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IN REPLY 
REFER TO: 

Dear Reader: 

Enclosed for your review and future reference is the final environmental impact statement (FEIS) for the 
Headwaters Resource Management Plan £RMPl. 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 
1983. The proposed plan incorporates all AMP-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 April1983, 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 AMP. 

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 
£2021, Bureau of Land Management, 1800 C Street NW, Washington, DC, 20240, prior to December 31, 
1983-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 AMP 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 AMPs for other BLM lands in Montana and the Dakotas. 

Sincerely yours, 

f'MJJ9. P~JJ 
Mike Penfold 
State Director 
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HOW TO USE THE 

DOCUMENT 


This is the Final Resource Management Plan 
£RMPl/Environmentallmpact Statement lEIS) 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, 
8, 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 AMPlEIS are listed 
along with the 8LM'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. 

REFERENCED SECTIONS OF 
THE DRAFT 
The final RMP/EIS incorporates by reference the 
sections of the Draft entitled Affected Environ­
ment: Environmental Consequences, Alternatives 
8, C, and D: Appendixes C, D, F, G, I, J, K, L, N, 0, P, 
Q, R, and S: Glossary: References: and Map 
Packet. 

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 AMP lEIS 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 
AMP/EIS and the Map Packet. 



SUMMARY 


This proposed Headwaters Resource Manage­
ment Plan lRMPJ and Final Environmental Impact 
Statement lEIS) addresses future management 
options for approximately 311 ,337 surface acres 
and 655,505 acres of federal mineral estate 
administered by the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLMJ 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 AMP will provide 
a comprehensive framework for managi~g and 
allocating public land and resources m the 
resource area during the next ten or more years. 
However, the AMP 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 ~an­
agement: wilderness study rec~m~endat1ons: 
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 AMP alternatives have been considered in 
detail during the development of this document. 
One represent~ 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 AMP is 
essentially the same as the preferred alternative 
addressed in the Draft AMP lEIS, published in May 
1 983. 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 AMP 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 (840fo 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 (970fo of the totaiJ. 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 19 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 Servic;:e's Montana 
Grazing Guides. The net result of all adjustments 
in the resource area would be a 2,204 AUM (70fo) 
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 60fo 
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, 11 cattle­
guards, and 5 other water developments. T~e 
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 570fo to 
750fo, while fair and poor condition ratings would 
decrease from 430fo to 25Dfo. 
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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 130 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, dipposal, 
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 
bein~ the preferred method of disposal. The 
remaining 2,897 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 11,587 acres of public land 
withdrawn from mineral entry. Approximately 
813,488 acres (94Dfol of federal minerals in the 
resource area would be available for mineral entry 
and d~velopment 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 
234,134 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 de~rease in the avail­
ability of public land for organized motorcycle 
events. 
Alternative A would identify approximately 
219,404 acres of public land as priority areas for 
motorized vehicle access restrictions, and 
12,058 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 v.ehicle 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 235,898 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 125.8 million 
short tons of coal, would be affected. Approxi­
mately 1 ,780 acres would be identified for no sur-
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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 acr~s of public land, would be 
managed to protect wildlife habitat, sce.nery, and 
other surface resource values from disturbance. 
In addition, 11-,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. 
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PURPOSE AND NEED 
The Headwaters Resource Management Plan 
(RMPJ 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 WillS 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 AMP 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 Resol!.lrce Area 
Location mapl. 

The contents of this plan are focused on resolving 
eleven key issues (see Chapter Onel. 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 AMP 
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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The document also analyzes alternatives for live­
stock grazing on public land as required under a 
court ordered agreement based on a 19731awsuit 
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 1976. In some cases the existing management 
framework plans consist of partially completed 

( 
I 	 documents that were never formally adopted by 

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

PLANNING PROCESS 
OVERVIEW 
The BLMresource management planning process 
consists of nine basic steps Cwe 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. 

Step 1. 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 
pn environmental protection or resource produc­
tion. 

Step &. Estimation of Effects of Alterna­
tives 
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 documj:!nt 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 EIS. A final decision is mede after a 
thirty-day protest period on the final EIS. 

Step 9. 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 
AMP is adopted until changing conditions require a 
revision of the whole plan or any portion of it. 
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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 AMP 
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 1973. 
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? 

5 




1 - ISSUES AND CRITERIA 


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 (WSAsl 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 
nonsuitable 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-~pace 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 consideration·s 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 vehit:le 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 1 0: 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: Spacial 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 
recognrtion 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 llJanaged? 

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 !listrict 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 
a.djustments: 

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. 
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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 qt 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. 
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ALTERNATIVE FORMULATION 
OVERV.IEW 

Both the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPAl 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 AMP 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 r~source protection 
(e.g. threatened and endangered species habitat) 
or resource production (e.g. minimizing restric­
tions on oil and gas leasing and deve_lopmentl. 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 b~ permitted based on case-by-case 
analyses and 1n 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 ~limination of livestock grazing from all public 
land 1n 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 of 
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 21 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 1985 
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 1995 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. 
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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 AMP 
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 I 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 
ALTEANATIVES 
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 £BMPsl 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, 1964. which 
closed the 10,952 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. 
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Oil and gas lease stipulations identified in 
this plan will apply only to leases processed 
after AMP 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 Leas~ng 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 proc~ssed 
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[sJ: 

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 




2 - ALTERNATIVES 


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 Al 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 W0-83-524 lsee 
Appendix TJ. 
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 
unintentjonal. 

New cases. of unauthorized use generally will be 
terminat~d 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 
prqmpt 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. 

Witlldrawal 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 ~ithdrawn 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. 

Utilit~ 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 ne~ 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 maint-enance 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 ser.~si­
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 wJII 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 wtll 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 a~d 
motorized vehicle use £listed above) wm be used 1n 
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 affe~ted 
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 CVRMJ 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 
Cform, line, color, textural caused by a man­
agement activity should not be evident in 
the ch~racteristic landscape. Contra.sts 
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 
1966, 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-
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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 CMPsl 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%, 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 reason ally expected in five to fifteen 
years. 

Guidelines from the Montana Cooperative Elk 
Logging Study £USDA, FS 19821 will be utilized 
where applicable in the formulation afforest 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 MJ. 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 El. 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 Allotmenc 
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 Csee Appendix EJ. 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 AMP, 
target stocking rates have been set for each 
allotment in the Improve category (refer to 
Appendix Nl. 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 W0-82-292, W0­
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 4110.3-1 and 43 CFR 
411 0.3-21. 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: £11 the 
downward adjustment is 15% or less of the 
"authorized active grazing use for the previous 
year;" £21 an agreement is reached to implement 
the adjustment in less than five years; or £31 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. 

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 manage.rnent objectives 
(see Appendix E1; 

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 411 0 and 41301. 
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 
acres11nd 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 Hdir tract (1 0321 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 (11951 has been added to the list 
because it is no longer leased for grazing 
and because of the reasons stated in Table 

All allotments in which range improvement funds 2-1. Islands were inadvertently omitted 
are to be spent will be subjected to an economic from the list. Unleased islands will remain - analysis. The analysis will be used to develop a final unleased in order to avoid conflicts with 
priority ranking of allotments for the commitment recreation and wildlife uses. 
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TABLE 2-1 


UNLEASED TRACTS TO REMAIN UNLEASED 


Nama and 
Number Legal Description Acres Rationale 

Scratchgravel 
110071 

South Knob 
110081 

Green Meadow 
110091 

Orchard 
110151 

Silver Creek 
110231 

Silver .Creek 
110331 

Beartooth 
Ranch 110371 

T10N, R4W 
Sec. 5 
Lot 1 NE of Road 
Sec. 4, Lot 4, 1, 2 

S1f2NE1f4 

NW1f4SE1f4 


Sec. 3, Lots 3, 4 

S1f2NW1/4 

N1f2SW1f4 


T11N, R4W 
Sec. 27, N1f2SE1f4 Sand W of Fence 

S1f2S1f2 
NE1f4SW1f4 S of Fence 

Sec. 28, SW1f4 
Unlotted PO in SE1f4 S and W of Fence 
Sec. 29, SE1f4; N1f2 
Sec. 33, E1f2; NW1f4; W1f2SW1f4 
Sec. 34, NW1f4; W1f2SW1f4 

W1f2E1f2SW1f4 

W1f2NE1f4 

NE1f4NE1f4 

E1f2SW1f4NE1f4 


Sec. 20, SW1f4 

Sec. 19, SE1f4NE1f4 


T10N, R4W 
Sec. 1 , Lots 11 , 14, 1 5, .1 8, 1 3, 1 2 

T10N, R4W 
Sec. 2. Lots 7, 8, 9 
Unlotted PO in NW1f4 

T10N, R1W 
Sec. 27, N1f2NE1f4 

T11N, R4W 
Sec. 23, Lying N and E of BN tracks 

T12N, R5W 
Sec. 31, Lots 9, 1 0, 11 
Sec. 32, Lot 8 Unlotted PO 
Lot 12 
Sec. 33, Lot 4 

T13N, R3W 
Sec. 2, Lots 6 and 7 
Sec. 1 2, Lots 3, 4, 5 
Sec. 14, Lots 1, 2, 3 

2.469 

124.2 

80 

20 

141 

200 

Conflicts with recreational use and expanding 
suburban development 

Conflicts with recreational use and expanding 
suburban development 

Conflicts with recreational use·and expanding 
suburban development 

Recreational conflicts 

Riparian habitat protection 

Reservation needed for riparian habitat 
protection 

Forage reservation needed for bighorn sheep 
habitat protection 
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Cottonwood 
110411 

T14N, R2W 
Sec. 12. S1f2 

320 Forage reservation needed for elk winter 
habitat 

South Fork 
110441 

T15N, R2W 
Sec: 2, NE1f4, NE1f4NW1f4 
Sec. 12, E1f2, E1f2W1f2 
Sec. 13,AII 

1,320 Forage reservation needed for riparian habitat 
and big game habitat protection 

Smith Creek 
110511 

T19N, RBW 
Sec. ·30, S1f2SW1f4 
Sec. 32, W1f2W1f2 

240 Land and forage reservation needed for grizzly 
bear habitat protection 

Roost Hill 
110521 

T20N, RBW 
Sec. 6, NE1J4, NE1f4NW1f4 

N1f2SE1f4 
Sec. 5, NW1f4, N1f2SW1f4 

520 Land and forage reservation needed for grizzly 
bear, bighorn sheep, and elk habitat protection 

Shed Creek 
110541 

T21N, RBW 
Sec. 34, SW1f4SW1f4 

40 Forage reservation needed for elk winter 
l:!abitat 

Dutchman 
Creek 110581 

TBN, R3W 
Sec. 34, SE1J4SE1f4 

40 Forage reservation needed for riparian, deer, 
and elk habitat protection 

Antelope Butte 
110931 

T4S, ABE 
Sec. 14, E1f2NE1f4 

SW1f4, SW1f4NE1f4 

280 Reservation of forage required for mule deer 
and elk winter/spring habitat 

Dailey Lake 
111001 

T7S,R7E 
Sec. 2, NW1J4NW1f4 

40 Reservation needed for wetland habitat 
protection at Dailey Lake 

Pamburn 
111271 

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

192.25 Land and forage reserved for bighorn sheep 
habitat !previously set aside by District 
Manager's decision dated May 22, 1 9751. 

Ear Mountain 
(11341 

T24N, RBW 
Sec. 1 8, Lots 1, 2, 3, 4 

E1f2SW1f4 
Sec. 19, Lots 1, 2, 3 

E1f2NW1f4, W1f2NE1f4 
NE1J4SW1f4, NE1f4SE1f4 

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, 
19771.. 

Devils Kitchen 
111371 

' 

T16N, R2W 
Sec. 24, S1f2 

320 Reservation needed for the protection of fragile 
and unstable watershed conditions and wildlifE;! 
habitat 

Chisolm 
Mountain 
111381 

T16N, R2W 
Sec. 1 0, N1f2NW1f4, SW1f4NW1f4 

120 Reservation required for mule deer and riparian 
habitat protection 

Harris 
Mountain 
111391 

T16N, R1W 
Sec. 2, N1f2 

327 Forage reservation required for the protection 
of fragile and unstable watershed conditions 
and wildlife habitat 

Sawtooth 
111401 

T16N, R1W 
Sec. 28, All 
Sec. 30, All 
Sec. 32, All 
Sec. 34, Lots 1 , 2, 3 
NW1f4, W1f2NE1f4, 
NW1f4SE1f4, N1f2SW1f4 

2,286 Forage reservation required for the protection 
of fragile and unstable watershed conditions 
and wildlife habitat 

Black Butte 
111421 

T16N, R4E 
Sec. 28, S1f2 

320 Reservation required for elk and mule deer 
habitat 
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Finnegan 
Mountain 
111451 

Sawmill Peak 
111461 

Hardy Creek 
111471 

Bull Mountain 
Game Range 
111681 

Jefferson Hot 
Springs 111721 

Kilbom Gulch 
111771 

Chicken 
111871 

Maryevilla 
Townsite 
11195) 

Rinker Creek 
163011 

Blackleaf 
163021 

Unnamed 

T17N, R2W 
Sec. 12. Wlf2W1f2 


SE1/4NW1f4, SE1f4SWV4 

S'i2SE1J4 


T17N, R2W 
Sec. 18, !::1f2E1f2, 

SW1f4NE1f4 

T17N, R2W 
Sec. 24, SW1f4, 

S1f2NW1f4 

T3N.R4W 
Sec. 18,AII 
Sec. 20. W1f2 
Sec. 30, All 

T1N,R4W 
Sec. 32. that portion of the 
SE1f4 west of the river 

T6N. R5W 
Sec. 25, Atllanq in Sec. 25 lying south of 
the Boulder River 

T16N,R4E 
Sec. B. SV2NE1f4 

T12N,R6W 
Sec. 36, Lots 29, 30, 33, 34, 35 
Sec. 35, Lots 24, 15, 33, Lying S 

and E of the Marysville boundary 
fence 

T26N, RBW 

Sec. 29, NW1f4SW1f4, 

Sec. 30, S'f2NW1f4, 


SW1f4, WV2SEV4 
NE1f4SE1f4, SW1f4NE1f<~ 


Sec. 31, NW1f4NE1J4, SE1J4 

Sec. 32. NW1/4SW1f4 


T26N,R8W 
Sec. 1 8, Lot 3 

T1N, R1W 

Sec. 24, SW1f4NE1f4 


318 

200 

240 

j1.599 

15 

372 

80 

135.08 

680 

37 

40 

Reservation of forage required for deer and elk 
winter habitat 

Reservation of forage required for deer and elk 
winter habitat 

Reservation of forage required for deer and elk 
winter habitat 

To provide winter forage for elk and mute 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, 19551. 

Reservation needed for riparian and wetland 
habitat protection 

To provide winter forage for elk, moose, and 
mule deer (previously set aside for wildlife 
habitat by District Manager's decision on 
August 7, 19691. 

Reservation required for elk and mule deer 
habitat 

Conflict& with residential development in 
~...../

and adjacent to the town of Marysville 

Reservation required for grizzly bear habitat 
protection 

Reservation requi('ed for grizzly bear habitat 
protection 

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 lsee GlossaryJ 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. 

TABLE2-2 

SEASONAL WILDLIFE RESTRICTIONS 


Restricted 
Habitat Period 

Elk and mule deer winter range 12/1-4/30 
Elk and mule deer spring range 4/15-6/30 
(including calving and fawning) 

Bighorn sheep winter range 12/1-4/30 
Bighorn sheep spring range 4/15-6/30 
(including lambing) 

Mountain goat winter range 12/1-4/30 
Mountain goat spring range 5/1-6/30 
(including kidding) 

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 10/1-4/30 

MGMT. GUIDANCE COMMON TO ALL ALT. 


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 
19821, and the guidelines developed through the 
Interagency Wildlife Monitoring Program for min­
eral exploration and development. 

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 11988 and 
119901. 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 I 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 

as•a 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 19821 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 zonesl: 

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 £HMPl be prepared prior to any wild­
life reintroduction. 

~adastral 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 1978 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 bfhavior: 

fire obcurrence; 


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: 
1mpacts 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 AMP­
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
nati've 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 and gas 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 NJ 
based on range condition ratings and the Soil Con­
servation Service's Montana Grazing Guides 
(USDA, SCS n.d.J. These target livestock use levels 
may be adjusted in the future to reflect new 
resource information gathered by monitoring or 
other studies. Alii 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 EJ. 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 

lin acresJ1 


ROCKY MOUNTAIN FRONT ONLY 


Alt. A: Alt.B: Alt.C: Alt.D: 
Allocation Current Status Preferred No Action Protection Priiduction 

Standard Stipulations 86,050 36,160 36,160 34,740 36.480 
Special Stipulations 17,700 49,500 59.460 3,700 70,820 
No Surface Occupancy 3,550 14,040 7,200 '39,020 0 
No Leasing 10,950 18,550 15,430 40,790 10,950 

HEADWATERS RESOURCE AREA 

Alt. A: Alt.B: Alt.C: Alt.D: 
Allocation Current Status• Preferred No Action Protection 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 18.425 38,527 14,874 

1Acreage 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 


Alt. A: Alt. B: Alt. C: Alt. D: 
Allocation Current St11tus Preferred No Action Protection Production 

Initial Livestock Forage Target 
(AUMsl 31,501 29,297 31,501 27,036 33,954 

Net Change From Current Use 
(AUMsl 0 -2,204 0 -4,465 +2,453 

Downward Adjustments 
(allotments) 0 19 0 34 9 

Upward Adjustments 
(allotments! 0 7 0 0 34 

Satisfactory Riparian Habitat 
Condition (miles! 104 130 123 135.5 105 

TABLE 2-5 


SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED RANGE IMPROVEMENTS 


Alt. A: Alt.B: Alt.C: Alt.D: 
Preferred No Action Protection ProductionType of Treatment 

Acres to be Reseeded 2,560 2,560 440 3,140 
Acres to be Burned 300 300 240 4,640 
Miles of Fence to be Built [Removed or Altered! 62.2 62.2 75.9 (131 45.3 
Number of Springs to be Developed 21 21 0 26 
Miles of Pipeline to be Built 23.5 23.5 0 23.5 
Number of Stock Tanks to be Installed 20 20 0 20 
Acres of Weeds to be Controlled 467.5 467.5 0 467.5 
Number of Cattleguards to be Installed 11 11 10 8 
Number of Other Water Developments to be Built 5 5 0 5 
Total Initial Cost For All Improvements $449,331 $449,331 $247,659 $442,020 
25 Year Maintenance and Replacement Cost $637,997 $637,997 $322,907 $746,913 
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TABLE2·B 

SUMMARY OF WILDERNESS STUDY RECOMMENDATIONS 
lin acres) 

Recommendation Current Status 
Alt. A: 

Preferred 
Alt. B: 

No Action 
Alt.C: 

Protection 
Alt.D: 

Production 

Suitable for Wilderness 0 0 0 17,197 0 

Nonsuitable for Wilderness 17,197 17,197 17,197 0 17,197 


Issue 4: Farest 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 #361 
would be set aside fram farest management 
activities until completion af a Coordinated 
Resource Management Plan CCRMPI. The 
Elkhorn· CAMP will be based an the fallow­
ing management objectives and guidelines: 

All management activities will be 

designed ta maintain ar improve elk, 

mule deer, and maase habitat, with 

primary emphasis an elk summer habi­

ta.t and calving areas. 

Management activities alsa will be 

designed ta maintain ar enhance oppor­

tunities far dispersed recreation, ta the 

extent permitted by wildlife habitat 

objectives. 

The existing raad network generally will 

remain apen far public use. Seasonal 

restrictions may be imposed ta minimize 

'impacts an elk during calving season 

C4/15 ta 6/301. 

Timber harvest and prescribed burning 

may be used ta improve wildlife habitat 

conditions. New roads needed far the 

removal af forest products will be kept 

ta a minimum. New roads will be physi­

cally closed ta public use fallowing com­

pletion afforest management activities, 

unless needed ta meet ather manage­

ment objectives far the area. 

Resource management objectives far 

the Muskrat Allotment (Appendix E. 

#02411 will be incorporated inta the 

CAMP. 


The CAMP 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 af 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-B. 

Issue 6: Mineral Exploration and Develop­
ment. All public land in the Scratchgravel Hills 
will remain open to mineral entry and development. 
All other putllic 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 2-10. 

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 motoriz~d 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 Manaqement Guidance Common to All 
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TABLE 2-7 


SUMMARY OF FOREST MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES 

[in acresJ 


Alt. A: Alt.B: Alt.C: Alt.D: 
Current Status Preferred No Action Protection Production 

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

CCFU 63,081 63,081 163,081 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 0 
CFL Set Aside for Recreation 1,468 1,468 1,468 1,468 0 
Total CFL Set Aside 5,197 8,503 5,197 5,197 0 
Total Available Base 52,902 48,856 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 18,940 18,940 18,940 18,940 18,940 
Woodland Set Aside for Special 

Designations 0 2,650 0 1,000 0 
Woodland Set Aside for 

Wilderness Recommendations 0 0 0 1,950 0 
Total Woodland Set Aside 0 2,650 0 2,950 0 
Available Woodland 
Allowable Cut 

18,940 
1.01,2 

16,290 
23.85 1 

18,940 
26.451 

15,990 
26.45 1 

18.940 
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/acrel 333 7,883• 8,816 8,816 9,667 

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

TABLE 2-8 


SUMMARY OF LAND OWNERSHIP ADJUSTMENT GUIDELINES 

[in acresJ 


Alt. A: Alt.B: Alt.C: Alt.D: 
Allocation Current Status Preferred No Action Protection Production 

Retention 311,337 1 282,283 311,337 1 282,283 282.283 
Disposal 0 211.~17 0 25,637 25,637 
Further Study 0 2,887 0 3,417 3.417 

1For purposes of analysis, all public land in the resource area is shown in the retention category under Current Status and Alternative 
B CNo 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 1976. 
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TABLE 2-9 


SUMMARY OF MINERAL EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES 

(in acres of federal mineralsJ1 


Alt. A: Alt.B: Alt.C: Alt.D: 
Allocation Current Status Preferred No Action Protection Production 

Withdrawn From Entry1 53,606 42,019 42,019 44,979 42,019 

Available For Entry 601,899 613,486 613,486 610,526 613,486 


1The 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 500fo of 
the withdrawn land in the resource area. 

TABLE 2-10 

SUMMARY OF MOTORCYCLE USE AREA GUIDELINES 
(in acres) 

Alt. A: Alt.B: Alt.C: Alt.D: 
Allocation Current Status Preferred No Action Protection Production 

Available For Further 
Consideration 311,337 234,134 266,149 208,824 266,149 
Consideration Closed to 
Organized Events 0 77,203 45,188 1 102,513 45,188 

1Current land use planning guidance for the resource area does not preclude consideration of any public land for organized 
motorcycle events. However, approximately 45,188 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 marily to allow for projection of social and eco­
tions are summarized in Table 2-11. nomic impacts. The acreage to be disturbed by 

such operations for surface facilities cannot beIssue 9: Utility and Transportation Corri­
estimated at this time. To date, no proposals fordors. Avoidance areas will be established in the 
mining coal in the Great Falls Coal Field have been Scratchgravel Hills, Limestone Hills, and Sleeping 
received by the BLM. Details regarding application Giant areas, and along the Smith River, Jefferson 
of the coal unsuitability criteria are included inRiver and the Missouri River from Three Forks to 
Appendix H. Coal leasing allocations are summar­Holter Dam. Windows will be established where 
ized in Table 2-13. major facilities cross avoidance areas. All other 

public land in the resource area will be managed as 	 Issue 11: Special Designations. The Blind 
outlined in Management Guidance Common to All 	 Horse Creek, Ear Mountain, Chute Mountain, and 
Alternatives. Utility and transportation corridor 	 Deep Creek/Battle Creek areas will be designated 
allocations are summarizeq in Table 2-12. 	 as Outstanding Natural Areas as illustrated on 

the Special Designations: Alternative A map. The Issue 10: Coal Leasing. All federal coal within 
Sleeping Giant area will be designated as an Areathe Great Falls Coal Field will be available for 
of Critical Environmental Concern as illustrated onfurther consideration for coal leasing, pending 
the Sleeping Giant Special Designations: Alterna­further study. Surface occupancy generally will be 
tive A and Alternative C map. Special designations prohibited within public road corridors, rights-of­

way, floodplains, and key wildlife use areas. For 	 are summarized in Table 2-14. 
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
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TABLE 2-11 

SUMMARY OF MOTORIZED VEHICLE ACCESS GUIDELINES 
Cin acresJ 

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 0 219,404 199,447 1 216,828 199,447 
Closed 0 12,058 0 18,037 0 

1Current 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 

Cin acresJ 


Alt. A: Alt.B: Alt.C: Alt.D: 
Allocation Current Status Preferred No Action Protection Production 

Exclusion Area 0 0 0 17,197 0 
Avoidance Area 0 74,489 22,171, 63,271 22,171 
Window 0 952 0 952 0 
Available For Further 
Consideration 311,337 235,896 289,116 229,917 289,166 

1Current 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 2-13 


SUMMARY OF COAL LEASING GUIDELINES 

Cin acres of federal coaiJ 


Alt. A: Alt. B: Alt.C: Alt.D: 
Allocation Current Status Preferred No Action Protection Production 

Available For Further 
Consideration 01 25,452 01 0 25.452 
Available For Surface 
Occupancy 0 23,672 0 0 23,697 

1For purposes of analysis, no federal coal is considered available for leasing under Current Status and Alternative 8 !No Actionl. 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 

Un acresJ 


Designation Current Status 
Alt. A: 

Preferred 
Alt.B: 

No Action 
Alt.C: 

Protection 
Alt.D: 

Production 

Area Of Critical Environmental 
Concern 
Recreation Lands 
Outstanding Natural Area 
Undesignated 

0 
0 
0 

311,337 

11,609 
0 

12,058 
287,670 

0 
0 
0 

311,337 

0 
11,609 

840 
298,888 

0 
0 
0 

311,337 
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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 flXtrapolating 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 Rangel 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, alii 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 El. 
Adjustments proposed under this alternative are 
summarized in Table 2-4. 

,._ 
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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 Hifger 
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 2-12. 

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 GuideJines 

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. 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 El. 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. Ap·proximately 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 adjace_nt rural 
subdivisions (see the Scratchgravel H1lls Pro­
posed Mineral Withdrawal map). All other public 
land in the resource area would remain avai~able 
unless previously withdrawn from mineral entry. 
Mineral exploration and development guidelines 
are summarized in Table 2-9. 

Issue 7: Motorcycle U••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 2-10. 

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 
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Common to all Alternatives. Motorized vehicle 
access allocations are summarized in Table 2-11. 

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 2-12. 

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 forthe Ear Mountain DNA 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 mapl. 
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 winterI 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 EJ. 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 2-12. 

Issue 1 0: 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 
1993 and production would begin in 1996. 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 2-15 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 


Alt. A Alt.B Alt.C Alt.D 
Issue Allocation or Output1 Unit of Measure Preferred No Action Protection Production 

Oil and Gas Standard Stipulations acres fed. min. 272.449 272.449 271,324 272,703 
Leasing & Special Stipulations acres fed. min. 339,208 347.103 302,903 356,107 
Development No Surface Occupancy2 acres fed. min. 22.950 17,528 42,751 11,821 

No Leasing acres fed. min. 20,898 18.425 38,527 14,874 
Standard Stipulations-RMF3 acres fed. O&G 36,160 36,160 34,740 36.480 
Special Stipulations-RMF acres fed. O&G 49,500 59,460 3,700 70,820 
No Surface Occupancy-RMF acres fed. O&G 14.040 7,200 39,020 0 
No Leasing-RMF acres fed. O&G 18.550 15.430 40,790 10,950 

Grazing Initial Livestock Forage 
Allotment & Target AUMs 29.297 31,501 27,036 33,954 
Riparian Livestock Forage Prod.4 AUMs 33,417 33,417 28.217 38,618 
Habitat Satisfactory Riparian 
Management Habitat• miles of stream bank 130 123 135.5 105 

Wilderness Proposed Wilderness acres fed. surface 0 0 17,197 0 
Study Recommendations 

Forest Total Commercial Forest 
Management Set Aside acres fed. surface 9,503 5,197 5,197 0 

Yield mmbfI decades 24.0 26.5 26.5 29.0 

Land Owner- Retention Category acres fed. surface 283,323 311,337 282,283 282,283 
ship Adjust- Disposal Category acres fed. surface 25,317 0 25,637 25,637 
ments Further study acres fed. surface 2,697 0 3.417 3,417 

Mineral Withdrawn from entry acres fed. min. 42.019 42,019 44,979 42,019 
Exploration Available for entry acres fed. min. 613,486 613,486 610,526 613.486 
& Development -___./ 

Motorcycle Available for further 
Use Areas consideration acres fed. surface 234,134 266,149 208,824 266,149 

Closed to organized events acres fed. surface 77,203 45,188 102,513 45,188 

Motorized Open acres fed. surface 79,875 111,890 76.472 111,890 
Vehicle Prioritized for restrictions acres fed. surface 219.404 199,447 216,828 199,447 
Access Closed acres fed. surface 12.058 0 18,037 0 

Utility and Exclusion Areas acres fed. surface 0 0 17,197 0 
T ransporta- Avoidance Areas acres fed. surface 74.489 22,171 63,271 22,171 
tion Corri- Windows acres fed. surface 952 0 952 0 
dors Available for further acres fed. surface 235,896 289,166 229,917 289,166 

consideration 

Coal Leasing Available for further acres fed. coal 25.452 0 0 25.452 
consideration Available for surface acres fed. coal 23,672 0 0 23,697 

occupancy 

Special Area of Critical Envir-
Designations mental Concern acres fed. surface 11,609 0 0 0 

Recreation Lands acres fed. surface 0 0 11,609 0 
Outstanding Natural Areas acres fed. surface 12.058 0 840 0 
Undesignated acres fed. surface 287,670 311,337 298,888 311,337 

1AII 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 

300/o and streamside buffer strips. 


3RMF: Rocky Mountain Front 


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

5 HRA: Headwaters Resource Area 


smmbf: million board feet 
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COMPARISION OF ALTERNATIVES: SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


EXISTING ALTERNATIVE A: ALTERNATIVE B: ALTERNATIVE C: ALTERNATIVE D: 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENT SITUATION PREFERRED NO ACTION PROTECTION PRODUCTION 

SHORT TERM LONG TERM SHORT TERM LONG TERM SHORT TERM LONG TERM SHORT TERM LONG TERM 

AIR QUALITY Air quality would not be significantly affected under any alternative. 

SOIL AND WATER RESOURCES 
Watershed Condition minor moderate minor moderate minor moderate-high minor minor 

improvement improvement improvement improvement improvement improvement deterioration deterioration 
Water Quality generally good to no significant minor no significant minor no significant moderate no significant minor 

excellent change improvement change improvement change improvement change deterioration 

ENERGY AND MINERALS 
Oil and Gas-Rocky Mountain Front lin acres] 

Leased with standard stipulations 86,050 decreasing 36,160 decreasing 36,160 decreasing 34,740 decreasing 36.480 
Leased with special stipulations 17,700 increasing 49,500 increasing 59,460 decreasing 3,700 increasing 70,820 
Leasea with no surface occupancy 3,550 increasing 14,040 increasing 7,200 increasing 39,020 decreasing 0 
Unleased 10,950 increasing 18,550 increasing 15.430 increasing 40,790 no change 10,950 

Oil and Gas-Headwaters Resource Area lin acres] 
Leased with standard stipulations 450,154 decreasing 272.449 decreasing 272,449 decreasing 271,324 decreasing 272,703 
Leased with special stipulations 163,333 increasing 339,208 increasing 347,103 increasing 302,903 increasing 356,107 
Leased with no surface occupancy 23.550 decreasing 22,950 decreasing 17,528 increasing 42,751 decreasing 11,821 

~ 
Unleased 12.918 increasing 20,898 increasing 18.425 increasing 38,527 increasing 14,874 

Ul Locatable Minerals lin acres] 
Withdrawn from mineral entry 53,606 decreasing 42,019 decreasing 42,019 decreasing 44,979 decreasing 42,019 
Available for entry 601,899 increasing 613.486 increasing 613,486 increasing 610,526 increasing 613,486 

Coal lin millions of short tons] 
Available for further consideration for leasing 0 increasing 125.6 0 0 0 0 increasing 125.6 

LANDS 
Land Ownership Pattern highly fragmented no significant minor no significant no significant no significant minor no significant minor 

change improvement change change change improvement change improvement 
Legal Accessibility generally poor no significant minor no significant no significant no significant minor no significant minor 

change improvement change change change improvement change improvement 

RECREATION 
Developed Recreaton Opportunities 
Dispersed Recreation Opportunities 

Non motorized 

Developed recreation opportunities would not be significantly affected under any alternative. 

no significant minor no significant no significant no significant minor no significant minor 
C1 
0 

Motorized 
change 

minor 

increase 

minor 

change 

minor 

change 

minor 

change 

minor 

increase 

minor 

· change 

minor 

decrease 

minor 

~ 
"'0 
l> 
D 

decrease decrease decrease decrease decrease decrease decrease decrease ffi 
D 

VISUAL QUALITY Visual quality would not be significantly affected under any alternative. z 
0 
'TI 

CULTURAL RESOURCES Cultural resources would not be significantly affected under any alternative. l> 
r 
:-i 
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TABLE 1·16 Ccant:.J IU 

COMPARISION OF ALTERNATIVES: SUMMARY DF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
l> 

EXISTING ALTERNATIVE A: ALTERNATIVE 1: ALTERNATIVE C: ALTERNATIVE D: ~ 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENT SITUATION PREFERRED NO ACTION PROTECTION PRODUCTION m 

JJ
SHORT TERM LONG TERM SHORT TERM LONG TERM SHORT TERM LONG TERM SHORT TERM LONG TERM z 

l> 
WILDERNESS RESOURCES Five areas containing Potential loss Maintenance Potential loss Potential loss Potential loss Preservation Potential loss Potential loss 

17,197 acres under of wilderness of wilderness of wilderness of wilderness of wilderness of wilderness of wilderness of wilderness < mwilderness study values, values on values, values in all values, values in all values, values in all en 
primarily 11 ,21B acres primarily areas primarily areas through primarily areas 
because of oil designated as because of oil because of oil wilderness because of oil 
and gas Outstanding and gas and gas designation and gas 
exploration Natural exploration exploration exploration 
and Areas; and and and 
development potential loss development development development 
on pre-FLPMA of wilderness on pre-FLPMA on pre-FLPMA on pre-FLPMA 
leases values on leases leases leases 

remaining 
5,979 acres 

TIMBER RESOURCES 
Allowable Cut (million board feet per decade) 1.0 (actual cutl increasing 23.95 increasing 26.45 increasing 26.45 increasing 29.0 
Acres Cut per decade 333 (actual cutl increasing 7,983 increasing B,B16 increasing B,B16 increasing 9,667 

RANGE RESOURCES ~ 
~ Ecological range condition (Ofo of rangeland in HRAJ 

Excellent B% no change B% no change B% increasipg 15% increasing 37% 
Good 49% increasing 67% increasing 67% decreasing 42% no change 49% 
Fair 40% decreasing 24% decreasing 24% decreasing 39% decreasing 13% 
Poor 3% decreasing 1% decreasing 1% increasing 4% decreasing 1% 
Livestock AUMs 31,501 29,297 33,417 31,501 33,417 27,036 2B,217 33,954 3B,61B 

FISH AND WILDLIFE HABITAT (unsatisfactory acresl 

Big Game-winter/spring habitat 


minor 	 major minor moderate14,926 (23%1 minor moderate no significant moderateElk 
decrease 	 increase increasedecrease decrease change decrease decrease 
major 	 moderate moderate 

Mule Deer 27,763 (25%1 	 minor minor minor minor minor 
increase 	 increasedecrease 	 decrease decrease decrease decrease decrease 
minor 	 moderate 

Bighorn Sheep 1,035 ( 17%1 minor moderate no significant moderate minor moderate ~ 
increasedecrease decrease increase 

minor major moderate moderate 
decrease decrease change decrease 

3,BBB (40%1 minor· minor minor minor 
decrease increase increaseMoose 

decrease decrease decrease decrease decrease 
moderate moderate moderate }Antelope 3,072 (22%1 	 minor minor minor minor minor 

increase 	 increasedecrease decrease decrease decrease decrease decrease 

Big Game-summer/fall habitat 
Elk 5,922 (23%1 minor moderate no significant moderate minor major moderate moderate 

decrease decrease change decrease decrease 	 decrease increase increase 
minor minor minor 

Mule Deer 1,015 (1 0%1 	 minor minor minor minor minor 


decrease decrease decrease decrease decrease 
 decrease 	 increase increase t
no significant 	 minor minor minor minor minor

Bigham Sheep 7B3 (BOfol 	 minor minor .....__/
increasedecrease 	 decrease change decrease decrease decrease increase 



t 

TABLE 2-18 CaonLI 

COMPARISION OF ALTERNATIVES: SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

EXISTING ALTERNATIVE A: ALTERNATIVE 8: ALTERNATIVE C: ALTERNATIVE D: 
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENT SITUATION PRE'FERRED NO ACTION PROTECTION PRODUCTION 

SHORT TERM LONG TERM SHORT TERM LONG TERM SHORT TERM LONG TERM SHORT TERM LONG TERM 

Moose 748 !12%1 no significant minor no significant minor minor moderate minor moderate 
change decrease change decrease decrease decrease increase increase 

Antelope 3,259 !23%1 no significant minor minor minor minor moderate minor moderate 
change decrease decrease decrease decrease decrease increase increase 

Big Game-yearlong habitat 
Elk 2,142 !25%1 minor moderate no significant moderate minor major moderate moderate 

decrease decrease change decrease decrease decrease increase increase 
Mule Deer 10,521 !22%1 minor moderate no significant moderate minor major minor minor 

decrease decrease change decrease decrease decrease increase increase 
Bighorn Sheep 0 !0%1 no significant no significant no significant no significant no significant no significant no significant no significant 

change change change change change change change change 
Antelope 4,212 (21 %] no significant minor no significant minor minor moderate minor major 

change decrease change decrease decrease decrease increase increase 
Threatened and Endangered Species 
habitat 

Grizzly Bear !yearlong] 8,588 !40%1 minor major no significant major moderate major minor minor 
decrease decrease change decrease decrease decrease decrease decrease 

Gray Wolf 1,035 !6%1 minor moderate no significant moderate minor major minor minor 

,J:i. 
U1 Bald Eagle !miles] 2 (1 0%1 

decrease 
minor 

decrease 
moderate 

change 
no significant 

decrease 
moderate 

decrease 
moderate 

decrease 
moderate 

increase 
no significant 

increase 
no significant 

decrease decrease change decrease decrease decrease change change 
Peregrine Falcon 0 no significant no significant no significant no significant no significant no significant no significant no significant 

change change change change change change change change 
Riparian Habitat !miles] 

I allotments 34 !49%1 no significant major no significant major minor major no significant minor 
change decrease change decrease decrease decrease change decrease 

M and C allotments 5 (7%1 no significant minor no significant minor minor moderate no significant no significant 
change decrease change decrease decrease decrease change change 

Waterfowl Habitat (acres] 525 (21 %1 minor major minor major moderate major minor minor 
decrease decrease decrease decrease decrease decrease increase increase 

Fisheries Habitat !miles] 36 !38%1 minor major minor major moderate major no significant minor 
decrease decrease decrease decrease decrease decrease change decrease 

Upland Game Bird Habitat minor moderate no significant moderate minor moderate minor minor 
decrease decrease change decrease decrease decrease increase 1ncrease (") 

0 
~ 

SOCIAL AND ECONOMICS CONDITIONS 
"'0 
l> 

Economic impact to livestock operators moderately moderately moderately moderately ~ 
caused by decreases in AUMs 

Economic impact to livestock operators 
caused by increases in AUMs 

significant 

moderately 
significant 

insignificant 

moderately 
significant 

none 

none 

none 

moderately 
significant 

significant 

none 

significant 

none 

sign'1ficant 

moderately 
significant 

insignificant 

moderately to 
highly significant 

en 
0 z 
0 

Overall impact to regional economy 

Overall impact on attitudes 

Insignificant under all alternatives 

Insignificant under all alternatives 

"'T1 
l> 
r 
:-1 
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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 800fo 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 I!=Jvel 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 720fo of the 
federal minerals along the Rocky Mountain Front 
remaining available for occupancy leasing [a 
decrease of 90fo, 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 [70fol 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 
AMP 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 
t~e Elkhorn Wildlife Management Area, 
timber harvest activity in this area will be 
allowed only for the improvement of wildlife 
habitat. With adequate funding, the full 23.95 
mmbfI 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 nonfederalland 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 I 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 Usa Areas 
Management Direction 
The preferred alternative wilt result in no change 
from current management direction on approxi­
mately 900Jo 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 750fo 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 AMP. 

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 
additional219,404 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 
12,058 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 AMP £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 770Jo, 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 in·the AMP. 
Ration ala 
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 AMP 
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. 

I 
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ALTERNATIVE A: PROPOSED 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
PLAN 
Impacts an 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 precipitati_on 
due to the interaction of particulate matter w1th 
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 an Sail 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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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 w~re 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 ~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 

54 




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 1980cl. 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 1 0 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 
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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 insignificent. 

Impacts on Energy and Minerals 
This alternative allows occupancy in the RMF on 
85,660 acres £7:2%1 of the 118,250 acres admin­
istered by the BLM. Leases would be issued with 
no surface occupancy stipulations on 14,040 
acres £12%1. 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 ofextreme 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 18,550 acres £16%1. 

Because of the high potential for natural gas in the 
Rocky Mountain Front, designation of the four 
outstanding natural areas (QNAsJ, 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 10,000 
acres having additional restrictions on oil 
and gas exploration and development. DNA 
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, DNA designation is more easily 
altered to favor the exploration and production of 
natural gas. In addition, hardrock mining is not 
prohibited in ONAs, 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 Hl 
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.lt 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 500fo 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.lt is more likely that such 
a program will be a gradual long-term process. 

Disposal of all suitable tracts within the resm~rce 
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 CPILT) 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. 

Can be used to solve existing unauthorized uses. 

Can provide additional land for residential develop­
ment in urban areas. 

Opportunity for ranchers to block up their hold­
ings. 

Potential loss of resource values, primarily wildlife 
and recreation. 

Loss of future revenues from land use authoriza­
tionsk. 

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. 

