate your letter of May 16, 1983. and copy of

your map for land ownership adjustments together with

your draft land use plan.

First, I must say that yours is the most intelligent

methodology I have seen in connection with asset management
administration. ¥ou really appear to be following the basi

as enacted by the Congress
the BLM National Advi

>od today

_."for"saie of isolated
in the late 60's while I

Sincerely you^^^^

49a
4166 Used ar.

Helena, Montana 59601
Junj 14. 198J

District Offlc

Dear Mr. Lechofaky.

I em writing to Inform you that after carefully reading th

source Management Plan/ Envl romen t a I Impact State*
for tho lleadw.ters Resource Area. Butte District. Montana

strongly support Alternative "C . This alternative provld

tho most satisfactory overall envlromen tal protection whll

still allowing adequate resource production.

of el hills
Although I prefer alternative "C" I would recoai

rganlzed motorcycle events should be all
ravel Hills area. The land, vegetation
rea are too fragile for a motorcycle eve

"0" should d to exclude organlr

al of send, gravel o

be restricted
fragile envlroment. the lncompatablllty of raining with surrounding

residential use and the possibility of ground water contamination.

At a minimum, a buffer zone of land should be withdrawn from

mining activity as proposed in alternative C' (Map on page 44

of draft). Also, onsite processing of the ore and in particular,
the use of Cyanide should oot be allowed. Page 57 of the draft
status that "Crouodwater originating In the Scratchgravel Hills

Is uaed for domestic
[ a t f r

Of particular concern is the

of cyanide for onoite processing of ore. '
Due to the larg

nt of fractured rock and the large number of faults ruonln
the Scratchgravel Hills area, the chance of groundwate

nation is vary high If an accident or mishandling of th
roue.
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49b,

zone between the residential areas and th« mining.
chat no onaite processing of the ores be allowed anywhe
the acr.tchgravel hill..

c. Notorized vehicle use In the Scratehgravel Hills a

ihould be restricted to designated existing roads In

gile for off-roadThe environment
S 0-.J7.pl

reverse*
later the trac a are at 111 cvld
channel raiuwa results
distraction of ral vege
and "D" should be anenc ed to re
In the Scratch ravel HI lis Area

Thank you for our con. lder.tlo

^^A CUJ^-
rbara A. Ch

50a

Subject: Headwat.

Sir

Environmental Impact Stai

> page 52 of the EIS. i

The preferred alternative
out of Wilderness Study A

poses management problems and the area may be underlain by gaa and oil
The EIS also states that oil and gas leasing will be permitted on 971 of
the Federal lands In the Resource Are*.

Th. i being i d for wilderness protection is only 17.197
as. We recommend that Alt. C be the

all Interests can be more fairly satis-
led. The possibility of oil deposits is weighed to heavily against
nown wilderness values. Size is a poor criteria for aaaeslng wllder-

nyway. The small size Is Irrelevant when the area is adjacent to an
listing wilderness.

Sincerely yours.

David W. Cough & Llnule P. Cough
116) Bighorn Rd

59601

(Typed for reproduction In the I

55a

Daar Mr. Mcintosh;

lo reference te the Headwaters tesourss Area plan, as s general statement, I

am totally opposed to any further asle of Federal lands, Iven tha smaller plo
might provide rales* for birds and various other wildlife. Theaa values
would suite aooa bs lost to tha public if thay fall into private hands.

la looking over the ueedvetere map you enclosed I can sa« thsc some
consolidation might he in order with National Forest lsuds. Also I mould
probsbly not be opposed to some exchange of lands generally lacking

I am absolutely opposed < - outright sales of ssld public landa.

Wnml

56a

Dan Heinz
919 W. Silver
Butte, Mt.

July 5, 1983

Dan Leachefoky
Project Manager
Butte Dletr ct Office, in -m

Box 3)86

Butte, HE. 59702

Following 1 my opinion on how wording In "Management gi Ldsne common to

all altetma Ives" should be handled:

Strong dire tlon is needed in thla type of plan to ..su e con lnulty

between trs sferlng line ma nagere-

flera.

support strong clear nonage Bent direction w_ ttou 00*11-

The dlrectl n under water on page 19 la s good example. rtu llrectlon

o the qualifier which says *to the extent p le". This

essentially negates the who le direction and leaves tips Elllty

the discretion of the line

special comlent and dlrectl

t direction.
on in a resource manogement Ian. Chen It

An EIS sane lfled RHP is no t Itched in atone. If an unusual >r unpre-

die table ci exception, then an EA r abrl-

vlated EIS an be prepared to modify the parent RHP. This la a hurdle

extra protection for a particular! reeourc It alao

assures adequate public lnv OlTmuint.