Loss of Payments in Lieu of Taxes 

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 mt"Jst 
non motorized 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 irre\lersible 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 continua 
to be mitigated on a case-by-case basis in 
accordance with BLM visual resource man­
agement policy. Conformance to the differ­
ant 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-
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mant 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 (11 ,218 
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 fol'mer WSAs as Outstanding Natural 
Areas would provide almost equally restrictive 
short-term protection. Long-term protection 
would not be as secure since an DNA 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 £CFU 
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, 8,035 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 1 0,708 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 
mmbfI 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. 

Fore~t development practices such as thinning, 
plant1ng, 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 80fo 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 70fo 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 El. 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 Olo 

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 150fo 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 b~ subject to the same five year phase-in, 
depending on the level of monitoring required to 
establish the final adjustment. 

~he 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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FIGURE 4-1 
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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 
1980, 1981, and 1982 grazing seasons, the BLM 
has issued annual licenses for nonuse that amount 
to 1,999 AU Ms. 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 
additional278 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 alternative. 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 pro~osed 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 12.6 miles (see Table 4-41. TheM 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 1980bl. Road construction and log­
ging adjacent to streams can have the most 
adverse impacts on aquatic resources £Meehan et 
al. 19771. 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 ttle adverse impacts.ln 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 13Dfo 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. Haw­
ever, the setting aside af tihe Elkhorn area 
will result in beneficial impacts ta aquatic 
habitat a lang the Upper Prickly Pear Creek, 
primarily because af the reduction in road 
construction and ather sail 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 S\UTIPOSia (Cope 1979, USDA, FS 1978b, 
USDA, FS 1977b, Peek and Dalke 19821. How­
ever, more research is needed to determine what 
livestock management strategies are the most 
appropriate to maintain or improve riparian habi­
tat £Platts 19781. 

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 
19801 and Myers £1981 J. 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 A1 


Current Current 
Condition Alt. A Condition Alt. A 

Type of Habitat Acres Ofo Acres Ojg Type of Habitat Acres Ofo Acres Ojg 

Elk-wtlsp 
Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

51,759 
14,926 

77 
23 

60,267 
6,418 

90 
10 

Antelope-wtlsp 
Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

10,452 
3,072 

78 
22 

11,221 
2,303 

83 
17 

Elk-sulfa 
Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

19,896 
5,922 

77 
23 

22,561 
3,257 

88 
12 

Antelope-sulfa 
Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

10,921 
3,259 

77 
23 

11,541 
2,639 

81 
19 

Elk-yearlong 
Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

6,678 
2,142 

75 
25 

7,685 
1,135 

87 
13 

Antelope-yearlong 
Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

15,618 
4,212 

79 
21 

16,882 
2,948 

85 
15 

Mule deer-wtlsp 
Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

82,147 
27,763 

75 
25 

95,035 
14,875 

86 
14 

Waterfowl-splsulfa 
Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

1,975 
525 

79 
21 

2,375 
125 

95 
5 

Mule deer-sulfa Grizzly-yearlong 
Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

9,135 
1,015 

90 
. 10 

9,541 
609 

94 
6 

Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

12,882 
8,588 

60 
40 

19,357 
2,113 

90 
10 

Mule deer-yearlong 
Satisfactory 38,009 78 43,191 89 
Unsatisfactory 10,521 22 5,339 11 

Bighorn sheep-wtlsp 
Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

Bighorn sheep-sulfa 
Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory · 

Bighorn sheep-yearlong2 
Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

Moose-wtlsp 
Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

Moose-sulfa 
Satisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 

5,095 
1,035 

9,317 
783 

12,160 
0 

5,832 
3,888 

5,012 
748 

83 
17 

92 
8 

100 
0 

60 
40 

88 
12 

5,174 
920 

9,494 
606 

12,160 
0 

6,480 
3,240 

5,138 
622 

85 
15 

94 
6 

100 
0 

66 
34 

89 
11 

Miles 

Fisheries-
Satisfactory 58.1 
Unsatisfactory 36.1 

Long-term riparian habitat 

cond. on I Allot.3 
Satisfactory 35.75 
Unsatisfactory 33.95 

Long-term riparian habitat 

cond. on M&C Allot.3 
Satisfactory 67.45 
Unsatisfactory 4.75 

0/o 

62 
38 

51 
49 

93 
7 

Miles 

81.6 
12.6 

81.7!1 
7.8!1 

68.55 
3.65 

0/o 

87 
13 

88 
11 

95 
5 

1 AII 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 EJ. 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 (AJ priority, 
thirty-nine were identified as moderate (BJ 
priority, and thirteen were identified as low 
(CJ 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, cir 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 78Dio, of the total unsatisfactory 
riparian habitat in the resource area. The 
thirty-seven lower ranking I allotments 
contain approximately 3.9!5 miles, or 1 oara 
of the total unsatisfactory riparian habitat. 
The remaining 4.75 miles, or 120fo, 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 Ofo satisfac­
tory to 89Dio satisfactory for all I allotments over 
the long term (see Table 4-41. This represents an 
increase from 35.75 miles to 61.7!5 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 4-21. 

The improvement in riparian condition for the I 
allotments will be the result of such things as 
reduced stocking rates (1 ,178 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 13Dia 
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 be fully 
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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range, which contains approximately 400-500 
animals £Kasworm 1981 l. 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, etcJ 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 13Dfo 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, etcJ. 

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 areaG 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 70Jo 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 a~d wildlife habitat would be in the Rocky 
Mountam Front area, where approximately 
10,000 additional acres would be made unavail­
able for surface occupancy. This would benefit all 
type~ 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 1980bJ. 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
sto~k grazing allotments that contain grizzly bear 
hab1tat ~auld be to improve or maintain key grizzly 
bear hab1tat. 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 15 
on at least 500fo 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 I 1-9/1J out 
of every three years. 

Season-long domestic livestock grazing has been 
shown to be detrimental to riparian community 
condition (Cooper 1977 and Cope 19791. Grizzly 
bear usage and diet dependency on moist sites has 
been documented by Schallenberger and Jonkel 
(19801 and Aune and Stivers (MOFW&P 1981 J. 
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 400fo unsatisfactory to approximately 1 OOfo 
unsatisfactory (see Table 4-41 mainly from incor­
porating management objectives for grizzly bear 
~abitat 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 I 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 ApriiJ. 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, 
~s currently i~ satisfactory condition. A general 
Improvement 1n forage availability and habitat con­
ditions on bighorn sheep habitat would be 
expected through the proposed grazing systems 
and AU M reductions. All other big game seasonal 
range would be maintained or slightly improved. 
These factors would benefit wolf recovery habitat. 

Pe~egrine Fa~con and Bald Eagle. The appli­
cation of spec1al and standard stipulations and 
standa.rd 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 DNA 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 250fo unsatisfactory. Under 
this alternative. unsatisfactory habitat would 
improve to 13.50fo unsatisfactory (see Table 4-41. 

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 
500fo of a winter range until after August 15, and 
on some allotments a reduction in livestock 
AUMs. Mule deer spring range conditions would 
improve somewhat through livestock grazing 
management and an overall 70fo 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 OOfo unsatisfactory to 
60fo unsatisfactory (see Table 4-41. 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 220fo is currently in unsatisfactory 
condition. This would significantly improve to 11 Ofo 
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, etcJ would largely mit­
igate this. · 

The Black Sage WSA contains mule deer winter I 
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 170fo 
unsatisfactory to 150fo unsatisfactory (see Table 
4-41. Some improvement in habitat conditions 

69 




4- ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


would result through a reduction of 1 00 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 ~n 
satisfactory condition. Adequate areas remam 
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 BOJo ·unsatisfac­
tory to 60Jo unsatisfactory [see Table 4-41 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, 660Jo is winter I 
spring habitat. Winter /spring habitat would 
improve from 230Jo unsatisfactory to 1OOfo unsat­
isfactory under this alternative [see Table 4-41. 
This improvement would mostly be a result of elk 
management objectives being incorporated into 
livestock management plans and at:l overall 70/o 
decrease in livestock AUMs. Improvement would 
be reflected by an increase in vigor, composition, 
and availability of bunchgrasses on winterI spring 
use areas. The dietary overlap between elk and 
cattle is significant on winter I spring ranges (Gor­
don 19681. 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 500fo on elk winter/spring 
ranges. The improvement in condition of winter/ 
spring ranges will mostly be accomplished by 
impl-ementing 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 230fo unsatisfactory to approximately 
120fo unsatisfactory (see Table 4-41 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 130Jo unsat­
isfactory from the present 250Jo unsatisfactory 
(see Table 4-41. 

Pronghorn Antelope. Under this alternative, 
antelope winterI spring habitat would improve 
somewhat from that current 220Jo unsatisfactory 
to 170Jo unsatisfactory (see Table 4-41. 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 I 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 230Jo unsatisfactory to 
1OOJo unsatisfactory (s~e Table 4-4). Habitat iden­
tified as yearlong usage would improve from the 
current 21 Ofo unsatisfactory to 150Jo unsatisfac­
tory (see Table 4-41. 

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 i;lffected. 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 sta~dard 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 winterI spring habitat, and 
this alternative would have little overall beneficial 
impact on the quality of moose winterI spring hab­
itat. Moose habitat quality would increase only 
from 400Jo unsatisfactory to 340Jo unsatisfactory 
(see Table 4-41. Four allotments out of twelve that 
Gontain 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
me'nt objectives. Moose winterI spring habitat 
quality on 1 5.4 miles of riparian habitat would 
show very little change in condition. Almost 500Jo 
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 OJo unsatisfactory habitat would significantly 
improve to 50Jo 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 £1975) 
and Mundinger £1976) 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 620Jo satis­
factory to 870Jo satisfactory. Similarly, riparian 
habitat would improve from 720Jo satisfactory to 
920fo satisfactory (I allotments and M and C 
allotments combined]. 

The short-term 70fo reduction in livestock 
AUMs, implementing livestock grazing sys­
tems with riparian I 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 
600Jo satisfactory to 900Jo satisfactory over the 
long term. 

Seasonal big game habitat would similarly improve 
by 1 O.BOJo overall. Beneficial impacts would result 
through a 70Jo 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 th:ough 
numbers are very difficult to estimate. · 

Impacts an 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.ln this alternative. 
11 OJo of the area is· leased with no surface occu­
pancy and 1 OOJo 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 0 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 
400Jo 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. Jhe 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 va[ue 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 per AUM on the value of 
the base property is appropriate. Private grazing 
in Montana leases for approximately $9 per AUM. 
Table ~-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 
2.385 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 

Chengein Dfo Change in Change in Dfo Change in Present 
Ranch Size Stocking Incoma* Present Stocking Income~} Present Income 

lcowsJ Rate lcowsJ (dollars) Income Rate lcowsJ ldollarsJ Income ldollarsJ 

0-100 -25 -113.75 -103.2 -0 3,553.00 0 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 Dfo Change in Change in DJo Change in Present 
Ranch Size Stocking Income-t} Present Stocking Income{} Present Income 

lcowsJ Rate lcowsJ ldollarsJ Income Rate lcowsJ ldollarsJ Income ldollarsJ 

0-10G +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 

~*"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 Receiving Increases Dependence (DioJ1 Receiving Decreases Dependence (D/oJ1 

1 2 27.3 2 38.4 

2 1 42.5 5 34.3 

3 3 27.1 8 20.4 

4 0 7 16.2 

5 2.1 8.4 

1Dependency 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 

Less than 5,000 Less than 5,000 More than 5,000 More than 5,000 
Type of acres1 over less acres1 over more acres, over less acres, over more 

Adjustment Type of Impact than 5 years than 5 years than 5 years than 5 years 

Sale Individual impacts on High Moderate High Mo(lerate 
adjacent owners 

Reduction in area Low Low Moderate Moderate 
requiring BLM 
management 

Sale with Loss of opportunity to Low Low Moderate Moderate 
preference buy property at a 

lower rate by those 
that don't have 
preference 

Reduced financial Low Low Moderate Moderate 
impact on preference 
holder to purchase 
land 

Reduction in area Low Low Moderate Moderate 
requiring BLM 
management 

Exchange Possible loss of High Moderate High Moderate 
privileges by current 
permitte:es or fees 
charged for land use 

Blocking up of BLM Low Low Moderate Moderate 
managed land 

1Resource 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 Scratchgravet 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. 

ALTERNATIVE A 


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 involvelil 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 arei 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/0 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 tnese 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 18,550 acres, or 
16%, 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 10,950 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. Desi9nation 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. 

76 




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 
in~ome 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 1 DO mbf and approximately 
one job. 

In the sho~t term, grazing permittees fadng 
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 A 

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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DOCUMENT PREPARATION 	 Resource Council, and other agencies and groups. 

These same agencies and groups received copies 
This resource management plan was prepared by of the draft AMP and were asked for their com­
an interdisciplinary team of specialists from the ments. 
Headwaters Resource Area and the Butte Dis­
trict Office. Writing of the AMP began in 
November 1982; however a complex process that PUBLIC PARTICIPATIONbegan in 1979 preceded the writing phase. This 
process included resource inventory, public partic­

A preliminary list of issues was sent to about BOOipation, interagency coordination, and preparation 
people i~ Ap~il 1 979. The purpose of the mailing of a management situation analysis (on file in the 
was to 1dent1fy the major issues in the resourceHeadwaters Resource Area Office). Consultation 
area, which would then provide guidance for the and coordination with agencies, organizations, and 
data collection effort. Following this mailing, a nine individuals occurred in a variety of ways through­
me~ber Ci~i~en's A_dvisory Group was set up toout the planning process. 
prov1de add1t1onal gUidance for issue identification. 

A Federal Register notice was published on March 
18, 1980 that announced the formal start of theCONSISTENCY 
planning process. A letter was sent to range users 
1n June 1980 to announce that a vegetative inven­The BLM's planning regulations require that 
tory would be conducted that summer and thatresource management plans be" consistent with 
the data w_ould be used in'the AMP. Four meetings officially approved or adopted resource related 
were held 1n July to explain the inventory process plans of other federal agencies, state and local 
and how it would be used. In September 1980 agovernments and Indian tribes, so long as the guid­
sec~nd mailing_ was sent to about 1,000 peopleance and resource management plans are also 
ask1ng for the1r comments on a revised list ofconsistent with the purposes, policies and pro­
issues. The comments received were used tograms of federal law and regulations applicable to 
further refine the issues, and in August 1982 apublic lands ...." Several actions were taken to 
third mailing was sent to about 2,700 people thatensure that this consistency requirement was 
co_nta!ned the finalized issues and a list of planning met. A letter was sent to the Governor's Natural 
cr1ter1a that would be used to resolve the issues.Resource Council in December 1981 requesting 

copies of state plans that the BLM should con­ Other informal coordination with the public took 
sider in their planning effort. Meetings were held in place throughout the planning process by means 
September and October 1982 with the County of personal contacts, phone calls, etc. 
Commissioners for all nine counties in the Head­
waters Resource Area, the Governor's Natural 
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5- CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 


AGENCIES AND 
ORGANIZATIONS 
CONSULTED 
The AMP team consulted with and/or received 
input from the following organizations during the 
development of the AMP: 

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 AMP 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 at 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. 
Manteo 
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 4 x 4 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&, 
1983. The Notice of Availability and 
Announcement of Public Hearings was pub­
lished in the Federal Register on May &, 
1983. The notice announced a ninety day 
public comment period ending August 5, 
1983. Over 1,100, copies of the Draft 
AMP /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 !"eceived 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·'15, 1983. 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, 1983. 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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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. 

I, 

TABLE 6-1 

Headwaters AMP I EIS Team 

Name Position Qualifications 

Dan Lechefsky 

Dave Barney 

Scott Billing 

Clif Fanning 

Gary Gerth 

George Hirschenberger 

Mark Koski 

David Lomas 

Project Manager 

Access 

Fire 

Soils 

Range (technical 
review) 

Range, Vegetation 

Maps and Graphics 

Hydrology, Air Quality 

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 (ATROWJ, 6 years forester 

B.S., Forest Management, BLM - 5 years district 
fire management officer, USFS - 6 years fire con­
trol technician 

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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6 - LIST OF PREPARERS 

TABLE 6-1 

Headwaters RMP/EIS Team 

Nama Position Qualifications 

Carole Mackin 

David Nelson 

Brad Rixford 

Bob Rodman 

MaryAiice Stoner 

John Taylor 

Bill Torgersen 

Delores Vavas 

Dick Ward 

Ted Wenzel 

~ 
David Williams 

Writer I 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 - ? 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 pnJ7 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 

I 

B.S., Naturaf Resources, BLM - 1 year writer/ 
editor, 3-1 /2 years outdoor recreation planner 

B.S., Wildlife &Fisheries Biology, M.S., E.cology, 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 Visual Information Specialist 

James Chapman Offset Photographer 

Larry Davis Illustrator 

Carla DeBar Cartographic Technician 

Dora Flanagan Cartographic Technician 

Kathy lves Printing Technician 

Bill. Keiffer Cartographic Technician 

Rick Kirkness Printing Specialist 

Larry Pointer Planning Coordinator 

Chuck Sigafoos Supervisory Cartographic Technician 

Phyllis Smith Editorial Clerk 

Brenda Takes Horse Editorial Clerk 

-
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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 AMP lEIS 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. 

COMMENTS AND 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 7-21. 
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 Cont:ribut:ors1 

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 
0 

5 

8 
3 

8 

6 
1 

1 
1 

9 

1These 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 Dep'artment 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 7/15/831 
7 Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Billings, MT (dated 7/19/831 
8 Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Denver, CO 

9 ~*" 
10 

Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Omaha, NE 
Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Denver, CO 

11 Environmental Protection Agency, Denver, CO 

State Agencies 

1 2 Montana Historical Society, Historic Preservation Office, Helena, MT 
13 State of Montana, Office of the Governor, Helena, MT 

Local Agencies 

14 Lewis and Clark County, Board of County Commissioners, Helena, MT (written and orall 
15 Teton County Conservation District, Choteau, MT 

Organizations 

16 Atlantic Richfield Company, Denver, CO 
17 Chevron, U.S.A. Inc., Denver, CO 
18 Conoco Inc., Washington, D.C. 
19 Continental Divide Trail Society, Bethesda, MD 
20 Defenders of Wildlife, Missoula, MT 
21 Great Bear Foundation, Missoula, MT 
22 ~*" Helena Trail Riders, Helena, MT 
23 Inland Forest Resource Council, Missoula, MT (orall 
24 Minerals Exploration Coalition, Denver, CO 
25 Montana Audubon Council, Helena, MT 
26 Montana Farmers Union, Great Falls, MT (orall 
27 Montana 4 x 4 Association, Inc., Dillon, MT 
28 Montana Wilderness Association, Helena, MT 
29 Montana Wildlife Federation, Helena, MT (orall 
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 ~r Harry Albright, Townsend, MT 
42 Milton L. Allen. Albany, NY 
43 {} Charles A. Aumell, Helena, MT 
44 ir Tada Barth, Billings, MT 
45 Jerry Berner, Lama, MT 
46 Bruce Bowler, Boise, 10 
47 {} Michael and Diane Brook, Broadview, MT 
48 {} Robert Bushnell, Helena, MT 
49 Barbara Charlton, Helena, MT 
50 David and Linnie Cough, Helena, MT 
51 ~r John Dilley, Missoula, MT 
52 ~~ Jack B. Gehring, Helena. MT 
53 ir Kenneth H. Gleason, Choteau, MT 
54 ~:- H.B. Gloege, Helena, MT 
55 Mortimer L. Hart, Butte, MT 
56 Dan Heinz. Butte, MT (oral and written] 
57 ~r Kristi K. Humphrey, Billings, MT 
58 ~~ Melvin and Betty Humphrey, Helena. MT 
59 ir Terry and Mary Humphery, McCleary, WA 
60 ~*" Thad and Kristin Humphrey, Billings, MT 
61 ir Norman Johnson, Long Beach, CA 
62 Mildred Leonard, Cambridge, MA 
63 Tom Literski, Helena, MT 
64 ~r Walt Livingston, Fort Harrison, MT 
65 ir Cary B. Lund, Helena, MT 
66 ir Anna Mclane, Helena, MT 
67 ir Charles E. Mclane, Helena, MT 
68 ir W.E. Mclane, Helena, MT 
69 ir Arthur A. Mclaren, Winston, MT 
70 ~r (unknown] Mclaren, Winston, MT 
71 ir Robert Marks, Clancy, MT 
72 Susan L. Marsh, Bozeman, MT 
73 Everett H. Newman, Choteau, MT 
74 Gloria O'Connell, Helena, MT 
75 ir W. Pat Pardis, Shelby, MT 
76 William V. Peterson, Litchfield, MN 
77 James Phelps, Billings, MT 
78 ir Jim and Hal Plummer, Toston, MT 
79 ir Mrs. Kenneth Poore, Great Falls, MT 
80 Charles W. Proff, Dutton, MT 
81 ir Madeline W. Rands, Choteau, MT 
82 Reed Secord, Lighthouse Point, FL 
83 John A. Swanson, Berkeley, CA 
84 Ethel W. Thorniley, Detroit, Ml 
85 Richard Waltner, Billings, MT 
86 ir George D. Warn, East Helena, MT 
87 ir Sharon M. Warn, East Helena, MT 
88 ir Russell and Sue Weingartner, Canyon Creek, MT 
89 ir Robert Woods, Mountain Lake Terrace, WA 

irlndicates letters received solely in response to the Headwaters Land Ownership 
Adjustment map. 
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TABLE7-3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

OIL AND GAS LEASING DEVELOPMENT 

COMMENT 

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: 8J 

2. To quantify the implications which the four alternativesand 
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 720fo of the· exploration opportunity in the 
Resource Area if only standard stipulations were applied. This 
compares with a percentage of 800/o for the production alter­
native and, somewhat surprisingly, a figure of 860/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: 16l 

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 ARGO 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
tict;s, should not influence the allocation of resources on our 
public lands. 
!Comment Index Number: 16, 17, 36, 38J 

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 
DNA 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, 35J 

RESPONSE 

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 tow 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 teasing 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. Many existing oil and gas leases along the Rocky Mountain 
Front were issued in the early 1970'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. 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 opeMpace 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 in"the Resource Area where special {seasonal) 
stipulations are considered adequate to protect important 
wildlife values. 

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 (720Jol of public land along 
the Rocky Mountain Front will remain available for oil and gas 
exploration and development. The statement that DNA 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 111 of the Draft 
RMP/EIS. 
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7- PUBLIC COMMENTS TABLE 7-3 (cant.J 

OIL AND GAS LEASING DEVELOPMENT 

COMMENT RESPONSE 

5. We note that the Rocky Mountain Front study areas are 
recommended for DNA designation. Because of the unarguable 
high petroleum potential along the front we agree with this 
approach inasmuch as DNA designation does not carry the 
penalty of absolute withdrawal that Wilderness designation 
does. We note, however, your statement that DNA designation 
will, in your words, provide "essentially the same level of protec­
tion that Wilderness designation would provide." DNA 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 720Jo of the public lands along the Rocky Mountain 
Front and 930Jo 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 T16N, R6W, 6. A prohibition on surface occupancy for all of Section 32 
Sec. 32, even though the power line there already represents a !T16N, R6Wl is not considered necessary for the protection of 
substantial intrusion. Section 33 is also sensitive, though not the Continental Divide Trail route. Standard stipulations, includ­
directly on the Continental Divide or the likely Trail route. !See ing the Controlled or Limited Surface Use Stipulation, provide 
Guide to the Continental Divide Trail, vol. 1: Northern Mon­ adequate control over the location of surface use and occu­
tana at 135.1 pancy for situations where the actual location of sensitive 
!Comment Index Number: 191 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/EISJ. Pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act, as amended, formal consultation with the Fish and 
Wildlife Service IFWSJ has been initiated for the Headwaters 
AMP 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 
AMP and in developing site-specific activity plans necessary 
for AMP 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 AMP /EISJ. 

8. The Bureau should identify those lands that are critical to 
these species !grizzly bear and gray wolf) and pl,ace them in a no 
leasing or no surface occupancy category.lt 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 Numt-er: 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 similarily 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 eJCploration and development while still providing 
opportunities for the recovery of these species. See also 
response to Comment Numbel' 7 in this section. 

9. Further, the lease stipulations presented on pages 208 9. While the stipulations referenced apply only to exploration 
and 209 should be rewritten to protect key habitat even in the and development activities, the Bi..M can and does restrict the 
event of oil and gas discovery. As they now stand, Qrotections timing of production activities in sensitive areas. The stipula­
are afforded ony so long as oil and gas are not found. In any tion form !MSO 3100-491 that is used to identify seasonal 
event, grizzly bear and grey wolf habitat should receive high restrictions on production was omitted from the draft 
priority and be improved with all due haste in accordance with RMP/EIS but has been included in the final document !see 
the provisions of the Endangered Species Act. Appendix Bl. The preferred alternative identifies portions of the 
!Comment Index Number: 301 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 Ccont.l COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

OIL AND GAS LEASING DEVELOPMENT 

COMMENT 

1 0. In any alternative selected in this plan, two critical points 
should be addressed: 11 I In what way will the agency gather 
information in order to adequately evaluate the energy and 
mineral resource potential within the planning areas, and 121 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: 361 

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: 381 

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: 381 

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: 381 

RESPONSE 

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 IGEMI 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. 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 112/1-9/1 I is approximately 
14,000 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. The RMPdoes 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. 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 Ccont.J 

GRAZING ALLOTMENT AND RIPARIAN HABITAT MANAGEMENT 

COMMENT RESPONSE 

1. Under the preferred alternative !Alternative AI, seeding 1 . Areas for reseeding and interseeding will be carefully 
and interseeding is proposed for 2,560 acres. On page 118 of mapped during activity plan development.- The type of seeding 
the draft, we note that the BLM is proposing to utilize native proposed will be designed to fit the site being treated and 
and introduced plants. We are very concerned if the introduced accomplish the management objective stated for the allot­
species to be utilized is crested wheatgrass. This type of con­ ment. Some crested wheatgrass seedings may be prescribed, 
version results in monotypic vegetation, essentially useless to but this plant is not viewed as a "cure-all." If properly managed 
wildlife. and located, crested wheatgrass seedings can be used to 
!Comment Index Number: 61 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 Ofo 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 #11 I 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, 3. The I category allotments have been reprioritized for 
more adequate attention be given to wetland-riparian habitat implementation in accordance with current BLM grazing man­
protection needs, especially regarding the time over which agement policy (Appendix El. It is realistic to assume that two 
protective measures are to be implemented. According to the AMPs per year for the next twenty years can be implemented. 
draft, the proposal is to improve 58.5% !22.6 milesl of the Of the forty highest ranking I allotments, twenty-two contain 
unsatisfactory riparian habitat on priority 1 allotments over a approximately thirty miles, or 78Dfo of the total unsatisfactory 
period of 20 years; another 20 years would presumably be riparian habitat in the resource area. The thirty-seven lower 
required to improve the 29.50fo (11.3 miles) of unsatisfactory ranking I allotments contain approximately four miles, or 1OOfo 
riparian habitat on priority 2 allotments. Thus, forty years of the total unsatisfactory riparian habitat. The remaining four 
would be required to reach the desired goals. The issue of and three-quarters miles, or 120fo, of unsatisfactory rip·arian 
moose habitat !page 1261 emphasizes our concern that not habitat are in the maintenance and custodial category allot­
enough is being done soon enough to protect riparian habitat. ments. In summary, Alternative A, as revised, provides for 
Under Alternative A, moose habitat would only improve from significant improvement of riparian habitat in a resource area 
400fo unsatisfactory to 340fo unsatisfactory; only four of twelve where 720fo of all riparian habitat is already in satisfactory 
allotments containing moose habitat would improve, the condition. 
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 

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 !02491, 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.J COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

GRAZING ALLOTMENT AND RIPARIAN HABITAT MANAGEMENT 

RESPONSECOMMENT 

4. Additional information has been provided in Appendix M 
Resource Area is in unsatisfactory condition land particularly 
4. Given that more than a fourth of the riparian habitat in the 

that displays resource information considered in the determi­
since much of this is critical grizzly habitat), Defenders of nation of M, I, and C classifications for all allotments in the 
Wildlife supports the proposal to improve this situation. It's not resource area. The classifications are the result of an interdis­
clear from the plan that correcting this situation has been ciplinary effort at identifying the most important priorities for 
given a high enough priority in the plan. It would seem those future BLM management actions. These classifications are 
areas with large percentages of riparian in unsatisfactory con­ subject to revision based on new information acquired through 
dition !particularly if they're in grizzly areas) should be the monitoring and benefit/cost analysis. Management actions 
highest priority I areas. I also find it unacceptable that the and fooding of improvements can occur for M or C allotments 
unsatisfactory riparian areas in the M and C categories won't but will be of lower priority than I allotments. For those M and C 

allotments within identified habitat for gizzly bear, our resource be improved. 
information indicates that none of the riparian habitat is in need!Comment Index Num6er: 201 
of significant improvement. 

The Headwaters RMP lEIS 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 land 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 allotmer.ts. The one exception is 
an allotment in which all grizzly bear and riparian habitat is in 
excellent condition !Allotment 630ill. 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. RMP-Ievel guidance for wildlife habitat and livestock man­
draft of how grazing will be managed for the benefit of wildlife. 
5. On the issue of grazing, we found almost no details in the 

agement can be found in the Draft RMP/EIS under Manage­
The inference made is that bettering the range condition will ment Guidance Common to All Alternatives lpp. 25-291; in 
increase wildlife benefits. Although we too believe that wildlife Appendix E. which discusses allotment-specific opportunities, 
can benefit from bettering the range condition, we feel that conflicts, and objectives for wildlife; and in Chapter 4 lpp. 124­
other issues must also be considered to determine whether 1261, which identifies possible mitigating measures applicable 
wildlife resources will receive any net benefits. Often times the for wildlife species. 

range improvements !water, fencing, grazing systems) asso­
 The RMP proposes to resolve livestock grazing/wildlife habitat 
ciated with intensive management have substantial negative conflicts in a variety of ways, including grazing system design; 
impacts. For example, one ramification of intensive manage­ direct allocations to wildlife; establishment of utilization levels; 
ment is the intrusion of livestock into areas that previously decreasing livestock forage allocations; changing class or kind 
were not utilized because of lack of water. After water devel­ of livestock use or season of use; changing livestock distribu­
opments are installed, livestock/wildlife competition will be tion-through salting, water development, or fencing; limited 
spread over a broader area than was previously possible. treatments, including seedings; and the use of deferred or
Another impact is the often intensive utilization of forage in one rest-rotation grazing systems. 
or more of the pastures in a grazing system which leaves little 

or no residual cover for wildlife in these pastures. We feel 
 Improving vegetative condition to a higher seral stage will 
these, as well as other pertinent issues. must be discussed in result in a corresponding habitat change better suited to a 
the final EIS before the assertion can be made that the pro­ higher climax wildlife population. As Alternative C makes clear, 
posed grazing management will benefit wildlife. As written, the however, changing vegetative condition to lower seral stages 
draft does not discuss the negative implications of intensive can also be beneficial to wildlife. The relationship of vegetative 
management. Inasmuch as the draft indicates that grazing condition to wildlife habitat condition is complex, depending on 
income to the U.S. Treasury from public lands in the Head­ the wildlife slfecies involved, the vegetative types being consi­
waters is about $58,000 and that wildlife related resources, dered, and the primary seasonlsl of wildlife use. It should also be 
through hunter-day use, result in $255,000 of economic stimu­ noted that unsatisfactory wildlife habitat conditions are not 
lation, it appears that more attention should be given to always the result of livestock grazing. Only where livestock 
addressing the impacts of grazing upon wildlife. cause or contribute to the problem can unsatisfactory condi­
!Comment Index Number: 61 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 Ccont.J 

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 20,173 
acres of grazing lands have not been inventoried and only 1 0 
allotment Management Plans are now in existance. The BLM 
should conduct range surveys on the 20,173 unsurveyed acres 
whenever possible. 
!Comment Index Number: 131 

·6. It is agreed that future monitoring of range conditions and 
trends is important. Some of the 20,173 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 7. Projected changes in range condition were discussed in 
expected improvements in range conditions over the entire Chapter 4 of the Draft AMPlEIS !see pp. 117, 135, 142, and 
resource area. By not providing this information the question of 151 I. 
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: 131 

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 AMP. 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 AMP. 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 
lAMPs! but time frames for the completion of the necessary 
range improvements required to implement these AMPs are 
subject to annual budget capabilities. 

B. Changes in lessee management is not discussed. If man­ 8. As AMP objectives for a particular allotment are accomp­
agement is retained with the operator, will objectives be lished, management classifications !M, I, CJ will be adjusted as 
accomplished on a wide scale? This should be addressed in the appropriate in consultation with the Grazing Advisory Board 
Final AMP. and the individual range users. When a new grazing operator 
!Comment Index Number: 131 assumes management of a particular allotment, the same 

established AMP 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: 131 

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 !CMAI 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. 

1 0. Current BLM policy directs that the Cooperative Man­
agement Agreement !CMAI 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 

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: 131 

practices. 
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TABLE 7-3 lcont.J COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

GRAZING ALLOTMENT AND RIPARIAN HABITAT MANAGEMENT 

COMMENT 

11 . In grazing allotmef1ts 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: 131 

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: 141 

13. One thin,g 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: 201 

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: 801 

RESPONSE 

11 . This is currently a provision of the grazing regulations. 

12. The lower costs for estimated range improvements 
under Alternat:,ive C CTable 2-51 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. 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. 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 
(#63031. 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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GRAZING ALLOTMENT AND RIPARIAN HABITAT MANAGEMENT 


COMMENT 

15. Likewise, the DEIS offers inadequate justification for 
sagebrush control/burning projects mentioned on page 125 
and again on page 127. There are high wildlife values associated 
with sagebrush including the elk calving habitat mentioned on 
page 125. 
!Comment Index Number: 301 

16. 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 

17. Although the EIS proposals include livestock numbers and 
incorporate. for the most part, existing seasons of use, they 
lack any specific grazing systems and c.ontain 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. lEIS. p. 25 and 
App. G.l 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. 
22B1 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. 222-231, 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., 117-1 B. 143.1 With respect to 
Category M and C allotments, the EIS even lacks specific man­
agement objectives, much less specific proposals, See App. E. 

RESPONSE 

15. 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 sine~ 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. 

16. Under Alternative A !the Proposed AMP! the target 
stocking level for the Muskrat Allotment #0249 is 109 AUMs 
below existing preference !see Appendix NJ. 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. 

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 IM, I. or CJ for each grazing allotment in the resource 
area !Appendix MI. 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 El 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 I A PSI 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. 
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18. 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 127,036 AUMsl and resource production 
133,954 AUMsl 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 19791. 
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 II.M. No. 82-292, March 5, 19821. 
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 
1-18. 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 119831; 
Willow Creek Final Grazing EIS, Susanville District, Califomia 
119821. The absence of such alternatives in the Headwaters 
EIS is a critical flaw. 
!Comment Index Number: 331 

RESPONSE 

18. Results of public participation activities, carried out 
between 1979-1983 according to requirements of 43 CFR 
161 0.2, 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 e•1aluated at the time of activity planning lAMPs, 
HMPsl. A No Action alternative that constitutes existing man­
agement direction and present resource use levels 143 CFR 
1610. 4-51 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 seeping 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 1502.141al of the regulations 
for implementing the procedural provisions of the National 
Environmental Policy Act, as promulgated by the President's 
Council on Environmental Quality ICEQI. 

The full analysis of the No Grazing alternative, in compliance 
with Section 1502.21 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 sitesl. 

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. 

Racraaclon 
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 preservina 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 witfl 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 qrnall 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 900Jo 
or 28,350 AUMs are harvested each year. The remainder is 
accounted for by nonuse applications receiv!!d and approved in 
the average year. If each AUM of livestock forage sold produ­
ces a monthly weight gain of 60 pounds lor 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 wtluld 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 alterl'lative 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 131 °/o 
decrease for operators with 1 00 or less brood cows to a 
decrease of 3.80Jo for operators with more than 1 ,000 brood 
cows. The teal decrease in net annual income for the analyzed 
ranches would be $1 ,324, 185, a decrease of 18.50Jo. 

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 fact~ars 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% of the resource area 
total in 19801. 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 likel¥ S\lm­
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 a~ the local level. 

!Response continued on next pagel 
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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. 116-181, it com­
pletely lacks the "individualized assessment of the impact of 
such grazing qn local environments" required by NRDC v. Mor­
ton. The EIS n'lust 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" lp. 251 and also acknowledges that some monitor­
ing data are available lApp. N, p. 2961. However, these monitor­
ing data are not described, and the EIS never specifies what 
kind and amount of monitoring data are necessary to r.nake 
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" lp. 1171, 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 .. .Iandi sea!'on-of-use changes." lp. 1201. 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: 331 

20. The EIS contains estimates of current grazing capacity in 
mos't 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 lApp. OJ 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 lApp: El, 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'lot:ments reflects a broader deficiency of the EIS's land cate­
gorization proposals. The EIS announces eategorization 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 orooosed decisions. The public would then have a mean­

!Comment continued on next page] 

19. 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 AMP. BLM policy 
and statute IP.L. 95-514, Sec. 5!dll 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 1984. 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 13 in 
this section. 

20. The Final RMP/EIS has been modified to incorporate 
additional information that was used in categorizing allot­
ments. !See Appendix Ml. 
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ingful opportunity to comment on t~e categorization de~isi~ns, 
as contemplated by the "Final Graz1ng Management Polley, 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. 
!Comment Index Number: 331 

21. The EIS also announces two possible priorization 
schemes for category I allotments, as well as "final" manage­
ment priorities. lApp. El. 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: 331 

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. 151 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 lpp. 91-931, 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 19ublic lands. 
!Comment Index Number: 331 

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: 741 

24. Do not know what is really meant by "alternative". What 
are the altematives being considered for specific allotments? 
!Comment Index Number: 741 · 

RESPONSE 

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 livesta,::k priorities. It was only "final" in the sense that it 
represented an interdisciplinary priority as opposed to a single 
program's priority.ln the Final RMP/EIS, a new ranking system 
has been used and is displayed and explained in Appendix E. 

22. The preferred alternative for this AMP 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 El. 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 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, 11 J indicated high priority, 
while 121 indicated low priority. 

24. Alternatives were developed for I allotments by analyzing 
different short-term changes in livestock stocking rates 
!Appendix Nl and by adjusting implementation priorities 
!Appendix EJ. 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 Gl. 

Appendix E seems to suggest that deferred grazing is the 
wrong altemative plan. 
(Comment Index Number: 741 

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 1. Designation and management of Deep Creek/Battle 
Deep Creek/Battle Creek, Blind Horse Creek, and Chute Creek. Blind Horse Creek, and Chute Mountain as wilderness is 
Mountain to wildlife, including endangered species, we suggest one of several options considered for the protection of wildlife 
that you very seriously consider recommending these areas to habitat, including grizzly bear habitat. All the alternatives 
Congress as suitable for wilderness. Some of the impacts to address the BLM's legal obligations to protect the grizzly bear 
wildlife are eliminated or dampened when the provisions for and its habitat as well as provide for other resource uses. 
wildemess management are in place, and due to the potential Alternative A, the proposed action, provides three significant 
for resource extraction in these areas, wilderness designation types of protection for wildlife habitat in these areas by: 
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. 

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. 

(Comment Index Number: 6, 11,211 

2. Dn the other hand, the Black Sage and Yellowstone River 2. The roadless attributes of the Black Sage area were one of 
Island areas don't have nearly the wilderness potential as the several factors that were considered in making the nonsuitable 
Front areas. Nevertheless, as important roadless areas their recommendation !see Appendix R of the Draft RMPlEIS for a 
wild nature should be preserved. Clearly, the roadless attri­ complete discussion of the BLM's wilderness study policy.) The 
butes of the Black Sage area aren't very highly valued in the many impacts on naturalness did detract from the overall wil­
DEIS. derness quality of the area. but the numerous range improve­
(Comment Index Number: 201 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 
bv 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. 391 

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 wildemess if Congress dip 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 wildemess. Consequently, the option will be available in the 
future to reevaluate thes'l:l 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 CMT-075-1331 would be an eco­
logically unique addition to the National Wilderness Preserva­
tion System and should be so designated. 
!Comment Index Number: 281 

5. The rationale presented on page 11 5 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 

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: 301 

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 
AMP/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. 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 
tieing recommended for special designation. These three areas 
were studied for wilderness under authority of Section 202 of 
FLPMA. The BLM wirderness study evaluation was based on 
the two planning criteria and six quality standards as sited on 
page 31 0 of the Draft AMP. These guidelines come from the 
Federal Register release on February 3, 1982 entitled: Wil ­
derness Study Policy; Policies, Criteria and Guidelines for a'on­
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 CONAl. The intent of DNA 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 ONAs, although in this case such leases would be 
accompanied by no surface occupancy stipulations to protect 
surface values. 

6. The public comments analyzed in the Draft AMP/EIS were 
received during the 1978-1980 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 7-31cont.J COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

WILDERNESS STUDY RECOMMI;NDATIONS 

RESPONSECOMMENT 

7. Since only Congress can designate an area as wildernsss, 
ness designation for these areas should be lett to Congress, 
7. In light of the preceding discussion, the decision on wilder­

Congress does have the ultimate decision making authority for 
not made internally by the agency. As the DEIS makes clear, if all BLM wilderness recommendations. Nonwilderness recom­
Congress were to include these lands in the wilderness sys­ mendations for areas studied under authority of Section 202 of 
tem, BLM would still manage them as natural areas. Thus. FLPMA will be finalized by the State Director and will not be 
Congress not the agency should make the choice of short-term reported to Congress; however, Congress can at any time 
versus long-term protection. overturn that decision and designate an area as wildemess on 
!Comment Index Number: 301 their own initiative. 

8. The first point conceming manageability of these areas is 8. The contradiction you note on page 75 of the Draft 
unsupported throughout' the AMP /EIS and is, in fact, ,contra­ AMPlEIS refers to findings made during the intensive inven­
dicted by several statements in the descriptions of each indi­ tory phase of the wilderness review process. The intensive 
vidual area. Although the Blind Horse Creek is the only WSA inventory was not intended to assess the manageability of 
with a small private inholding, the AMP states that "the area roadless areas in any detail. Rather, the intensive inventory 
stands as an independent study area due to strong public was intended to identify those roadless areas that possess the 
support and its ability to be managed in an unimpaired condi­ minimum necessary characteristics of wilderness including 
tion" (p. 751. (Emphasis is added!. Meanwhile, there is no men­ size, thereby qualifying for wilderness study. The study phase of 
tion or explanation in the AMPlEIS of why the Chute Mountain the wilderness review process, as documented in the 
and Deep Creek/Battle Creek WSAs could be considered diffi­ AMPlEIS, is the phase during which manageability is assessed 
cult to manage. On the contrary, since both areas have no in detail. 

non-8LM inholdings and would be tack-ons to the Deep Creek 
 In the case of the Blind Horse Creek area, the intensive inven­
Further Study Area, management should present no insur­ tory findings indicated that while the area was less than 5,000
mountable difficulties for the managing agency. acres in size, it was of sufficient size te~> make practicable its
!Comment Index Number: 321 preservation and use in an unimpaired condition. The findings of 

the AMPlEIS 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 AMP lEIS 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. It is true that the three areas studied for wildemess along 
all five of the areas currently under wildemess study would be 
9. Wilderness Study Recommendations-In this alternative, 

the RMF are highly natural in character and possess outstand­
recommended to Congress for wildemess designation. In the ing wildlife, recreational, scenic, air and watershed qualities. 
long term, 17,197 acres in the resource area would be main­ Since these lands were found not to be suitable for wildemess 
tained under wildemess values. *None of the five areas would due to size, manageability, and oil and gas concerns (see 
be re_commended to Congress for wildemess designation; "response to C111mment Number 3 in this section for rationale!, 
three areas would be recommended as Outstanding Natural the preferred alternative is to preserve these areas through 
Areas and managed as wildemess. ~!-Alt. A. It's my view, among designation as ONAs. Management under this designation will 
the most important BLM Wildemess Study Areas in the provide almost the same level of protection as wilderness dur­
Headwaters Resource Area are the units scattered along the ing the short term [see also Management Guidelines by Alter­
magnificent Rocky Mountain Front especially those adjacent to native A vs. C. Management Unit 03, page 169 of the Draft 
the Bob Marshall Wilderness. RMP/EISI. 

Although long-term protection is not as certain due to the 
wildlife habitat. Wilderness protects watersheds and prevents 
Why save wilderness? It provides recreational opportunities, 

potential for management changes in future planning efforts, 
floods. It helps maintain air quality and water quality. Lastly, major modifications are not anticipated and will continue to be 
future generations will have a stake in these lands if left in their subject to public involvement. 

natural settings-a wonderful heritage. 

!Comment Index Number: 62, 28, 61, 82, 831 
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7- PUBLIC COMMENTS TABLE 7-3 Ccont.J 

FOREST MANAGEMENT 


COMMENT 

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 

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 I 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 

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: 131 

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: 201 

RESPONSE 

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, howe~er, where it would result in 
improved wildlife habitat (refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix A, 
Management Unit 361. Also see our response to Comment 
Number 1 under Motorized Vehicle Access. 

2. The Draft RMP/EIS (page 291 emphasizes this and other 
guidelines from the Montana Cooperative Elk Logging Study. 

3. The exclusion of timber harvest activities from consulta­
tion has been modified (see page 291. 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 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 
sectionl. 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. 1051. 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 /EISI. 

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.» COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

FOREST MANAGEMENT 


COMMENT 

5. Some of the forested areas south of Rogers Pass !Head of 
the South Fork of the Deerbornl 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 

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 
in(ormation, 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 

7. The document states that the plan is issue driven and it 
further states that one of the .criteria used to evaluate the 
alternatives are social and economic impacts, and it appears 
from reviewin~the 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 toot 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 

B. 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 

9. The DEIS offers no economic'justification for the timber 
harvest leases proposed. Past experience on Eastem Montana 
National Forest lands has shown even moderate silvicultural 
management to be economically int:~fficient. 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 harv~sting. 
!Comment Index Number: 30,321 

RESPONSE 

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. 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 economic analysis in the Draft RM P lEIS 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. 

B. 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 i!PProximately 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 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 availab~ity. 
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7- PUBLIC COMMENTS TABLE 7-3 Ccont.J 

FOREST MANAGEMENT 


COMMENT RESPONSE 

1 0. The AMP/EIS has recognized the general effects of the 
timber industry on widlife habitat !especially aquatic habitat) 
and on recreational resources lpp. 114, 118-120J, 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-efts between these resouces to be analyzed, and the 
incremental "costs" of timbering in terms of wildlife and 
recreation to be identified. 
!Comment Index Number: 321 

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 Mountajns. 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, 401 

11 . 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 AMP, 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., A. 9 E., Section14: BLM lands occupies most of theW 
112 of this section, and the National Forest owns the entire E 
112. 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. 8 LM 
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 area17. 

Canyon Mountain Further Study Area-T. 3·S., A. 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: 21 

1. As outlined in the Draft AMPlEIS, 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. BI:.M-tidministered lands needed 
for the achievement of management goals on adjoining national 
forest lands will be retained in public ownership. 

110 




TABLE 7-3 (cont.J COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

LAND OWNERSHIP ADJUSTMENT 


COMMENT 

2. A search of our Mineral Industry Location System !MILS! 
indicates about 1 ODJo 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 500Jo 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: 51 

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.J by persons traveling these 
waterways. 
!Comment Index Number: 91 

4. It is unclear how the boundary between Management Units 
9 and 1 0 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 1 0 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 

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: 131 

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, 811 

RESPONSE 

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. 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. 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. 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. 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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7-PUBLIC COMMENTS TABLE 7-3 lcont.J 

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 lam:ls 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 8. Lands with public values justifying retention in federal 
amounts of federal lands sold, but they wanted to see it remain ownership will not be considered for sale. The occasional use of 
federal and that basically the only sales we would support would sale as a disposal method has a definite place in the BLM's land 
be very small and very isolated tracts or federal buildings, adjustment program since exchange is not always feasible. In 
abandoned military sites, these types of things. But land that's some cases. sale is actually the preferred method of disqllsal. 
basically used for grazing or for crops purposes, agricultural The primary example is in the case of inadvertent trepass. 
land, our organization would like to see it remain as public land. When it is discovered that a person's house or field is located 
!Comment Index Number: 26, 79, 83, 851 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 determin,ing the type 
of sale is contained in Appendix T of this document. 

9. And there are several reasons for this and they may be 9. Bureauwide policy has been developed for determining the 
well-founded, they may not. proper sale method. (See Appendix T.l One of the primary objec­

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, 

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. 

second home site seekers, etcetera, who would not be bound, The statement that the preferred method of sale will be open 
of course, to pay a price measured by the productivity of the competitive bidding has been removed from the final plan. 
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 

1 0. Finally, and in regard to the proposed sales and exchanges 
of some tracts of BLM land discussed on page 112, 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 

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. th1s 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. 

lands. 
!Comment Index Number: 30, 20, 25, 2B, 29, 31, 40, 45, 51, 
55, 56, 61, 72, 771 

!Response continued on next page) 
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TABLE 7-3 lcont.J COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

LAND OWNERSHIP ADJUSTMENT 


COMMENT RESPONSE 

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
ronmene'al 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. 

11. We also reiterate our position that BLM allegations that 11 . Difficulty of management is only one of several criteria for 
some smaller and more isolated tracts should be disposed of determining which public lands should be disposed of. Other 
because of their "management difficulties" are, in most instan­ disposal criteria are listed on page 20 of the Draft RMP/EIS. 
ces, insufficient reason for loss of public lands, part of the These criteria are also contained in the State Director's Guid­
legacy of every American citizen. Difficulty of management is, ance, which was developed with full public participation. A dis­
at best, a subjective consideration and poses the question of posal decision would be based on a full review of all the criteria 
how .well BLM is managing its own fiscal and manpower and not just on management difficulties. 
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, 721 

12. The Federation also strongly protests two statements 12. The first statement has been deleted from the Final RMP. 
made prefaced by the phrase "Sale will be the preferred The second statement was not meant to apply to the basic land 
method of disposal when:" adjustment program. It is referring to tract-specific cases, 

"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. 

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. 

"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: 311 

1 3. The inventory of lands within the disposal category and 13. Asstated in the Draft RMPlEIS, public land in the Head­
the analysis of impacts of proposed land disposal are clearly waters Resource Area was placed· into three general land 
inadequate to fulfill the requirements of FLPMA and NEPA. The ownership adjustment categories; retention, disposal or 
RMP/EIS does not identify or describe the specific resource further study. Before any land ownership adjustment actions 
values of the land within the disposal category, nor does the actually take place, a site-specific analysis will be done that will 
document explain how selling any of these tracts meets the describe the resource values of the tract involved. The analysis 
criteria for land disposal contained in FLPMA Sec. 203 will be documer~ted through land reports and decision records. 
lal!1 )[21131. Although land exchanges are likely to enhance both Public notification will be provided and public hearings will be 
public and private resource values and land uses in many cases, held if county commissioners or the Commissioner, State 
while the potential benefits of land sales are much more limited, Department of Lands, determine a hearing to be necessary or if 
the AMP/EIS combines both forms of land tenure adjustment public input calls for hearings. Any interested parties will have 
into one general category of "land disposal". Furthermore. the opportunity for comment or protest on future actions. 
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. 

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. 2031aX1 )[21131 of FLPMA. 

[Comment Index Number: 32. 13, 14, 25, 291 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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7- PUBLIC COMMENTS TABLE 7-3 (cont.J 

LAND OWNERSHIP ADJUSTMENT 

COMMENT RESPONSE 

14. 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: 321 

14. Under the preferred alternative, 25,637 acres were 
placed in the disposal zone. This represents less than 1 OOfo 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 11 2 of the Draft it states 
that it is unlikley that more than 500fo 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. 

-1 5. 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 1982.1 By identifying these parcels, the 
public has an opportunity to comment on the proposal. 
!Comment Index Number: 341 

15. The Headwaters AMP 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 
AMP was completed. For this reason, the AMP did not identify 
the tracts that Burlington Northern has offered for disposal. 
These tracts IAiill be evaluated in the future and there will be 
opportunities for public involvement at that time. 

16. We also request that the Plan emphasize the benefits of 16. This discussion has been added to the Impacts on Social 
consolidating land ownership by showing how public and private and Economic Conditions section of the discussion of Alterna­
costs can be reduced if lands are blocked up. tive A in the Environmental Consequences chapter of this doc­
!Comment Index Number: 341 ument. 

17. 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, 1 5 and 1 6 
Section 6: Lots 11 , 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 1973. 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, 
66,67,68,69,70,86,871 

17. The area is in a retention zone. Due to valuable riparian 
habitat, the tracts are likely to be retained. 

1B. As present and impending litigation demonstrates, Uni­ 1 t:l. Sections 203 and 206 of the Federal Land Poliey and 
ted States policy requires that public lands be held in perpetuity Management Act of 1976 provide statutory authority for the 
and managed exclusively under the stewardship of classified BLM to dispose of tracts of public land through either sale or 
Civil Service employees. exchange. The criteria for the sale of public land are listed on 

All public lands must be retained; no such lands may therefore 
be considered for sale or subject to any other method of dispo­

page 21 of the Draft AMP and were taken directly out of 
FLPMA. 

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: 421 
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TABLE 7-31cont.J 

LAND OWNERSHIP ADJUSTMENT 

COMMENT 

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 

20. I 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: 541 

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: 651 

22. Land ownership adjustment categories should be 
changed in T8N R3W and T8N R4W from 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: 711 

23. T8N R9 & 1OE "retain" change to retention. Reason: ac­
cess to the Musselshell. 

T3S R9 & 1 OE change to "retention." !Reason:] endangered 
species-peregrine falcon formerly used this site and have 
been recorded lately. 
!Comment Index Number: 77, 751 

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: 881 

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, & 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: 891 

RESPONSE 

19. 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 ownershp 
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. 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. 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. 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 ptJblic 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. 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.'Aiso, 
see the respoQse to Comment Number 2. 

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 AMP provides for 
individual tracts within disposal zones to be retained if site­
specific analysis reveals significant public values. 

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 prec:uded. 
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7- PUBLIC COMMENTS TABLE 7-3 Ccant.J 

MINERAL EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT 


COMMENT 

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 modem 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: 241 

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 public 
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: 351 

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, 
1 would recommend that Alternatives "A", "8" 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 proc.essing of the ores be 
allowed anywhere in the Scratchgravel Hills. 
[Comment Index Number: 49, 37, 631 

RESPONSE 

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 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. 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: 191 

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 IM4X4AJ do. Rent some PRIVATE 
land for such types of activity.lt 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: 271 

2. Public Law 94-579, the Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 IFLPMAJ states that "... the public 
lands be managed in a manner ... that will provide for outdoor 
recreation ... !Sec. 1 02 lal!Bll and that "The Secretary shall 
manage the public lands under principles of multiple use ... !Sec. 
302 !all. 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. 103 
!ell. 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. 
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TABLE 7-3 [cont.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: 301 

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, 631 

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. 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 !wel 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: 21 

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: 271 

3. The proposed plan calls for 219,000 acres !where erosion 
and land use conflicts presumably exist! to be "prioritized for 
restrictions" !p. 401. 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: 321 

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. Under FLPMA, Executive Order 11644, and Executive 
Order 11989, 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. Pages 22 and 39 of the Draft AMP 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 AMP, more detailed travel planning will 
take place after the AMP 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 seeping process. 
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7- PUBLIC COMMENTS TABLE 7-3 Ccont.J 

MOTORIZED VEHICLE ACCESS 


COMMENT 


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 

RESPONSE 


4. Under the Preferred Alternative, the Scratchgravel Hills 
are identified as a high priority area for motorized vehicle re­
strictions. Upon completion of the AMP, 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: 31 

2. We have reviewed the application of the unsuitability crite­

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 
ria on the federal mineral estate within the Great Falls Coal collected for the following reasons: 
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 

The coal area is not in a coal production region and no 
tracts have been delineated. 

federally-owned coal 143 CFR 34001 and may result in unne­ High and moderate value coal has not been identified: the 
cessary conflict or delays if leasing of these coal reserves is land is classified as prospectively valuable for coal. 
initiated in the future. Strong interest in developing the coal has not been indi­
Analysis for Criterion No. 11 in Appendix H documents the cated. 
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 

Funding and staffing constraints limit the amount of inven­
tory work the BLM is able to do. 

stipulation requiring additional inventory does not meet the For these reasons, although some delay will result, the logical 
cited regulations. Adequate inventory and application of time to gather additional inventory data would be at the lease 
Unsuitability Criteria No. 11 prior to issuance of the lease is application time or when someone is interested in making an 
required. application. Even if the inventories are delayed until this time, 

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.l4 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 

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 [6)[ 1 ll that allow for the final application of unsuitability crite­
ria after an AMP 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. 

of Federal coal leases. 
!Comment Index Number: 61 
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TABLE 7-3 Ccont.J COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

COAL LEASING. 

COMMENT RESPONSE 

3. It seems illogical to lease the Great Falls coal field at a time 
when the demand is so low.lt 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 

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 ~hould 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 11 0. 

Consideration of these factors makes justification of coal leas­
ing in the Great Falls Field difficult. 
!Comment Index Number: 301 

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. 
!Cotnment Index Number: 301 

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. As ~ttated on page 109 of the Draft AMPlEIS 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 AMP !See also response to Com­
ment Number 3.1 

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 151, would 
not create unusable islands of wildlife habitat. Exclusions for 
sharp-tailed grouse dancing grounds ltwen~y 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 
AMPlEIS only determined that the area under consideration is 
accfiPtable for potential coal development, pending further 
study !Appendix HI. The BLM has very little wildlife inventory 
data for the coal field area because of limited public surface 
owner!!hip 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 15 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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7- PUBLIC COMMENTS TABLE 7-3 (cont.J 

COAL LEASING 


COMMENT 

6. Similarly, although underground coal mining could seriously 
disrupt ground-water ip. 11 OJ, 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 lp. 531. 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 

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-anly to lease all the 
field or none. 
!Comment Index Number: 321 

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: 321 

9. Criterion No.l6 states 100-yearflood 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 

RESPONSES 

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. 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 preiiminary 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 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 1200 to 
300 feetl suggests that subsidence generally can be avoided 
through proper design of the mining operations. 

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 143 CFR 
3461.21. 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 12 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: 81 


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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TABLE 7-3 lcant.J COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS 

COMMENT 


2. I found the discussion of the DNA 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 DNA, nor how quickly one can be 
changed or undone. Certainly all of these questions 'should have 
been answered in full in the OEIS;'if they were, I couldn't find 
them. 
£Comment Index Number: 20. 401 

3. An DNA classification based on speculative energy values 

seems like flimsy protection for areas with such proven wilder­

ness and wildlife values. 

£Comment Index Number: 201 


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-1 mean on 
a small acreage, the forest land. However, the impact on the 
potential yield appears to be minimal. 
£Comment Index Number: 231 

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 P'i'rsonally 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 £tal 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: 281 

-


RESPONSE 


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 Al. 

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. DNA 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 DNA designa­
tion will be similar to that provided by wilderness designation. 

4. Since there is no commercial forest land in the three areas 
recommended tor DNA designation, there will be no impact on 
timber harvesting. 

5. Instruction Memorandums W0-83-188 and MT-83-160 
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 Slet!ping 
Giant exchange. the agency did not obtain subsurface rights to 
2,207 acres. Subt;racting. 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. 
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7- PUBLIC COMMENTS TABLE 7-3 Ccont.J 

SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS 

COMMENT RESPONSES 

6. While none of the five areas under consideration would be 6. While it is true that DNA designations would place severe 
recommended for wilderness designation, we are concerned restrictions on oil and gas development, approximately 720Jo of 
that four areas along the Rocky Mountain Front-Blind Horse the BLM-administered land on the Rocky Mountain Front is still 
Creek, Ear Mountain, Chute Mountain, Deep Creek/Battle available for oil and gas development. Of the 2BOJo that is consi­
Creek-are recommended for Outstanding Natural Area dered unavailable, only BOJo or 9,960 acres, is unavailable as a 
designation. Statements in the plan such as the following illus­ direct result of DNA designations. The AMP interdisciplinary 
trate the reason for this concern: "Special designation will team believes that this represents a reasonable balance 
permit essentially the same level of protection for scenic, between the many outstanding and competing resource values 
recreational, and other values that wilderness designation of the Rocky Mountain Front. 
would provide." Such stringent protection would obviously con­
strain energy development. The areas recommended for DNA 
status are believed to have very high oil and gas potential, and 
should not be effectively closed to development. 
!Comment Index Number: 351 

7. Nowhere does the RMP/EIS adequately explain why the 
WSAs were only considered for DNA designation, and not fbr 
ACEC status. 
!Comment Index Number: 321 

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 1 B of the Draft AMP/EIS. In brief, the reason is that 
ACEC designation and DNA designation would result in very 
similar management of the areas. It was felt that an DNA 
designation would be more appropriate since the resources of 
particular interest are of national significance and an DNA 
designation requires approval of the Director of the BLM. 

B. 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 
DNA designation gives us little securitY. from that threat. 
!Comment Index Number: 39, 2B1 

B. Although the DNA 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 DNA 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: 111 

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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TABLE 7-3 lcont.J COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS 


COMMENT 

3. On pages 48-50, Table 2-1 6, 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 

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-16.20.1 0031. 
!Comment Index Number: 131 

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 ..." lp. 11 OJ. 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 

6. The RMP/EIS contains no support or explanation for the 
conclusion that "ltlhere will be approximately a 2,000 acre 
decrease in unsatisfactory watershed conditions ... based on 
changes in grazing allotment management" lp. 111 I, 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: 321 

RESPONSE 

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 49-501 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 AMP would do about it. 

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 
(lllotment 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 281. 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. Prevention of deterioration of our soil and water resources 
is preferred over mitigation. The Best Management Practices 
in Appendix C of the Draft AMP 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 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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7- PUBLIC COMMENTS TABLE 7-3 Ccont.J 

WILDLIFE AND FISH RESOURCES 

COMMENT 

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 

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 

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 
71dl 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, 71 

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 

RESPONSE 

1. The main reason that issue identification did not indicate 
threatened and endangered species as ctn issue is because 
their habitat is an integral part of several other issues. In 
particular, the oil and gas, grazing, timber, and wildemess 
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/EISJ will maintain riparian 
habitat for the direct benefit of threatened and endangered 
species. Likewise, the DNA designations in the preferred alter­
native and the AM F 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 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. 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. 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 12,882 acres, 
total unsatisfactory habitat is 8,588 acres, and 
total occupied habitat is 21,4 70 acres. 

Total riparian unsatisfactory habitat is 3,778 acres or440fo of 
unsatisfactory grizzly bear habitat 

This change has been made in the Final RMP/EIS. 
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WILDLIFE AND FISH RESOURCES 

COMMENT RESPONSE 

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 

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 

7. The document in presenting the alternatives and in e:tating 
the management practices intended to be common to all the 
alternatives, while recognizing the importance of popula~;ms of 
endangered and threatened species, appears to generally rele­
gate their maintenance to that of t>eil'lgbut another use 01f the 
public lands. Legally, their msintenance should clearly take 
precl;ldence over other us~. Other uses would in areas nf 
crmcern be allowable if di!termined after careful stuc.y 'tL. Je 
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 res14lt 
in negative impacts to the populations. 

1 

!Comment Index Number: 251 

B. 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 
land presumably, to the rest of the BLM planning teaml the 
RMP/EIS should include information on crucial winter habitat, 
wildlife populations. and the relationship of public lands !admin­
istered by BLMJ to the surrounding areas !administered by 
state, other federal agencies or private owners) with respect 
to wildlife habitat and populations. 
!Comment Index Number: 321 

5. Acquisition of wildlife habitat, including that of threatened 
and endangered species, is one of the important goals of an 
exchange program. 

,·! 

/ 
6. Table 3-9 on page 97 of the Oraft 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 4-16 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 2-16 summarizes this informa­
tion for all alternatives. 

7. The main purpose of the Endangered Species Act !1973, 
as amended) is to protect and conserve listed species. With 
regard to federal agencies and this RIIJIPlEIS, 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 habitatsbut aid 
tn the recovery of these species to nonthreatened or and&.n­
gered status. Third, section 7 of tr.g ESA requires federal 
agencies to consult with the U.S. Fish ar.i:: lo.A!ildlife Serv.ice 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 impf!Ct threatened and endangered speeil!!s. 

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. 

B. Information on wildlife populations was not presented in 
the RM P 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 ~harged 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 cateJorization 
of grazing allotments, the establishment of no surface occu­
pancy stipulations for oil. and gas, the desipnation of areas 1 
where no oil and gas leastng woulq be allow~d. and establish­ ' 
~...ent a.f areas v4J~re tir:ntJer harve.~tin~ ~oulfbe r·estricted all 
trwolv'd the cons,deratt~ of crucu~l wtldhfe habitc:tt. 

The BLM recognizes the imporiance of the .'Siationship 
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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7 ·-PUBLIC COMMENTS 

WILDLIFE AND FISH RESOURCES 

COMMENT 

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. 291 but never identifies how many 
AU Ms 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: 331 

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: 331 

RESPONSE 

9. The Draft RMP/EIS does not identify specific forage allo­
cations, expressed in AU Ms. for wildlife or other nonconsump­
tive uses. However, the RMP does include several provisions to 
ensure these needs are met: !11 Key tracts of public land will 
remain unleased for grazing use !see Table 2-1 l. Many of these 
tracts are being reserved primarily for the benefit of important 
wildlife species. 121 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 v.ratershed needs, are met. 131 Wildlife habitat condition 
ratings·.md objectives found in Appendix E reflect needed live­
stock u:ljustments including adjustments in stocking rates. 
The target level stocking rates for these allotments provide for 
maintnnance or improvement of wildlife habitats. (4) The wildlife 
object; ves estpblished 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. 151 Grazing allotments will 
be m•;mtored to determine if stocking levels meet RMP and 
activ•.ty plan objectives. Monitoring will include analysis of such 
factors as actuallivesto~k use and range condition. 

In s;ummary, the RMP addre&ses the overall habitat require­
m'9nts of wildlife. which include a !'I adequate supply of forage as 
-..... ..,, ..-over, space, and other reqlitrements. The adequaCyof 
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. The Draft RMP/EIS contains specific wildlife information 
for species other than the grizzly bear !see Tables 2-16, 3-9. 
4-4, 4-10,4-12, and 4,16 in the Draft RMPlAiso 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 rallot­
ments is based upon site-specific wildlife information. Appendix 
E gives allotment-specific wildlife information including prob­
lems and objectives. 

The AMP'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 
spec1es. 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 71. 
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TABLE 7-3 lcont.J COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

WILDLIFE AND FISH RESOURCES 


COMMENT 


11. The people iri the county cannot afford to protect people 
from grizzly bears. Al.so no state nor federal agency has the 
manpower to do this. So why promote the increase in the 
grizzly bear population. 
[Comment Index Number: BOJ 

RESPONSES 


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 110 of the National His­
toric Preservation Act of 1966, as amended in 19BO. nor does 
it identify a commitment to comply with Section 1 06 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 arid 67 imply an independent man­
agement program which does not CQnform to the congression­
ally mandat~d 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 
His toPic Preservation Officer and the Council [as appropriate) 
in accordance with the steps detailed in 36 CFR BOO. 
£Comment Index Number: 11 

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: B1 

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: 121 

1. All laws and policies affecting historic and cultural 
resource manaegment, including the National Historic Preser­
vation Act of 1966 and 36 CFR BOO, 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 !Oraftl 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 Flathead Wild and Scenic River is not within the Head­
waters Resource Area and. therefore, is not covered in the 
Headwaters RIVJP. 

3. Impacts O(l 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 lcontJ 

RECREATIONAL, VISUAL, AND CULTURAL RESOURCES 


COMMENT 

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: 321 

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 8 and C land lp. 
1151. Nowhere in the RMP/EIS are th9se objectives de­
scribed. Adequate analysis of visual impacts. of course. is inhib­
ited by the fact that none of too altern.atives actually contains a 
visual resource management program; each merely proposed 
to continue evaluating visual resources "as part of activity and 
project planning" lp. 231. 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 lpp. 1.15, 
133, 141 and 1491. 
[Comment Index Number: 321 

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: 301 

7. Finally, visual resource management in Unit 5 and 26 
should be sensitive to the location of ttie Continental Divide 
Trail and the recreational use thereof. 
£Comment Index Number: 191 

RESPONSE 

4. Most of the Resource Area receives a very tow 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.J. 

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 resource management IVRMl 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 altematives 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 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. 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 lcant.J 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 altematives 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 I EIS, and the final plan 
was adjusted to increase wildlife forage. 
[Comment Index Number: 321 

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 El. 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 1. The Bureau of Land Management considers the control of 
weed boards, private landowners and state and federal agen­ noxious weeds on the public lands to be an important manage­
cies. ment function. Budget and personnel constraints are the major 
[Comment Index Number: 131 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. Mostprojects 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 Ccont.J 

FIRE MANAGEMENT 

COMMENT RESPONSE 

1. The fire program is defined under "management guidance 1. The BLM is a signatory to and partic::ipates in three inter­
common to all alternatives," but little detail is provided con­ agency cooperative agreements, including the Fire Control 
cerning implementation. Given the scattered nature of BLM Cooperative Agreement between the BLM and the State of 
lands, the policy regarding cooperation with the Department of Montana and the Fire Management Agreement between the 
State Lands, and the USDA Forest Service should be explained. BLM and the Northern Region of the Forest Service. These 
Also, the existence of the County Cooperative Fire Program agreements have been developed to better define working rela­
should be acknowledged, and coordination with the participat­ tionships and responsibilities among the cooperating agencies. 
ing counties explained. They have not been included in the RMP because they do not 
[Comment Index Number: 131 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 governme11ts. 

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: 131 

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: 131 

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 officel. 
!Comment Index Number: 141 

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 bighom sheep. 
[Comment Index Number: 201 

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 !?Peciflcallv 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 1984. 

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. The proposed RMP strives to balance competing demands 
for public lands and resources by treating essentiall·t 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 rote 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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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TABLE 7-3 Ccont.J 

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 

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 

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 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 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 

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 
usuaily are not compatible with a coordinated livestock-wildlife 
multple use management program. We urge that these stand­
ards not be used. 
!Comment Index Number: 311 

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 arj! 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 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 fwest acreage from the 
allowable cut basel 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 at 
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. 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. 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 

B. 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 
2-15, p. 47J 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 

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. 1 031cll. 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 

1 0. 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." 
143 CFR 1601.0-SikJIBll 
[Comment Index Number: 321 

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 pot~ntially 
impacted by hardrock mining in the Scratch Gravel Htlls 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: 321 

RESPONSE 

B. 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. The level of inventory-and data used in developing the 
Headwaters AMP I EIS including nonmarket resource informa­
tion -is considered adequate for the purpose of establishing 
!;!en~ral resource area-wide guidance and resolving the indenti­
fted tssues. The AMP/EIS displays and quantifies both market 
and nonmarket. information to the extent needed to identify 
trade-offs allowtng for an informed decision regarding selection 
of the preferred alternative. Additional information will be 
acquired through monitoring and, in some cases, thorugh addi­
ti.onal inv~~tories, and will be used in developing and analyzing 
stte-specrfrc management actions subsequent to AMP approv­
al. 

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. 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 t;O 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 BLJV1 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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TABLE 7-3 lcont.J COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

GENERAL 

COMMENT RESPONSE 

12. The discussion of alternatives in the EIS is inadequate for 12. The no action alternative in the Headwaters RMP/EIS 
other reasons. First, ttie "no action" alternative contains pro­ portrays a continuation of present management direction, 
posed range improvements and long term forage allocatiqn including present levels or systems of resource use. The pro­
adjustments !Table 2-5, p. 32; Table4-9, p. 1341, and thus does posed range improvements associated with this alternative 
not really constitute a no action alternative, as required by are improvements that would be implemented if present man­
NEPA. See 40 C.F.R. Sec. 1502.141dl 119821. Second, the agement direction was continued. 
"protection" alternative is self-contradictory because it seeks 
to advance conflicting goals. If, as the EIS acknowleg~s. a single 
altemative cannot realistically "achieve wildlife, watershed, 
and vegetative" objectives simultaneously lp. 1431, then the 
EIS should indude altematives 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 

No short-term adjustments in livestock forage allocations are 
proposed under 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 seral 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 13. The environmental analysis contained in Headwaters 
impacts predicted, as required by NEPA.It lacks any analysis of RMP/EIS is considered adequate to support the general land 
the predicted impacts of implementing particular proposals, and resource allocations and management guidance provided in 
such as grazing reductions or· modifications, in particular the plan alternatives. The AMP lEIS is not intended to be "the 
allotments. It also lacks any general discussion of why certain final word" in te.rms of site-specific proposals and analyses. It 
kinds of actions might have certain types of effects under is, however, intended to establish a framework within which 
various resource conditions. Thus, the EIS totally fails to future site-specific management actions and analyses will be 
comply with NEPA's requirement that EISs must demonstrate conducted. See also responses to Comments No. 1 and 9 in 
that the agency has conducted the environmental analyses this section. 
necessary to substantiate predicted conclusions. See, e.g., 40 
C.F.R. Sec. 1502.1, 1502.24 119821; Department of the Inte­
rior, Departmental Manual on NEPA, Sec. 4.14 145 Fed. Reg. 
275;46 !April 23, 1980J. 
!Comment Index Number: 331 

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: 331 

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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TABLE 7-3 (cont.) 
7- PUBLIC COMMENTS 

GENERAL 

COMMENT 

15. Although the EIS recognizes that the main impact from 
many types of development is the construction and use of 
roads !p. 109l, 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 corridor-s, and the various 
land-use restrictions which can be used by land managers. 
!Comment lndax Number: 321 

RESPONSE 

15. 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 ~ 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
lvses are conducted within the context of compartment man­
agement plans and/or environmental analyses and these also 
include con,Sideration of alternatives anCJ m1t1gat.ng .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 AMP (these eleven issues are 
discussed in detail in Chaper 1 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 
8, 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 onlyl. 

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. 

136 




APPENDIX A 

Management Unit 01 

Description: 	 This unit includes large blocks of federal mineral estate and scattered 
tracts of 8LM-administered surface in the Rocky Mountain Front area. 
The unit's surface values are considered high, particularly wildlife habitat 
and scenery. 

8LM-administered Surface: 8,233 acres 
Federal Minerals: 68,913 acres 

MANAGEMENT GUIOELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue 

Oil and Gas Leasing and 
Development 

Wilderness 
Recommendations 

Forest Management 

Land Ownership 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and 
Development 

Motorcycle Use Areas 

Motorized Vehicle Access 

Utility Corridors 

Coal Leasing 

Special Designations 

A. Preferred 

See the Oil and Gas 
Stipulations: Alt. A 
map 

N/A 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Closed 

Restricted 

Avoidance 

N/A 

N/A 

B. No Action 

See the Oil and Gas 
Stipulations: Alt. 8 
map 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Closed 

Restricted 

Avoidance 

C. Protection 

See the Oil and Gas 
Stipulations: Alt. C 
map 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Closed 

Restricted 

Avoidance 

D. Production 

See the Oil and Gas 
Stipulations: Alt. D 
map 

Low priority 

Retention• 

Available 

Closed 

Restricted 

Avoidance 
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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: 120 acres 
Federal Minerals: 8.403 acres 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue 

Oil and Gas Leasing and 
Oevelopment 

Wilderness 
Recommendations 

Forest Management 

Land Ownership 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and 
Development 

Motorcycle Use Areas 

Motorized Vehicle Access 

Utility Corridors 

Coal Leasing 

Special Designations 

A. Preferred 

See the Oil and Gas 
Stipulations: Alt. A 
map 

N/A 

Low priority 

Disposal 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

N/A 

N/A 

B. No Action 

See the Oil and Gas 
Stipulations: Alt. 8 
map 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

C. Protection 

See the Oil and Gas 
Stipulations: Alt. C 
map 

Low priority 

Disposal 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

D. Production 

See the Oil and Gas 
Stipulations: Alt. 0 
map 

Low priority 

Disposal 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 
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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 
authori~y of Section 202 of FLPMA. 

BLM-administered Surface: 11,218 acres 
Federal Minerals: 11.218 acres 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue A. Preferred 8. No Action C. Protection D. Production 

Oil and Gas Leasing See the Oil and Gas See the Oil and Gas See the Oil and Gas See the Oil and Gas 
Development Stipulations: Alt. A Stipulations: Alt. B Stipulations: Alt. C Stipulations: Alt. 0 

map map map map 

Wilderness Not recommended Not recommended Recommended for Not recommended 
Recommendations for wilderness for wilderness wilderness for wilderness 

designation 

Forest Management Set Aside Low priority Set Asic;le Low priority 

Land Ownership Retention Retention Retention Retention 
Adjustments . 

Mineral Exploration and Available Available Withdrawn 1 Available 
Development 

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 


1Contingent 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 acres 
Federal Minerals: 840 acres 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production 

Oil and Gas Leasing See the Oil and Gas See the Oil and Gas See the Oil and Gas See the Oil and Gas 
Development Stipulations: Alt. A Stipulations: Alt. 8 Stipulations: Alt. C Stipulations: Alt. D 

map map map map 

Wilderness N/A 
Recommendations 

Forest Management Set Aside Low.priority Set Aside Low priority 

Land Ownership Retention Retention Retention Retention 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and Available Available Available Available 
Development 

Motorcycle Use Arells Closed Closed Closed Closed 

Motorized Vehicle Access Closed Restricted Closed Restricted 

Utility Corridors Avoidance Avoidance Avoidance Avoidance 
-~ 

Coal Leasing 	 N/A 

Special Designations 	 Outstanding Natural No designation Outstanding Natural No designation 
Area Area 
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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: 1,88D acres 
Federal Minerals: 4,52D acres 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue 

Oil and Gas Leasing 
Development 

Wilderness 
Recommendations 

Forest Management 

Land Ownership 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and 
Development 

Motorcycle Use Areas 

Motorized Vehicle Access 

Utility Corridors 

Coal Leasing 

Special Designations 

A. Preferred 

See the Oil and Gas 
Stipulations: Alt. A 
map 

N/A 

High priority 

Retention 

Available 

Closed 

Restricted 

Avoidance 

N/A 

N/A 

B. No Action 

See the Oil and Gas 
Stipulations: Alt. 8 
map 

High priority 

Retention 

Available 

Closed 

Restricted 

Avoidance 

C. Protection 

See the Oil and Gas 
Stipulations: Alt. C 
map 

High priority 

Retention 

Available 

Closed 

Restricted 

Avoidance 

D. Production 

See the Oil and Gas 
Stipulations: Alt. D 
map 

High priority 

Retention 

Available 

Closed 

Restricted 

Avoidance 
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APPENDIXES 

Management: Unit: 08 

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: 860acres 

Federal Minerals: 15,464 acres 


MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue A. Preferred 

Oil and Gas Leasing and Standard 
Development Stipulations 

Wilderness N/A 
Recommendations 

Forest Management Low priority 

Land Ownership Further study 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and Available 
Development 

Motorcycle Use Areas Available 

Motorized Vehicle Access Open 

Utility Corridors Available 

Coal Leasing N/A 

Special Designations N/A 

B. No Action 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

C. Protection 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

Further study 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

D. Production 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

Further study 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 
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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: 1 08,494 acres 


MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue 

Oil and Gas Leasing and 
Development 

Wilderness 
Recommendations 

Forest Management 

Land Ownership 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and 
Development 

Motorcycle Use Areas 

Motorized Vehicle Access 

Utility Corridors 

Coal Leasing 

Special Designations 

A. Preferred 

Standard 
Stipulations 

N/A 

Low priority 

Disposal 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

N/A 

N/A 

B. No Action 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

C. Protection 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

Disposal 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

D. Production 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

Disposal 

At.lailable 

Available 

Open 

Available 
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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: 82,539 acres 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTI;RNATIVE 

Issue 

Oil and Gas Leasing and 
Development 

Wilderness 
Recommendations 

Forest Management 

Land Ownership 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and 
Development 

Motorcycle Use Areas 

Motorized Vehicle Access 

Utility Corridors 

Coal Leasing 

Special Designations 

A. Preferred 

Standard 
Stipulations 

N/A 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

N/A 

N/A 

B. No Action 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

C. Protection 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

R~tention 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

D. Production 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 
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APPENDIX A 

Management Unit 09 

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: 170,111 acres 


MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue A. Preferred 8. No Action C. Protection D. Production 

Oil and Gas Leasing and Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations 
Development 

W~derness 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 Lea~ing N/A 

Special Designations N/A 
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APPENDIXES 

Management Unit 1 0 

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: 11 ,673 acres 
Federal Minerals: 44,1 04 acres 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue 

Oil and Gas Leasing and 
Development 

Wilderness 
Recommendations 

Forest Management 

Land Ownership 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and 
Development 

Motorcycle Use Areas 

Motorized Vehicle Access 

Utility Corridors 

Coal Leasing 

Special Designations 

A. Preferred 

Special Stipulations 

N/A 

Low priority 

Disposal 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

N/A 

N/A 

B. No Action 

Special Stipulation$ 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

C. Protection 0. Production 

Special Stipulations Special Stipulations 

Low priority Low priority 

Disposal Disposal 

Available Available 

Available Available 

Open Open 

Available Available 
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·APPENDIX A 

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. 

Management Unit 11 

BLM-administered Surface: 1,837 acres 
Federal Minerals: 1,837 acres 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue 

Oil and Gas Leasing and 
Development 

Wilderness 
Recommendations 

Forest Management 

Land Ownership 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and 
Development 

Motorcycle Use Areas 

Motorized Vehicle Access 

Utility Corridors 

Coal Leasing 

Special Designations 

A. Preferred 

Special Stipulations 

N/A 

Low priority 

Further study 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

N/A 

N/A 

B. No Action 

Special Stipulations 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

C. Protection D. Production 

Special Stipulations Special Stipulations 

Low priority Low priority 

Further study Further study 

Available Available 

Available Available 

Open Open 

Available Available 
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Management Unit 11 

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 

Oil and Gas Leasing and 
Development 

Wilderness 
Recommendations 

Forest Management 

Land Ownership 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and 
Development 

Motorcycle Use Area 

Motorized Vehicle Access 

Utility Corridors 

Coal Leasing 

Special Designations 

A. Preferred 

Standard 
Stipulations 

N/A 

Low priority 

Disposal 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

Available 

N/A 

B. No Action 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

Not available 

C. Protection 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

Disposal 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

Not available 

D. Production 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

Disposal 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

Available 
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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: 80 acres 
Federal Minerals: 80 acres 

Federal Coal: 20 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 

Retention Retention Retention Retention 

Mineral Exploration and 
Development 

Available Available Available A"vailable 

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 26D acres of 
federal coal. 

BLM-administered Surface: D acres 
Federal Minerals: D acres 

Federal Coal: 26D 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 scres 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue 

Oil and Gas Leasing and 
Development 

Wilderness 
Recommendations 

Forest Management 

Land Ownership 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and 
Development 

Motorcycle Use Areas 

Motorized Vehicle Access 

Utility Corridors 

Coal Leasing 

Special Designations 

A. Preferred 

Standard 
Stipulations 

N/A 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Closed 

Open 

Avoidance 

N/A 

N/A 

B. No Action 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Closed 

Open 

Available 

C. 1'rotection 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Closed 

Open 

Avoidance 

D. Production 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Closed 

Open 

Available 
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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: 120 acres 
Federal Minerals: 500 acres 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue 

Oil and Gas Leasing and 
Development 

Wilderness 
Recommendations 

Forest Management 

Land Ownership 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and 
Development 

Motorcycle Use Areas 

Motorized Vehicle Access 

Utility Corridors 

Coal Leasing 

Special Designations 

A. Preferred 

Standard 
Stipulations 

N/A 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Restricted 

Available 

Available 

N/A 

B. No Action 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Restricted 

Available 

Not available 

C. Protection 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Restricted 

Available 

Not available 

D. Production 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Restricted 

Available 

Available 
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APPENDIX A 

Management Unit 17 

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 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue 

Oil and Gas Leasing and 
Development 

Wilderness 
Recommendations 

Forest Management 

Land Ownership 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and 
Development 

Motorcycle Use Areas 

Motorized Vehicle Access 

Utility Corridors 

Coal Leasing 

Special Designations 

A. Preferred 

Special Stipulations 

N/A 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Closed 

Restricted 

Avoidance 

N/A 

N/A 

B. No Action 

Special Stipulations 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Closed 

Restricted 

Available 

C. Protection D. Production 

Special Stipulations Special Stipulations 

Low priority Low priority 

Retention Retention 

Available Available 

Closed Closed 

Restricted Restricted 

Avoidance Available 
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APPENDIXES 

Management Unit 18 

Description: This unit encompasses the Beartooth State Game Range. 

BLM-administered Surface: 0 acres 
Federal Minerals: 920 acres 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production 

Oil and Gas Leasing and No Occupancy No Occupancy No Occupancy No Occupancy 
Development 

Wildemess N/A 
Recommendations 

Forest Management N/A 

Land Ownership Retention Retention Retention Retention 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and Available Available Available Available 
Development 

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 18 

Description: This unit includes public land in the Holter Lake area, north and east of the 
Sleeping Giant. 