Sineerely.

Dan C. Helm

(Typed for the final RHP/EIS)
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Dan Lechefsky, Project Manager
Butte District Office
BLM P.O.Box 3388
Butte, Montana 59702

Gentlemen:

I select Alternative C - Emphasizes Environmental Protection

Oil and Gas Leasing: In this alternative, approximately 22,000
acres less are available to leasing and development along the
Rocky Mountain Front as compared to Alternative A (Preferred).

In this alternative, approxlmat©ly24,000 more of federam mineral
estate within specific portions of the Rocky Mountain Front
would not be avallabld for leading because of no surface
occupancy stipulations that would prohibit leasing and develop-
ment. This ruling is desirable because it gives a larger area
of protection to wildlife habitat.

Liv .at?estock - Tfal

crease 10* below cu
6Jt above current le
AUMs but grouhdwate
an adverse effect

ative in long term livestock use would dw-
t levels as compared to Alternative A —
; This is only approximately 5,000 more
taken from riparian areas which has

ldlife habitat.

Wildernesi
of the an
to Congrei

values

Study Recommendations - In
as currently under wilderne
s for wilderness designatio:
he resource area would be

is alternative, all five
study would be recommended
In the long term, 17,197

alntalned under wilderness
f the five areas would be recommended to Congress

: designation; three areas would be recommended as

Outstanding Natural Areas and managed as wilderness. * Alt. A.

It's my view, among the most important BLM Wilderness 8tudy Areas

in the Headwaters Resource Area are the units scattered along
the mmgsificent Rocky Mountain Front especially those adjacent
to the Bob Marshall Wilderness.

LasForest - Alternatives A and C are i

forest resources would be managed essentially as they are at

present. Timber Interests are given a good priority and reso
values, . watersheds and wildlife habitat ars not overlooked.

insofar 1

62b
Mineral Exploration & Development - Alternative A and Alternative

are more or less the same with one exception.
In Alternative C approximately 2,960 acres of public land in
the Scrmtchgravel Hills would be withdrawn from mineral entry
in an effort to limit future impacts of raining on groundwater

The 11,587 acres of public land withdrawn from mineral entry
seems very small to me when compared to Alternative A (613(486
acres) and Alternative C (610,526 acres) which would be available
for mineral entry and development; there must be some units in
these areas which would qualify for wilderness designation
or Outstanding Natural Areas. (See enclosed clipping which was
published in the Boston Globe—a local paper—^teken from the
Washington Po3t. I think the views expressed are very pertinent
on the issue of oil and gas exploration leasing.

Motorcycle Events - In Alternative C approximately 25,000 acres
more of public land (102,513 acres) including five other aress
would be closed to motorcycle events as compared to Alternative
A (77,203 acres) including Scratchgravel and Limestone Hills.
Motorcycles over a period of time would cause soil erosion and
destroy any wilderness values. I like BLM's plan that applica-
tions for these events will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis
on public lands for further consideration.

Motorcycle Vebiole Access - My preference for Alternative C in
this Management Plan is that approximately 6,000 acrss mere
public land (16,037 acres) as compared to Alternative A (12,056
acres) would be closed yearlong to motorized vehicle access,
otherwise the alternatives are more or less the same.—minor
differences in acreage sise.

Utility and Transportation Corridor - My preference for Alterna-
tive C is that it identifies 17,197 seres of public land as
exclusive areas- I note in both Alternative A and Alternative C,

avoidance areas would be established in Scratchgravel and Lime-
stone Hills and other key areas having wilderness quality. In
the Preferred Alternative, Management Direction is certainly
not overlooking utility interests wherein approximately 236,838 ac
or 77jt of the public land would be available for development
of utility and transportation corridors.

Coal - Alternative C would make none of the federal coal
in the Great Falls Coal Field available for further considera-
tion of coal leasing whersas In Alternative A all federal coal
in the CICF would be available for further consideration for
coal leasing.
In view of the large scale leasing and planned coal sales in
states in the West and Southwest, I feel coal will end up being
a 'glut in the market"—rather short-Bighted planning, under
existing economic conditions.