BLM-administered Surface: 624 acres 
Federal Minerals: 3,354 acres 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production 

Oil and Gas Leasing and ' No Occupancy No Occupancy No Occupancy No Occupancy 
Development 

Wilderness N/A 
Recommendations 

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Low priority Low priority 

Land Ownership Retention Retention Retention Retention 
Adjustments 

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: 11,609 acres 
Federal Minerals: 8,769 acres 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production 

Oil and Gas Leasing and No Occupancy No Occupancy No Occupancy No Occupancy 
Development 

Wilderness N/A 
Recommendations 

Forest Management Set Aside Low priority Set Aside 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 Avoidance Available Avoidance Available 

Coal Leasing N/A 

Special 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 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue 

Oil and Gas Leasing and 
Development 

Wilderness 
Recommendations 

Forest Management 

Land Ownership 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and 
Development 

Motorcycle Use Areas 

Motorized Vehicle Access 

Utility Corridors 

Coal Leasing 

Special Designations 

A. Preferred 

Standard 
Stipulations 

N/A 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Avaiiable 

Open 

Available 

N/A 

N/A 

B. No Action 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

C. Protection 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Closed 

Restricted 

Available 

D. Production 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 
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APPENDIXES 

Management Unit 22 

Description: 	 This tJnit includes an existing powerline crossing of the Missouri River in 
the Hauser Dam area. 

BLM-administered Surface: 813 acres 
Federal Minerals: 893 acres 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue 

Oil and Gas Leasing and 
Development 

Wilderness 
Recommendations 

Forest Management 

Land Ownership 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and 
Development 

Motorcycle Use Areas 

Motorized Vehicle Access 

Utility Corridors 

Coal Leasing 

Special Designations 

A. Preferred 

Special Stipulations 

N/A 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Closed 

Restricted 

Window 

N/A 

N/A 

B. No Action 

Special Stipulations 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Closed 

Restricted 

Available 

C. Protection D. Production 

Special Stipulations Special Stipulations 

Low priority Low priority 

Retention Retention 

Available Available 

Closed Closed 

Restricted Restricted 

Window Available 
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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: 17,840 acres 


MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production 

Oil and Gas Leasing and Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations 
Development 

Wilderness N/A 
Recommendations 

Forest Management High priority High priority High priority High 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 24 

Description: This unit includes high value forestlands in the Boulder-Clancy area. 

BLM-administered Surface: 8,626 acres 
Federal Minerals: 12,087 acres 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue 

Oil and Gas Leasing and 
Development 

Wilderness 
Recommendations 

Forest Management 

Land Ownership 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and 
Oevelopm·ent 

Motorcycle Use Areas 

Motorized Vehicle Access 

Utility Corridors 

Coal Leasing 

Special Designations 

A. Preferred 

Standard 
Stipulations 

N/A 

High priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

N/A 

N/A 

8. No Action 

Standard 
Stipulations 

High priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

C. Protection 

Standard 
Stipulations 

High priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

D. Production 

Standard 
Stipulations 

High priority 

Retention 

Available 

Availc.ble 

Open 

Available 

160 




APPENDIX A 

Management: Unit: 25 

Description: 	 This unit includes important seasonal wildlife habitat and high value 
forestlands in the Marysville area. 

BLM-administered Surface: 2,757 acres 
Federal Minerals: 3,632 acres 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue 

Oil and Gas Leasing and , 
Development 

Wilderness 
Recommendations 

Forest Management 

Land Ownership 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and 
Development 

Motorcycle Use Areas 

Motorized Vehicle Access 

Utility Corridors 

Coal Leasing 

Special Designations 

A. Preferred 

Special Stipulations 

N/A 

High priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Restricted 

Available 

N/A 

N/A 

8. No Action 

Special Stipulations 

High priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Restricted 

Available 

C. Protection D. Production 

Special Stipulations Special Stipulations 

High priority High priority 

Retention Retention 

Available Available 

Closed Available 

Restricted Restricted 

Available Available 
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APPENDIXES 

Management: Unit: 28 

Description: This unit includes high value forestland in the Marysville area. 

BLM-administered Surface: 10,396 acres 
Federal Minerals: 12,605 acres 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue 

Oil and Gas Leasing and 
Development 

Wilderness 
Recommendations 

Forest Management 

Land Ownership 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and 
-Development 

Motorcycle Use Areas 

Motorized Vehicle Access 

Utility Corridors 

Coal Leasing 

Special Designations 

A. Preferred 

Standard 
Stipulations 

N/A 

High priority. 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Restricted 

Available 

N/A 

N/A 

B. No Action 

Standard 
Stipulations 

High priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Restricted 

Available 

C. Protection 

Standard 
Stipulations 

High priority 

Retention 

Available 

Closed 

Restricted 

Available 

D. Production 

Standard 
Stipulations 

High priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Restricted 

Available 
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APPENDIX A 

Management: Unit: 27 

Description: This unit encompasses the Scratchgravel Hills area. 

BLM-administered Surface: 5,164 acres 
Federal Minerals: 5,204 acres 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue 

Oil a11d Gas Leasing and 
Development 

Wilderness 
Recon 1mendations 

Forest Management 

Land Ownership 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and 
Development 

Motorcycle Use Areas 

Motorized Vehicle Access 

Utility Corridors 

Coal Leasing 

Special Designations 

A. Preferred 

Standard 
Stipulations 

N/A 

Set Aside 

Retention 

.Available 

Closed 

Restricted 

Avoidance 

N/A 

N/A 

8. No Action 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Set Aside 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

C. Protection 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Set Aside 

Retention 

Withdrawn 

Closed 

Restricted 

Avoidance 

D. Production 

Standard 
Stipulations 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 
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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: 2,828 acres 
Federal Minerals: 5,331 acres 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issues 

Oil and Gas Leasing and 
Development 

Wilderness 
Recommendations 

Forest Management 

Land Ownership 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and 
Development 

Motorcycle Use Areas 

Motorizec Vehicle Access 

Utility Corridors 

Coal Leasing 

Special Designations 

A. Preferred 

Special Stipulations 

N/A 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Restricted 

Available 

N/A 

N/A 

B. No Action 

Special Stipulations 

!:..ow priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Restricted 

Available 

C. Protection 0. Production 

Special Stipulations Special Stipulations 

Low priority Low priority 

Retention Retention 

Available Available 

Closed Available 

Restricted Restricted 

Available Available 

164 




APPENDIX A 

Management Unit 28 

Description: This unit encompasses the Black Sage Wilderness Study Area. 

BLM-administered Surface: 5,926 acres 
Federal Minerals: 5,926 acres 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection 0. Production 

Oil and Gas Leasing and Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations Special Stipulations 
Development 

Wilderness Not recommended Not recommended Recommended for Not recommended 
Recommendations for wilderness for wilderness wilderness for wilderness 

designation 

Forest Management Low priority Low priority Set Aside Low priority 

Land Ownership Retention Retention Retention Retention 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and Available Available Withdrawn 1 Available 
Development 

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 ~he 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 Standard Standard Standard Standard 
Development Stipulations Stipulations Stipulations Stipulations 

' Wilderness Not recommended Not recommended Recommended for Not recommended 
Recommendations for wilderness for wilderness wilderness for wilderness 

designation 


Forest Management Set Aside Set Aside Set Aside Set Aside 


Land Ownership Retention Retention Retention Retention 

Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and Available Available Withdrawn1 Available 

Development 


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 


1Contingent 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 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue 

Oil and Gas Leasing and 
Development 

Wilderness 
Recommendations 

Forest Management 

Land Ownership 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and 
Development 

Motorcycle Use Areas 

Motorized Vehicle Access 

Utility Corridors 

Coal Leasing 

Special Designations 

A. Preferred 

Special Stipulations 

N/A 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Closed 

Restricted 

Avoidance 

N/A 

N/A 

B. No Action 

Special Stipulations 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

C. Protection D. Production 

Special Stipulations Special Stipulations 

Low priority Low priority 

Retention Retention 

Available Available 

Closed Available 

Restricted Open 

Avoidance Available 
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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 No Occupancy No Occupancy No Occupancy No Occupancy 
Development 

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 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 acres 
Federal Minerals: 2,031 acres 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue 

Oil and Gas Leasing and 
Development 

Wilderness 
Recommendations 

Forest Management 

Land Ownership 
Adjustments 

Mineral Exploration and 
Development 

Motorcycle Use Areas 

Motorized Vehicle Access 

Utility Corridors 

Coal Leasing 

Special Designations 

A. Preferred 

Special Stipulations 

N/A 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Closed 

Restricted 

Available 

N/A 

N/A 

B. No Action 

Special Stipulations 

Low priority 

Retention 

Available 

Available 

Open 

Available 

C. Protection 0. Production 

Special Stipulations Special Stipulations 

Low priority Low priority 

Retention Retention 

Available Available 

Closed Available 

Restricted Open 

Available Available 
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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 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue A. Preferred 8. No Action C. Protection D. Production 

Oil and Gas Leasing and Standard Standard Standard Standard 
Development Stipulations Stipulations Stipulations 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 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: 2,738 acres 
Federal Minerals: 2,978 acres 

MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Issue A. Preferred B. No Action C. Protection D. Production 

Oil and Gas Leasing and No Occupancy No Occupancy No Occupancy No Occupancy 
Development 

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 Avoidance Available Avoidance Available 

Coal Leasing N/A 

Special Designations N/A 

171 




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 Special Special Special Special 
Development Stipulations Stipulations Stipulations Stipulations 

Wilderness N/A 
Recommendations 

Forest Management Set Aside, High priority High priority High 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 Restricted Restricted Restricted Restricted 
Access 

Utility Corridors Available Available Available Available 

Coal Leasing N/A 

Special Designations N/A 

1Timber 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 MS0-31 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 lEIS. 
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APPENDIXES 
SAMPLE OF FORM FOR RESTRICTING ACTMlY DURING CERTAIN PERIODS 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

Bureau of Land Management 


(OG Sim Serial Number) (Serial Number) 

OIL AND GAS LEASE STIPULATIONS 
(% of lease 
affected by 
stipulation) 

(_) In order to ----------------~--~---------------------------' (____)
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 stipula~ion applies are 
described as follQws: 

3 

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 

ISee Draft Environmental Impact StatementJ 
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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 CRMPJ. 
Each allotment has been placed in one of 
four groups and then given a rank within 
that group. Allotments in·GroupA 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 AMP 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 AMP, 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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0 TABLEE-1 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR I ALLOTMENTS -a 
Allotment 

Proposed RevisedResource Opportunities/Problems/Conflicts Resource Menegement Objectives
No. Nama Rank Rank 

0201 Missouri 

0209 Dowdy Ditch 

...... 
--J 
(D 

0210 

0212 

County Line 

Boulder River 

0215 Breaks 

0219 Log Gulch 

Riparian habitat is in unsatisfactory condition. 

Excessive surface erosion is occurring on portions 

of the allotment. 

Vegetative conditions are good except for a small 

portion in fair condition. 


Herbaceous composition and vigor is low, shrubs are 

heavily hedged in the south pasture. 

The watershed is in satisfactory condition. 

Vegetation is in fair to good condition. 


Mule deer winter browse is in unsatisfactory 

condition. 

The watershed is in satisfactory condition. 

Vegetation is in good condition. 


Herbaceous composition and vigor is low on antelope 

spring-summer range. 

Slightly higher than normal soil erosion is 

occurring on portions of the allotment. 

Substantial portions of the allotment are in fair 

vegetative condition. 


Herbaceous composition and vigor are low on antelope 

and mule deer spring-summer range. 

Vegetation is in good condition. 

Higher than normal soil erosion is occurring on 

portions of the allotment. 


Riparian habitat is in unsatisfactory condition. 

Certain fences are barriers and entanglement hazards 

to big game. 

Higher than normal soil erosion and sediment 

production is occurring on the allotment. 

A significant amount of the allotment is in fair 

vegetative condition. 

The vegetative trend· is mostly up. 


Reduce bank erosion and increase woody species 

canopy coverage; increase rating from 

unsatisfactory to satisfactory. 

Reduce soil surface factors !SSF'sl on portions 

of the allotment. 

Maintain the existing vegetative condition. 


Increase herbaceous composition for antelope 

spring-summer habitat on those portions of the 

allotment where an increase is feasible. 


Improve the vigor and availability of browse 

for mule deer winter habitat. 

Maintain the existing satisfactQry conditions 

of the watershed and vegetation. 


Improve the composition vigor of herbaceous 

species. 

Reduce SSF's to an acceptable level by 

improving the percent of vegetative cover. 

Improve silty or shallow range sites from fair 

to good condition. 


Improve the herbaceous composition and vigor on 

antelope and mule deer habitat. 

Maintain current good vegetative condition. 

Reduce SSF's to an acceptable level by 

improving the percent of vegetative cover. 


Improve the riparian habitat by increasing 

aspen regeneration and canopy cover, and reduce 

active bank erosion. 

Modify two miles of fences to reduce the 

entanglement hazard. 

Reduce SSF's on the allotment by increasing the 

percentage of vegetative ground cover. 

Continue to improve range conditions. 


2 C-9 

2 C-8 

2 B-12 

2 8-13 

2 C-3 

1 A-12 
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0220 Bull Mountain Riparian habitat is in unsatisfactory condition. Improve the riparian habitat in Conrow and St. A-1 
Certain fences are barriers and entanglement hazards 
to big game. 

Paul creeks to satisfactory condition. 
Maintain sagebrush on big game winter ranges. 

Higher than normal soil erosion and sediment Modify two miles of fences to reduce the 
production is occurring on the allotment. entanglement hazard. 
A significant amount of the allotment is in fair Reduce SSF's on the allotment by increasing the 
vegetative condition. percentage of vegetative ground cover. 
The vegetative trend is mostly up. Continue to improve range conditions. 

0225 Keating Gulch The herbaceous composition and vigor is low on Increase the herbaceous composition and vigor. 2 C-12 
Common antelope spring-summer-fall habitat. Reduce trampling and soil erosion around 

The condition of springs and wet meadows is springs and improve water quality. 
deteriorating. Reduce SSF's on the allotment by increasing the 
There is excessive soil erosion in the east part of percentage of vegetative ground cover. 
the allotment. Control lace weed. 
Cyclic loco weed infestations occur. Maintain the existing vegetative conditions. 
Vegetation is mostly in good to excellent condition. 

0227 Kimber Diorite Riparian habitat in Kelly Gulch is unsatisfactory. Improve unsatisfactory riparian habitat to 2 D 
Antelope habitat in good condition. satisfactory condition. 
Knapweed is invading the allotment from adjacent Maintain the existing good condition antelope 
A.A. right-of-way.Vegetative condition is good habitat. 
overall. Control knapweed and prevent its further 

spread. Maintain the existing good vegetative 
~ condition. 
....... 
CD 

0230 Whiskey Gulch •Douglas-fir encroachment is diminishing forage Control Douglas-fir where encroachment is 8-3 
production. occurring. 
Poor livestock distribution is •ausing localized Improve vegetative cover and livestock 
areas of poor vegetative conditions and excessive distribution patterns in the north pastures. 
utilization. Increase vegetative canopy to reduce soil 
Excessive soil erosion is occurring on the erosion. 
allotment. Improve the availability of forage to deer and 
Localized areas of elk and deer winter-spring range elk, mostly in the north pastures. 
are in unsatisfactory condition. 

0231 High Ore Riparian habitat is in unsatisfactory condition. Improve riparian habitat from unsatisfactory to 2 8-20 
Excessive livestock utilization is occurring on some satisfactory condition. 
key wildlife seasonal habitat. Limit livestock utilization of key species on 
Vegetation is in good condition. seasonally important wildlife use areas. 

Maintain the current overall good vegetative 
condition. 

0233 Indian Creek There is excessive livestock utilization on Limit livestock utilization of key species to 8-18 
"crucial" elk winter range 
Excessive soil erosion is occurring on the 
allotment. 

300Jo on elk winter range. 
Reduce SSF's by increasing vegetative ground 
cover. 

l> 
"0 
"0 
m 

Vegetative conditions are fair to poor on much of 
the allotment. 

Improve fair and poor condition range. z 
0 
X 
m 



).> 
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No. 

Allotment 

Name 
Resource Opportunities /Problems/Conflicts Resource Management Objectives Proposed Revised 

Rank Rank 
"U m z 
0 

0234 High Peak Excessive soil erosion is occurring on the 
allotment. 

Reduce SSF's by increasing vegetative ground 
cover on the allotment. 

2 B-38 
x 
m 
CJ) 

Wildlife habitat and vegetation are in good Maintain good wildlife habitat condition. 
condition. Maintain good vegetative condition. 

0235 Devils Bottom Riparian habitat is unsatisfactory and excessive Improve the amount and condition of woody 2 B-19 
streambank erosion is occurring. riparian species in the canopy and reduce bank 
Vegetation is in good condition. erosion. 

Maintain the present good vegetative condition. 

0238 Pole Canyon Mule deer winter-spring habitat is unsatisfactory. Improve browse and herbaceous vegetative 2 B-39 
Vegetation is mostly in good condition. conditions on mule deer winter-spring use 
Excessive soil erosion is occurring on upland sites areas. 
and in ephemeral drainages. Maintain sagebrush on key mule deer use areas. 

Maintain the good condition range. 
Improve vegetative ground cover and examine the 
feasibility of placing gully control structures 
in drainages. 

-"' 
CD 
0 0242 Whitetail Basin Portions of the allotment are in poor to fair Improve the existing poor and fair range sites. 1 B-14 

vegetative condition. There are some livestock Improve livestock distribution on suitable 
distribution problems. grazing lands. Improve those riparian areas in 
Some riparian habitat areas are in unsatisfactory unsatisfactory condition. 
condition. Maintain sagebrush on "key" deer and elk 
Watershed is in satisfactory condition. seasonal use areas. 

Maintain the existing ~atisfactory watershed 
condition. 

0243 Devils Fence Elk winter-spring range is in unsatisfactory Increase vigor, composition and availability of A-20 
condition in portions of the allotment. Browse !big bunchgrass on elk winter-spring range. Allow 
sagebrush and mountain mahogany) species are browse canopy to be maintained by natural 
important components of mule deer winter habitat. conditions and nat artificial treatments. 
Vegetative condition is good overall. Maintain the current good condition. 
A high percentage of the acreage is unsuitable for 
livestock !Johnny Gulch pasture!. 

0245 Sugarloaf Much of the allotment is in fair to poor vegetative Improve the fair and poor condition range sites A-5 
condition. and the livestock distribution patterns. 
There is poor livestock distribution and high Improve the riparian habitat to satisfactory 
sagebrush density. condition. 
Riparian habitat is in unsatisfactory condition. Limit and control livestock utilization of 
Elk andmule deer winter-spring range is in grass and browse on key winter-spring range. 
unsatisfactory condition. Control Douglas-fir encroachment 
Douglas-fir encroachment is reducing forage 
production. 

( 
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0247 Rawhide 

0248 Little Boulder 

0249 Muskrat 

...... 
ID ...... 

0258 Ringing Rocks 

0261 Flood Place 

0263 Buffalo Creek 

0264 Huller Spring 

Watershed and vegetation are in good condition. 

Mule deer winter browse !i.e. bitterbrushl is 

heavily utilized annually lly livestock before 

September. 

Bitterbrush is low in composition and vigor. 


There is excessive soil and gully erosion on 

portions of the allotment. 

Vegetative condition is mostly good. 

Deer and elk winter-spring range is in mostly good 

condition, bitterbrush condition appears static. 


Vegetati_ve condition of open parks is fair to poor 

The allotment contains four miles of unsatisfactory 

riparian habitat. 

The condition of elk winter-spring habitat is 

unsatisfactory. 

Important seasonal moose habitat is in 

unsatisfactory condition. 


The allotment contains significant amounts of fair 

vegetative condition, and livestock distribution is 

poor. 

Higher than normal soil erosion is occurring on 

portions of the allotment. 

Deer, elk, and antelope winter-spring range is in 

unsatisfactory condition in certain areas. 


Antelope yearlong habitat is in unsatisfact_ory 

condition in certain areas. 


Riparian habitat is in unsatisfactory condition. 


Vegetative condition is mostly good. 

Excessive soil erosion is occurring on portions of 

the allotment, particularly in the meadows. 

Riparian habitat condition is unsatisfactory. 


Maintain the good vegetative condition and 2 
satisfactory watershed conditions .. 
Limit livestock utilization on bitterbrush to 
20% or less !of current years growth! on deer 
winter range. 
Consider interseeding bitterbrush on portions 
of the allotment. 

Reduce the SSF's to acceptable levels and stop 2 
gully expansion by use of control structures. 
Maintain good range condition. 
Do not develop additional water on elk winter 
range use area. 

Improve the range condition to good in the open parks. 
Improve the riparian habitat to satisfactory condition. 
IThe allotment has limited potential for 
development of grazing systems to correct the 
problems identified. Periodic closure to 
livestock grazing may be employed to meet the 
stated objectives.! 
Limit livestock utilization to 30% of key 
bunchgrass species in open parks. 
Improve moose habitat in Anderson Gulch by 
increasing aspen and willow canopy and 
herbaceous composition and vigor. 

Improve the range condition of fair range sites 2 
to good and improve livestock distribution 
patterns. 
Increase vegetative canopy in portions of the 
allotment in order to reduce erosion. 
Improve herbaceous composition and vigor on big 
game winter-spring range. 

Maintain satisfactory watershed and range condition. 2 
Improve herbaceous composition and vigor for 
antelope yearlong habitat. 
Maintain the canopy coverage of big sagebrush. 

Maintain the good condition range. 2 
Improve the riparian habitat condition by 
increasing willow and aspen canopy coverage and 
decreasing bank erosion. 

Maintain the existing vegetative condition. 2 
Improve the vegetative cover on certain soil 
types in order to retard erosion. Improve the 
vegetative cover and vigor in wet meadows. 
Improve the riparian vegetative condition by 
increasing willow vigor and canopy. 
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Allotment 

No. Name 
Resource Opportunities I Problems/Conflicts Resource Management Objectives 

Proposed Revised 
Rank Rank 

z 
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0271 Sappington Spring Vegetative condition is mostly good. Maintain the good vegetative condition. 2 B-36 
Soil erosion is occurring on portions of allotment. Improve vegetative cover and vigor on certain 
Deer and elk winter forage is often insufficient in portions of the allotment in order to retard 
portions of the allotment. erosion. 

Limit lil!estock utilization to 300Jo on key 
species lbluebunch wheatgrassl. 

0273 Limestone Hills Livestock distribution is poor, resulting in areas The resolution of all the resource problems or A-6 
of over-use and under-use. conflicts ori this allotment would involve a 
Some areas are in fair vegetative condition. livestock grazing system With a pasture grazing 
National Guard training activities conflict with sequence that would be incompatible with 
present grazing pattern and potential grazing existing National Guflrd use. The future 
systems. resolution of these resource problems will be 
Riparian habitat condition on Indian Creek is dealt with as opportunities arise. However, 

· unsatisfactory. total resolution or significant progress toward 
Elk winter-spring range is in unsatisfactory resolution is not expected under current 
condition. conditions. 
Poisonous plants occur on the allotment. 

~ 

ID ro 0281 Limestone East Domestic sheep grazing in the winter has resulted in Maintain the existing vegetative condition: do A-19 
localized areas of heavy sheep concentration and not allow fair condition sites to decline in 
vegetative disturbance. condition. 
Many range sites are in fair condition, but Decrease erosion throughout the allotment. 
potential for improvement of these sites is low. Improve vigor and canopy coverage of big 
Excessive soil erosion is occurring throughout the sagebrush for antelope habitat. 
allotment. Control livestock use of riparian habitat in-
There is a high amount of decadence in big order to improve the condition. 
sagebrush. 
Riparian habitat on the Missouri River is in 
unsatisfactory condition. 

0282 Summit There are localized areas of unsatisfactory Decrease the erosion on those areas where it has 2 8-27 
watershed. Watershed conditions are due to been determined to be excessive. 
excessive soil erosion. Improve the vigor and canopy coverage of big 
Mule deer winter range is in unsatisfactory sagebrush and mountain mahogany. Limit 
condition. domestic sheep utilization of these species. 
Vegetative conditions are mostly good throughout the Maintain the good range conditions. 
allotment. 

0284 Copper City Much of the allotment is in fair vegetative Improve the fair condition range sites. B-9 
condition. Control sediment production. 
There is excessive soil erosion and sediment Manage for an increase in composition of 
production on the allotment. palatable grasses and forbs. 
Mule deer and antelope spring, summer, and fall Allow big sagebrush canopy to be determined by 
range is in unsatisfactory condition. natural means and not artificial treatment. 
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0285 Cottonwood 

0287 Horse Gulch 

~ 

CD 
(&) 

0294 

0358 

Rattlesnake 

Spring 

0373 Pipestone 

0375 East & West 
Pastures 

Vegetative condition varies from fair to excellent. 

Fair condition range sites have a low potential for 

improvement. 

Watershed is mostly in satisfactory condition, but 

localized areas of excessive erosion occur. 

Deer and elk spring habitat is in unsatisfactory 

condition. 

Riparian habitat is unsatisfactory. 


Much of the allotment is in fair vegetative 

condition and there is high to moderate potential 

for improvement. 

Livestock are poorly distributed on the allotment. 

High big sagebrush densities are resulting in less 

livestock forage. 

Deer and elk winter/spring range is mostly in 

satisfactory condition. 


Excessive streambank erosion and upland erosion is 

occurring on allotment. 


Riparian habitat in Rattlesnake Creek is rated 

unsatisfactory. 


Entire allotment is in fair vegetative condition. 

Watershed conditions are mostly satisfactory. 

Antelope and sage grouse yearlong habitat is mostly 

in unsatisfactory condition. 


Portions of the allotment are in poor vegetative 

condition. 

Portions of the allotment contain unsatisfactory 

watershed conditions. 

Mule deer spring range is in unsatisfactory 

condition. 


The majority of the allotment is in poor to fair 

vegetative condition. 

The allotment is producing moderate sediment. 

Excessive utilization levels on browse species are 

occurring in the east pasture. 


Maintain the current vegetative condition. 

Improve the vegetative canopy on specific areas 

in order to reduce soil erosion. 

Improve the vigor and composition of herbaceous 

species on spring range. 

Improve the riparian habitat to satisfactory 

condition. 


Improve the fair condition range sites. 

Treat sagebrush by prescribed burning in order 

to increase livestock forage. To the extent 

feasible, mitigate the effects of sagebrush 

loss on mule deer winter range. 


Improve the woody riparian species and 

herbaceous vegetative canopy in order to reduce 

erosion. 

Improve the riparian habitat to satisfactory 

condition. 


Improve the vegetative condition from fair to 

good for those range sites that do not need 

mechancical treatment. 

Maintain the satisfactory watershed conditions. 

Improve the vigor and composition of palatable 

herbaceous species. 


Improve poor condition range to fair or good. 

Reduce soil erosion by increasing canopy 

coverage of herbaceous vegetation on affected 

areas. 

Improve vigor and composition of herbaceous 

species on mule deer spring range. 


Improve poor and fair condition range. 

Mechanical treatments will be necessary to 

accomplish this. 

Reduce soil erosion. 

Improve winter forage availability for mule 

deer on the "Black Butte" winter range. 
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No. 

0376 

Allotment 

Nama 

Toston Canal 

Resource Opportunities/ Problems I Conflicts 

Livestock concentrations have caused poor range 
condition and accelerated erosion near Toston Canal. 
Livestock utilization levels are excessive on elk 
winter range. . 
Excessive erosion is occurring on allotment. 

Resource Management Objectives 

Revegetate poor and fair condition areas with 
rangeland seedings. 
Monitor and establish carrying capacity for the 
allotment. 
Improve livestock distribution. 
Provide adequate elk winter forage by limiting 
livestock utilization levels to approximately 
300Jo of key species on elk winter range. 
Decrease soil erosion. 

Proposed Revised 
Rank Rank 

A-15 

l> 
"0 
"0 
m 
2 
0 x 
m en 

0398 Sixmile The majority of the allotment is in fair vegetative 
condition. 
Excessive soil erosion is occurring on most of the 
allotment. 
Deer and elk winter/spring habitat is in 
unsatisfactory condition. 

Improve vegetation from fair to good on those 
range sites that have the potential to respond. 
Decrease soil erosion on the allotment. 
Improve the vigor and composition of herbaceous 
species. 

2 C-11 

..... 
m 
~ 

0401 Confederate Gulch There is excessive soil erosion and sediment 
production. 
Fair vegetative condition exists on allotment that 
have a good potential for response . 
Livestock utilization levels are excessive on elk 
winter range. 

Decrease soil erosion on the allotment. 
Improve those range sites in fair condition 
that have the potential to respond. 
Provide adequate elk winter forage by limiting 
livestock utilization levels to approximately 
300Jo of key species on elk winter range. 

8-23 

0414 Pole Gulch Portions of the allotment are in fair vegetative 
condition and contain a moderate potential to 
respond. 
Elk and mule winter/spring habitat is 
unsatisfactory. 
Riparian habitat is in satisfactory condition. 

Improve those range sites in fair condition to 
good condition. 
Improve the composition and vigor of herbaceous 
species in deer and elk habitat. 
Maintain the satisfactory riparian habitat. 

A-10 

0424 Greyson Creek Excessive soil erosion is occurring on ~he allotment 
in localized areas. 
Vegetative condition is mostly fair on the 
allotment. 
Riparian habitat is unsatisfactory. 

Decrease erosion in those areas where it has 
been determined to be excessive. Improve those 
range sites in fair condition to good condition. 
Improve the riparian habitat to satisfactory 
condition. 

2 C-10 

5412 Gold Run Creek Elk and mule deer winter I spring range is 
unsatisfactory. 
Riparian·habitat is in satisfactory condition. 
Range vegetation is mostly in good condition. 

Improve the forage availability by limiting 
fall livestock use to approximately 300Jo of key 
species. 
Maintain the current good livestock grazing 
condition. 

Livestock utilization levels are in direct 
competition for forage on elk and deer winter/spring 
habitat. 

Limit livestock utilization levels to 300Jo of 
key elk use areas. 

2 8-21 
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5505 Airport Watershed is mostly in satisfactory condition. 
Herbaceous composition and vigor is considered low 
on antelope winter/spring use areas. 
Barrier fences are present on the allotment. 

6303 Chicken Coulee Watershed is in good condition. 
Vegetation on some sites is in tair condition and 
has good potential to respond to treatments. 
Livetock use is not well distributed on all areas 
suitable for grazing. 
Current utilization of spring-summer grizzly bear 
habitat may result in competition for forage between 
cattl~ and bears. 
Habitat for bighorn sheep and mule deer is in 
unsatisfactory condition in some areas. 

6307 East Front Vegetation on some sites is in fair condition and 
has good potential to respond. 
Forage utilization by livestock is poorly 
distributed and over-utiliza~ion results in some 
areas. 
Aspen/forb habitat types are in unsatisfactory 
condition for spring-summer-fall use by grizzly 

~ bear. 
OJ 
CJ1 

Habitat types valuable for mule deer and bighorn 
sheep wlnter and spring use are in unsatisfactory 
condition. 
Top soil erosion and sediment,yield are unacceptably 
high in some areas. Wqtershed problems are 
primarily the result of low vegetative cover and 
removal of existing cover by livestock and wildlife. 
Most of the sites that are in unacceptable condition 
have good potential to return to more stable 
watershed conditions. 

6312 Tunnel Lake Vegetation production in riparian areas and wet 
meadows is well below potential. 
Residual vegetative cover for waterfowl nesting is 
very sparse 
Upland grass/forbs habitat types are in less than 
good condition for spring/summer/fall use by 
antelope. 

7544 Big Gold Run Creek 	 Vegetative condition is good. 
There is competition between elk and livestock on 
key elk winter range. 
Riparian habitat is in unsatisfactory condition. 
Watershed is in good condition. 

Maintain the current good watershed condition. 
Decrease the proportion of low-value antelope 
forage plants and increase the proportion of 
palatable forbs and grasses. 
Alter one mile of net-wire antelope barrier 
fence. 

Maintain the current good watershed condition. 
Improve vegetative condition on sites 
currently in fair condition. 
Improve the overall distribution of livestock 
and the utilization by livestock. 
Improve aspen/perennial forb and upland rough 
fescue/Idaho fescue habitat types that are in 
unsatisfactory condition. 

Improve those sites in fair condition to good 
condition. 
Improve livestock distribution on suitable 
areas to ease grazing pressure on problem 
areas. 
Improve conditions for habitat types that are 
currently in unsatisfactory condition. 
Defer livestock grazing on grizzly bear 
spring-summer habitat until approximately July 1. 
Increase vegetative cover and limit the removal 
of the cover by grazing animals. 

2 B-31 

B-1 

A-3 

Improve vegetative production in riparian and 
wet meadows. 
Control the removal of vegetative cover in 
areas that provide potential waterfowl nesting 
sites. 
Improve habitat conditions in antelope use 
areas. 

Maintain current good vegetative condition. 
Limit livestock utilization levels to 300Jo on 
elk winter range. 
Improve riparian habitat by increasing canopy 
coverage of willows and decreaseing bank 
erosion. 
Maintain the current good watershed condition. 
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Allotment 

No. Name 
Resource Opportunities I Problems/Conflicts Resource Management Objectives 

Proposed Revised 
Rank Rank )> 

"0 
7609 Black Reef Vegetative conditipn for some sites is fair and Improve forage quality and quantity especially B-10 "0 

m 
there is good potential to improve the quality and 
quantity of forage produced. 

on those sites that are in fair condition. 
Increase residual cover on sites capable of 

z 
0 

There is an opportunity to improve residual cover 
for waterfowl nesting and brood rearing. 

providing waterfowl habitat. X m en 

7610 Pothole Residual shoreline vegetative cover is limited in Improve the amount of cover in areas suitable 1 A-14 
the spring. for waterfowl nesting. 
Range and watershed conditions are satisfactory. Maintain the satisfactory conditions. 

7612 Willow Creek Canal Some sites with moderate response potential, are in Improve forage quantity and quality on sites 2 B-25 
fair vegetative condition. now classified as fair but which will respond 
Some mule deer winter /spring habitat could be to changes in grazing management. 
improved. Increase composition of herbaceous plants for 

winterI spring mule deer habitat sites. 

7613 Alkali Flat Domestic livestock and bighorn sheep are in direct Establish acceptable levels of use for each A-13 
competition for forage in some areas. species of animal to reduce competition for 
Riparian habitat is in less than good condition. available forage. 
The quality and quantity of forage produced on some Manage for good condition riparian habitat. 
sites is less than desirable. Improve fair vegetative condition sites that 
Some mule deer winter/spring habitat is presently in have the potential to respond to treatments. 

..... fair condition . Increase the percent composition of herbaceous 
CD 
0) 

species in areas that are currently rated fair. 

7704 Oxbow Livestock distribution is concentrated in a few Improve the distribution of water to achieve A-2 
areas because of a lack of water. This results in better distribution of livestock and more 
heavy utilization of some areas. while other areas uniform use of forage. 
receive little grazing. Improve vegetative condition for sites now 
Some sites are producing a quality and quantity of rated fair, in particular those along the 
forage below their potential. Missouri River. 
Riparian habitat in lower Sheep Creek is in poor Improve riparian habitat in lower Sheep 
condition. Creek by increasing the cover of willows and by 
Bank erosion is occurring adjacent to Holter Lake. stabilizing soil adjacent to watercourse. 
Soils have low rock content and are not resistent to Prevent any acceleration of the bank erosion by 
erosion. controlling grazing use of these sites. 
The upper· Sheep Creek and Rose Gulch areas are Forage utilization by livestock in the upper 
heavily used by and provide important habitat for Sheep Creek and Rose Gulch areas should be 
deer and elk yearlong. regulated to ensure adequate forage is 
Water in Falls Gulch contains excessive amounts of available for deer and elk. 
mercury. Monitor water quality in Falls Gulch and 

determine what actions can be taken to reduce 
mercury levels. 

7713 Danas Bar Livestock utilization is poorly distributed in this Develop additional water sources and install 1 A-17 
allotment. fences needed to better distribute livestock. 
Many sites are in fair vegetative condition and are Improve the quality and quantity of forage 
producing b!')low their potential. produced on sites now in fair condition. 
Spring mule deer habitat is in unsatisfactory Increase the composition and vigor of 
condition. herbaceous species for habitat in 

unsatisfactory condition. 

\ 



7715 Centennial Gulch 

7718 Wickiup Creek 

~ 

m 
--.J 

7719 

7903 

7804 

Sheriff Gulch 

Deadman 

Empire Creek 

7806 Ogilvie Gulch 

Livestock heavily utilize forage adjacent to Hauser 

Lake. 

Vegetative conditions are fair and poor for some 

sites and there is a moderate potential for 

improvement. 

Weed infestation occur adjacent to Hauser Lake. 

Shoreline waterfowl habitat is generally in 

unsatisfactory condition. 

Some big game and wild turkey habitat is in 

unsatisfactory condition. 


Livestock are poorly distributed, which results in 

heavy utilization of some areas and very light use 

of others. 

Some sites are in fair vegetative condition and have 

a moderate potential to improve. 

Riparian habitat along the N. Fork of Beaver Creek 

is in unsatisfactory condition. 

Livestock and deer/elk are in direct competition for 

forage in some localities. 


Poor distribution of water is resulting in spotty 

use of the available forage. 

Vegetative condition for some sites is fair. These 

sites have a moderate potential to improve. 

While mule deer and elk habitat is rated good, there 

is an opportunity to improve existing conditions. 


There are week infestations in clearcuts. 

Vegetation is in good condition. 


Livestock distribution and control is poor due to 

lack of water and fencing. • 

Some range sites are in fair condition and producing 

below potential. 

Timber encroachment is lowering forage production. 

Riparian habitat is mostly in poor condition. 

Mule deer and elk spring, summer and fall use areas 

are in unsatisfactory condition. 


Lack of water is causing poor livestock 

distribution. 

Some sites are in fair condition and producing below 

potential. 

Livestock grazing on deer and elk winter and spring 

range is resulting in forage competition. 

Riparian habitat on Marsh Creek is unsatisfactory. 

Watershed is in satisfactory condition. 


Improve the quality and quantity of forage 

produced on sites classified as fair and poor. 

Control weed infestations. 

Control grazing use levels on shoreline 

vegetation to improve waterfowl cover and 

increase composition of herbaceous plants. 

Manage unsatisfactory habitat to achieve 

satisfactory conditions. 


Improve the distribution of livstock to achieve 

more uniform utilization. 

Improve the quality and quantity of forage 

produced on sites that are in fair condition. 

Increase the canopy coverage and reproduction 

of willows to improve riparian habitat 

conditions. 

Establish acceptable forage use levels for 

livestock to provide forage for deer and elk. 


Provide more even distribution of water to 

achieve more even utilization of suitable sites 

by livestock. 

Improve the quality and quantity of forage 

produced on sites now in fair condition. 

Improve the composition and vigor of Herbaceous 

plants on mule deer and elk habitat. 


Control weeds in clearcuts. 

Maintain current good vegetative condition. 


Develop water where feasible, and construct 

fences to better distribute livestock use. 

Improve mountain parks and shallow range sites 

to good condition. 

Control timber encroachment to 

maintain/increase forage. 

Improve riparian habitat by increasing willow 

and aspen canopy and reproduction. 

Improve herbaceous composition and vigor in 

open parks. 


Develop water to improve distribution. 

Improve mountain parks and shallow sites to 

good condition. 

Improve forage availability for deer and elk. 

Improve riparian habitat. 

Maintain watershed condition. 
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No. 

7808 

Allotment 

Name 

Lost Horse Creek 

Resource Opportunities/Problema/Conflicts 

Riparian habitat on a small reach of Lost Horse 
Creek is in unsatisfactory condition. 
Availability of deer and elk forage is low in 
certain areas in September and October. 

Resource Management Objectives 

Improve riparian habitat to satisfactory 
condition. 
Improve forage availability for deer and elk on 
seasonal ranges. 

Proposed Revised 
Rank Rank 

2 D 
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X 
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7809 Gloster See first three opportunities of Empire Creek. 
Riparian habitat in Drinkwater Creek is in 
unsatisfactory condition. There is a need to reduce 
hot season use. 
The springs in Sec. 27 are being damaged by 
concentrated livestock use. 
Deer and elk habitat is in unsatisfactory condition. 

See first three objectives of Empire Creek. 
Improve the riparian habitat by increasing 
normal form class on willow and dogwood and 
increasing reproduction. 
Fence springs to reduce erosion and improve 
water quality. 
Improve herbaceous composition and vigor for 
deer and elk habitat in Sections 22 and 27. 

8-16 

....l> 

m m 

7810 Edwards Mountain Some sites are in fair vegetative condition. 
There is poor livestock distribution from lack of 
water. 
Forage production on some sites could be increased 
through the removal of the forest overstory. 
There are localized areas of over utilization on 
wildlife habitat. 
Watershed is in satisfactory condition. 

Improve the vegetative conditon to good on 
specific sites. 
Develop water where feasible. 
Harvest timber where feasible to increase 
forage production. 
Improve livestock distribution. 
Continue with the rest-rotation grazing system. 
Maintain watershed condition. 

1 A-11 

7811 Drumlummon-Skelly Some sites are producing below potential. 
Riparian habitat in Sawmill Creek and W. China Gulch 
is in unsatisfactory condition. 
The spring at the head of Sawmill Creek is heavily 
trampled by livestock. 
There are localized areas of heavy livestock 
utilization on important seasonal wildlife areas. 
Watershed is in satisfactory condit!on. 

Continue monitoring the existing grazing system 
and revise if stated objectives are not 
achieved within timetrames. 
Improve riparian habitat to satisfactory 
condition. 
Fence the spring at the head of Sawmill Creek. 
Continue monitoring the existing grazing system 
and revise if utilization levels conflict with 
seasonally important wildlife habitat. 
Maintain the watershed condition. 

2 8-5 

7813 Marysville Livestock use is concentrated in creek bottoms. 
Some sites are in fair vegetative condition. 
Riparian habitat on Ottawa Gulch is in 
unsatisfactory condition. 
Watershed is in satisfactory condition. 

Fence the allotment to provide better livestock 
distribution. 
Improve range sites to good condition 
Improve riparian habitat. 
Maintain watershed condition. 

1 8-15 

7818 Skelly Gulch Vegetation is in satisfactory condition. 
There are localized areas of excessive bank erosion. 
Areas of deer and elk winter/spring habitat is in 
unsatisfactory condition. 