62c
Alte ativee sidered In Detail - Alt. A

Special Designations - The Blind Horse Creek, Ear Mountain,
Chute Mountain and Deep Creex/Battle Creek areas would be
designated as Outstanding Natural Areas.... The Sleeping Giant
Area would be designated aa an Area of Critical Environmental
Concern.

Selectio of Prefer ed Alternative

= The

Alt. A

Rationale (In Part) The use of Outstanding Natural Area desig-
nation is preferred in this case because of the management flexi-
bility such designations would allow if significant oil and gas
reserves are proven to exist beneath these areas in the future.
During the interim, special designation will permit essentially
the same level of protection for scenic, recreational and other
values that wilderness designation would provide.

In th<
This j

which
As a 1

term (

would

Summary, Alternative C emphasises environmental protection.
ocludes the five areas currently under wilderness study and
would be recommended to Congress for wilderness designation.
ssult, wilderness values would be maintained over the long
3 17,197 acres in the resource area. This designation
diminate any problems in management and would prohibit oil

and gas exploratio:

Why save wilderness? It provides recreational opportunities,
wildlife habitat. Wilderness protects Watersheds and prevents
floods. It helps maintain air quality and water quality. Lastly,
future generations will have a stake in these lands if left in
their natural setting's - a wonderful heritage.

Mildred Leonard

62d

Wildlife areas to be leased !

WASHINGTON - The InlCTlor
Opanmrt.1 * prTp.nng ic. open ]
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Tom Llterski
4366 Head Or.
Helena. Montana 59601

P.O. Box 318
oncana 59702

Lechefsky;

Draft Resour

Hill allowing adequat

I am a resident of the scratchgravel hills area In Helena.
Although I prefer alternative "C ' I would recommend several
changes to the other option* If they are adopted.

a. Ho organized motorcycle events should be allowed in the
Scratchgravel Hills area. The land, vegetation and wildlife
in the area are too fragile for a motorcycle event and the
Increased year round use of the area by motorcyclists that
would result. Motorcycle races are also incomparable with
many of the other recreational uses of the area such as hors
back riding and are lnconpatable with the general rural real
la Alt

b. lining and removal of sand, gravel or other materials shout
be restricted In the scratch gravel hills area because of the
fragile envlroment. the incompa tab i 1 1 t y of mining with surround
residential use and the possibility of ground water contamlnati

mining activity as proposed lo alternative 'C ' (Map on pa^e -.

of draft). Alao, onslte processing of the ore and In partlcula
the use of Cyanide should not be allowed. Page 57 of the draft

Is used for domestic purposes In nearby rural subdlvl
for

civ

1 Dills

on mining
a the recharge area. Of particular cone

of cyanide tor onslte processing of ore.' Due Co the larg
nt of fractured rock and the large number of faults ruonln
ugh the Scratchgravcl Hills area, the chance of groundwatc
aminatlon Is very high If an accident or mishandling of th

63b

Therefore. I would

Scratchgravel Hills from mining
zone between the residential ir
that no onslte processing of th

The envlroment in the area Is too fragile for off-road vehicle
use. Tnerc are numerous examples In the hills where off-road
vehicles have traversed an area only once and several years
later the tracks are still evident. These tracts tend to

channel rainwater which results in even *r.>ater erosion sod

discruction of the natural vegetation. Therefore plans "H"

Thank you for your consideration of the

Sincerely

72a

Susan L. Mars
P.O. Box 973
Boz«un, Mont >na 59771

11 July 1963

Lyle Fox, District Manage

Bureau of Land Management

Butte. MT

Dear Mr. Fok:

1 am writing to comment c n the draft management plan for the Headwaters

Resource Area. First, lc the BLM for its apparent recognl-

tlon of the importance o: s area for wlldl

hope that maintenance and of wildlife hab Itat remains a high

priority In thla Resource Area.

Second, I wish ro expresi my op posit on to any sale o f public land. 1

support a program of tra< lng parcels that have little

public or to wildlife, vr lch are difficult to manage and could be put to

agricultural uses. Such more valuable

wildlife habitat. Although the publ died "asaet management" program

has for Che moment been abandoned, I urt(c the BLM CC carefully consider

each parcel that has beer, Identified for disposal In its ongoing program

natural resource manage™ nt, wildllf habitat, und the public Interest.