Maintain satisfactory vegetative condition. 
Reduce bank erosion. 
Improve deer and elk winter/spring habitat. 

2 8-26 
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7822 Iowa Gulch 

7823 Iron Siding 

...... 
CD 
CD 

7824 

7827 

Granite Creek 

Blue Cloud 

7959 Buffalo Hump 

7960 Whitetail Creek 

Vegetation generally is in good condition. 

Livestock use is concentrated around water. 

Antelope yearlong use areas and important summer 

moist site areas are over-utilized annually. 

Watershed is in satisfactory condition. 


Poor distribution of water is causing livestock 

distribution problems. 

Some sites are in fair vegetative condition. 

Localized areas of antelope yearlong habitat is in 

fair condition. 

Watershed is in satisfactory condition. 


Poor livestock distribution is leading to overuse 

and underuse problems. 

Some range sites are in fair condition. 

Wildlife habitat in Granite Creek bottom is in poor 

condition. 

Water quality is unsatisfactory in Granite Creek. 


Poor livestock distribution is leading to overuse 

and underuse problems. 

Vegetation is in good condition. 

Riparian habitat in portions of Nelson Gulch and 

Blue Cloud Creek is in unsatisfactory condition. 

Watershed is in satisfactory condition. 


Vegetation is in good condition. 

Excessive bank erosion is being accelerated by 

livestock grazing and trampling. 

Watershed is in good condition. 


Vegetative condition is poor to fair on much of the 

allotment, and vegetation is producing below 

potential. 

Antelope spring/summer/fall and elk and mule deer 

winter/spring habitat is mostly unsatisfactory. 

Excessive soil erosion is occurring near spring and 

moist-site areas. 


Maintain vegetative condition. 

Develop alternative water sources to reduce 

livestock concentrations. 

Develop moist site grass/forb areas for antelope 

use by fencing springs and overflow areas. 

Allow sagebrush to be regulated by natural 

environmental conditions. 

Manage for improvement of grass/forb 

communities for antelope use. 

Maintain watershed condition. 


Develop water· and construct fences to help 

control livestock distribution. 

Improve vegetative condition to good. 

Implement a rotational grazing system. 

Improve herbaceous composition and vigor on 

antelope yearlong range. 

Maintain watershed condition. 


Fence the allotment to provide better livestock 

distribution. 

Improve the quality and quantity of forage 

produced on fair condition sites. 

Improve the riparian habitat in Granite Creek 

bottom. 

Fence the water sources. 

Improve the water quality. 


Fence pastures and develop water to improve 

livestock distribution. 

Maintain vegetative condition. 

Improve the condition of riparian habitat and 

upland vegetation. 

Maintain watershed condition. 


Maintain the current good vegetative condition. 

Decrease streambank erosion and increase woody 

species canopy coverage by excluding, or 

seasonally regulating livestock use. 

Maintain the current good watershed condition. 


Improve range conditions and vegetative 

potential. 

Improve the vigor and composition of herbaceous 

species. 

Decrease soil erosion and watershed damage 

adjacent to springs. 
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No. 

Allotment 

Name 
Resource Opportunities/Problems/Conflicts Resource Management Objectives 

Proposed Revised 
Rank Rank 
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9660 Divide Creek Heavy sagebrush growth is suppressing livestock 
forage production while providing valuable wildlife 
browse. 
Sheep grazing and trampling in bedding grounds are 
adversely affecting aspen stands. 
Watershed is in satisfactory condition. 

Increase the livestock AUMs via reductions in 
sagebrush densities while providing ample 
browse for wildlife needs. 
Increase aspen reproduction. 
Maintain watershed in current satisfactory 
condition. 

A-16 X 
m en 

9672 Eagle Creek Riparian zones are in poor condition on Park Creek 
and Eagle Creek. 
Watershed and vegetation in satisfactory condition. 

Improve riparian habitat on Park Creek and 
Eagle Creek to satisfactory. 
Maintain watershed and vegetation in current 
satisfactory condition. 

2 8-34 

...... 
CD 
0 

9698 Smith Creek Many acres are in poor and fair vegetative 
condition. The riparian zone is in unsatisfactory 
condition. 
There is heavy utilization of forage in aspen 
stands; high erosion activity is occurring along 
tributaries to the N. Fork Smith River. 
Some deer and elk spring range is in unsatisfactory 
condition. 
Watershed is in satisfactory condition. 

Improve the vegetative condition on dry land 
range sites and in riparian zones from 
unsatisfactory to satisfactory. 
Decrease streambank erosion and limit utilization 
to acceptable levels in aspen stands. 
Improve deer and elk spring range to satisfactory 
condition. 
Maintain watershed in current satisfactory 
condition. 

A-18 

9708 Little Elk Creek Riparian habitat is in unsatisfactory condition. 
Watershed and vegetation is satisfactory. 

Improve the riparian habitat condition to 
satisfactory. 
Maintain the watershed and vegetation in its 
current satisfactory condition. 

2 8-35 

9743 Johnston Bank erosion is occurring on a portion of the 
Smith River. 
Small amounts of elk and deer winter range are in 
unsatisfactory condition. 
Watershed is in satisfactory condition. 

Decrease riverbank erosion. 
Increase herbaceous vigor and composition on 
elk and deer winter range. 
Maintain the watershed in current satisfactory 
condition. 

4 C-5 

9747 Hound Crucial elk summer/spring habitat is rated 
unsatisfactory. 

Increase the vegetative composition or vigor of 
rough fescue, thereby improving crucial elk 
habitat. 

2 8-37 
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Allotment 

0201 

County 

Broadwater 

Total Cost 
[x $1,000) 

3.9 

TABLE E-2 
ALLOTMENT RANKING AND RPS IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE FOR I ALLOTMENTS 

Benefit/Cost Internal Rate 
Ratio of Return 

0.7 5.6 

Critical 
Resource 

Values 

Wildlife/Mod. 

I,Jse 
Conflicts 

Watershed/ 
Mod. 

Need for 
Change in 
Condition 

Low 

Percentage 
Reduction [or 

increase) 

0 

Dependency Other Agency 
[ 0 /ol Coord. 

22.0 None 

Natural 
Resources 

Priority 

2 

Other Factors 
Considered Rank 

C-9 

)> 
."U 
"U 
m z 
0 
X 
m en 

Wildlife/ 
Mod. 

0209 Broadwater 0.6 0.9 7.5 None Wildlife/ 
Mod. 

Low 0 13.9 None 2 C-B 

0210 Jefferson 0 _1 0 Wildlife/Mod. Watershed/ 
Mod. 
Wildlife/ 
Mod. 

High -45 16.7 SCS/Low 2 No new 
improvements 

B-12 

0212 Jefferson 0 0 Wildlife/Mod. Watershed/ 
Mod. 
Wildlife/ 
Mod. 

High -54 30.2 SCS/Low 2 No new 
improvements 

B-13 

0215 Broadwater 7.6 0.2 5.9 Wildlife/Mod. Wildlife/ 
Mod. 

Low -71 9.4 None 2 C-3 

Watershed/ 
Low 

0219 Jefferson 0.86 1.3 10.2 Wildlife/High Wildlife/High 
Watershed/ 
Mod. 

Low -25 7.0 None A-12 

...... 
co 
1\) 

0220 Jefferson 29.0 1.1 8.7 Wildlife/Low Wildlife/Low 
Watershed/ 
Low 

Moderate 0 29.0 Low Construction 
of pipeline 
programmed for 
FY 84. Exist­
ing AMP. 

A-1 

0225 Broadwater 16.5 0 0 None Wildlife/Mod. 
Watershed/ 
Mod. 

Low 0 13.6 Low 2 C-12 

0227 Broadwater 0 _1 0 Low Watershed/ 
Low 

Low +46 28.5 FS/Low 2 No new 
improvements 

D 

0230 Jefferson 30.0 0.7 3.0 Wildlife/Low Watershed/ 
Mod. 

Moderate +18 20.3 Low Existing AMP B-3 

0231 Jefferson 0 _1 0 Wildlife/High Wildlife/High 
Watershed/ 
Mod. 

Moderate 0 4.0 FS/Mod. 2 No new 
improvements 

B-20 

0233 Broadwater 63.0 0.2 Wildlife/High Watershed/ 
Mod. 

Mod. to High 0 18.7 Low B-1B 

Wildlife/Mod. 

0234 Broadwater 0 0 Watershed/ 
Mod. 

Low +16 2.1 0 2 No new 
improvements 

B-38 

0235 Broadwater 0 _1 0 Wildlife/Mod. Watershed/ 
Mod. 
Wildlife/Mod. 

Moderate 0 0 2 No new 
improvements 

B-19 

0238 Jefferson 0 0 Low Watershed/ 
Mod. 

Low 0 43.0 Low 2 No new 
improvements 

B-39 

0242 Jefferson 14 0.2 -2.4 Wildlife/Mod. Wildlife/Low Moderate 0 28.5 Mod. B-14 

0243 Broadwater 
& Jefferson 

0 0 Wildlife/High Watershed/ 
High 
Wildlife/High 

None -23 8.4 Low No new 
improvements 

A-20 

0245 Jefferson 32.7 1.5 10.6 Wildlife/High 
Watershed/ 
High 

Wildlife/High 
Watershed/ 
High 

High -30 63.0 Low A-5 



I 
I 

~ 

co 
c.u 

0247 Jefferson 

024B Jefferson 

0249 Jefferson 

025B Jefferson 

0261 Jefferson 

0263 Jefferson 

0264 Jefferson 

0271 Jefferson 

0273 Broadwater 

02B1 Broadwater 

02B2 Broadwater 

02B4 Broadwater 

02B5 Jefferson 

02B7 Jefferson 

0294 Broadwater 

035B Jefferson 

0373 Jefferson 

0375 Jefferson 

0376 Broadwater 

039B Broadwater 

0401 Broadwater 

0414 Gallatin 

0.34 

0 

12.65 

36.0 

O.b6 

0 

0 

0 

32.B 

5.9 

5.9 

10.0 

7.45 

4.37 

6.9 

3.0 

0 

41.0 

6.B 

11.B 

B.6 

0 

16.0 
_, 

2.5 

0.2 

1.3 

_, 

_, 

1.5 

1.3 

1.4 

0.6 

0.6 

0.2 

0 

0.1 

_, 

0.4 

1.2 

0.1 

0.4 

0 

15.4 

10.2 

0 

0 

0 

10.9 

10.0 

10.1 

3.6 

4.0 

-B 

0.6 

0 

9.2 

2.5 

0 

Wildlife/Mod. Wildlife/Low Moderate 0 
Wildlife/Mod. Wildlife/Mod. Low +75 
Watershed/ Watershed/ 
Mod. Mod. 

Wildlife/High Wildlife/High High -62 
Watershed/ Watershed/ 
High High 

Wildlife/Low Watershed/ Low None 0 
Wildlife/Low Wildlife/Mod. None 0 

Wildlife/Mod. Wildlife/Low Low 0 

Vegetation/ Wildlife/Low Low 0 
High 

Wildlife/Low Wildlife/Mod. Low 0 

Wildlife/Mod. Watershed/ Moderate -3B 
to High Low 

National 
Guard/High 

Low Watershed/ Low -25 
Mod. 
Wildlife /Mod. 

Low Watershed/ Low 0 
Mod. 
Wildlife/Mod. 

Low Watershed/ Moderate to +95 
Mod. High 
Wildlife/Mod. 

Wildlife/Mod. Wildlife/High None -50 

Wildlife/Mod. Wildlife/Low Moderate 0 

Low Wildlife/Mod. Low 0 
Watershed/ 
Mod. 

LoiN Watershed/ Moderate to 0 
Mod. High 
Wildlife/Low 

Wildlife/Low Wildlife/Mod. High 0 
Watershed/ 
Mod. 

Wildlife/Mod. Wildlife/Mod. High -46 
Watershed/ 
Mod. 

Moderate Wildlife/Mod. High 0 
Watershed/ 
Mod. 

Low Wildlife/Mod. Moderate 0 
Watershed/ 
Mod. 

Watershed/ Wildlife/ Mod. Moderate 0 
High Watershed/ 

High 

Wildlife/High Wildlife/High High -41 

32.6 

32.6 

32.0 

25.9 

4.B 

7.2 

23.3 

1.2 

17.0 

10.7 

10.7 

42.0 

B.B 

5.7 

20.3 

7.4 

36.9 

21.B 

14.2 

25.B 

24.0 

11.2 

None 

None 

Low 

Low 

None 

None 

None 

None 

National 
Guard/ 
High 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

None 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

Low 

2 

2 No new 
improvements. 
Recently 
revised AMP. 

2 Existing AMP 

2 No new 
improvements 

2 No new 
improvements 

2 No new 
improvements 

2 No new 
improvements 

2 

2 

1 

2 

2 

No improve­
ments. Pres­
ently included 
in Forest 
Service plan. 

2 

B-33 

B-6 

A-B 

C-2 

B-30 

B-2B 

B-29 

B-36 

A-6 

A-19 

B-27 

B-9 

C-6 

B-24 


C-13 


C-7 


0 

B-7 

A-15 

C-11 

B-23 

A-10 

l> 
"'D 
"'D 
m z 
0 x 
m 



TABLE E·2 
ALLOTMENT RANKING AND API IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE FDA I ALLOTMENTS l> 

'"'0 
'"'0 
m 

Allotment 

0424 

County 

Broadwater 

Total Cost 
(x$1.000) 

7.3 

Benefit/Cost 
Ratio 

0.3 

Internal Rate· 
of Returl} 

0.5 . 
Critical 

Resource 
Values 

Low 

Use 
Conflicts 

Wildlife/High 
Watershed/ 

Need for 
Change in 
Condition 

Moderate 

Percentage 
Reduction !or 

increase) 

0 

Dependency 
(Ofo) 

4.6 

Other Agency 
Coord. 

Low 

Natural 
Resources 

Priority 

2 

Other Factors 
Considered Rank 

C-10 

z 
0 
X 
m en 

Mod. 

5412 Pondera 0 -' 0 Wildlife/High Wildlife/Mod. Low 0 16.7 Low 2 No new 
improvements 

B-21 

5505 Ponders 3.44 173 52 Wildlife/Mod. Wildlife/Mod. Low 0 80.0 None 2 B-31 

6303 Teton 13.3 0.3 -2.7 Spec. Des./ Wildlife/Mod. Low 0 10.2 FS/High Existing AMP. B-1 
High 
Threatened and 

Watershed/ 
Mod. 

SCSI 
High 

High resource 
values. 

Endangered 
Species/High 
Wildlife/High 

6307 Taton 13.8 1.0 B.O Wildlife/High Vegetation/ High -1B 10.7 FS/High High resource A-3 
Threatened and High SCSI values and 
Endangered Wildlife/High High significant 
Species/High Watershed/High conflicts. 
Spec. Des./ Threatened & 
High Endangered 

Species /High 
Spec. Des./ 
High 

6312 Teton 5.2 1.1 8.5 Wildlife/Low Wildlife/Mod. Moderate -3B 17.7 None A-4 .... Spec. Des./ 

co 
llo 

Mod. 
Vegetation I 
Mod. 

7544 Pondera 0 -' 0 Wildlife/High Wildlife /Mod. Low 0 5.7 None 2 No new B-22 
improvements 

7609 Lewis & Clark 6.9 0.7 5.4 Wildlife/Low Wildlife/Mod. Low -50 35.7 None B-10 
Spec. Des./ 
Mod. 

7610 Teton 1.7 1.7 12.1 Wildlife/Low Wildlife/Mod. None 0 6.2 None A-14 
Spec. Des./ 
Mod. 

7612 Lewis & Clark 0 -' 0 Wildlife/Low Wildlife/Mod. Moderate 0 35.7 None 2 No new B-25 
Vegetation I Vegetation/ improvements 
Mod. Mod. 

7613 Lewis & Clark 0 
_, 

0 Vegetation I 
Mod. 

Vegetation/ 
Mod. 

Moderate 0 13.7 None No new 
improvements 

A-13 

Wildlife/Low Wildlife/Mod. 
7704 Lewis & Clark 11.2 46.6 114 Vegetation I 

Mod. 
Vegetation I 
Mod. 

Moderate +714 20.0 None AUMs and other 
values affect­

f<.2 

Wildlife/Mod. Wildlife/Mod. ed by the 
Spec. Des./ 
High 

Spec. Des./ 
High 

Sleeping Giant 
Exchange. 

7713 Lewis & Clark 0 -' 0 Wildlife/Low Wildlife/Low Moderate 0 4.0 SCSI No new A·17 
Vegetation/ 
Mod. 

Vegetation/ 
Mod. 

Mod. improvements 

7715 Lewis & Clark 5.2 3.1 18.9 Vegetetion/ 
Mod. 

Vegetation/ 
Mod. 

Moderate -14 45.0 FS/Mod. A-7 

Wildlife/Mod. Wildlife/Mod. 
771B Lewis & Clark 0 -' 0 Spec. Des./ 

Mod. 
Wildlife/Mod. 

Spec. Des./ 
High 
Wildlife/ Mod. 

Low -47 6.30 FS/High 2 No new 
improvements 

B-11 

( 




7719 Lewis & Clark 6.6 0.8 6.2 Wildlife/Low Wildlife/Low Low 0 40.5 None 2 C-4 
7803 Lewis & Clark 0 _, 

0 None None None 0 8.5 FS/High 2 No improve- D 
ments present­
ly included in 
FS plan. 

7804 Lewis & Clark 37.2 0.7 5.9 Wildlife/High 
Spec. Des./ 

Wildlife/Mod. 
Spec. Des./ 

High -13 39.0 SCS/High 8-8 

High High 
Vegetation/ Vegetation/ 
Mod. High 
Watershed/ Watershed/ 
High Mod. 

7806 Lewis & Clark 2.5 2.9 16.5 Wildlife/High Wildlife/Mod. Moderate 0 23.0 FS/High State in-lieu D 
Spec. Des./ Spec. Des./ selection. 
Mod. Mod. 

Vegetation/ 
Mod. 

7808 Lewis & Clark 0 0 None None Low 0 8.5 None 2 No improve- D 
ments 

7809 Lewis & Clark 9.3 0.4 1.8 Spec. Des./ 
High 

Wildlife/Mod. 
Watershed/ 

Moderate 0 6.6 SCS/Mod. 8-16 

Wildlife/Mod. Mod. 
Vegetation/ Spec. Des./ 
Mod. Mod. 

Vegetation/ 
Mod. 

...... 
co 
01 

7810 Lewis & Clark 0 0 Wildlife/Low 
Spec. Des./ 
Mod. 
Vegetation/ 
Mod. 

Wildlife/Mod. 
Spec. Des./ 
Mod . 
Vegetation I 
Mod. 

Moderate 0 30.Ll SCS/High 
FS/High 

No new 
improvements 

A-11 

7811 Lewis & Clark 2.5 2.8 21.4 Wildlife/Mod. 
Watershed/ 

Wildlife/Mod. 
Spec. Des./ 

Low 0 27.2 FS/High 2 Existing AMP 8-5 

Mod. Mod. 
Spec. Des./ Vegetation/ 
Mod. Mod. 

7813 Lewis & Clark 7.3 0.3 -0.3 Wildlife/Low Watershed/ Low 0 25.1 None 8-15 
Spec. Des./ High 
Mod. Wildlife/Low 
Vegetation/ Vegetation/ 
Mod. Low 

Spec. Des./ 
Mod. 

7818 Lewis & Clark 0 _, 
0 Wildlife/Low 

Vegetation/ 
Watershed/ 
High 

Low 0 3.3 None 2 No improve­
ments 

8-26 

Low Wildlife/Low 
Spec. Des./ Vegetation/ 
Mod. Low 

Spec. Des./ 
Mod. 

7822 Lewis & Clark 10.4 0.2 -7.8 Wildlife/High Wildlife/Mod. Low 0 49.0 None 2 8-17 
Watershed/ Watershed/ 
Mod. Low 
Vegetation/ Vegetation I 

7823 Lewis & Clark 5.5 1.5 11.0 

Mod. 

Wildlife/Mod. 
Watershed/ 
High 
Vegetation/ 
Mod. 
Spec. Des./ 
High 

Mod. 

Wildlife/Low 
Watershed/ 
Mod. 
Vegetation/ 
Mod. 
Spec. Des./ 
Mod. 

Moderate +188 34.6 None A-9 
l> 
"'0 
"'0 
m 
2 
0 x 
m 



TABLE E-2 
ALLOTMENT RANKING AND RPS IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE FOR I ALLOTMENTS 

l> 
"'0 
"'0 m 

Allotment County 
Total Cost 
(x $1,000) 

Benef1t/Cost 
Ratio 

Internal Rate 
of Return 

Critical 
Resource 

Values 
Use 

Conflicts 

Need for 
Change in 
Condition 

Percentage 
Reduction (or 

increase) 
Dependency 

(0/ol 
Other Agency 

Coord. 

Natural 
Resources 

Priority 
Other Factors 

Considered Rank 

z 
0 x 

7824 Lewis & Clark 6.9 O.B 6.2 Wildlife/Low 
Watershed/ 

Vegetation/ 
High 

Moderate 0 19.2 None 2 C-1 m en 
Mod. Watershed/ 
Vegetation/ Mod. 
Mod. Wildlife/Low 
Spec. Des./ 
Mod. 

7827 Lewis & Clark 6.2 O.B 5.6 Wildlife/Mod. Wildlife/Mod. Moderate 0 14.6 SCSI Projects for B-4 
Watershed/ Watershed/ Mod. existing AMP 
High Mod. FS/Mod. are in the 
Vegetation/ Vegetation I design stage. 
Mod. Mod. 
Spec. Des./ Spec. Des./ 
High Mod. 

7959 Pondera 1.7 9.2 33.0 Wildlife/Low Wildlife/Low Low 0 2.5 None 2 B-32 

7960 Jefferson 2.0 0.5 Wildlife/Mod. Vegetation/ High 0 9.6 Low Existing AMP. B-2 
Mod. 
Wildlife/Mod. 
Watershed /Low 

9660 Meagher 4.1 1.7 12.7 Wildlife/High Moderate 0 6.0 Low 1 A-16 

9672 Meagher 0 _, 0 Wildlife /Mod. None 0 3.8 Low 2 B-34 

9698 Meagher 0 0 0 Wildlife/High Wildlife/High Moderate -36 6.0 Low 1 A-18 
__.. 
CD 
m 

9708 

9743 

Meagher 

Meagher 

0 

3.4 

0 

0 

0 

Low 

Wildlife/Mod. 

Wildlife/Low 

None 

Moderate 

0 

-54 

37.5 

19.4 

Low 

Low 

2 

2 

B-35 

C-5 

9747 Cascade 0 0 Wildlife/High Wildlife/High Low 0 4.1 Low 2 No new B-37 
improvements 

'Allotments where no costs will be incurred for range improvements, thus the benefit/cost ratio does not pertain. 

RPS - Range Program Summary 
scs - Soil Conservation Service 
FS - Forest Service 
Spec. Des. - Special Designations 



APPENDIX F 

RANGE DEVELOPMENTS 


(See Draft Environmental Impact StatementJ 

,­

197 




APPENDIX G 

GRAZING SYSTEMS 


ISee Draft Environmental Impact StatementJ 
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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 1977, 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 Mor:'tana 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; T1BN. 

R5E; T18N, R6E; T18N, R7E; 

r17N, 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 126 
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 far 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 1 977 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 o·f 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 1 00 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 cif 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 1976." 

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 £VRMl 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 lUSFWSl 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. 

APPENDIX H 

Criterion No. 1 0 
"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 raptar surveys will be dane 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/" 

~nalysis. 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 
~mpacts 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: 

m Active dancing and strutting grounds for 
sage grouse, sharp-tailed grouse, and prairie 
chicken: 
(iil 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 St~te, the surface management agency 
determines that all or certain stipulated methods 
~f coal mining will not have a significant long-term 
1mpact 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 T14N, R 1 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 
ovynership involved is found within T19N, R3E 
£e1ghty acres) and T19N, RBE (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 120 acres are identi­
fied as unsuitable for surface occupancy. 

Two mule deer winter ranges, with federal min!=lral 
ownership, are found in the coal area. The Box 
Elder Creek winter range contain 120 acres of 
federal minerals in T19N, RBE and 320 acres in 
T19N, R5E. The Smith River winter range contains 
160 acres in T17N, 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 DO-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 1 00-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 

APPENDIX H 

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 
"(jj) 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 125,657,000 tons of 
coal. 

In addition, approximately 1,780 acres are identi­
fied where surface occupancy would be prohibited 
(see Table H-1 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 at 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 Tons1 

Total Federal Coal 25,452 125,657,000 

Total Eliminated From Further Consideration for Leasing 0 0 

Total Eliminated from Surface Occupancy 
By Criteria #2 126 
By Criteria #3 369 
By Criteria #15 1,260 

By Criteria #16 25 
Total 1,780 

Total Federal Coal Available for Further Consideration 
for Leasing, Pending Further Study 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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MONITORING AND EVALUATION 


ISee Draft Environmental Impact StatementJ 
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APPENDIXJ 
SIGNIFICANT SOILS IN THE HEADWATERS 


RESOURCE AREA 

ISee Draft Environmental Impact Statementl 
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APPENDIX K 

SUMMARY OF WILDERNESS STATUS 


THROUGHOUT MONTANA 


(See Draft Environmental Impact StatementJ 

207 




APPENDIX L 

DETAILED DISCUSSION OF AREA BEING STUDIED 


FOR WILDERNESS 

ISee Draft Environmental Impact Statement) 
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METHODOLOGY USED IN 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 1979 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 (19741 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 OOfo or 
greater canopy coverage of trees in near climax 
condition were classified according to Forest 
Habitat Types of Montana (USDA, FS 1977al. 
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 aondition 
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 OOOfo and 750fo of the kinds and 
amounts of vegetation produced would be found in 
climax. Good condition communities produce 
between 750fo and 51 Ofo of the ltinds and amounts 
of vegetation found in climax. Fair condition com­
munities produce between 500fo and 260fo of the 
kinds and amounts of vegetation found in climax. 
Poor condition communities produce between 
250fo and OOfo 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 wher.e 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 
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 AMPlEIS is com­
pleted in 1983, 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 
imp~ovements needed to change grazing man­
agement exceeds the expected benefits. These 
allotments are referred to as custodial manage­
ment, or C allotments. 

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 I or supervi­
sion. These allotments are referred to as mainte­
nance management, or M allotments. 

Allotments Where Change is Needed 

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. 
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TABLE M·1 1J 

"URESOURCE CONDITIONS/CONFLICT m 
z

Priority for 0
Change Change Change proposed 

needed in veg. Potential of needed in Potential of needed in Potential of Change Potential of AMP x 
mcond. &/of! veg. to watershed watershed to wildlife hab. habitat to needed in rip. rip. areas to Special areas Tent. mgmt. allotment en

No. Allotment Name prod. respond conditions respond cond. respond area condition respond of concern categ. [wild./ ran.! 

0201 Missouri No Mod.-Low Significant High No Hi-Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. Bald eagle & 1/2 
fisheries 

0202 Q&QCommon Some Mod.-Low Some Low Minor Low Significant Low Deer wt/sp M 
use 

0203 Alta Mountain No Mod.-Low Significant Mod. No Low Significant Low Deer wt/sp M 
use 

0204 Amazon Some Mod. No Low No Low Minor Hi-Mod. Deer wt/sp M 
use 

0205 Wicks Some Mod.-Low No Mod. Some Mod. Minor Hi-Mod. Big game M 
wt/sp 

0206 Stauback Creek No Mod.-Low No Low Significant Low None c 
0207 Prickly Pear No Mod.-Low Some Mod. Minor Mod. Minor Hi-Mod. None M 
020B Dry Mountain No Mod.-Low No Mod.-Low No Mod. Hi-Mod. None M 
0209 
0210 
0211 

Dowdy Ditch 
County Line 
N. Doherty 

No 
Significant 

No 

Mod. 
Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

No 
Some 

No 

Low 
Low 
Low 

Significant 
Some 

No 

Low 
Mod.-Low 

Low 

None 
Deer wt/sp 

None 

I 
I 

M 

2/2 
1/2 

0212 
0213 

Boulder River 
Silver Sage 

Significant 
Minor 

Mod.-Low 
Mod. 

Some 
No 

Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

Some 
No 

Mod. 
Mod. 

None 
None 

I 
M 

2/2 

0214 Rattlesnake Creek No Low No Low No N/A None c 
0215 Breaks No Mod.-Low Significant Mod.-Low Significant Low Osprey I 2/2 

1\l ...... 
1\l 

0216 
0217 
021B 

Black Sage 
S. Doherty [E&W pasture! 
Dry Creek 

Minor 
Some 
Some 

Low 
Mod.-Low 

Low 

No 
Some 

No 

Low 
Low 
Low 

No 
No 
No 

Mod. 
Low 
Low 

nesting 
deer. antelope 

deer 
Deer/elk 

M 
M 
M 

wt/sp 
0219 Log Gulch SGC No Low Some Low Significant Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. Antl./deer 1/2 

wt/sp. 
0220 
0221 

Bull Mountain 
Yellowshack 

Some 

Some 
Mod. 

Low 

Significant 

Minor 

Hi-Mod. 

Low 

Some 
Significant 

Mod. 
Mod. 

Significant Mod.-Low Anti./deer 
Anti .IS. M 

1/1 

0222 Whitehorse No Mod.-Low No Low No Mod. 
grouse 
None M 

0223 Beaver No data Mod.-Low No Low Minor Hi-Mod. Some Hi-Mod. None M 
0224 Clark Gulch No Low Some Hi-Mod. No Low None c 
0225 
0226 

Keating Gulch Common 
Individual 

Some 
No 

Mod. 
Low 

Significant 
No 

Hi-Mod. 
Low 

Significant 
No 

Hi-Mod. 
Low 

Significant Hi-Mod. None 
None 

I 
c 

1/1 

0227 Kimber Gulch No Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. No Hi-Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. Elk wt/sp. I 2/2 
0229 Beaver Creek No Mod. No Low No Hi-Mod. No Hi-Mod. None c 
0230 Whiskey Gulch Some Mod.-Low Significant Mod.-Low Some Mod. No Hi-Mod. Deer wt/sp. I 1/1 
0231 Hi Ore Some Mod.-Low Some Mod. Significant Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. Elk/deer I 1/1 

wt/sp. 
0232 Keating Individual No Mod.-Low No Hi-Mod. No Hi-Mod. None M 
0233 Indian Creek Significant Mod. Significant Mod.-Low Significant Hi-Mod. No Hi-Mod. Elk/blue- I 1/1 

grouse 
0234 High Peak No Mod.-Low Significant Hi-Mod. No Hi-Mod. No data ? Osprey 2/2 
0235 Devils Bottom Some Mod. Significant Low No Hi-Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. Osprey/ 1/2 

fishery 
0237 Emigrant Creek No Mod. No Low No Low None c 
023B Pole Canyon Minor Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. Some Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. None I 1/2 
0239 Bigfoot No Hi-Mod. Some Mod.-Low No Mod. Minor Mod. None M 
0240 Rocky Canyon No Mod.-Low Some Mod.-Low No Mod. No Hi-Mod. None M 
0241 Little Boulder No Low Some Low No Low Minor Hi-Mod. Deer/elk M 

wt/sp/su 



0242 Whitetail Basin Some Mod. No Mod.-Low Some Mod. No Mod. Elk/anti. 2/1 
0243 Devils Fence !Broadwater No Hi-Mod. Significant Low Significant Hi-Mod. Elk/deer, 1/1 

Co. Pastures! wt/sp 
(Jefferson Co. Pastures! Significant High Significant High Significant Mod. No Deer/elk sp/f 1/1 

0244 Cable Gulch No Mod.-Low Some Mod.-Low No Low No Hi-Mod. None M 
0245 Sugarloaf Significant High Significant High Significant Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. Deer wt/sp I 1/1 
0246 Boomerang Some Mod. Some Mod. Minor Mod. Minor Hi-Mod. Deer wt/sp M 
0247 Rawhide Some Mod.-Low Some Low Significant Mod. Minor Mod. Deer wt/sp I 1/2 
024B Little Boulder Some Mod.-Low Some Hi-Mod. Some Mod. Minor Hi-Mod. Elk/deer I 2/2 

wt/sp 
0249 Muskrat Significant High Some Mod. Significant Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. High wildlife I 1/1 
0250 Millegan Common No Mod.-Low Some Low No Low None M 
0251 Nineteen Mile Minor Mod. No Low No Mod. None c 
0252 
0253 

Gregor Mountain 
Dutchman Creek 

Significant 
No 

Hi-Mod. 
Mod. 

Some 
Some 

Mod. 
Low 

Some 
Minor 

Low 
Low No Low 

None 
Deer/elk 

M 
M 

0254 Free Coinage Some Mod.-Low No Mod. Minor Low Pot. turkey M 
transplant 

0255 Clancy Gulch Some Mod.-Low No Mod. Minor Mod. Some Hi-Mod. Some elk use M 
0256 Spokane Creek No data No data No Low No N/A None c 
0257 Lump Gulch No Mod.-Low No Mod. Some Mod. Minor Hi-Mod. Good fishery M 

elk wt/sp 
025B Ringing Rocks No Mod.-Low Significant Hi-Mod. Significant Mod. Elk/deer wt. I 1/2 
0259 Rear Place No Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low None c 
0260 Wickman Field No Mod.-Low Significant Hi-Mod. Minor Low None c 
0261 Flood Place No Mod.-Low No Mod. Significant Mod. Anti. wt/sp I 1/2 
0262 Wood Gulch No Mod.-Low No Low No Low None M 
0263 Buffalo Creek No Mod.-Low Some Mod. Some Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. Good fishery I 1/2 

1\) 
...... 
Ul 

0264 
0265 
0266 
0267 

Huller Spring 
T4N, R2W, Sec. 6 
Elkhorn Creek 
Allotment deleted, combined 

Some 
Significant 

No 

Mod. 
Mod. 

Mod.-Low 

Some 
No 
No 

Mod.-Low 
Low 
Low 

Some 
Minor 
Minor 

Mod. 
Low 
Low 

Significant Hi-Mod. Elk/deer wt. 
None 

Deer/elk 

I 
c 
M 

1/2 

with #7720 
0269 Corbin No Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low None c 
0270 Black Jack No Mod.-Low Some Low Minor Low None c 
0271 Sappington Spring Minor Mod. Some Mod.-Low Significant Mod. Elk/deer I 2/2 
0272 Riverside School No data Mod.-Low Some Mod.-Low No Mod.-Low Antelope M 
0273 Limestone Hills Significant Mod. Significant Mod.-Low Significant Hi-Low Significant Hi-Mod. Mule deer I 1/1 
0274 Rattlesnake Creek Minor Mod. Some Mod. Some Mod.-Low No Mod. Antelope M 
0275 Cottonwood Common Minor Mod. No Low Some Hi-Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. None M 
0277 Browns Gulch SGC Significant Mod. No Low Minor Low Deer wt c 

range 
027B Hill & Wilkerson Minor Low No Low No Low None c 
0279 Bald Hills Minor Mod.-Low Significant Mod.-Low No Low No Hi-Mod. Anti. M 
0280 Willow Spring No Mod.-Low ? ? Minor Low None c 
0281 Limestone East Some Mod. Significant Mod.-Low Significant Hi-Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. Antl./elk I 1/1 
0282 Sumitt Minor Mod. Some Mod.-Low Some Mod. Mule deer I 1/2 
0283 Jack Mountain No Mod.-Low No Mod. Minor Low Moose/ M 

Deer/ 
Elk 

0284 Copper City Significant Mod. Some Hi-Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. Sage grouse/ 1/1 
antelope 

0285 Cottonwood No Mod.-Low No Low Significant Mod. Significant Mod. Potential 8. 1/2 
sheep l> 

0286 Smith Individual No data Low No Mod.-Low No Mod.-Low Antelope c "0 
0287 
0288 
0289 
0290 
0291 

Horse Gulch 
Sunlight 
Little Butte 
Jackson Creek 
Lower Johnny Gulch 

Significant 
Minor 

No 
No 
No 

Hi-Mod. 
Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

Some 
No 
No 
No 

Some 

Low 
Low 
Low 
Low 
Low 

Some 
No 
No 

Minor 
No 

Mod. 
Low 
Low 
Low 
Low 

Minor Hi-Mod. 

Deer wt. use 
None 

Antelope 
None 
None 

I 
M 
c 
c 
c 

1/1 "0 m 
z 
0 x 

0292 Ralls Mines No Mod.-Low Some Low No Low None c 
~ 



TABLE M-1 l> 
RESOURCE CONDITIONS /CONFLICT ""C 

""C 

No. Allotment Name 

Change 
needed in veg. 

cond. &/or 
prod. 

Potential of 
veg. to 

respond 

Change 
needed in 

watershed 
conditions 

Potential of 
watershed to 

respond 

Change 
needed in 

wildlife hab. 
cond. 

Potential of 
habitat to 
respond 

Change 
needed in rip. 
area condition 

Potential of 
rip. areas to 

respond 
Special areas 

of concern 
Tent. mgmt. 

categ. 

Priority for 
proposed 

AMP 
allotment 

!wild./ran.l 

m z 
0 x 
m en 

0293 Lone Mountain Minor Mod. Some Low No Low None M 
0294 Rattlesnake No Mod. Some Low Some Low Some ? Anti./ I 1/2 

elk/deer 
0295 
0296 

W. Keating Gulch 
Section 33 

Minor 
Minor 

Mod. 
Low 

No 
No 

Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

No 
Some 

Low 
Mod.-Low 

Antelope 
Mule deer 

M 
M 

0297 South Beacon No Mod.-Low No Mod. Minor Low Deer c 
029B Little Butte No Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low None c 
0299 
035B 

Dry Hollow 
Spring 

Minor 
Significant 

Mod. 
Mod. 

No 
No 

Low 
Low 

No 
Significant 

Low 
Mod.-Low 

None 
None 

c 
I 2/1 

0359 Farnham Creek No Low-None No Low Minor Low None c 
0360 
0372 

Beavertown Creek 
Rader 

No 
No 

Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

No 
No 

Low 
Low 

Significant 
No 

Hi-Mod. 
Low 

None 
Deer 

c 
c 

0373 
0375 

Pipestone 
East & West 

Significant 
Significant 

Mod. 
Mod.-Low 

Significant 
Some 

Hi-Mod. 
Mod.-Low 

Significant 
Significant 

Mod. 
Mod. 

Deer 
Deer/antl./s. 

I 
I 

1/1 
1/1 

gr. 
0376 
03B1 
03B2 

Toston Canal 
Dunbar Springs 
Deer Park 

Significant 
Minor 

No 

Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

Low 

Significant 
No 

Some 

Mod.-Low 
Low 
Low 

Significant 
Minor 

No 

Hi-Mod. 
Low 
Low Minor Hi-Mod. 

Elk/S. gr. 
Deer&elk 

None 

I 
M 
c 

1/1 

03B3 
03B4 
03B7 

Roy Gulch 
Upper Sixteen 
Sixteen Mile 

Minor 
No 

Minor 

Mod.-Low 
Low 

Mod.-Low 

No 
No 

Some 

Low 
Low 

Mod.-Low 

Minor 
Minor 

No 

Low 
Low 

Hi-mod. 
Minor 

No 
Low 

Hi-Mod. 

Elk/deer 
Fishery 

Elk/fishery 

M 
M 
M 

ro 03B9 Madison Buffalo No Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low None c 
...llo 

~ 
0391 
0392 

Big Davis Gulch 
Garden Gulch 

No 
Minor 

Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

No 
No 

Low 
Low 

Minor 
Minor 

Low 
Low 

Elk 
Elk 

c 
M 

0396 N. Duck Creek No Low Some Low No Low Turkey/mule c 
deer 

0397 
039B 
0401 
0402 

Ingleside Quarr 
Sixmile 
Confederate Gulch 
Hidden Hollow 

No 
Minor 

Significant 
No 

Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 
Hi-Mod. 

Mod.-Low 

No 
Some 
Some 

No 

Low 
Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

Low 

Minor 
Significant 

Some 
No 

Low 
Mod. 

Hi-Mod. 
Mod. 

No Hi-Mod. 

None 
None 

Elk/deer 
Deer 

c 
I 
I 
c 

1/2 
1/1 

0403 
0409 
0411 

Iverson !Broad. Co. Onlyl 
Rocky 
N. Sixmile 

Minor 
No 
No 

Mod. 
Low 

Mod.-Low 

No 
Significant 

No 

Low 
Mod.-Low 

Low 

Some 
No 

Some 

Low 
Low 
Low 

Minor 
No 

Mod. 
Hi-Mod. 

Deer 
None 
None 

c 
c 
c 

0414 
0419 
0423 

Pole Gulch 
Little Rocky CA 
Shadoan Sawmill 

Significant 
No 
No 

Mod. 
Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

No 
No 
No 

Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

Low 

Significant 
Minor 
Minor 

Hi-Mod. 
Hi-Mod. 

Low 

Significant 
No 

Hi-Mod. 
Hi-Mod. 

Elk 
Deer/elk 

None 

I 
c 
c 

1/1 

0424 
0425 

Greysun Creek 
Wall Mountain 

No 
No 

Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

Minor 
No 

Low 
Mod.-Low 

Some 
No 

Mod. 
Hi-Mod. 

Significant Hi-Mod. Elk/deer/fish 
Elk calving 

I 
M 

1/2 

0426 Lower Duck Cr. No Mod.-Low No Mod.-Low No Mod. No Hi-Mod. None M 
0427 
0429 
0439 

Galt !TBN, R5El 
Galt!T10N, R1El 
Klondike Claim 

? 
? 

No 

? 
? 

Low 

Some 
Some 

No 

Low 
Low 

Mod.-Low 

Some 
Some 

No 

Low 
Low 

Hi-Mod. No Hi-Mod. 

Antelope 
None 

Deer/elk 

c 
c 
M 

0441 
0442 
0445 

Spring Creek 
Upper Dry Creek 
Round Grove 

No 
No 
No 

Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

No 
No 
No 

Low 
Low 
Low 

Minor 
No 
No 

Low 
Low 
Low 

No ? None 
None 
None 

c 
c 
c 

0446 
054B 

Ray Creek 
Cottonwood Gulch 

No 
No 

Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

No 
No 

Low 
Low 

No 
Minor 

Low 
Low 

None 
None 

c 
c 

101B 
1160 
3101 

Little Hellgate 
Deep Creek !USFSJ 
East Trident 

No 
No data 

No 

Mod.-Low 
? 

Mod.-Low 

No 
Some 

No 

Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

Low 

No 
? 

Minor 

Low 
? 

Low 
? ? 

None 
None 
None 

c 
c 
c 

5400 W. Dexter Point No Low-None No Mod. Minor Mod. Elk c 
5402 CL&D Arthun ? ? No Low Minor Mod. Sage gr. M 

( 




5410 Miner Creek Minor Low-None No Low Minor Mod. Minor Mod. Moose c 
5412 
5415 

Gold Run Creek 
Bracket Creek GR 

Minor 
? 

Mod.-Low 
Unknown 

Some 
No 

Mod. 
Low 

Some 
Minor 

Mod. 
Low 

Significant Mod. Elk/deer 
Deer 

I 
c 

1/2 

5420 Suce Creek Not feas. Low-None No Low-Mod. Minor Mod. 
sp/su/fa 

Muledeerwt c 
5421 North Fork Not feas. Low-None No Low Minor Low Deerwt c 
5430 
5433 
5436 

Gaging Station 
Sheep Creek 
Soldier Creek 

Not feas. 
Minor 
Minor 

Low-None 
Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

No 
No 
No 

Low 
Low 
Low 

Minor 
Minor 
Minor 

Low 
Low 
Low 

Deerwt/sp 
Elk wt/sp 

None 

M 
c 
c 

5442 Falls Creek Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Mod. Muledeerwt c 
5445 
5447 

MeAdows Canyon 
North Fiddle Creek 

Minor 
Minor 

Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

No 
No 

Low 
Low 

Minor 
Minor 

Mod. 
Low 

Significant Mod. Fishing 
Mule deer& 

M 
c 

5452 
5462 

Wineglass Mountain 
Ferry Creek 

Minor 
Minor 

Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

No 
No 

Low 
Low 

Minor 
Minor 

Low-Mod. 
Low 

sage gr. wt 
Deer/elk yl. 
Deerwt/sp 

M 
c 

5469 Work Creek Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low None c 
5472 Willow Creek Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low None c 
5482 Duck Creek Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor ·Low Minor Mod. Fishing c 
5487 
5489 

Quinn Creek 
LV Quarter C 

Minor 
? 

Mod.-Low 
? 

No 
No 

Low 
Low 

Minor 
Minor 

Low 
Mod. 

Minor Mod. Deer/elk yl. 
DeerI anti. wt 

c 
M 

5493 George E. Martin Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low Deerwt M 
5496 Green Mountain Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low No Mod. Deeryi/B. M 

5497 
5505 

Grizzly Creek 
Airport 

Minor 
Minor 

Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

No 
No 

Low 
Low 

Minor 
Minor 

High 
Mod. 

sheep fa 
Deer yl 

Crucial anti. 
c 
I 1/2 

5506 Strickland Creek Minor Low-None No Low Minor Low 
wt/sp 

Deer/moose c 
5507 SMile Minor Mod.-Low Some Hi-Mod. Significant Mod. 

wt/sp 
Crucial elk M 

ru 
...a. 5508 Eagle Creek Not teas. Low-None No Low Minor Mod. No Mod. 

wt/sp 
Deer M 

c.n 
5518 Wayne Peterson Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Mod. 

wt/moose yl 
Crucial deer c 

wt. 
5519 Slaughterhouse Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low-Mod. No Mod. Elk/deer M 

5521 
5526 
5529 
5531 

Locke Creek 
Redfield Lake 
Chuck Reid 
Ellis Basin 

Minor 
No 

Minor 
Minor 

Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

No 
No 
No 
No 

Low 
Mod. 
Low 
Low 

Minor 
Minor 
Minor 
Minor 

Mod. 
Mod. 
Mod. 
Mod. 

No 
No 
No 

Mod. 
Mod. 
High 

wt/sp 
Deer/elk yl 
Deerwt/sp 

Fishery 
Crucial elk 

c 
c 
M 
M 

5538 Yellowstone Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Hi-Mod. No Mod. 
wt/sp 

Crucial elk c 
wt/sp 

waterfowl 
5539 South Fiddle Creek Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low None c 
5551 
5563 
5575 
5577 

Poison 
Donald Wood 
Lower Mission C 
Hot Springs 

Significant 
Minor 
Minor 
Minor 

Low 
Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

No 
No 
No 
No 

Low 
Low 

Low-Mod. 
Low 

Minor 
Minor 
Minor 

No 

Mod.-Low 
Low 

Hi-Mod. 
Mod. 

No 
No 

Mod. 
Hi-Mod. 

Antelopewt 
Fishery 
Fishery 
None 

M 
M 
M 
c 

5579 
5583 

Chadbourne 
Carbella 

No 
Minor 

Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

No 
No 

Low 
Low 

Minor 
Significant 

Low 
Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. 

Antelope yl. 
Elk wt/sp 

c 
M 

6303 Chicken Coulee Minor Hi-Mod. No Mod. Minor Hi-Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. Griz.. goat. I 1/1 

6304 
6306 
6307 

6308 
6312 
6313 
6315 

Choteau Mtn. 
Cowtrack 
East Front 

Sun River 
Tunnel Lake 
Black Coulee 
Reservoir- ITeton Co. 

Not teas. 
No 

Significant 

Minor 
Significant 
Not feas. 
Not feas. 

Low 
Hi-Mod. 
Hi-Mod. 

Hi-Mod. 
Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

No 
No 

Significant 

No 
Minor 

Not feas. 
Not feas. 

Mod. 
Mod. 

Hi-Mod. 

Low 
Low 
Low 
Low 

Minor 
Minor 

Significant 

Minor 
Significant 
Significant 

Minor 

Hi-Mod. 
Hi-Mod. 
Hi-Mod. 

Hi-Mod. 
Hi-Mod. 

Low 
Low 

No 
No 

Significant 

Minor 
Significant 

Hi-Mod. 
Hi-Mod. 
Hi-Mod. 

Hi-Mod. 
Hi-Mod. 

deer, sheep 
Griz./deer 

Sheep/deer 
Griz., deer, 
sheep, goat 
Deer. sheep 
Waterfowl 

Grouse/anti. 
None 

M 
M 
I 

M 
I 
c 
c 

1/1 

1/1 

l> 
"tt 
"tt m z 
0 x 

Pasture! 3: 



TABLE M-1 l> 

No. Allotment Name 

Change 
needed in veg. 

cond. &/or 
prod. 

Potential of 
veg. to 

respond 

RESOURCE CONDITIONS/CONFLICT 

Change Change 
needed in Potential of needed in Potential of 
watershed watershed to wildlife hab. habitat to 
conditions respond cond. respond 

Change 
needed in rip. 
area condition 

Potential of 
rip. areas to 

respond 
Special areas Tent. mgmt. 

of concern categ. 

Priority for 
proposed 

AMP 
allotment 
[wild./ran.J 

"'0 
"'0 m z 
0 x 
m 
(J) 

6:315 Reservoir - !L&CCo. Minor Mod.-Low Minor Mod. Antelope M 
Pasture! 

6:316 Farmers Reserve Not leas. Mod.-Low Not leas. Low Minor Low None c 
6:317 Freezeout West Not feas. Mod.-Low Not leas. Low Minor Mod. Pheas./ M 

sharp tail 
6:318 Anderson Coulee Not leas. Low Not leas. Low Minor Low None c 
6319 Roundup Coulee Not teas. Mod.-Low Not leas. Low Significant Hi-Mod. Pheas./ c 

sharptail 
6:320 WaddeiLakes Not leas. Mod.-Low Not leas. Low Significant Hi-Mod. Minor Low Waterfowl c 
6:321 Swift Dam Not leas. Mod.-Low Not leas. Low Minor Low Minor Low None c 
6:322 East Birch Creek Not feas. Mod.-Low Not leas. Low Minor Low Minor Low None c 
632:3 West Birch Creek Not feas. Low-Mod. Not feas. Low Minor Low Minor Low None c 
6324 Homesite Not feas. Mod.-Low Not feas. Low Minor Low Minor Low None c 
6326 South Canal Ditch Minor Low-Mod. Not feas. Low Minor Low None c 
6327 Sun River Ditch Minor Low-Mod. Not feas. Low Minor Low None c 
6328 Simms Creek Minor Mod.-Low Not feas. Low Minor Hi-Mod. None c 
6:329 Blackfeet Gulch Minor Mod.-Low Not leas. Low Minor Low None c 
6:3:30 Ryan Coulee Minor Mod.-Low Not feas. Low Minor Low None c 
6:3:31 Lower Flat Creek Minor Mod.-Low Minor Low Minor Hi-Mod. Deer/elk c 
6:3:32 Big Eddy Minor Mod.-Low Minor Low Minor Low Sharptail gr. c 

1\) 
...... 
m 

6:3:34 
6:3:36 
6:3:37 
63:38 
7544 

Hardy Creek 
Hardy 
Tintinger Slough 
Upper Flat Creek 
Big Gold Run Creek 

Minor 
Minor 
Minor 
Minor 
Minor 

Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 
Hi-Mod. 

Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

No 
Not feas. 
Not feas. 
Not feas. 

No 

Low 
Low 
Low 
Low 
Low 

Minor 
Minor 
Minor 
Minor 
Minor 

Low 
Low 

Hi-Mod. 
Low 

Hi-Mod. 

No 

Significant 

Mod. 

Mod. 

Deer, elk 
Deer. elk 

Bald eagle 
None 

Crucial elk 

M 
c 
c 
c 
I 1/2 

wt/sp 
7577 Area Creek Minor Mod. No Hi-Mod. Minor Mod. No Mod. Elk/deeryl c 
7601 Little Creek Not teas. Low No Hi-Mod. Minor Mod. Minor Hi-Mod. Deer M 
7602 
7603 
7604 

Rogers Creek 
Middle Fork Dearborn 
Rock Creek 

Not teas. 
Not teas. 

Minor 

Low 
Low 

Mod.-Low 

No 
No 
No 

Hi-Mod. 
Hi-Mod. 
Hi-Mod. 

Minor 
Significant 

Minor 

Hi-Mod. 
Mod. 
Low 

Minor 
Minor 

Hi-Mod. 
Hi-Mod. 

Elk 
Grizzly 

Elk winter 

M 
M 
c 

7605 Bean Lake Minor Low No Hi-Mod. Minor Hi-Mod. Minor Hi-Mod. Griz., elk, deer M 
7606 Dearborn River Minor Mod.-Low No Hi-Mod. Minor Hi-Mod. Minor Hi-Mod. Grizzly M 
7607 Roost Hill Minor Mod.-Low No Hi-Mod. Minor Hi-Mod. Minor Hi-Mod. Grizzly, elk M 
7608 Willow Creek Not teas. Mod.-Low No Hi-Mod. Minor Hi-Mod. None c 
7609 
7610 
7612 

Black Reel 
Pothole 
Willow Creek Canal !L&C 

Minor 
Not teas. 

Minor 

Hi-Mod. 
Low-None 
Hi-Mod. 

No 
No 
No 

Low 
Hi-Mod. 

Low 

Significant 
Significant 
Significant 

Hi-Mod. 
Hi-Mod. 
Hi-Mod. 

Significant 
Significant 

Minor 

Hi-Mod. 
Hi-Mod. 
Hi-Mod 

Waterfowl 
Waterfowl 
Mule deer 

I 
I 
I 

1/1 
1/2 
1/2 

Co. Pasture) 
7612 Willow Creek Canal (Teton Not leas. Mod.-Low Minor Hi-Mod. Minor Hi-Mod None c 

761:3 
Co. Pasture) 
Alkali Flat !L&C Co. Significant Hi-Mod. No Low Significant Hi-Mod. Deer 1/1 

761:3 
Pasture) 
Alkali Flat !Teton Co. Minor Hi-Mod. Not leas. Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. Minor Hi-Mod B. sheep/ 1/2 
Pasture) deer 

7614 Florence Canal Not leas. Hi-Mod. No Low Minor Low None c 
7659 Indian Head Rock Not leas. Low-None Not leas. Low Minor Low No Hi-Mod. Grizzly c 
7671 
7701 

Andy Creek 
Cox Creek !Cascade Co. 

Minor 
Not leas. 

Mod.-Low 
Low-None 

Minor 
Not leas. 

Low 
Low 

Minor 
Minor 

Hi-Mod. 
Low 

Minor Mod. Deer, elk 
None 

M 
c 

Pasture! 
7701 Cox Creek !L&C Co. Not leas. Low Minor Low Deer c 

Pasturel 

( 




7702 Stickney Creek Not leas. Low Minor Low Deer c 
7703 Holter Lake Minor Mod.-Low No Hi-Mod. Minor Low None c 
7704 Oxbow !includes Towhead Significant Mod.-Low No Hi-Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. Significant Mod. Sheep, elk, I 1/1 

Gulch] deer, bear 
7705 Sheep Creek Significant Mod.-Low No Hi-Mod. Minor Low Minor Hi-Mod. Deer M 
7706 Burke Creek No Low No Low c 
7707 Spring Gulch Not leas. Low No Hi-Mod. Significant Mod. Elk. deer M 
7709 Sieben Ranch Minor Mod.-Low No Hi-Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. Deer. elk M 
7710 Hilger Hills Minor Mod.-Low No Hi-Mod. Minor Hi-Mod. Minor Mod.-Low Deer, fishery M 
7711 Prickly Pear Peak Significant Mod.-Low Minor Low Fishery, bald M 

eagle 
7713 Danas Bar Significant Mod.-Low No Low Significant Mod. Deer I 1/1 
7714 Mt. Bend-Powerline Minor Mod.-Low Significant Mod. Deer I 1/2 
7715 Centennial Gulch Significant Hi-Mod. Significant Mod. Minor Low Turkey, deer I 1/1 
7716 Cottonwood Creek Minor Mod.-Low Minor Low Minor Low Elk c 
771B Wickiup Creek Minor Hi-Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. Elk, deer I 1/2 
7719 Sheriff Gulch Minor Mod.-Low No Hi-Mod. Significant Mod. Deer, elk I 1/2 
7720 Spokane Hills No Mod. Significant Mod. No Hi-Mod. Osprey M 
7762 Toms Gulch Minor Low No Low Minor Low None M 
7775 Willow Creek Minor Low No Low Minor Hi-Mod. Minor Hi-Mod. Deer, elk M 
7B01 Deer Creek Minor Mod.-Low Minor Low None c 
7B02 
7B03 

Virginia Creek 
Deadman 

Minor 
Minor 

Mod.-Low 
Mod. 

No 
No 

Hi-Mod. 
Low 

Minor Mod. Minor Hi-Mod. Deer, elk, fish 
Noxious weeds 

M 
I 2/2 

7B04 Empire Creek Significant Hi-Mod. No Hi-Mod. Significant Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. Deer. grouse, I 1/1 
riparian 

7B05 Gravelly Range Lake Not leas. Mod.-Low Minor Mod. Elk, deer c 
7B06 Ogilvie Gulch Significant Hi-Mod. No Hi-Mod. Significant Mod. Significant Mod. Deer, elk I 1/1 
7B07 Beartrap Gulch Not leas. Low No Hi-Mod. Minor Low Deer/elk c 
7BOB Lost Horse Creek Minor Mod.-Low Significant Hi-Mod. Significant Mod. Minor Mod. Elk I 1/2 

1\J ..... 
-...J 

7B09 
7B10 
7B11 

Gloster 
Edwards Mountain 
Drumlummon-Skelly 

Significant 
Significant 

Minor 

Mod.-Low 
Hi-Mod. 
Hi-Mod. 

No 
No 

Low 
Low 

Significant 
Significant 
Significant 

Mod. 
Mod. 
Mod. 

Significant 

Significant 

Mod. 

Hi-Mod. 

Elk, deer 
Deer, elk 
Deer, elk 

I 
I 
I 

1/1 
1/1 
1/2 

7B13 Marysville Significant Hi-Mod. No Hi-Mod. Minor Hi-Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. Grouse, I 1/1 
riparian 

7B14 Park Gulch Minor Mod.-Low Minor Hi-Mod. None c 
7B15 Willit Ridge Not leas. Low Minor Low None c 
7B16 St. Louis Gulch Minor Mod.-Low Minor Low None M 
7B17 Spring Gulch Minor Mod.-Low Minor Low None c 
7B1B Skelly Gulch Minor Mod. Significant Low Some Hi-Mod. Mod. Hi-Mod. Deer I 2/2 
7B19 Iron Ridge Minor Mod.-Low Minor Low None c 
7B20 Greenhorn Gulch Minor Mod.-Low Minor Low None c 
7B21 War Eagle Hill Minor Mod.-Low Minor Low None M 
7B22 Iowa Gulch Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Mod. Antelope I 1/2 
7B23 Iron Siding Significant Mod. No Hi-Mod. Some Mod. Antelope I 1/1 
7B24 Granite Creek Significant Mod. Significant Mod.-Hi Some Mod. Deer I 1/2 
7B25 Dog Creek Minor Mod.-Low ? "? ? ? ? c 
7B26 Ten Mile Creek Not leas. Mod.-Low Minor Low Deer c 
7B27 Blue Cloud Significant Mod. Significant Low Significant Mod. Significant Mod. Antelope, I 1/1 

deer 
7B2B Seven mile Not leas. Low No Low None c 
7B29 Colorado Gulch Minor Mod.-Low Some Mod. Elk c 
7B30 East Scratchgravel Minor Mod.-Low Significant Low Minor Mod. None M 
7B31 Ford Coulee Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low None c 
7B32 
7B33 
7940 

Tiger Butte 
West Jackson Creek 
Del moe 

Not leas. 
Minor 
Minor 

Low-None 
Low 

Mod. 

No 
No 
No 

Low 
Mod. 
Low 

Minor 
Minor 

No 

Low 
Low 
Low 

Minor Mod.-High 
Deer 
None 
None 

c 
c 
c 

l> 
"U 
"U 

794B 
795B 
7959 
7960 

Toston 
Noel 
Buffalo Hump 
Whitetail Creek 

Not leas. 
No data 

No 
Significant 

Low 
No data 

Mod.-Low 
Mod.-Low 

No 
No 

Some 
Some 

Low 
Low 
Mod. 
Low 

Minor 
Minor 
Minor 

Significant 

High 
Mod. 
Mod. 
Mod. 

Minor 

Significant 
Significant 

High 

Hi 
Mod. 

Bald eagle 
None 

Trout fishery 
Elk, deer, anti. 

c 
c 
I 
I 

1/2 
1/1 

m 
z 
0 x 

7961 Mills Some Low No Low No Low None c 
~ 



TABLE M-1 )> 
RESOURCE CONDITIONS/CONFLICT ~ 

~ 

No. Allotment Name 

Change 
needed in veg. 

cond. &/or 
prod. 

Potential of 
veg. to 

respond 

Change 
needed in 
watershed 
conditions 

Potential of 
watershed to 

respond 

Change 
needed in 

wildlife hab. 
cond. 

Potential of 
habitat to 
respond 

Change 
needed in rip. 
area condition 

Potential of 
rip. areas to 

respond 
Special areas 

of concern 
Tent. mgmt. 

categ. 

Priority for 
proposed 

AMP 
allotment 

!wild./ran.! 

m z 
0 x 
m en 

9651 Smith River Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low Hi-Mod. Bald eagle, M 
deer, elk 

9655 So. Fork Sheep Cr. Minor Low No Low Minor Hi-Mod. Minor Hi-Mod. Deer, fishery M 
9660 Divide Creek Significant Mod. No Low Significant Mod. Significant Mod. Upland game I 1/1 
9663 Coyote Creek ? ? No Low Minor Mod. No Mod. Deer, elk M 
9671 Gipsy Creek ? ? No Low Minor Mod. No Mod. Moose yl c 
9672 Eagle Creek ? ? No Low Minor Mod. Significant Mod. None I 1/2 
9674 No. Fork Musselshell ? ? No Low Minor Mod. No Mod. None M 
9675 Daisy Dean Creek ? ? No Low Minor Mod. Significant Mod. None c 
9676 Trout Creek Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Hi-Mod. No Hi-Mod. Bald eagle, c 

mule deer 
9677 Lower Smith River Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Hi-Mod. No Hi-Mod. Deer. elk, bald c 

eagle 
96B8 Crooked Creek ? ? No Low Minor Mod. Significant Mod. None c 
9690 Sixteen ? ? No Low Minor Low None c 
9697 West Fork Mud Creek ? ? No Low Minor Mod. None M 
9698 Smith Creek Significant Mod. Mod. Low Minor High Significant Mod. Fishery I 1/1 
9699 So. Fork Smith ? ? No Low Some Mod. Significant Mod. Deer wt M 
9704 Middle Creek Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low Significant Low Elk M 
9708 Little Elk Creek ? ? No Low Significant Mod. Significant Mod. Riparian I 2/2 
9709 Qevil Canyon Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low Deer c 

1\J 
~ 

9710 
9715 

Belt Creek 
Ming Coulee 

Minor 
Minor 

Mod.-Low 
Low-None 

Minor 
No 

Low 
Low 

Minor 
Minor 

Hi-Mod. 
Low 

Elk, deer 
Deer 

M 
c 

ID 9722 
9723 

Monarch 
Black Butte 

Minor 
Minor 

Mod.-Low 
Hi-Mod. 

No 
No 

Low 
Low 

Minor 
Minor 

Low 
Hi-Mod. 

Deer 
Elk, deer 

c 
M 

9726 No. Fork Sheep Creek Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low No High Mule deer M 
9728 Deer Creek ? ? No Low Minor Low None c 
9732 Little Sulphur Creek Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low None c 
9733 Martinsdale Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Mod. Deer wt/sp c 
9735 Holliday L&L Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low None c 
9739 Cottonwood Creek Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Mod. Deer/sage M 

grouse wt/sp 
9743 Johnston Minor Mod.-Low No Low Significant Mod. Significant Mod. Wild turkey/ 1/2 

deer/elk, 
wt/sp 

9747 Hound Minor Mod.-Low Significant Hi-Mod. Elk I 1/2 
9758 Footstool Butte Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Mod. Minor Mod. Deer/elk M 

wt/sp 
9780 W. Fork Hound Creek Minor Low-None Minor Low Minor Low Mule deer/elk c 
9800 Elk Creek Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low None c 
9801 Rhynard Ind. Minor Mod.-Low Not feas. Low Minor Low None c 
9804 Sheep Creek Minor Mod.-Low Not feas. Low Minor Low None c 
9806 Water Tank Smith River Minor Mod.-Low No Mod. Minor Hi-Mod. Elk/deer M 
9810 71 Ind. Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Hi-Mod. Minor High Riparian M 
9812 Bird Creek Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low Elk c 
9814 Battle Creek Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Mod. . Minor Mod . Sage grouse M 

wt 
9818 Windy Hollow Minor Mod.-Low No Mod. Minor High-Mod. ? ? Deer& elk M 
9820 Sand Coulee Minor Low-None No Low Minor Low Deer c 
9822 Goat Mountain Minor Mod.-Low Significant Hi-Mod. Significant Hi-Mod. Minor Mod. Elk/deer M 
9823 Smith River North Minor Low-None No Mod. Minor Low ? ? Bald eagle M 
9836 Lower Sand Coulee Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low Deer M 
9846 Bozeman Fork Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low Minor Mod. Deerwt c 



r 


9849 Black Canyon Minor Mod.-Low Significant Low Significant Low Minor Mod. Deer yl M 
IU 9851 Morris Creek Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Low Minor Mod. Elk/deer wt c ...... 

9857 Smith River Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Mod. No Mod. Riparian M co 9859 N. Lake Sutherlin Minor Mod.-Low No Low Minor Mod. No Mod. Sage grouse M 

)> 
""0 
""0 
m z 
0 
X 
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APPENDIXES 

TABLE M-2 


PROBLEMS, OPPOR~UNITIES 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, teke actions to 
control concentrations of pests. 
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APPENDIX N 

SHORT-TERM CHANGES IN STOCKING RATES 


FOR I ALLOTMENTS 

ISee Draft Environmental Impact StatamentJ 

-
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APPENDIX 0 

OIL AND GAS IMPACTS MODEL 


ISee Draft Environmental Impact StatementJ 
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APPENDIX P 

RANCH BUDGETS AND METHODOLOGY FOR 


ASSESSING RANCH-RELATED IMPACTS 

ISee Draft Environmental Impact Statement) 
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APPENDIX Q 


IMPACTS OF COAL DEVELOPMENT IN CASCADE 

COUNTY 


-
(See Draft Environmental Impact Statementl 
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APPENDIX R 

WILDERNESS STUDY POLICY AND PLANNING 


CRITERIA 

ISee Draft Environmental Impact Statement) 
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APPENDIX S 

ECOSYSTEM REPRESENTATION 


ISee Draft Environmental Impact Statementl 
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APPENDIXT 

CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING SALE METHOD 


Instruction Memorandum W0-83-524 describes the criteria to be used to determine the method of sale 
for parcels of public land. 
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2710 (310)United 	States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

IN REPLY 

REFER TO: 
 May 10, 1983 

EMS Transmission - 5/11/83 
Instruction Memorandum No. 83- 524 
Expires 9/30/84 

To: 	 All SO's and OM'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 minimi~e 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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APPENDIX T 
2 

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 u·sed 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 d~veloping or urbanizing area and land values are increasing 
due to their location and interest on the compe~itiv~ 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, 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. 

CHAPTER3 
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,Ciassesl. Approxi­
mately 1OOJo 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. 
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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 presidentially 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 OJol 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. 



ERRATA 


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 
stolonilera is misspelled. 

Terrestrial Wildlife, Grizzly Bear, 
Page 93 
The first full sentence on page 93 should read: 
As shown in Figure 3-3, 15,41 0 acres C71.8DiaJ 

of the 21,470 acres of grizzly bear habitat 
on public land are rated good to excellent 
CsatisfactoryJ; the remaining 6,010 
acres are rated poor to fair (unsatisfactory). 

CHAPTER4 
Impacts an 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 4-1 0, Page 136 
At the end of Table 4-10 the information under the 
"Long-term riparian habitat cond. on I Allot. for 
Alternative 8 should read 61.75 satisfactory 
miles instead of 54.4; 890fo satisfactory instead of 
780fo; 7.95 unsatisfactory miles instead of 15.3: 
and 11 Ofo unsatisfactory instead of 220fo. 

Impacts an 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 an Range Resources, Page­
143 
The second sentence of the first paragraph on 
page 143 sould read: 

While the projection for an additional 1 Ofo 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 4-12, 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 500fo should be changed to 400fo. 
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Impacts on Visual Resources, Page 

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. 

Social and Economic Conditions, 
Public Comment, Page 281 
The first sentence of the Public Comment section 
should read: 

The majority of comments favored further 
at:udy for this unit. 

Energy and Minerals, Page 282 
The second sentence of the first paragraph of the 
Energy and Mineral section should read: 

The at:ret:igraphlc section in the WSA is a 
typical one for southwest Montana, ranging 
from the Precambrian Greyson shale through 
the Permian Phosphoria. 

Alternative B: No Action, Page 280 
In the last sentence of the first paragraph in the 
Alternative 8: No Action section, 1 , 130 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 11 ,466.90 rather than 1 ,466.90. 

Jable 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 318 
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. 
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APPENDIXV 

COMMENT LETTERS 


All the letters received commenting on the Draft AMPlEIS 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 
Histori£ 
Preservation 

730Shrun.sst.....t,Rcam4~o!U2KS-.NW Reply to 
W..hi"'lllm,OC2{)(JOS Gold.an,Colondoll040t 

Kay20,1983 

Mr. Dan Leche.hky 
Project Kana&er 
Butte Dhtrtct Office 
Bureau of Land Kanageaent 
P.O. Box3388 
Butte, Montana 59702 

Dear Mr. Lechehky: 

On Kay 16, the Council received the Bureau of Land Maoqement's "Head:aters 
R.eaource Area R.ea01.1rce Manag-nt Plan/!Dvirol'IIIIOUital I~~pact Statement

!;rt~=eH=~~:.~i=!~~~!:.a.:::~~~;~li!: :~o~~-~~:9~!! =~~i~:v~:!!) ~~! 
envi!'oa-ental statl!lllent rezarding the adequacy of its condderation of 
h1atoricpropert1ee(h1etor1c,archeolog1csl,architectural,andcultural 
properties), 

We note that hiatoric properties do exist in Butte District, but the 
enviro~talatatementdoesnotdeiiOnetratethe.ttheBure.auis...,.reof 
its-responsibilitieafortheprotectionofauchpropertieepurauentto 
SectionllOof the!l'eUoaalHistoricPreaervetionAc:tof 1966, a. amended 
in UBO nor does it identify a c.-itmll!nt to comply with Section 106 of 
the.t Ac:~ for those historic properties that would be affected by the 
actions taken to iiiiPl...,...t tbe a&D.I&e&ent progr~m~. In-point-of-fact, 
tbe descriptions of Bureau historic properties IIWl!legement on pages 23 
and 67 imply an independent maDagement proar"'" which does not conform to 
tha congreaaionally 1118ndated. progrBII detailed in the Jllational Hiatoric 
Preservation Ac:t aDd the Council's reau.J.ationa. For theae reasons ve 
consider the treatiiii!Dt of hiatoric propertiee in the environmental 
atateaaent to be inadequate, and we suggest aubstantialreviaionof the 
final enviromaec>tal atatment to ensure that the management program 
established for the Headwatere R.uource Area iB in confonance with 

:~p~!~:~l:u~~:~:\,;::.:en:tr::~~:~=•~ ...!:d~:t~~~~=~ic":r::~~i~~ke 
~:~!!.,::!~b~f~:r•!~r c~:"~~~:~~0(a:i!~P;~:r::~)'~~~~s;:~:r:!:~:r!~th 
thestepadetailedin36CFR800. 

Federa1Bu11dlng
P,0.8ox7669Fores1 

'"~ Mlssoula,KT59807 

~~\b~Y j
·~!> ' ' 
\· - JUL, o 1963 -· 

''' JUL 2 8'83 
...~.-J.......--­

Jack Mcintosh, DlstrlctHa11ager 
BureauoflandHa11agen~e11t 
Box3388 
~utte, HT 	 59702 

Dear Mr. Mcintosh: 

WehaverevlewedtheHeadwatersllesourceAreasllesourceMallagen~entPlan,mdhave
thefollowlngclllllllents: 

Several parcels of Bureau of Land Managl!lllent (BLM) hnd are adjace11t to our Elkhorn 
WildllfeManagen~entUnltwhlchlsbelngestablhhedlnaccordancewlththe 
recOIIIIII!IIdatlonscontainedinthecongressionallymandatedElkhornW1lderness 
Study Report. Several BlJII managerftent areas influence widlife in that area on 
the Helena National Forest, 

::rn:n~tutns 9~ni~hih~ie:;; 1 ~dj!~!~~ ~~~~g~rv~:~~~r~r:i ~:l~f:i~~n!;e!:~t Unit 
andendorsethepreferredalternativethatallowsl'orrestrictionsonmotorlzed 
access. These BlJII lands are i111portant to the total wildlife habitat in the 
Elkhornareaandhopethatmorespeclflcroadlllanagl!lllentguidelinescanbe 
developed. We will supply all resource information we have and work with BlJII 
lalldlllallagersindevelopingtheseguiclelines. Wesupporttheeffortto improve
conditionslntheDevilsFenceAllobnent. 

Manag811ent Unit 23. The portion of this management unit In the Golconda Creek 
area adjacent to our Elkhorn WildllfeHanagl!lllentUnlt currently provides 
excellentelksprillg-su~~~~~erhabltat. Althoughourmonltoringactlvitiesarenot 
c0111plete, early indications are that this area is key to elk in the Elkhorns. 
Because of the i•portance of this area to elk, and to be cCJnpatible with our 
111anagement of the Elkhorns, any ti111ber harvest should be restricted to that which 
•alntainsorlmproveselksu~~t~~erhabltat, Thiswouldmostllkelychangethe 
high priority for forest 111anage~~~ent that the area currently has to something 
else. Speciflcroadmanage~~~entguidellnesforthlsareawouldbehelpful. we 
supporttheeffortstoilllproverangecondltionsintheMuskratAllotment. 

=~~,~~~s~11!!P;~i a 1 i;e~=~i ~~~ !~ kv:~~i~i'~~!a:~n~~r~hew!1~~~]nc~~~~~~:e to 
provide Information fr0111 1110n1toring to BUll land managers and work wlth them in 
preparing specific road manager.ent and other guidellnes to assure compatibility
w1thouradjacentw11dllfemanagementunit. 

1b 
If you have any que•tions please contact Brit Storey of lilY ataff at 
(303) 234-~9~6, an f'TS nlllllber. 

Sincerely, ;:: 

~ (/tl-'c__/v/:~1..r:;z~-
Chie!', Western Dividon 

ofProjectR.eviev 


2b 
Mr. Jack Mcintosh 

The followi11g c011111ents are relative to areas adjacent to or In close proxi111lty of 
theGallatinNF: 

T. 5M •• II.9E. Sectionl4: BLMlandsoccuplesii1CistoftheWiofthissection, 
and the National ForestownstheentireU. This area is in the Three Peaks 
grazingallotnlentandbothAgencieshavethesS~~eper.ittee(Mr.George 
ttirscheaberger), Ourproposedmanagl!lllentprescriptionforthisareaisfor 
wildlife and llvestock. BlJII has identified this tract as Category II for 
disposalthroughsale,exchangeortransfer. Webe11evethatthlstractshould 
be eventually included in a tra11sfer progr1111 to tile National Forest and 
lncludedw1thinourlllanagl!lllentareal7. 

Can.YQnMountainFurtherStudyArea-T.JS. II.BandQE.: Realfzl11gthat 
this area will require further study by BUt, our CCIMient at this tiiiM! 1s that 
these lands should be included in a transfer program since they are i11portant in 
providingfutureaccessalld1110uldalsobevaluableastradillgstockin
consolldatillgpublicownershiplnthisarea. 

The rer.alning BLM lands ill the i~~~~~edhte vicinity of National Forest Systea~ 
lands in both the disposal and further study categories are ge11erally scattered 
parcels not adjacent to Forest boundaries. Our c011111ent is that ill many cases 
thesetractscouldbeutilizedaskeytradingstocktoblockupwlthillthe
Forests, 

Weappreciatetheopportullitytoc~ntonthisplan, 

~ely, 

~ 
Regional Forester 
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LETTERS 


,QEPARTMENT OF TH£ AIR FORe£ 

1114COM,.EitCIE!I'<R~ 

PI'I..I..A5.TEXAS7!!12A2 

15Aug83 

Mr. o., Lech1hky, Prajeet fil!l'lager 
8utte Dhtrtet Office, III.,M 
P.O. Boll 3388 
autte, ""' 5970l 

C.ar Mr. LeeMflk,'f~ 

We hlvt rhl~ tM drdt Resource "-tag.-ent Phn/E.rwi~h1 Icptct 
Statf!IWflt {IUP/£15) for ttt. tteU.aters ReSI»iirce krta. 

R,tview ol' tnt RW/ElS iru!h:ates sever&l Mirtuu.an lt!M'!ch control a;;d laoneh 
f&etlities within tM Mudlfaten RHo~m:e Area. The h~a'!ed intarsite et~~~~ 
fhl''h:atiuns ctble s,sh• also passes through arus idtlltitted u pr1vaU surface 
O!fttl'lh19 ltl'd Jillblic 1Md declared acceptable for further constderAtiun f;tr cwl 
OevelOJIIlltli. 

lite lt!llllltt~ Afi Cable Affairs (lfficH' hu discwssed the ~eli 1ntersltt 
ctlllllllflie«t1(1111 cable rout1ng with )'GUr irett Falls f1tld nffice. It l$ the ~l,. 
for<a onoentMd1nt thAt tlu! &rea.t Falls flelfl Off1ee plii'IS W •notate the 

~~:i!:"0~~.:: ::!:.: :•!~ti::!f~~~~::;l~c~~~~:!:!~v::~~~= ~=~: 
l~tp&et 01'1 the hJ1'411fted 1ntV$1tf: cGM~M~1ut1orts ststelil: or • launch cootrnll 
hunch fac1Ht,r. 

For spec1ftc lout tan of the laiJ!Ich a~t~tl"Ol/hun<h fac1lit1es, the Ct.ble Aft'Jlr$ 

Otf1cer•tMJ1MtrOIIAFBcan be contacted throughyvurGre.-tFllh field 

oft1c:e. 


S1nc:erely. 

Cy to: 	 SAC/DEP'IQ 
lSAf/DE
41 ADIL6 
2151 CSILGHM 
341 CS&/OEL 
341C5&/DEE'/ 

5a 
United States Depanment of the Interior 

BUREAU OF MINES 

onSTfJI~~~,:.o::0~~~~~£ctKTtk 
~tOI<AAJf,'I'M!<C.GTO"; !l'!!f»' 

~USt.,l983 

To: 	 JJ:ck A.. lltclntosh~ Oi~tdet Kana'Jtlr, Buruu of Land Kana~nt, 
Butte, MDnun. 

F,._: 	 SWpervtHr-. M1nNih tn~hement Section 

A JU:retl of ovr W!neral I!Ul11ttry tocltiO!'I Syste- (MllS} ind1ut.s about lOS 
of tht toul nllllllbtr nf .-1Mtlll propert1u 1n tbe state of Montlll\l 111!' 111ttrln 
gn~l"ftM!nt hlld ttnht11tly tlitetQI"!ze4 tor dispoul in tile HHdwaters Resource 
ArU. The lH'!tli"t: l'I:SUU~"« IIMH con:tJ1ns nearly 50S of the total n\lllbet nf 
afMral pi"'1Mrt1t:S 1tt tfte. •tat• thet are utered 11'1 the MilS systa~ 

1ft 111"1: en<lotiftg a MltS pdnto11t f~ your 1nfonNt101'!. lie havt' bHn 111fOI'Md 
by )'OIIr st.1tf that 1<1nds (.fl;egot1ztd tor pon1ble d1spou1 wh1tll llfi'! ~Mra1~ 
tn-chariiCUI" wH1 be r«1ass1f1ed to tit$ retent101'! categvry. we hope tMs 
111111 Atd .rou fn your analysis. 

If oM can be of fl.lrtMr uslstlu'!Cfl, please contact ut. 

4a 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

OMAHA DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGt.IEERS 
6014 U.S. Post Office and Courll"lolise 

Omaha. Nebraaka 88102 em,,]g,"' J'Une27, 191::1:3 

Cll:e.rMI:".l.ectlefu)(y: 

lt!! ~~the draft FeSa1rce ~ PlM-•<m-t•l 
~ stl\terf;!nt for the Hel:ldwoters ~~­
to b:t Wotl!O.t.ive, but - r- m a:JMet;ts to offi\r 
Plan. 'thank ~ for tr.ia r-eview ~rtlmit:y. 

JlJE'f:iE!fW~~~ 
9111'13Q 1383 ""--01 ..... ....._ 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERioR 

FlSH~09~~~i~C£ 
Federal 8\llldh!\j, FoO!fi 30::!5 

316tlorth26thStreet 
Bf1l111gs, Mcmtana S'HOl-1396 

Jl.lly15,1983 

To: 	 HU.d'IWIUI"$ RMP. Mana9er, llureau of land Mana9.-nt, 
ButteOistrh:t P. 0. !W~ 3388:, 8\ltte, MT 59"702 

Fra~~~ield SU'""'rvhor-, USFWS, &11Hngs, !l'f (ES) 

Subject: 	 Review Of Head'ltlltel"$ llewur-=e Area Rt'P ONft Envlronnentlll 
ll'lpactsument 

£odall9t!redSMCtg 

OurEndangertd SpctciesTell!'pe~Qnn•l havedhtu$sedtheneed for aM 
benefits of preparing a l!-lolog1cat u~sS~~~ent on the 100'/0EIS •lth your 
staff and wlli Pf"W14e uststance to the!! thrQ\IghO!It the Sectfo~ 7 
Compliance po"Oeess destf"1be<l in the Endangere<l Spedu Act (£SA). 

Generally, ..,. vi .. the plan u a do<:lfll'!flnt which prQjects cert41n fmprovemtnts 
or nfey~~ardtng q:;:han1SIIS for enda~rtd al'>d tm-eatent'd species hf.b1uts 
lilthinth•l'llann1n9area. 0Yerail,the1nfol'flllt1on.aboutl1sttldspet;:it!S 
1s noW.Orttly Md ditt!ct in indiN•tittg wtlfi!N! e1ther &<~ver-se or benef1chl 
effects "'"Y ....$\llt fl"'''I propowd resource allPcations or projectt'd u~e 
an<ldevelGllllentof~scuN:es. 

Our concern h that a major ftu1t of the planninq process and the doc.-nt 
arose ber,;•uS* endangered spec:1 e~ wen not identi fled as an Issue d>.~rlng 
the "1$51.11! dr1'1'en• planning proctss, t~d henr,;e, oo goals for tMse 

~r:~~ II'S l~~k~~:i~h:::i ;!!~S~~:;.,t~~~~ 1 ~~~~~~brer~~d:~rr~s~~!:: ~:bi~ts 
in 411.Y detail. Therefol"tl, rMOVrces canl'lot be allocated directly for 
management and ilnprovt!!"'l!rt of those seasonal or year-long habl tats of 
lmporttnee to end~f111er«< and thre.atenrd species in tile ~lal'"n1ng; ilrte 
over the1Heofthep1an. 
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APPENDIXES 

Sb 
Becauseoftheseconcerns,lll!rectllftndthltaneffortbemadeduring 
the Section 7 consultat1on process at establishing long·tenngoals for 
endangeredandthreatenedspec1es,the1rl"!covery,andldentff1cat1onor 
docll'llentat1onofknown1.,portantandNnagublehab1tats. With this 
bue, the biological assesSIIIent can be structured to•xemfne altem11thes 
andthefrfmpacts(dfrect,fndfrect,andc...ulatfve). The final step 
needed 1s the 1dent1f1cat1on and use of var1o~.ts criterh which w111 be 
follo~ in resource use prescriptions tol!¥aluatebothcase-by-cuetnd 
are.t-wfdedevelo~ntactfor~s1nttlefuture. Byestablfshingthese 
procedures and crfterhnOIII,III!tan thenassesswhetherthe action 
proposed1ntheRMP/DEIS1sorisnot11kelytoaffectendangeredor 
threatenedspec1esoverthelong·tem. Moreover,fundfngand~~~enpower 
resourcescanbefdentfffedfnadvanceofdevelo~ntsothatEAR'sand 
other site rftfew processes can be adequately accomp11shed. 

Sincethe~rposesofESA(Sectfon2(b)) requires Federal agencies to 
"provide a means whereby the ecosyste~~~s upon which endangered and threatened 
specfesdependma,ybeconsei"Yed,"webel1ewethatcllllprehensiveplans 
forreSO\IrceallocatlonllllsttakeacOIIIprehensfvelookathow,where, 
and when allocations can be~~~&de to meet the ~rpose of the Act. We 
wfllhelpyo..tothebestofourabilit;ytorneeto..rshared responsibflities 
as directed by ESA and hopefully, to meet the timetables establfshed for 
theHead..atersRMPRecordof[lecision. 