I do not believe that ltu blllcy to g kin access to an isolated parcel of

land is cause for dlspos 1. Thst 40 -sere parcel may be a significant

refuge for upland birds n an area that h as been cultivated

lllfe. If It can be shown beyond

reasonable doubt that Su h a parcel o wildlife then It

should be traded for one that Is, no c sold.

1 appreciate the chance o comment o n the plan; as I tried to express at

the beginning of this le ter, 1 think you have done a good Job In pre-

paring this draft plan, especially 1 n relation to wildlife. My major

concern Is sales of publ c lands.

Sincerely.

Susan L. Marsh

(Typed for reproduction L RMP/EIS)

June 6. 1983

Mr. Dan lechefsky
BIM-P.O. Box 3388

Butte. Montana 59701

Dear Sir:

Me have revelwed the fiMP/EIS draft for the

Headwaters Resource Area, and would like to let

you know that we are infavor of Alternative A.

regarding wilderness areas.

Ue tiave over the past decade managed closely

:h other federal agencies leased and land allotments

isely related to your study and feel that a great

:ompl Ishment has been made in preserving this natural
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74a
6U2 Hotiroe Ave.

Helena, Mont. 59601
August It, 1983

Bureau of Land Management

Headwaters ftesource area

Box 33 88

Butte, Montsi.* 59702

Re: Headwater Resource Management Dlan.

I have spent considerable time reading •

this plan, and I have also made phone ca

some detalla. As per your request, here

on your draft cony of RMP:

(1) Apoendlx Ei ^Yloritj; has esslpnad numbers 1 and 2,

no explanation of meanlnc of I and 2 plven In text.

trying to understand

to Butte to clarify

« aone of my (

(2) Do not know

What are th.

allotments 1

(3) Ho mention 1

cooperation

las defined :

Appendix t 1

wron? alternative plan.

The phone calls did help to clarify point

at Is really sejant by "alternative".

ltematlvee belnc considered for specific

ade of present Ranpe User - B.L.M.

current Management; I.e., deferred 1

npendlx G).

is to surest that deferred praam? :

Sincerely,

Gloria O'Connall
Round Drove Ranch

William V. Peterson

213 Holcomb Ave. N.

Litchfield, Minnesota 5535S

76a

A"

t
-

77a
2110 Bradbrook Court

Billings, KT 59102

Julj 5, 1983

Mr. Dan Lecnefsky, Jroject Manager

Headquarters Resource Area draft i.u>

Butte Listrict Cffice, BUI

P. 0. Box 5566
Butte, Hontona 5970c

Dear 5i5:

Uriel ?he approximate township locations - hope this is

satisfactory-

i. . general rule. I «»«\2r'i.jUiii"o?
,«S^LSLS

e

S"
S*

otber°s?.te orleSerll^ ^^%*^^?
posed of only If tnose agencies

Jf°
°'

s"%i|cks up land for

l*M**Jc

Vers truly your;

80a

In reading through Headwaters Resource Area Resource Management Plan/

Environmental impact Statement, I thought that you should know that thi

Teton County SCS, the Forest Service, and Mr. Newman have the first an<

only work In j Joint agreement. This is on the Blind Horee Creek or we

call it Chicken Coulee Allotment.

velopment of their wati

grass. The range was I

pastures. He Is tryini

the allotment over.

As a board of supervise

iources for better utlll

over grazed. Mr. Newma:

• Improve the vegetation

eton SCS we are <

eople in the cow
,y bears. Also n.

So why promote i

ry impress:

are hoping to have another Joint tour of this ;

ir. After seeing it last year it will be inten
! any changes. Also to see how the draws come I

Charles W. Proff

range
g the

le he cook

afford to

federal agency
e In the grizzly

i in August of this

ng to see if there
. from the large
lould be opposed to

Chairman. Teton SCS

. study comes out. Thank you.

oductlon in Che I
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:c?i 2E J3rt atreit
Li^MfceiiM feint, flerlis iJCi"'

~y l». IPS5

>tr. :;n Lacbefilcy

Prol>«t ^»a»;er
Butte 3i*txict Offl:e

-i-r AT.- Lechef ikji

NlUanvH arees tot* 11*4 17,1?7 acres. It la lapoi

rt»lir In prialtlve condition *-e protect "llcllfe, I

•&*L^ <£
^*^e(

/,?)ii

MAY 2 1983*

83a
P.O. Box 922
Berkeley. Calif. 94701
July 7, 1983

; Office. BLH

Dear He. Lechefsky:

Please accept my comments, as follows, concerning:

e Area. Resource Hanafigment Plan /Environmental
S[A

: bed1 have lived and worked In this area o

qualnted with such region of this state nearly fifty years ago.