Wehopethatthebfologicalassessmentsei"Yesasa~~~echanismforevaluatfng 
and doc.-ntingttleendangeredandthreatenedspeciesgoals,objectfves, 
and managl!llll!!nt direction for this resource area. We recO!mWnd that BLM 
fncorporatethisfnfol'!lllltionintotheRMP/FEIS. Ourconcernforspecfes 
listed in this area is great, especially in those habitats alonog the 
Rocky Mountain Front and fn ripar1an/~~~etland areas. We realize that 
several ~blfc agencies and private entitles are involved fn managing 
thesehab1tatsandrecognh:etheneedfortotal cooperatfonffhabftats 
aretobe.,afntainedforthesespecfesinthisarea. Werec0111mend 
contfnueduseofrecoveryplansnowavailableforthewolfandgrizzly 
bearfnanefforttoachfeweacooperatfverecoveryofthesespeciesand 
to help direct your thinking in long·ten~ resource planning, 

Range Resources 

l.lnderthepreferredalternative(AlternatfveA),seedingandfnterseeding 
isproposedfor2,560acres. Onpage118ofthedraft,wenotethatthe 
BLM fs proposing to utilize native and introduced plants. We are very 
concerned if the introduced species to be utilized is crested wheatgrass. 
This type of conyers ion results in monotypic vegetation, essentially 
uselesstow1ldlife. Evenffotherspeciessuchasalfalfaorswetclover 
are included in the mixture, they are generally elfminated over tf111e due 
to the c<npetftfve nature of crested wheatgrass and the high lfvestock 
utilization rates typically used to mafntafn the "pasture" in palatable 
condition. We feel that these conversions (tocrestedwheatgrass) 
shouldnotbeundertakenonpubliclandsthataremanagedfOrVIlltiple 
use. Ifundertakenatall,theyshouldbedevelopedonprfvatelands 
fncludedfnanHIIPfnordertodeferuseonthenativepublicrilnoge 
unt1lmid-JuneoreulyJuly. Thus,thel1vestockoperator,.ou1dst111 

Sd 
Livestock Grazing 

Onthefssueofgrazing,wefoundaliPOstnodetailsfnthedraftofhow 
grazingwfllbe!lllllnagedforthebenefitofwildlife. Thefnferencemade 
fsthatbetterfngtherangecondftfonwillfncreasewfldlffebeneffts. 
Althoughwetoobe11evethatwfldl1fecanbenefftfrmnbetterfngthe 
rangecond1tfon,wefeel thatotherfssuesna~stalsobeconsideredto 
deter.~ine Wlether wfldlffe resources wfll recefve any net benefits. 
Often times the range hnprovements (water, fencing, grazing systems) 
assocfatedwfthintensfvemanaganenthavesubstantialnegatfveimpacts. 
Forexample,oneramificationofintensfvemanag~~~~entisthefntrusion 
of livestock into areas that prt"''fously ~~~ere not utflized because of 
lack of water. After water develop~~~ents are installed, livi!Stock/wfldlffe 
canpetftfon wfll be spreed over a broader area than was previously 
possible. Anotherimpact1stheoften1ntensfveutflhationofforage 
fnoneormoreofthepesturesinagrazingsystemwhichleaveslittle 
or no residual cover for wildlife in these p!IS'b.Jres. We feel these, ~s 
wellasotherpertinentfssues,na~stbediscussedfntheffnalEIS 
beforetheusertioncanbemade that the proposed grazingmanagesnent 
wfll benefit wfldl1fe. As written, the c!raft does not discuss the 
negatfveimplicationsofintensfvemanagement. InaSI!llchasthedraft 
indicates that grazing incane to the U.S. Treasury from public lands fn 
the Headwaters fs about $58,000 and that wildlife related resources, 
through t.lnter·day use, result fn $255,000 of economic stf..,.latfon, it 
:~:~~ ~~~ =~~:l~~!~ntfon should be given to addressing the impacts of 

Land Tenure 

On the issue of land tenure adjustJ!Ients, 1ft! wish to CO!mWnd you on your 
goal ofut1lizingexchanges(seepegell2)astt!eprimarymeansof 
disposal rather than sales. TheO\Itrightsalesofpubliclandscould 
have severe consequences upon the wildlife nlues of the lands and the 
public's use thereof, Furthen110re, we encourage you to pursue, on a 
prior1t;ybasis,prov1dinogaccesstothosepubliclandswheresuchaccess 
does not now exist, except fn those areas important to the recovery of 
endanogeredorthreatenedspecfes. 

WfldlifeUnsuftabflityCriteria 

Wehaverl!¥iewedtheapplfcationoftheunsuitabflitycr1terfaonthe 
federalmineralestatewithintheGreatFallsCoal Field. Webelfeve 
thattheratfonaleusedinthedraftdocllllentforapplicationofseveral 
or the unsuitability criteria are not consistent with regulations pertaining 
tothemanage~~~entoffederally·ownedcoal (43CFR3400)andmayresult 
in unnecessary conflict or delays if leasing of these coal resei"Yes 1s 
initfatedinthefuture. 

Ingeneral,wehavefound,duringpastleasingeffortsinthePowder 
Rher and Fort Union Coal Regions, thatcCII!pletfon of four-sfx season 
wfldlffe inventories and application of unsuftabflfty criteria ~~~ell in 
advanceofcoalleasfngactfvitieSII1fnimizestheconflictbetweenw1ldlffe 
and coal development initfatfves. section 346l.3·1(a)(l) of the Federal 

Sc have the necessary spring grazing and tile natfve ~blic range would be 
lllll1ntafned. We feel this fs critically important because of the roegatfve 
wfldlifeimplicationsresultinqfranttlelossofnatherangefnl'lontana 
due to ~plow·out• fn recent yean. 

Regard1ngrangereseedfng,onpage237(itesnlll)thedraftstatesthat 
allareaswherevegetatfvernanipuhtfonsaretooccurwillberestedat 
least two years after treatment. It has been our experience {and we 
recaMRnd) that these areas should be rested for three growing seasons, 
toobtaingoodgroundcover,phntvigorandwfldlffehabitat. 

RiearianHabftat 

We were pleased to see the special emphasis given to riparian habitat in 
the draft. Howenr,'lft!feel thatmoreneedstobedone,inatimely 
manner, to presei"Ye this extremely valuable habitat. As you know, the 
Bll'!,atthenattonallevel,hasrecognizedtheimportanceofripar1an­
.,...,tlandhab1tat,andspecfal1!111Phas1shasbeeng1ventott!eprotection 
andenhancanentoftheseareas,intei'Wisofgeneralpollcy. OnFebntary 

~~g!~8~8~~S:~i. ~~~!fh~~~:1 f~:s~n::~U=;i~~o!~: :~~t~i~~~ • 
andManagenmt;PolfcyandProtectionProcedures. Theretnftfsstated 

!~;!t~;~!~ ~~a: r~~e=~drlh~~~-~~~~e:~!;Y~~Jit:~!i !}1~~~~~r!.~~::!;~:af 
concern"(e~~phasfsadded). Oneofthestatedobjectfvesisto,"imple~~ent 
amanagellll'ntsyst.,toprotect,mafntain,andenhanceallwetland­
riparian areas ad!ninistered by BLM" (anphasfs iddid}.-nie guidelines 
furtherstatethatBLMpolfcyw11lbeto,"Avoidthelonogandshort-tem 
adverseill1pactsassocfated,.iththedistrfbutfon,loss,ordegradatfon 

~!n:~~~:~-~!~~~~ a~fa:~i:~d:r~=~f :~r:~:~•~~~he::.:n~~c:~n~~~:~a~~1ng
orexcludingthoseusesthatcausesfgnif1cant,lonog-tennecological 
daNge.• Having rP~iewd the Headwaters DEIS, we do not bel11!'¥e that 
thesegufdelineshaveyetbeenadequatelyobsei"Yed. WerecCIIImendthat 
during prep!lrationof the final EIS,rnoreadequateattentfonbeghen to 
wetland·riparian habitat protection needs, especially regarding the ti111e 
over which protective 1neasures are to be implanented. According to the 
draft, the proposal fstoimprave58.SI(22.61!11les)oftheunsat1sfactory 
riparian habitat on priority 1 allotments over a period of 20 years; 
another 20 years would presumably be required to improve the 2g.s,; {11.3 
miles) of unsatisfactory riparian habitatonprfority2a11otments. 
Thus, fortyyearswouldberequfredtoreachthedesiredgoals. The 
1ssueofmoosehabftat(pagel26)esnphasfzesourconcernthatnotenough 
isbefngdonesoonenoughtoprotectrfparianhabitat. UnderAlternative 
A, moose habitat -.auld only i~nprove from 40% unsatisfactory to 341 
unsatisfactory; only four of twhe allotments containing moose habitat 
IIOUldimprove,theranafningeightwouldexperfencelfttlechanoge. 
Therefore, we recO!mWnd that the scheduling required to iRiplement the 
AMP goals for rfp!lrfan habitat be shortened significantly because of its 
importancetobothwfldlffeandwaterqualit;y. 

Se 
coal Management Regulations states that, "Each of the unsu1tabf11ty 
crfterhshallbeappl1edtoa11coallandswithdevelo~ntpotenth1 
identified in the cCIIIprehensfve land use plan or land use analysis. For 
areas where one or..oreunsuftabflit;yco~itfons are found and tor 
Wlich the authorized officer of the surface 1111.nagernent agency could 
otherwise regard coal mining as a likely use, the exceptions and exe~~ptions 
foreachcriterionrn~~ybeapplfed.• 

Sectfon3461.3·l(b)(l)requfresthat,"Thecc.prehensivelanduseplan 
orlanduseanalysfsshallfncludeanindicatfonoftheadequacyand 
reliability of the data involved. Where either a criterion or exception 
(when under subsection (a) of this section the authorized officer decides 
thatapplicationofanexceptionisappropriate)cannotbeapplfed 
duringthelanduseplann1ngprocessbecauseofinadequateorunrelfable 
data, the plan or analysis shall discuss the reasons therefor and disclose 
when actfvfty planning, or, in the case of criterion 19, prior to approwal 
ofaperrnft,thedataneededtomakeanassessmentwithreasonable 
certa1ntywouldbegenerated." 

Section 3461.3·1(2) states that, "No lease tract shall be analyzed 1n a 
final regionalleasesaleenvirorwnentalfmpactstatenentpreparedunder 
Sectlon3420.4·5ofthfstftlewfthoutsignfficantdatal!laterfal to the 
applfcatfontothetractofeachcriteriondescrfbedinSectfon3461.1 
ofth1stitle,except,wherenecessary,crfter1onlg.• 

Sect1on3461.4·1(b) furtheresnphasfzesthat,"Theunsuitabflit;ycriter1a 
shallbeinfthllyapplfedeither: 

(l) Durfnglanduse planning or thee!IY1ro.ental asses-nt 
co!lductedforaspeciffcleaseapplication;or 

(2) Duringlandusep1annfngundertheprov1sfonsofSection 
3420.1·4ofthistftle." 

In summary, the regulations require that the unsuftabflit;y applications 
bebasedonadequatedataandthattheybecanpletedprtortoleasingof 
the federal coal. 

Analysts forCrfterlonNo.ll fn AppendhHdoc~entsthe limited data 
availableongoldenandbeldeaglenestsitasintheplanningarea. A 
lease stipulation ~ufring additional raptor SUI"Yey is recO!mWnded. In 
our opinion, fssufng aleuewttha stipulation ~uiring additional 
inventory does not meet the cited regulations. Adequate inventory and 
applicationofUnsuftabflit;yCriterhNo.llprfortofssuanceofthe 
leasefsrequired. 

Rationale expressed in the draft planning doc1111ent for Unsuftabflit;y 
CrfteriaNo.l3andNo.l4suggestfnoginventorfesofclfffs1tesatthe 
timeofleasingforcriterhNo.13andleaseswfthstipulationsrequirfng 
inver~torfes of high prforit;y habitat for 111fgratory birds of high Federal 
interestforCrfterfaNo.14alsodonotappeartobecons1stentwfth 
thecoalplann1ngregulations. Theseinventor1esandsubsequentapplftatfon 
ofunsuftabilft;ycriterfaarenecessaryandarerequiredpriorto1ssuance 
of Federal coal leases. 

-
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LETTERS 


Sf The Fish andW11d11fe SeNice 1s ready to us1st in tl'le fdent1ffcatton 
ofmtgratoryb1rdsofhfgi!Federa11nterestforcoal resources contained 
tntheHeadwaten.ResourceArea. Wean~alsow1111ngtoass1sttn 
tdent1fyfng1nventorynee:lsand,dependfnguponf1nancta1 resources 
ava1lable,lllaybeabletoass1stfnthecanpletfonofrequfredfnventorfes. 

Wilderness 

Because of the importance of the three areu known as Deep Creek/Battle 
Creek, BlfndHon.eCreek, andChUte"'ountatn towfldl1fe,1nclud1ng 
endangered species, ~~~e suggest that you very seriously consider rec­
CIIII!>I!ndfng thesl!! areas to Congress as su1table for wilderness. Sotneof 

~~~ !~~~~~e!~ :!~:~!:!n~'"!r!l :~t~~!~.o~11~~:::n~ ~:n~~:ni~~t ~!~ns 
resource extraction in these are~s, w1lderness designation 11111 well be 
thebestoptfonavaflabletoinsurelong-tennprotectfonoftheseareas 
andthe1rassoc1atedw11d11fe,part1cularlythegrizzly. Jfyoudecide 
thatyouareunabletorec~ndtheseareasforw11derness,thenwe 
requestthattheybe111anaged u roadlessareas. 

Spec1ficCO!IIIent 

wenotethatthere1sad1screpancybetweer~figurespresented1nthe 
body of the ~P/DEIS and referencetodatacontained in F1gure3-3. 

weapprec1atetheopporbinitytoc,ontheEISi 

ll
~sM.Chrstopherson 

StateDirector,BLM,B1111ngs,MT 
Robert Stewnt, Depnbnent of Interior, Denver, CO 
Envirorn!ntCoordination,Washington,D.C. 

7b 
LI:Jon completion of your assessment, if you detenn1ne that the project 
w111affectanyoftheabove11stedspec1es,fonnalconsultat1onwith 
theFWSthroughlll)'officeshouldbeinitiated. Sect1n7(d)oftheAct 
requfresthatduringtheconsultationprocess,theFederal agency and 
thepennitorlicenseapp11cantshallnotlllllkeanyirreversibleor 
irretrievablecOIIInitllll!ntofresourceswhichwouldprecludethefornJlation 
ofreasonableandprudentalternatives. 

Pleasecontactusifwecanbeoffurtherassistance. 

cc: RegionalDirector,FNS,Reg1on6(FA/SE) 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

FISH 1rfl1~Ptt~~eSERVICE 
316North26thStreet 

Billirtgs, ~ntana 59101-1396 

INIE...VImlm (5£) 

July19,198J 

To: 	 District,..nager,Bureauofland,..nagelllll!nt,Butte,MT 

Fr0111: 	 F1eldSupervis.or,EndangeredSpecies,B1111ngs,MT 

Subject: HeadwatersResource,..nagementPlanEIS 

ThisrespondstoyourJuly13,198J,IIII!III)randumregardingtheproposed 

HeadwatersResourceManagementPlanEIScoveringBt.MlandsinJefferson, 

Broadwater, Gallatin, Park, Meagher, Cascade, lewis and Clark, Teton, 

andPonderaCounties,Montana. 


Inaccordancew1thSectfon7(c)oftheEndangeredSpecfesActasamended, 

we have detennined that the following 11sted and proposed threatened and 

endangeredspecfesllll,)lbepresentintheprojectarea. 


Expected Occurrence 


P.estdent,llfgration 

Jllligrat1on,poss1ble 
ruident 
Resident 
Resident 
Possible resident of 
prairie dog towns 

Proposed Species 

'"" 
We do not believe that we have data on the listed species fn your area 
which is unknown to you. Howner, we encourage you to contact us, wtlile 
develop1ngtheb1olog1calassessment,1fyoube11evewecanprovtde 
assistance in assessing i~acts, clar1fy1ng fol'llllllities, or identifying 
data unknown to you. 

United States Department of the Interior 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 


ROCKY IIIOUNTAIN REGIONAl. OFFICE 

I!MParfr181ree1 

P.O. B<nl SU87 

Denver,Color...., 1102211 

l.7619 (RMR-PC) 

Project Manager, Butte Dilitrict Office, Bureau of Land 11anag.,..nt, 
Butte,Montaoa 

Associate li.egional Director, Planning and B.eaource Preaervation, 
llncky Mountain R.egion 

Subject: 	 R.eviev of Headwaters B.eao1,1rce Area Reaource Kanage-ot Plan/Draft 
Envir0!\1118otalliiP&CtStatament,ButteDiatrict,Broadwater, 
cascade, Gallatin, Jefferaon, Lewis and Clark, Mo!agher, Park, 
Pondera,andTatonCountiu,Hontana (DES83/1B) 

The ll'ationa.l Park Servics has reviawed the subject docllDOI!nt and hae., the 
follovingc011aenta. 

The Headwaters Resource Ares containa one designate.d and 12 potential 
National Natural Landmarks. They are: 

Desianated 
Gallatin County Middle Pork canyon 

Potential 
----ca;'Cade County 

Jefferson County 	 Dry Hollov 
LewissndClarkCaverns 

Lewis and Clark County 	 Gates of the Rocky Mountains 
GreenT:LmberBasin-BeaverCreak 
li.edHounta.in 
SunlliverG,...bnge 

Park County 	 CrazyPeak-BigT!DberCne.k 
Granite Peak Glaciers 

Teton County Fr~~::out Lake Game Kanageunt 

PineButteSwaap 

Further planning for the Haadwstara li.e&ol.lrte Area ahould consider theaa 
officialandpotentialdeaignationaandavoidillpactathstcol.lldadversely 
affecttheecologicalandgeologicslfeatureaoftheaaareas. Further 
infot'llolltion can be obtained fr0111 Moo. Carole Kadiaon, National Park Service, 

237 


http:li.edHounta.in


APPENDIXES 

Bb 
Rocky!'lountainRegiooa.lOffice, Division of llecreationGraotsandRevie1ol, 
P.O.Box2S287,Denver,Colorado80225(Phone: 234-6443). 

TheHeadwateraResourceAreaalsocontainaaportionoftheFlatheadllildand 
Scenic River, a. component of the National Wild and Scenic liiver System. 
Iapacta which would adversely 11ffect this resource should also be avoided. 
FUrther information can be obtained from Mr. Duane Hol~~ea at the SSflle address 
and phone as Ms. Madison. 

The pbl'l identifies significant resource issues on land lying within 2 to 3 
miles of the nortb boundary of Yellowstone National Park. Oil and gas 
leasing and leaseapplicationactivityhongoi113onNationalForeat lands 
imDediately adjacent to those lands on and near the park boundary. However, 
oila.ndgasleaaing,asignificantiaauetoYell<>VBtone,hasnotbeeo 
ideotified io the plan, If oil and gaa leasing occurs neat Ysll<>Vstone 
liational Park, ve request that the final enviroiiiiii!ntal i11pact statement 
diacuaa and analyte ioapacts on air quality, groundwAter, and wildlife habitat 
(including....- that of the threatened grizzly) in the Yellowstone ecosystem. 

~/(Wfl;--

U.S. 	DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDEIAl HIGHWAY ADMINISTIATION 

S5Jl.IIN0511HT.toX2U06 -­

OINVII.~A00102U 

U.S. Deparblentofthelnterlor 
Bureau of land Management
Hr.llanlechefsky,ProjectManilger June3,198J 
Butte District Office 
P.O.Box3J8B 
Butte,Hontana 59702 

DearHr.Lechefsky, 

Thank you for the opportunity to revit'll the draft Resource ""'nag~ment 
Plan/Environmental Impact State~~~ent for the Headweters Resource Area, 
Montana. 

OJrrev1e>o~1ndicatesth.atthedocumentsatfsfactorilyaddressesour 
concerns. wearepleasedtonotethattheHontanaStateHighWay
Department has received a copy of this docul!l!nt for review. 

Sincerely, 

--~ 
Office of EnviroMental PrograiiiS 

11a su-~ 
UN~·~;E~,-'·~,'Aj~S ~.~r!~(~G~~~Tv~~ PROTECTION AG'{_~""'< .. o.o.tt 

AUG. 	 81983 1 

Ref: BPM-EA 

Mr. Michael J. P~~~-~Y\~~-~.I 

State Director r.• 

Bureau of Land Management 01'01 


\.~) 
"·13 t.UGo~~v!·:~~~L:•RoAL:05;0::~~0699 ~~~~~~~~ 

U.S. Department of interior 

~~~. N:;;h~~~ Street ,ocoo. -- ___ _:_--f,, 
8ill1ngs,Montaflll 59107 

Dearl'\r.Penfold: 

We have completed our review of your agency's draft environmental impact 
statementonthe"ResourceManagementPlan-HeadwatersResourceArea". 

The major issue with this EIS appears to be management of lands alcr1g the 
Rocky Mountain front. Your proposed alternative for management of this area 
offers protecticr1 to water quality I:JJt would not offer the degree of lcr1g-tel"'ll 
protection to wlldllfe, especially the grizzly bear, as would official 
illildemess desi!Jiatitrl of these important habitat areas. 

Altllou!tJ we agree with theEIS that air quality impacts fran your p~posed 
altemathe lolluld generally be minimal, 11ft would point out that productHJl of 
"sour"gasfoundlnthisareornightwell requlreasweetenfngplant. Such 
f~~~:ilitlesWluldhaveto becarefullyscrut1nized,especially1n11!1Jtoftlle 
designaticnoftheBobMarshallWildernessAreaasaClassi airshed. We 
believethfssllouldbementfcnedlntheffnalEIS. 

Wesupportalleffortstoimprovewatersheds,protectriparlanareas,and 
to control indiscriminate use of off-road velllcles. All these aspects should 
helpprotectwaterqualltyintllestudyart>!l. 

According to EPA's rating system for draft impact statements, this EIS Is 
rated L0-2 (lac:k of objections - Insufficient lnformati(JI). The "2~ rating fs 
fn reference to our co11111ents cr1 11ir q.~ality. If you have any questl(JIS, 
please contact Mr. Gene Taylor in our Helena Hontan11 Office at (-406) -4-4g-5-486 
orFTS585-5486. 

Sincerely yours, 

~-~;_____ 
John,..G. Welles 
Regional Adminlstriltor 

225 NORTH ROBERTS STREET • (408) -Mi-4584 • HELENA, MONTANA 5111801 

May 18, 1983 

Dao Lechef&lty, Project Kaaager 
Butte Dilltrict Office, B.L.K, 
P.O.Box3388 
Butte,lft 59702 

Dear Mr. Lechefsky: 

B.E: 	 Headwaters ILeB.ource Area Resource Kanageaoent Plan/ 
En111ronmeatal llllp...,t Statement. 

Thank you for the opportuaity to revi.. the above-..._d dotUIIII!nt. 
The document eei!IIUI to be well written and cultural resources 
are presented clearly. l rec,__ad that the final doc-at 
specifyyourpersDIIIIelneedtiWJdereachofthealternati'V8B 
and presellt your proposed progrllll& for the Aurvey of those 
portiona of the study area which hava not yet been surveyed 
forhistor1cpropert1asu-llaayourprogramforthet1-ly 
8'¥aluatioo aod r.aminatioo to the NatiODal ltagiater of H1ator1o;: 
Places of identified histoE'io;: properties. 

Sincerely, 

Marcella Sherfy 
Deputy SHPO 

................... _ 

-a..-~-
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jotatt uf ;1Rord11n11 

«>ffico of~~~ O!ioUernor 
ll~l•""· lHontana ~9'620r ~3 A~IG 29 ;~ 12· 32 

August 5, 1983 

Jllr. Plic:hael Penfold, State Director 
u.s. Bureau of Land J!.anagement 
P.O. Boa: 30157 


Billi~, 59107
MT 

Dear , d: 

behalf of the Governor's Planning Task Force I want to 
thank. you for the opportunity to review and comment on the BlJIII 
HeadwaterG Resource Axea Reeource J!.anagement Plan (RMP). I have 
111tt.ached specific c01111ente about range management, eoil and water 
man&qement., land tenure adjtulltment, weed control, qruing, fire 
DuliUt.qement and \oi'ildlife. 

Although the Headwaters Plan is \oi'ell organized and easy to 
read, it is very qaneral. Future allotment or project management 
plans should be specifically described. The effects of each 
proposed action and the monitorinq methods to be used should be 
identified in the Plan. 

I look forward to receiving the final Headwater& RMP and 
continuing our good wor«.ing relationship. 

13c 
2. On pages 48-50, Table 2-16, the impacts to sol! and 

water resources range from minor deterioration to moderate-high 
improvement. However, riparian, \oi'aterfowl and fisher1es habitat 
range from a major decrease to minor increase. How can soil and 
\oi'ater resources e:~tperlence improvements and habitats deteriorate? 

3. Graz:inq management, oil and qas development and coal 
mininq are concerns for \oi'ater quallty impacts. Streambank protection 
should be considered when evaluating qrazinq allotments. Oil and 
qas development should consider stipulations for wastewater and 
sludqe disposal in areas where surface and qround water \oi'lll not 
be polluted (reference Montana Surface Water Quality 
Standards - 16.20.601 and Montana Groundw'ater Standards - 16.20.1003). 

LAMD TENURE ADJUSTMENT 

1. The State supports the land ownership adjustment categories 
sho\oi'Il on the Jllanaqement Unit Map and the Land ownership Adjustments 
map. All tracts loi'ithin the disposal cateqory should be carefully 
screened for resource values before beinq slated for exchanqe or 
sale .. We support the em.phasis on exchanqe as the primarr method 
for dlsposal. Land exchanq~ can be used to improve publ1c access 
to rivers and other recreatlonal-sportsman conflicts. 

2. It is unclear ho\oi' the boundary bet\oi'een Management Units 
9 and 10 was draloi'fl, particularly in the Horseshoe Hills and the 
Smith and Musselshell River dralnaqes. Several large blocks of 
Pul?lic l~ds with hiqh \oi'ildlife values occur within Management 
Unlt 10 ln these areas bllt have been placed ln the.disposal 
category. Sever~! of these areas are contiguous Wlth Management 
Area 9, a retentlo~ area. These tracts should be carefully 
evaluated before dlsposal 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 Manaqement Unlt 
9 and along the Smith and Missouri Rivers. 

3. The "sodbllsting" in Montana could jeopardize SLM' s asset 
manaqement program. We support the exchanqe of lands for lsoldted 
tracts \oi'here there is potential irrigable lands and in areas that 
make qood land manaqement sense. These lands are principally 
rangeland and should not be broken up l;lnless tJ:tey are classified 
as tillable land by the Soil Conservatlon Serv1ce. We suqgest 
that a "statement of intent" and a soil conservation plan accompany 
any person'~;~ or company's offer to buy or exchange BU!I land. 

1. The Bu:'J should commlt to cooperatlve efforts loi'ith county 
\oi'eed boards, pr1vate lando\oi'flers and state and federal agencies. 

13b 
SPECIFIC COftiMENTS 

RANGE PIAKAGEMENT 

1. Monitoring 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 e:~~:istence. The BL!I\ should conduct 
range surveys on the 20,173 unsurveyed acres \oi'henever possible. 

2. The State aupports targeting range improvements for 
allotments with the greatest potential for improved range, \oi'atershed 
and loi'ildlife value and the reduction of stocking rates to proper 
use. The guidelines for livestock grazing in important grizzly 
bear habitat should help to ease livestock/bear conflicts. 
However~ the operators affected by such action should be given 
ample tlme to adjust to the ne\oi' lll.i!lnagf1111.ent guidelines. 

3. The State supports the Outstanding Natural Areas designation 
for the four Rocky Mountain Front areas as being protective of 
resource and wildlife values loi'ithout excluding all resource 
activlty. The mafolagement flexibility afforded by this designation 
ehould not be an lmpediment to continued livestock use of these 
areas. 

4. The BU!I did not provide project.ad percentages of e:~tpect.ad 
improvements in range conditions over the entire resource area. 
By not providing thie information the question of the coat-benefits 
of their objectives arises. A time frame for implementation 
should be provided to give credence to their objectives. Without 
these answers the cost benefitE. of their objective can be unrealistic. 

5. Changes in lessee management i~;~ not discussed. If 
management is retained with the operator, will objectives be 
accomplished on a loi'ide scale? This should be addressed in the 
Flnal Rftll'. 

SOIL/WATER MAHAGDIEHT 

1. 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, adtlgative measures should also be developed in 
case adverse impacts do occur. 

13d 
2. Weeds and their control cost Montana producers $25-27 

million annually. The loss to producers from weed compe~ition, 
water and nutrient loss and shading is estimated at $2 mllllon. 
This lS after Montana producers have spent $23-25 million on 
control. Due to these facts, more attention should be g1ven to 
the identlfication, mappinq and control of nox1ous weeds in the 
BL!II management plan. 

~ 
1. The State is concerned about possible substantlve 

negative impacts to certain grazinq perm1~tees under tJ:~e p;-eferred 
alternatlve. The DEIS cites a 5-year horlzon for phas1nq ln 
livestock reductions. The State believes that \oi'here proposed 
actions threaten the viab1lity of the llves~ck operator that 
every effort should be made to <UDeliorate thls.situation. The 
BLM might conslder extendinq time frames, scall~g do\oi'fl the proposed 
<;J.ecrease 1n AUMs, J:telpin'1 locate alternate publlc ranqelands or 
lmplementinq more 1ntens1ve management plans on these allotments. 

2. The Range ProqraJtt set forth in the Rftll' provides relative 
objectives and ho\oi' the dlffenng.alternatives loi'ill c~t or add 
AUM' s to grazinq. f:lo\oi'ever, no t1me frames were prov1ded of \oi'hen 
they expect to meet those obJectives. No time fr<UDes \oi'ere presented 
of \oi'hen new allotment manaqement plans would be planned, i~ltlated 
or completed. ~o time frames were pres~nted on how ranqe lmprovements 
would be establlshed to meet plann~d obJectives. Such time 
frames should be provlded ln the Flnal Rftll'. 

3. The State has read loi'ith great lnterest the ne\oi' Cooperative 
Management Aqreement (CMA) program for selecte~ livestock OJ?erations 
on the public lands. The sketchy details rece1ved to date lfo1dlc~te 
that only those permittees whose allot.Jnent is ln the "M" (ma1nta1n) 
category will be eliq1ble. 

Append1ces D and E of the DEIS show that many allotments dre 
in qood repair ln terms of vegetat1on i!nd r1par1an dreas,. yet are 
cateqorized as "I" {improve) allot.Jn~nts solely for.wil<;J.llfe reasons. 
How does the BL!I\ reconc1le the seemlng penalty of lnellglbillty for 
the CMA program for the livestock operators in these instances? 

4. In qraZl':Jg allotments tarqeted for a short term. decredse 
in AUMs, the grazlng permlttee should rece1ve consideratlon ln 
the allocatlon of any long term increased forage product1on. 

F. FIRE MANAGEMENT 

1. The fire program is defined under "man'1ement ~idance 
co111111on to all alternatives," but little detail lS prOVlded concernlng 
lmplementation. Glven the scattered nature of BL!I\ lands, the 
policy reqard1ng cooperation loi'ith the Department of Stdte Lands, 

-3­
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and the USDA Forest service should be explained. Also, the 
existence of the County Cooperat~ve Fire Pro9ram should be 
acknowledged, and coordination Wl.th the partl.cipating countl.es 
explained. 

2. No mention is made of the 1mpacts associated with the 
prescribed burning of logging debris and s~qebrush. The preferred 
alternative indic111tes that prescribed burn1nq is planned on both 
forest and rllllqe lands, but no measures are given for mitigating 
smoke impacts. Reference ehould be made to the Montana Cooperative 
smoke Management Agreement and Plan. 

WILDLIFE 

1. In reviewing the selected issues we noted that wildll.fe 
and wildlife related recreation was not identified as an issue. 
The basis !or identification of the various issues was judgement 
of the plannin9 team members, inter-agency consultation, public 
input, and rev~ew by But manaqers. We understand that •nldlife 
was discussed under several of the eleven issue headings, but we 
strongly feel, that if issues are to be a major part of the planning 
format, lfildl~fe and wildlife related recreation warrants comparable 
status with grazing, timber, minerals, etc. 

2. We endorse the utilization of the quidelines from the 
Montana Cooperat1ve Ellt Logging Study in the formulation of 
forest activity. Page 24, Para9raph 1 of the RMP, silvicultural 
Guidelines and Harvesting Technlques--e!llphasis should be placed 
on minimizing public access into areu that have siqnificant 
security values !or ellt and other wildlife species. 

3. We support the seasonal wildlife restrictions as indicated 
in Table 2-2. But, we do ob~ect to the exclusion of timber 

~fr;i:~: ~iY~rt~:g~~t;~!i:~~0~i~~~r~~~!~sa~~i~~~i:s~=v~~;trnent 
sallie potential for adverse impacts, to wildllfe as other cultural 
practices involvlng vegetative man~pulation. 

4. The Elkhorn Mounta~ns have been des~qnated by the U.S. 
Fores~ service as a prototype wildlife management area. Because 
of th~s. they have been withdrawn, from the requlated timber base. 

~i~~r~~n:t~~~;a~i~j~~~~~ t t~e~~~~l~!~i~~ ~~d!~n8~~1~lkhorns 
!f~:r~~~~~==~ r~!a~~~s t~~e!;e~~rv~=~· a:~!c~i!i:e~n~!~~=~ ~j\~11 
not be allowed, but that it should be coordinated with the Forest 
servic~ so as no.-. to conflict with the planning direction taken 
in the~r w~ldlife management area. 

15a 
TETON CoUNTY CoNSERVATION DISTRICT 

Hay 27, 1983 

Danlechefsky 
Project Manager 
ButteDistrictDfffce 

P.D. Box3388 

Butte, Montana 59702 

'" 
Dear Sir: 

AttherecentBoardofSupervisorsmeetingyourproposedRHP/EJS 
draft was reviewed. The Board will like to inform you that they are 
in agreement with Alternative A, regarding wilderness areas in our 
courrty. 

Jfyouh<IVefurtherquestfons,ormoreinformationisneeded 
pleasecallourofficeat466·5651. 

Sincerely, 

PI~~ 
Chairman 

~·~r 

JUr.t n -.\',":If ···; 

14a -
LEWIS AND ClARK COUNTY 

Board of County Commtssioners 

June15,1983 

l'tr.Oanlechefsky,ProjectHanager 

Butte District Office 

Bure«uoflandHaoagement 

Box3388 

ButteHT59702 


Oear Mr. Leehefsky: 

We would like to offer the following co•ents on your draft Head~Mter$ Resource 

Areal'lal'l!lgementPlan/Environ~~~entall'"pactState•mt: 


1. WearesupportiveofManagenoentAlternat1veC: theProtectfonAlternatfve. 

we believe that emphllsis on the protection of envfromnental values fs ln the 

bestinterestsofthec1tizensoflew1sandClarkCounty. Weexpectsome 

resourceuseanddevelopmentonpublfclandsbutfeel thilltpreserviltfonofthese 

lands' unlquenaturalcharacter-fst1csshouldbepreservedfntheprocess. 


2. Weappreciatetheopportunitytoco~~~~~entonthfsRHP/EIS. Wearevery 

concernedthilltBLH'$cO•unication,ndpublfc fnvolve~~~enteffortsbeofthe 

highest prforfty 111 any of its land m~~nagement decisions. 


3. Wearealsoqulte$ensitfvetothepotent1allanduseandsocio-economic 

impacts tllat ...yaccrue to BLI't's land 11111nagementpolicies. 


4. l'lanagementissuesnumbered6,7,and8astheyrelatetotheScratchgravel 

Hfllsareaddressedfnthecounty'srecentlycompletedScrl!tchgravelHills 

Compreh.ensfveHanagement Plan. (Acopyofthfsdraftdocument has been sent to 

Hr. lyle Fo~ in your offfce.) 


S. AsindicatedinourApr1119,1983,lettertoyourstatedirector,Hr.Hfke 

Penfold,weareveryinterestedfnlllllnagementissueNo.S. Werecentlysupported 

thesuccessrulgrantapplfcatfonofalocalconsultanttoconductanextensfve 

studyofpossfblepubllcandprfvatelandtradestopreserveagrfcultureandto 

helpprotectlanddeterminedtobeofsignfffcantpublfcvalue. Wearevery 


14b 

Hr.Oanlechefsky,ProjectHanager 
Page2 
June15,1983 

apprecfatfveofBLM'seffor-tstoutilfzelandtradestoacqufreadditional 
lands for public benefit. The lengthy process by Which BLM recently acquired 
former Oxbow Ranch land on the Missouri River fs a good example of the policies 
whfchwesupport. 

In su~m~~~ry, we believe thatBlJitshould playa ste1ilillrdship role tor lands which 
havebeenentrustedtoftsm~~nagement. Thepublfcshouldal~Myshillvesufffcfent 
tf!lll!tocolll!lentonanyproposedchengesfnBLH'slandMnagementpolicfes. 

Th.enkyoufortheopportunitytocOI!IIIentonyourtuiP/EIS. Welookfor~Mrdto 
continuedcooperat1onandcoord1natfonw1th)'Ouroff1ce. 

Sincerely, 

BOAROOFCOUNTYCO,..ISSIONERS 
LEWISANDCLARKCOUNTY 

c 	Lyle Fox 
Jack Mcintosh 
APD 

chjck 
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16a--. ...- ­~.Color-102'17 
T...,_303$7$75T7 

J.R.M..-1 
Publiclallldio~ 

July 25, 1983 

ll.r. Dan Leebefaky 
Project Manager 

Butte Dllltrict 

Bureau of Land Manage-nt 
P.O. BOll: 3388 
Butte, Montana 59702 

RBI Draft BeadwatetiJ Reaource Manage•ent Plan • 
&nviron.ental Iapact State-nt 

Dear Nr. Lechefeky: 

Atlantic Richfield co.pany appreciatn having the 
opportunity to provide ccaaenta to the Bureau of Land 
Manage•ant (BLK) regercUng the draft Resource 
Manage-nt Pl•n (RIIP) for the Beadvatere Resource 
Area, Montana. Our c~enta alao pertain to the 
propoaed de.dgnation of the Sleeping Giant tract IU 
an Area of Critical Environmental Concern, which 
appeared in both the draft RMP and the June 23, 1983, 
J'ederal Register, 

we are very concerned that aeveral reeo-endatione 
aet forth under the Preferred Alternative would 
effectively preclude ellploration and develop.-~ent ot 
oil and gaa reaourcaa in locations along the Rocll:y 
MOuntain l'ront which have the higheat potential fOr 
11uch davelopaent, While none of the five areas under 
consideration are recr..ended ea sui table for 
wilderness designation, it appeara that the BIJII 
conteaplataa adopting highly protective mana9eaent 
atipulationa that IAIOunt to de facto wilderneaa, 
specifically, we era alar11ed by atate-nta -de 
concerning tou.r areaa along the Rocll:y MOuntain Front 
-Blind Horae Creel!:, Bar MOuntain, Chute MOuntain, 
Deep Creeii:,IBattle Craell: - which are recca~~anded for 
outatanding Natural Area (ORA) designation, The 
Preferred Alternative aaaarta that this •apecial 
designation will per11i t essentially the sa.e level of 
protection for scenic, recreational, and other values 
that wilder nella dellignation would provide. • Si11ilar 
intentions appear to exist with respect to the 
propo11ed Sleeping Giant ACBC. Clearly, auch 
stringent protection, aapecially the increaae in no 
11urfaca occupancy restrictions, would illpede if not 
prohibit development of the area's oil and gaa 
resources, The contemplated increase in regulation 
ia particularly disconcerting because of the very 
high potential of the area, and Atlantic Richfield' II 

16c 
Mr, Dan Lechefaky 
.July 25, 1983 
page 3 

lfa encourage the BLK to reconsider the proposed 
i!lpOsition of additional regulatory controls on the 
areas of high oil and gas potential. While the 
preferred Alternative claims that ONA designation is 
intended to pre&erve future aanage11ent options while 
providing full protection for 11urface value11, the 
proposed access raatrictions could effectively deny 
us the opportunity to explore and develop the oil and 
gas resources along the ROCky Mountain :rront. 

Thanll: you for the opportunity to provide these 
coaaenta. please contact this office if we can be of 
further assistance in your planning effort, 

Sincerely, 

~~.-,;\~ 

J.~. M~tchell 

JRII:JF01dr111 
Attachment.!! 

16b 
Mr. Dan Lechefall:y 
July 25, UB3 
Page 2 

very active exploration proo;~ram throughout the entire 
region, 

To quantify the i!llplications which the four 
alternatives and current aanagaDent practices have 
for energy and minerala, we employed the RJIIOGA 
evaluation matrix to assess the development 
opportunities which would be fore9ona under each 
course of action (aee attact.ent) • Thill analy11ia 
highlights the iapact of cont&mplated restrictions on 
the potential for resource developaent, with the 
Preferred Alternative yieldin9 a figure which ill 72\ 
of the exploration opportunity in the Reaource Area 
if only atandard stipulations were applied. This 
COIIp&rell with 11. percentage of BOt for the production 
alternative and, aa.ewhat surprisingly, a figure of 
86t for current ..nagement pr11.cticea. Thia analysis 
de110nstratea that the so-called reaource production 
option is actually 110re restrictive than present 
manage-nt, Thill i!llpact is felt principally because 
of the restrictive stipulations rec~nded for areas 
of highest oil ~~ond gas potential. 

On this basis, we argue that the public interest 
would be better served by per11itting aurface 
occup.!.ncy to facilitate eiploration within the areas 
in question. E•per lance baa de110nstrated that 
intelligently conducted eiplor~~otion and development 
activities can be compatible with sensitive natural 
enviro1111ents. such exploration would provide the 
resource information base needed for wall-inforaed, 
rational land uae planning decisions. 

lfe are also concerned over what appeara to be an 
i11:plicit aaBUllption in the Headwater• IUIP1 that oil 
and gas e.xploration cannot be undertaken without 
having severe negative impacts on an area's wildlife 
habitat and populatione. At its sheep IIOuntain 
facility in Colorado, Atlantic Richfield bas 
demonstrated that it can operate a gaa field in an 
area that baa been designated sa critical elll: winter 
and c11.lvlng range without having adverae illlpiiCta. In 
fact, studies by ARCO and the Bureau of Land 
Manage111ent have ahown tbat the elk her~ in this area 
is increasing annually. Clearly, an iaplicit 
as&u•ption that wildlife and oil/gas exploration are 
inc011patible, which ignores the envirollllental 
senaitivity of IIOdern induatry practices, should not 
influence the allocation of reaources on our public 
lands. 