And remain of the firm opinion that this area of the State of Montana

contains outstanding wilderness, scenic, wildlife, fish, botanic and

cultural resoures of certain national Importance; significant segments

of our nations natural heritage; and areas that provide a vital refuge

for man and for all life on this endangered planet.

I urge that our public lands be managed as a preserve.

To protect ecosystems, preserve watersheds, save and enhance wildlife

and fish and their respective habitats, expand and strengthen wilder-

ness, promote biological diversity and to recover and restore used-

damaged lands to their natural environmental condition.

The baslc-fundanental-purpooe of the public lands is to preserve per-

manently the wilderness, scenic, wildlife, fish, botanic and cultural

resources found on such land and water areas.

The following areas, with acreage, as managed by the Bureau of Land

Management. Headwaters Resource Area, to receive full wilderness clas-

and to be added to

Horse Creek 6.000

any national " '""

Blind
Mountain 3 , S00
;reek-Battle Creek 4.000
Pork, Sun River Co mplex 65Q

Beave r Meadows Complex 1 ,700

Sleeping Ciant 7,000
Elkho rn 4.500
Black Sage Complex 7.00(

Teliawstone River lalan. 56

Plua, addl tlonal area-acreage to be in eluded n our wild

in al some 50.000 acre

d total of some 85, WO acres ttur tau o: Land Manage

unl his Headwaters Reso urce Area to out National W

Pn on System.

, oil and coal development will sur1, dec Ebla

bol h Burea u lands and all otti er lands.

83b
And reaialn very much opposed to

pears to be a felony.

Alao we must accept th at when w<

Sincerely.

J. 1, Swaneon

of any public landa.

(Typed for reprodu< final RHP/EIS)

84a
"r. Dan Lechefsky, Project, Project Manager
Butt* District Office, HLM

P O.Boe 3386
Butt*., ITT 59702

Dear Mr, Leotaefsjyi

We think that Alternative C is the bast—or t , harmful of 1 I alternatlven.

Ooal and iras are finite resources and if we d„maf,e the environment the harm which m
rrobably remain l»njr after the coal, <ae and minerals hat- been used np and can no ]

exploited, ftjt * eannot exoeet the rresent administration In "ashlneton to conaldi

a" all that they can see is t day' monetary profits which are directly before them.

i fpt too littlf attention r

are not finite but i

t-.™ tr.iT, 2^4/ M^ V-A^'T^y
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S3

E/^STERn
MONTANACOLLEGE

Hay M, 1983

"|i'»'wv 0* SO
K£"

Jack
V. 1
B.L.
Box

1KB

A. hvlntoah, Olat
. Dapt. of the Inc«

«., Diet. Office
IBS

, Hontan* »*70I

rlor

Bmi Nr. Kelntoabt

s
not approve of the tele of any pvbltc landi, hovcva
aterlale you recently eent aw. I have received the
t ateteaMtit on the fleadvacera BeaMirea Area Raaoure
ha Land Otfnerehlp Ad]itata*nte up. t m working th
t atet«*ent and once I have a iraap of nhat li beln

r, I do appreciate

I >ald, I -111 offer

Frof aaor.SoelolM*

-
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Black Sage 25. 30. 37-38, 40, 46-47, 60, 71 , 1 05, 1 1 7, 1 65
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'Management guidelines lor oil and gas leasing on Ihe Rocky Mountain Front are described in the Alternatives Chapter.
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'Apptojumately 2.9B0 acres, or 57%. ol Ihe Scralchgravel Hills would be withdtawn Irom mining under Alternative C.
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_] Public Lands (Administered by BLM)

^J National Forest

y National Parks and Monuments

J Indian Lands or Reservations

j Wildlife Refuges

I Bureau of Reclamation

| Military Reservations

_J State Lands

_] Patented Lands
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