16d 
HEADWATERS RBSOURCB AREA. MONTANA 


RMOGA EVALUATION MATRIX 


SUMMARY TABLE 


Oil 11.nd Gas Opportunity 

~ !!!!!• 1!!!!! ~ 

A (Preferred) 62.44 80.48 72.04 

B (No Action) 66.13 80.31 73.67 

C (Protection) 42.46 81.39 63.17 

D (Production) 70.78 80.10 79.96 

currant status 87.99 85.99 

The figures in this su~~~~ary t11ble reflect the percentage of 
explor11.tion opportunity by alternative ae a funct~on of 
exploration opportunity if only standard atipulat1ons were 
applied throughout the Reaource Area. 

*ROCky Mountain Front 
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CllemloU.SAinc. 
?OOSO'IJWCulmiklaBlW.• P.O 8ox599,DeniiB<,C080201Iii 

June20,198.3 

DraftiHP/£IS 

~ 

"'·'"'''""'"""tho l'J;J;:ky ri<'I!,Uitaln front Area, 

to 

un•8li!IIU!ntpre;u::rtp• 

and develnptlll!t!'!O >:~f <'>il .tnd 
t:>reeognil:ethi• 

prevent fullre11Hae.tton 
Kaadwatere !IJI, In areas 

potenth.l,.,.,believOltho&e 
reatrtctioneforprotecetnnnt 

those abaolutely nece~>tiU'Y• 

19~ Continental Divide Trail Society 

Jutle u. 1983 

Project lihtlloafi;•r 

Rea.dwat.ers RIIIV 

Buttf! Diurict Otfiee 

Bureau of IA.nd Waaa.reHnt 

P .0, BOX 3368 

Bu:tte, lll<mtana ~H02 


Dear a1r1 

'!'hie ie ia l'..J)O'IUJe to your iavltat10'1l to:r c~ta oa 
tbe draft. iiii'P/:&IS tor the tiMd.wate!'¥ &.ll•wree Ar•· 

our lutflt'Ht :r.elAtea to thO!te aapeete of n.e p1U tttat _, 
haYe &Jl i~~P&et upo:t~. t~te Cootluatal Dil'l" M&'tiOilal U•Dlc Trail. 
Speclflcally, w ua c<mcenad 1Pltb tM public lamia_,. 
lolrel'IJ PM$ (KaAa«*-ftt Uldt !H atld ttUI" GJ'aaahOl'IJ JkNatala 
(Kaaag.-at Uatt 26). 

FiTDt • .,. qree that tlln. landtr •llould ba cleaaifled for 
ratttntlOll, !liMe thay ara aloag or elOISe to tile CDM81'. 

Sl$oi!Olld, t:tu•e al'!:OI.Ild be t.anu to avoid coafl1ct bet.Wee 
'l'r'ttll UIJ&H end .at«C'J;:;la uaeTD iD t.h.e l&llr:r-Ule a:t... 

'l'blr4, auHace occu;uutCJ aboul4 ao't ~ allowed in 
T 16 N, B. 6 J, s.c. 32, even tl!au«lt the ~r 11ne tbera 
alrK4Y repreaeDt• a 11ubatutilll iliU''UIIlOA. 3eetloD !3 ts 
aleo tllel:lliliUve, thourh not !.U!'eeU.y 011. tb.e Ccm.tl:MODtat DlT1de 
<11" thfl likely 'I'l'&J.l route. {See Guide to the Coa:uael!tal 
~· •ol. 11 Norther» J,IOD£il'UI at 13!1.) 

Ji'lnally, vteJJal TD&ouree Uft&ge-at in traita ~ and 28 
at~ould ba •enaitJ.va to t:bfl 1ocat101:1 ot the ccmUaeDtal Divide 
'!'Tail aar.t the r'KI'eatJ.OIIal u•• thereot. 

we lelOk tot"ftl'd to reee1vJ.~ a l:lopy of the tiDal Plan, 
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kECEiV;-' 

1'11ke Penfold, State Di:rector 


11CNTAJI~ ST,'.IE ~fflr:E 

B!lli!IGS. 11l'r<~.~:u. 


Bur..auofLandJI\anagement 

BoxJOl57 

Blllings,MT59107 


Dear Mike, 

Please note the:follow1ng commEmts on bahalf of Defenders of Wildlife concerning 
the Hea<h<aters Resource -'rea Management Plan/Envl.ronmental I~~pact StatelleJ!t. 

O:f 11llthelandsmanagedbytheBursauinMont8lla,perhapsnonearsmore 

important W wildlife--and particularly to threatened and endangerad species--than 

thoseintheHeadwatersResourceJrea,andespeciallythelandsalongtheRocky 

Mo~mtainF:ront, llhilethisplandoesagreatdealtoprotectthoseresoure<;values, 

it does have soroe critical flaws, particularly 1n regard to oil and gas leasing 

andthedes~atlonofr<Jadlessareas. 

l'dlUt:etostart,however,bymakingitclearthattheHeadwatersdocument 

!:p!h:::!t~!:i;~;~;1~M~a~~gs~:=toi ·~~e~~ ~~ =~~~· tt~~ei~~:r.;:s;n~o 
:follow specific issues and conce:ms throughout each chapter, One thing that wean 't 

soclear,however,washoMspecificconce:mswuldbeaddressedonanallot!DIInt-by­

allotJ>ent basis. For 1r1ehnce, :ln Appendl.J<E (Opportunities For I Allotments) 

you ml.,!l:ht state "XYZ Allotment• riparian vegetation in unsatisi'actory conditi011, 

excessive soil erosion, elk anddeerwinterr~ge in unsatisfactory condition.'' 

YouwouldthenstateintbeReso\U'CeManagementObjectivescolUIIInsoaethinglike 

improve riparian habitat, decrease erosion, improve elk and deer winter range. 

llhatseemstobalackingisthespecificmanagementactionthatneedstobetakento 

adlieve:i<lmeofthesecbjectives, bacausein comparingAp~dl.J<N (Stocking Rate 

.kljustments)toJppendix6:,it'snotalwaysclearhowtheimp:rovementswillbe 

accomplished, ~'urther, 1 'd l1ke to have a better sense of what the priorities are 

for mak1ng these improverumts, Given the reduced federal :funds 1n recent years, 

itwouldaJll>eermanyoftheimprovementsthat:lnvolveintensiveroanagementmaynot 

getfundedritll<lllldhavebaenhelpfuliftheEISIIOul.dhavelookedatTOaysto 

meet=sourceobjactivesglven possiblebujget constraints, which al'peartobea 

reality. 


The follow1ngare ~ collllll9nts on specific issue areas: 

OilandGasLeas:lngandDevelopment 

1'he oil and gas issue has the potential to impact wiloill!e to a far greater 
deg:reeth!llllivestod\grazlngunlessthe.Bureauadoptsaconservativestancef:rom 
the start 1111d then loosens restrictions as found permissible or as necessity dei!IBJ1ds. 
Oil and gas leasing and development 1.s particularl:r crucial to the weJSare o:f both 
the threatened grii'~Y baar and erldangered northern gray wolf, r.onservative tll8llagement 
atthistime--andthatmeanstheadoptiono:fsu:ff1c1ent.noleasing!llldnosurface 
oCCUpancyareas--willgreatl:rreducethenUIIIberof~conflicts.Ratherthan 
dslaying decisions and allow grizzly and wlf habitat to be eroded a l .ttle at a t1111e, 
the Bureau should protect those areas important for endangered specie" now. 

1244 NINETEENTH STREET, NW • WASHINGTON, DC 20036 • (202) 659-9510 

HeadwatersResourceA=acomments--pagethree 

rt:ISpolnts..llthiaout,aswellastheexceptionalnatureoftheForestService 
roadless area.s adjacer1t to the .BLM study areas, it falls short of mak1ng a wilderness 
recommendationtoCongrees,suggestinglnsteadthatan"outstandingNaturalJrea" 
adm1nistrative dee~ation 100uld provide silllilar prctection ll.ll wilde:mess while 
malntalnlng"manage~~~entflexibill.ty," 

lfoundthediscussionoftheONAconceptaneofthe!IIOatdisappointingaspects 

:i1~h:OH~~:i:~ra~~~ 1r!:g~=~P~c~~c:!:n~;~s:.1!T! t t:rsbe~~:l~~~:~~ ~'a 
not, and as a person Wlo oolllliiOI'lly follows these issues, I must C<Jnfess to not fully 
understond1ngwhatcanondcan'tbedOlleinanONJ,norhowquickl:ronecanbe 
changed or undone. Certainl.I" ..11 of these questions should have been answered :In :full 
intheiEISI i:fthe:ywere,Icouldn'tfindthem, 

While an ONA classification at least recognizes that the three Rocky Mountaln 
Frontroadlessarell.llhavespecialvalues,itdoean'tprovidethestable,long-te:r:m 

=~e~~!n~!:c!i"~i~~~~e~e:s:..::7"~~:t~~m~~· a !~.!~:/:s~~~~~~;ance, of 
Congresslonalde1Bgatio:mrecolUI!If!nd1ngboththeDeepC:reek!llldTetonRiverHl.,!l:hPeaks 
areas for addition to the Nationalllildenless Preservation S:rsteJI, These an! 
the Forest Service roadless areas that border the BLM stud:r areas. The Alliance :feels 
these .BLM areas are a key part o:f the Bob Marshall ecosystem, tieing together illlportant 
transition..l habitat between the prairie and the moun tUns. 

An ONJ clasaificatlon ba.sed 011 speculative energy Yalues seems l1ke flirus:r 
p:mtection for areas with suc.h proven wllde:mess and wildlife values. 

On the other hand, the Black Sage and Yellowtone River Ialand areas don't have 
nearlythewilde:messpotentia.lastheFrontareas. Neverthelesa,asimporlantroadlesa 
areas their wild nature should be preserved, Clearl:r, the rcadleea attributes of 
theBlad\Sageareaaren'tvecyh~l:rvaluedinthert:IS. 

ForestY.anagement 

The rt:IS dOe$ll't rsall:r present enough lnformation to analyze whether or not the 

proposed ti11ber harveat level is :reasonable. I couldn't find any economic data on the 

relative value and accessibility of timber 011 BLM lands, nor was there much of a 

discussionofhow.BLMfo:restmanagelll9ntml.<!:htimpactwildlife. llhilethedocu!Di!nt 

made the generalization that timber harvest could improve wildlife habitat, 1t should 

be noted that on man:r BLM lands ln the Headwaters area security and thermal cover are 

mo= of a limitlng factor than forage. The number of miles of roads proposed to 

facilitate tilllberharvest ia another concern that I didn't feel was adequatel:r 

addressedr Ididn'tgetafeellngoftheBLMroadmanagementpolicy. 


l'm also quite cmcemed about potential intensive timber activity on BLM hnd 

in the Roger's Pass area, whic.h is quite critical fer grizzlies and potenti..lly 

important for wolves. I never did find a discussion o:f the 1111111!!!\ement tradeoffs 

lnvolvedin loaingthis area• It shouldbenotedthatoost loalngalongthfl Rocky 

Mountain Front is marginal at best, and the market for the timber ia slllllll· \/hen 

theae l1111ited t111100r values are wi&hed against the wildlife values, they fare 

rather poorly. 


-Head>'ateraReaourcejnacoiUI9lltl'l--pagetwo 

The amount of acreage suggeated :for no leaaing and no surface occupanc:r in the 
prefernod alte:mative is aimply not Emough to adaquatel.I" protect the gri!:zl:r or wol£, 
JstheFiah ~dllildlifeServicenotsi in its biological oplnion on the Roclcy !!owtain 
Frantplanseveralyearsago,simultaneouedavalopllllntlnadjacantdnlnageacould 
jeopardize b:lth the grizzly and the wolf. The Bureau needs to adopt a "Plan that 
takes 1nto accowtsudl apossibilit:y. 

Under the preferred. ..ltemative, the raa:!n areas protected from oil SJd gas 

~~i"~Br~dd~~;!~~m~~t:'~~~~~en!~:;.,~;!~~~: ~~).a~~~: ~~~o~!!m"~:!~geat 
thattheBun!auiapickingthoselandathatareconvenienttoprotect,becaueethey 
lack roads and develop!lelt l.sn 't illllllinent. Rather, the Bureau ehould identi:fy those 
lands that ere critical to these species and place them 1n a no leaeing or no surface 
occup!lllcy category. It 1110uld appear that Alte:mative C coma 11uch closer to 
£ulfilllng the BLM's obligation to 'Protect and enhance the habitat of Emdangered 
species. The pre:ferred. alternative seelll! like a mintJ.al effort, geared toward keelJing 
the grizzl:r from becom1ng endangered, rather than what's ll!!lldated by the Endangered 
Speciesjct--recovecy. I 

Grazing Allotment and Riparian Habitat Management 

The lEIS !lakes it clear there are 1101111 lJroblea areas regarding grazing, particularl.I" 
regarding erosion, ril'arian areas and the lose of wildlife habitat. Jppendl.J< E points 
out these problell6 olearly, and the BLM deserves co_,.daticr1 for putting :forth the 
prohlelllS ln a way that's understandable, Jl'Jlftlldi.x E !lakes it plain to me that good 
vegetative oondition doeen 't neceasaril:r mean good condH.ion for wildlife, It's not 
reassur1ngtoagroundnest1ngbirdtoknowthennge1sinexcelleotconditionif 
it's only two inches high. Similarly, an allotment lillY be in good cordition yet 
the riparian areas--the key spots for wlldlife--a.ay be badl:r onrutllbed. jppandix 
Eprovideaagoodn&rr~~tiveon11hat'shawen1ngin thecatego:cyiallotlll!nta, and it 
also makes the case for the need for iJ!Proved llSilagelllllllt. Jlly aaln criticiell, again, 
l.sthefallureoftheplantoaayho>rtheaellrprove~~a~tswillbellade. 

Giventhatmorethanafourtho:ftharipsrianhabitetinth.,Reoourc:eJTI!Ia 
is.lnunsati.Uactocycondition(andparticularl_J"slnooauchofthisiacritical 
grinl_J" habitat), Defenders of Vildllfe supports the proposal to iaprove this 
situation. It 'a not clear from the plan that cornocting this situation has heal 
givenahi<!henoughpriorit:yintheplen. Itwuldseemthoaean~aswith,l~ 
percentages of riparian in unsatl.sfactor:r condition (particularl_J" if the:r re in grizzly 
areas) should be the highest priorit:r I areas. I also find it m.acceptable that the 
unsatisfactor:r riparian areas ln the r. and C categories won't be i.llproved, 

llhileit'aposeibletogainJUM'sviathekindofintensiveraanageiiHnt 
theiEISrecolllllleflds,ifthose:!UndBaren'tavailable,ita.aybeneooesar:rtollalr.e 
the kind5 of stocking reductions proposed in Jlte:ma.tive C in ord"r to -t 
wlldliie objectives for various a.llotiiSilts, This is a tnodeof£ that often take" 
place, butisseldomiiHr!tionedinplanningdocUMnts. 

llildenlessStudYRecommendations 

The BLI'I reco....,.dationa to Congress regarding JlOSeible wilde:meae des~ation 
ofstudyan~asWIIso:meofthe moredisawointingaspeC'tsoftheHead••tersplan. 
The lEIS maksa the case ver:r ""ll for why these areas qualify for wildemeea, lllld in 
fact, would be exceptional additionstothewildemeessystert--particularl:rthea.reas 
..long the Rocky Jok!m.tain Front. Ul three of these areas are not only exceptionally 
scenic,buttheyalsohavewildlifevaluesthatm.a.kethemexcepticr.al. llhilethe 

Headwaters Resource jrea coiiJISits--page four 

LandOwnershipJdfustments 

lie firmly oppose any accelerated program to dispose of public lands. There ar"' 
opportunities for the BLM to trade public l~W~ds in the Headwaters Jrea to public 
advantage, but we oppose the outright sale of landa. The IEL9 su,ggests as r.any as 
26,000 acres m1<1t>t be consldered for disposal in the Headwatem ATfta. ror the Bureau 
to even suggest sudl a massive land sale program deJVOstratee so11eone ia badl_J" out 
oftouc.hwithhowpeoplelnMontanafeelab:lutpublicl!lllds. 

Rather, the BLM should be conslder purcha!!ing or tradlng for tracts of land 
knoVJ to be critical to threatened and endangered species. The Endangered Species 
Jet directs federal agencies to take all actions necessary to Tftcover species, and 
acquirlnglandseemsl1kealogicalact1ontotake. 

Itaeer.s illogic..lto leasetheGreatFallscoal:fieldat ati• when the 
demand is so low. ItaeeiiSTOisetotakemret~-t.ostudytheimpacteofleasing 
this coal before moving forvard. Leasing this coal, along with posBihle develop•nt, 
hasthepotentialto..ariouel:yaf£ecttheSmithBiver, 

Special.Deeitmpt1ons 

Des~ationoftheSleepingGiantAreaasanAreaofCriticalEnvi:ronDEm.tal 
Conce:m demonstratea the BLM recognizes the unique values o£ the ar"'a, but a rlldernees 
dea~ation wuld protect the area far better1 suc.h a des~atiDn wuld oo•plelll!!rlt 
theGatesoftheK:lunta1nsll1ldemess. 

GeneralComraenta 

llhile this I£IS does a good job of analylling impacts, it does so prilrlaril:r froJI 
alivestockviewpointrthelJlanisheavil:rwe1ghtedto1fardraaintalnlnganddeveloping 
prtlper levels of AUM's. While cattle grning is an Llrportant use of the public lands, 
there are other USBII squally iJrPorlen.t. Dafenders of Wildlife feels that specific 
targeta for these values should alae be estbliahedl the plan should try en.d provide 
habitat :for x nWDber of grizel:r bea.re, for eX&IIple, and x nllllber of b11!;ho:m sh89l', 

It's simply not enough to say that o:mce the ran~e 1.s in good or axcellent condi-tion, 
everythingwillbof1neforwl.,ldlife,becaueeitisnttrue, Thisplanfailsto 
quantify in any 1110' the qualit:r and relative ablx!clance of various kinde of lfildlife 
habitatlntheHeadwatenJrea. 

Thank you for cons1derlng these oo1111ente. 

HANK FISCHal, .v.c..._ Rap. 

Defende,.ofWildlife 


1.53<1 Halena A.... 

Misooula, MT .59801 


244 


http:scenic,buttheyalsohavewildlifevaluesthatm.a.kethemexcepticr.al
http:wlldlife--a.ay
http:mintJ.al
http:malntalnlng"manage~~~entflexibill.ty


LETTERS 


GREAT BEAR FOUNDATION 
P.O. Box 2699 

Hr. K1J<e Penfold 
State D!re::tor 
Bureau of ldnd Manaqe~rent 
P.O. B:lX 30157 
BillinqB, Ml' 59107 

~··~·--

·-22d 

'Ihe Great Bear Foundatian wants to cumEflt on the draft EIS and Management 
Plan for the Headwaters Reso.Jl.""ce Area. We """re unable to attend the hearing 
an June 15 in Helena, ar.d t"q>e this letter "'ill suffice. 

Cbrqn~tulatiDnB to you and your Staff fur the IID5t thorough, detailed, 
infonre.tiYe, """11-orqanized and """ll-ritten plan/EIS """ have reviewed in the past 
0.0 years. we applaud the t.taughtful and """11-considered docurrent as an 
excellent ~le. 

We do have acme SUg'9estions of ~ that muld to; of great sJ.qnifli:ance 
for the grizzly bears of the la.oer 48 states, in particular the largest population 
of "lower 45• grizzlies. 'l'hese changes ..ould retter assure the future survJ.val 
of that, l~t, pop.llation. 

Rather than the oil ar.d 91'9 leasing stipulations for the Rrxky l't:luntain 
Front described in Alternative A, """ stiOngly favor Ol-1 ar.d gas leasing stipulations 
under AlternatiYe c. 'Ihe lar.,est renauung pop.llation of gnzzly bears in the 
lower 48 states deserves this protection. In our view, the larqest population is 
by JD neans the sa.fest merely because it (currently) ~ to be the largest. 
Reducing tius populatial's security and its freedan of a=ess to m:ove to various 
fo::xl. sources alOflg" the Rrxky foblntain Front 1oo0..1ld re, in our opinion, to 
jeopardize it seriously. 

One prenier way to jeq><Udize grizzly bears is to p.1t roads in their cx=JPl-ed 
habitat. llneo±lte and ~ch evi~ e:usts to daronstrate that gnzzlles are 
directly jeopardized by road constructian in theu habitat. As arecdot:al 
evidence, oonsider that all five illegal k.illi.ng!; of grizzly rears in JD:rthwestem 
M:mtana this spring tcok. place near roads. 1\s an exanple of research evl.CelliJ£!, 
consider John Craighead's d.iso:IYery that 75'11 of 180 lm:lwn deaths of grizzlies of 
the Yellowstone Park. area population took. place out.suE the Park in areas of inten­
sive lard use, ilrluding roads! (See Craighead, Joim. "A proposed delineation of 
critical grizzly bear habitat for Yellowstone National Park.,"_Pn::ceedinqs: 4th 
International Cbnference on Bear ReSearch and Manaqerrent, Kall-spell, MT, 1977.) 

The security provided to gnzzlJ.es by the current wild state of the R=ky 
l't:luntain Front is an essential feature needed for the continued survival of the 
largest population of grizzlies in the lower 48 sbtes. Rebi.nin:J its wJ.lderness 
characteristics will be an absolutely <kmirant decl-sJ.on in 1) retaining !'k:lntana's 
letlodership in ITO!I.intallli..ng grizzlies and 2) retal-nihg the nation's largest surviving 
p:!pl.llatian of thJ.s species, a p:!pl.llation \olhich currently l-S the bnghtest ~ for 
keeping gnzzlies anywhere in the l~r 48 states at all. 

MINERALS 
EXPLORA TJON 

COALITION


g__4a :c 
MmoralsAdvac.U< 

In P.bl>e Poll<~ 


~2~i,;:~~.uDrm• 

~;/'":,._f~~,...~., B0215 

August5,I983 

Mr. Dlllnlechefsky 
Project Manager 
Butte01strict0ff1ce 
BureauofLandManagerr.1nt 
P.O.Box3388 
Butte,MT59702 

Dear Mr. Lechefsty: 

These conments constitute the response of the Minerals 
Explorat1onCoa11tion(MEC)totheDraftResourceManagenent 
PlanandEnvironnental I~act StatenentfortheHeadwaters 
ResourceArea. TheMECisacoalitionofexploration 
c~aniesandindhidualsconductingexplorationonfederal 
lands. 

In view of the fact that wilderness areas deSiQllated after 
OeceiiDer 31, 1983, "'ill be w1thdntwn from appropriation 
under the mining and leasing Ja...,s, we believe that all areas 
with mineral and energy potential should be excluded from 
wilderness designation, even though no economic deposit is 
now known. The withdrawal limitations will preclude the 
collection of new data, and new areas of mineral potential 
w111notbefound. Withnf!'llldiscoverieseffectivelystopped, 
thepolicyofexcludingallcurrentlyknOMnmineralpotential 
from wilderness should be followed, so that exploration of 
these areas will not be restricted and minerals might yet 
beproduced. Explorationiststendtolookatthelongterm 
because tiM! lead time of discovery may be ten to fifteen 
yean.. The i~actofw1l!Sernessonminerals should be assessed 
overthelongte""(acenturyor!IDre). Webelievetllatland 
use decisions should be in conformity with the policy staterr.1nts 
madeintheNationalMineralsProgramPlanandReporttoCongress 
releasedbythePresidentinApri1,1982. 

liOARD OF DIRECTORS 
Dr Go,JunL l'<n< 
O.,verColar..Jo 

o.,,.., Colcm.Jo C Plo.JlopsPurdy J, 
O.nv.. CoJo,..Jo 

~:;":~~Rupp" 

~~~.f." Well.1 MO/OYI\' 5ft,~· 
O.nv.,Co/o,ad., U.ki"WO{>dCoJoy..Jo 
/oyceL&.o.,.,n· 
Ga!JenCoJa,..Jo ~r.';,~,i'~~jo~.J': • 
Mom<B_H.co•.l' W Gt..,zm~· 
D.nu.,Colorodo fngi•W<>odColor..Jo 

21 b .e "'"fofd 

•.ou~.r ._2, 1983 

CUI"rP-IltlY, the few other populations of wild gnzzlies ln the 48 adJacent 
sbtes are all in po:::>r or very po::>r a:mditJ.on, in a state of crisis, and """ bell-eve 
that =ery precaution sll::mld be taken to prevent the one larqcst PJPUiatlOn fran 
sink.inq to tlnse sane depths. The remedles for any such cnsis w:ruld be very 
<DStly to the taxpayer, far rrore =stly than any of{'Ortunity costs imolved l.1l 
pn>VentuJg such crisis through retaJ.nUJg w1ldemess charactenstics of the Rlx:lcy 
l't:luntdin Front. "Ito5e wilderness characterlstl-cs, largely the current roadless­
ness of the area., Ill"" vital to the future of the grlzzlies. 

In our vJ.ew, public land rranaged by B.M, along the Rrxky l'l:runtal-n Front, 
slrluld not to; sold. It sll::mld be retal.IIed by the Mencan per::::ple. It c:>Uld, 
h:::rwever, be used in trades with USFS to =nsoll-date lJSFS lrlldurgs, for retter 
Wl-lderness m'lllllgerrent along the east JTUUI1tain front. Statutory·..,llderness desig~ 
natwn for these areas - Blind Horse Creek, Chute M:JuntaJ.n, ar.d Deep Creek/Battle 
Creek- w:>uld to; advanta']eous to gnzzlies and -to other wlldlife, whether 
ult:unately !M!lllged by USPS or Bl.lo!. 

Thanks for this opp:lrtunity for us to present our concerns and views. 

Im:sjc 

24b.,
ULM/HeadwatersResourceArea 
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j~eP~~~i~:~e~a~~e~~*;s~!1:~~::;:~~~~a~h i~et~~;~;~~f~!~e~:~:~' because 

However, on the issue of withdrawals, Alternative Dis preferable Land 
withdrawal is a very rfgid form of land use rnanage~nt. and in t~ case of 
withdrawal to prevent anticipated damage caused by exploration activities 

~~~r~~~h~~~w!~t~sm~~i~~c~~=~· an~x~~~~~~i0~h~{ ~~~ ~~~~!d~; ~~l~~~ion. 
Withdrawal should be used as arnanage~nttool as infrequently as possible. 

;~:~ka~~ue~~~~~~~~~~ri:!~ !~a~~=~~ on thfs draft resource 1111nage~nt 

Sincerely, 

.I"'f... ;(J "f/.d/.­
JohnD.Wells 

President 

MINERALS EXPLORATION COALITION 


JOW/th 
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Dan Lechefsky 
lroject t-lanag!.!r 
llutte lliiStr~ct O!'fice 
B.~..l4 .. 

Dear Dan: 

t;Dclo&ed. 11.re the prepared commente of the !•,ontana Audubon 
Council concerning the dra!'t l·ianse-ement !-la.n I Environmental 
l~!!J!IlCt ::.ta~ement for the Headwatera Resource Area. As you 
Wlll nota lrl thoea collllll8Dts, we reel tbat extra time should 
be granted for the receiFt by your office of coJ:IIIlenta on the 
plan. 

lie W?Uld appreciate receiving any colllr.lents you may have 
co!lcenu.ng our atatement and we will be willing 100 answer 
any queatione you may have. 

~incerely; 

cc: 	Harriet Nerble, Council rresident 
Jim Pbelpe, l'aat Council l'resJ.dent 
Audubon Cb.apter l'reeiclenta 
l<ociQ' l"iountein Reeional 0!'1ice, t..A.S. 
JJ.JD Ricb.arda, J.>resl.dent hontana Wildli!'e Io'ederation 

__ 01...- ­
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~~~aro~:!n~r~~i;i~ebii:ii!
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ment practice• or criteria. Ae a consequence, it would seem 
tb.at a large ,..tlrcental",e of the aree.'s public lands would see 
no Bl.lbnificant ch~ngee in menegeUJeot practicea under any of the 
prOI(O&ed alternatJ.ves. Iu our view, the document should be 
revust~d eo that the pro,t.ossd. alternatives would address in more 
detail differences~ senere.l msne8ement practices under the 
various alternatives. 

'l'he document does not appear to exp~icitly address. the processel!l 
and considerations for the desif:,natJ.on and protectJ.on of unique 
or exemplary habitat.e or population• of plants or animela. Thi.e 
should be an ic~or~ant aspect of any planr-ing process. Audubon 
members due to tbel.r interests in these matters are often aware 
of such habit!:tte and pop':ll~tiona _and sa a consequence are con­
cerned wJ.th their reco~uJ.tJ.on ana protection. 'lie feel that the 
plan. should clearly identify processes and coneider;;atiolls, in­
clutll.VB of public involvement, by whl.ch .such reco~nJ.tion and 
protection maJ be actueved. 

'l'he document in presenting the alternatives end in atatinS the 
management practices iotended to be cotl!.lllon to all the alterna­
tives, while reCO!J,nl.ZJ.Ilg the imJ.ortance of populatJ.one of 
et~.dan~ered and. threa"tened species, ap>J&ars to ~ens rally 
relet".ate their maintenance to that or being but another usa 
of the public landa. IA!!,ally, their maintenance should 
clearly take precedence over othsr uses. Other usee ...auld 
in areaa of concern be allowable if determined after careful 
atudy to be compatible. The plan, we feel, should be revised 
so aa to clearly state the precedence of mana.t,ement of endan­
gered end. threatened s_pecJ.es. buch revision should also be 
reflec10ed in the alternatives. Currently, the summary of 
the conJSequences or the alternatives J.ndicates that there 
would be nel!;ative J.mpecte on tile identJ.fied populations of 
enaan~red and tb.roetened speciea. 1'ba leBal 1-reced.enca of 
m.anal!em&nt of these populationJS is such that none of the 
altornativea ehould result in negetJ.ve impacts to the popu­
lations. 

Tha plan, generally, in id.entifyin~ zones for disJ,oaal of 
public lends, baa oY1!1rlooksd significant habitat and 
aesthetic values frequen"tly associated with lands in those 
zones. l-1any or tbese .lanaa are. characterized by native 
1'\rasslande. t>uch tl.abl.tat, partJ.cularly in the valleys or 
wetern and c.;,ntral /<.ontana, is becoming scarce due "to land 
developlllllnt for farmi~g and housJ.ng. Xany species of ~lllnts 
and aaiwals are becol!ll.n!O rarer as a result. hlblic land 
tra.cts in euch areas are an important re8ource in maintaining 
"thoee apecies. Because of the chaD~;>"fiS brouLht on by development, 

25b 
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;~~ ~~~~~~n~!n~!~ei:;:~~a~~:t;~;n~ 0::!n~~~~~~f~~e~~a~or 
the Montana Audubon Council and ind.ividuel member11 of 
A~d.ubon t~? review. the document and i','ather gener-el end 
B.J:&cific ~nrormetJ.on in relation to it. As a consequence 
we feel thet. our commects WJ.ll not be 88 det~:~iled and as ' 
J.ncisive as HI neces11ary. 01e request th11t the period 
for cou;t:'enta be extended at leaet 30 daya eo that further 
public l.nput could be received. 

G1..t..Zh.AL CCI'd'ilih'.l':;) 

'l'he ap}ro~riatenese of determining the disposal of numer­
ou.e and d.iverae tracts of public land..e ahould llOt be con­
sidered i~ the context of a general d.ocument such as this. 
Our experJ.ence h.ai taue;ht us that the identification of 
values and usee for •pecific tracts muat occur Oil an in­
dividl;lal basi11. For tbl.s reason we oppoee the utilization 
or ttas process. for determining the appropriateness of 
di&posJ.ns of specific tracts of land. 

'>~& consi~r the public d.omaJ.n "tO be an im1-ortant and 
vital netl.onal resource for conservatJ.on purj..OSas. 'ole 
O)-~Ose the sale ~?f any public land11 generally. This 
document is. predJ.c;;ated upon the assumption that portion& 
of the >JUblJ.c domaJ.n should be sold. 

I.e are aware that soma ~;recta of public lands may not be 
ap}rot-riate for retention. lnstead of SElle of such land& 
we would advocate thet such tracts ee identi.fiad throu11,h 
ca~ful study be utili~ed in trades for private lands 
•hJ.cb bave been determJ.ned to be appropriate for adc.ition 
to the public d.omal.n. 

Any process initi~:t.ted for the disposal or trade of SJ.>Bcific 
trtlctJS or public land should be predicated upon cal"ttful on 
aJ.te studies of lend values and uea11 and should include 
a hearing proce sa .. 

~~ ci~~;~;t~~e!~i: ~~!i~;~c;~depllet~r:na~i,:ar:~ ,r:s~b; ta 
significant differences appear to be tho11e relating to 
wilderness desii)Detion for certain tracts. These differ­
ences arise out of land uoe allocation. Uirrerence• in 

_,_25d 
the aesthetic value of t;hese tl'acts becomes aienificant. 
·~a ~eel that the plan should be reviei!d to recognize the 
habJ.tat and aesthetic values of valley and pr•iria tracta 
of public land. 

s~r 

In the context of the propos>..d plan, the Nontana "Udubon 
Councl.l aup.t'orta the land u&e .Proposals as presented in 
A~tarnative "C", the "Erote?tJ.on Alterr~ative". All pre­
VJ.ouely noted tbl.s su~i-Ort l.ll qualified in that we rind 
thi~ alternative and general aspects of the plan to be 
dei'J.cl.en~. 'fh';l• we would &Up~ort AlternetiY1!1 "C" with 
the consJ.deratJ.one above 11tated J.ncorporeted into it end 
the gener10l aa>Jects of the .Plan. 

~3i·~~m~ H'£,3,1,.0 
Prepared at the requeet of Montana Audubon Council. 

An.)" questions or reefooees to thie statement should be 
59~g1:o Cary B. Lund at 425 Clarke St., Helena, hon"tana 
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June9,1"83;,1~ 

MONTANA 4X4 ASSo-cfATi()N, INC. 
In re~ly to reference <700 

~")~ear lrnd ~Ian~~e ent 

Jutte,l~cmta~a S'97a2 

.Han .~l"''slie 
:·o-tana4XlJ·,saociation 
2our~!'oru,-£ditor 
··.o, lox llLl 
Dillan,l:ontana '9725' 

To r'om It··~·.· "..~-~-- •. 

~ u·•~•-•u 
Cha.._oter 1 Issue 1; 

"'''tlllc l;n: sho-Jl<l h" .,,,,_de avaib'ol~ for oil and gas lensin~­

As far as I"-'" concerned--'!llNE!! 

!Jo T!\atte:r io-..r close it is "1Dn•~ed,it wiH ~till u;>:sct the .;al::mce 

of natur-,and the hn•itat for those aniJQR.ls w~ich live in "he are-. 

It also ta'1es llway the 'Jenutc• of th't ~:rea.' ih<"1 tr,.es are cut 

to r.ake rOO!!' for travel_'ie ;,,,• ., had enou h trou~le kee;1ine the 1-:md~ 

clean as it is. 

'.sf--rasanJ•-IilrJP.rnessareas.If,,eltot>Tesiould'l'toverdo 

thi.1ar<:'a,.-hldernessisfine,butlikectn'-thin:;oneean;oo-ror-.>OOJ.rd. 

Tf r:o~-r~ss S'ltS <'side to "111C~ o~ our hnd for :lilclerness it ••ill cut 

ba.-,t en t., '10r~lusa:;e of t,he lanG ··hich is -.,>,t •·ost efthe >eor>le 

like,I ',~ink t'oe ·.'TLD- "·c:s .PJ~I·S sie"ld be J~ft \S1 

C:hapter 1 Tssue 7; 

lb' s'·ould 'lublic l "lr. •,., u.~ed :·o,. ~otorc"cle ncin; · I f-.el that 

t'1e•· s'l?Uld clo as"" (l'1"h.',) do. 'ent some f'!JD''.T'. land :or such 

to do so,and those t• o d~n•t .~n de>n 1t care a c'>.~nce not to. 

'.s a "JeMher of ~n Or'JJ.nizc<; ! - 1-,i>el lrive' ClU•' I f-el ne l_and shcnld 

.~lso do seP "e~sonin : et"i>Jrl 

';1 sing it to seaso-.i1.l de•1m.s for the 1rea. I a~r. not faMiliar lfith 

MONTANA 4X4 ASSOCIATION, INC. 

tiJ../;1~ 
~.lan ', 7~·slie I ember ::1·:4A 

---- « 
MONTANA WILDERNESS ASSOCIATION 

Jun& 28, 1983 

KikePeafold 

BuruuofLandManag-t 
P.O. BOJ<lOU7 

Billiqa, MT 59107 


Oa behalf of the KoDtana Wildame.. Aai&OciaU011 (lilA) I 'wiah to c~t 011 tbe draft 
EqyironllleDUl lalp&ct Stet-at and Me...,._t PlaD for the Rll.edwatera leaourc:e .Uea. 
I resret that a conflict prevented - fr,. teatifyiq at tt. June 15 buriq ia 
Hll!le~~&. Jfowft'ar, l truat that th:ia letter will auffice for the tt.a. beillg. 

Without question, thia docUIII&Dt is the ID&t detailed aAd thatOUih iMP that I have 
yet reviewed. The Pl-an h -11 orp.~~iaed with a -lth of iDfo~tion, Tba ..pa 
are ver:y 118aful, eapacially those vhtc::h diaplay tbe vad.oua oil ' IU laeae .Cipu­
letioDa. llaoMYar, dupita thaca.plet-of theiDIPifiDditdifficulttodeter­
miDe tbe at:t118l diffareacaa berv.• tha four alterllllltili'U iD tal'all of wb.lt will ac:­
tuallJ: occur to aDd oa tbe 18Dd. Ia readioa; tbe RMP it appura that differaDCu 1a 
...,aa_.t practicea vauld DOt be ai1uificaat, altbou&h iu pnc:Uce 1'• sure that the 
actual difbreacas vauld be MJCh areater, 'nle lDIP ahoul.d tbat~ore be reviled so u 
to better identify the diffareacaa ia -.....-at praetteea UDCiar the various alte.-- ­
tivea. 

Although tbera are aa~:~y poaiti,.. aapecu to the Preferred .Utemative "A" tluoMIIA 
supports tt. IIIOTS protective .Utemat1ve "C'' as a better IIIMD8 of belenciq raa.ourca 
prod...:tiolll d-.uda w1tb tbe outataDdt.Da vildlaDd/vildlifa vsluq vitbia tt. Kaed­
watara 1\eaourc:a .Ua. Ia particular, -support statutory vilderuqa daai~DSt1oa 
of the three Roeky MoWIItaia FroDt WBA' at Blind Horae CreeiL, Chute HoulltaiD, aDd 
Deep Creak/Battle Creek. The Bob Meraball .Ulieuce, of llhich the 1&14 1a a .....,er, 
baa endorsed Teton and Deep Creak atioual for..t additiDDA to the Bob Marshall 
Wilderness •lor~~ tha ... tern fraat nat!Dnal forest boUDdary ao aa uat to lea,.. a 
atrip of uaprotactad utional for..t land be~ the Bob Marshall lllld tt. BUI WSA's. 
Coqreaa vill 80011 cota1der the Bob Marshall additiou. We .ra hopeful that tha 
Bob Marshall Wildarn...a boulld.ar:y will 80011 btl ezpandad to protect sa ...:h of thia 
aruteco"J'•t-upoaaible. 

FrOIIl strictly .-!ldlifa UDCI wildlife habitat proteetiolll atendpoiat tha BU!I WSA'a 
ill tbe er1tical tr-itiou 110118 btl~ tbe prairie and -..utaiDOWI forest ._ 
are -r• ail'!ificaat thea -•t of tha Dlltioul foreat rolldlesa cOUDtry to the vest. 
1 have viaitad uc:b of the Rocky HICiua.teiD rroat IIUI WSA' a aavaral tt.a.a aDd 1t would 
1D4eed btl difficult to find public lad UIJ"'hera vitb a hia;her daarea of wild~a 
suitability, diverse wildlife valuea Nld overall acauie bu.llty, Ia readiq tba f!HP 
it vaa obvious to • tbat the Bur.... - 1rup!D& for aeua.ea t-<1 n.,_.j qaiost 
vilderuaaa for these -pific.,.t r-ta of our vilderuaa ber1te&•· 

The Ov.tatmdiq Natural .V.. (OIIIA) ra.,_.jatiDna llia:ht ba a gorod !Dterill 118&1111 

ofprotectioaaDdl~tbeJ~Jt..uforatleaatsof.Dsthatfar, How&ver,OIL\ 
daaignation is ao substitute for the pe~DSnt 8Dduriq protection affordad.2!!.!z. 
by the 1964 Vilda.,..aa Act. 

By contrast, Black Sqe is not aaarly u bilh quality of au area iD terse of vilder-

P.O. Boa 631 • .......... M.ata.. 1962. • (>106) •ti~H7 
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ness,butth.,areadoesdeserveahtgherdegreeofprotecttonthanwouldbeprovided 
by the Prdcrrcd Alternatlv.,, Several years ago I participated ina BLM/gr.,ztng per­
mittee tour nf the area in ...hich we worlced out a water pipeline project within the 
areathatwouldbetnke.,ptqwiththelMP. BlackSage1aaa1LSll"island"ofroad­
lessnes~ that should be maintained in a ""mi-wild, oatural condition. 

Yellows tnne River Is land (~!T-07~~133) IJOUld be an .,cologic:ally unique addition to the 
National WilJern.,as Pres~rvntion System and should be so designate<!. 

AlthouJ~;h tl1eACLCrecommendatinn for Sleeping Giant is definitely a step in therisht 
directh>n the l'ri/A strongly reconunenda wilderne8a ""'nag"-''lent for rhia unique wild area. 
1 pcrsonatly use the are c'xtensively for day hikes and have never failed to see wild­
life ther., ranging tr""' antelope to I!IOuntain goats. A Sleeping Giant Wilderness 110uld 
c·<>mplo'mcnt beautifully tlw adjoining Gates of the Hountaina Wilderness aa well aa the 
~lJ!' s cenunitment <csour~e protection along the Missouri River from ita head~o~aters 
to the \Hid ~ ~hsouri aU the way the fork Peck. The Montana conservation 

mu~h of Its' support for the recent 3-ay Sleeping Giant land 
that tltc area would eventually receive wilderfless classification. 
m1nd, we urge you to recommend wilderness for Sleeping Giant 
lidS 1,, hni~ally been droppeJ from aection 603 FLPKA wilderness 

feel strongly that th<:> dropping of tbis potential WSA 
intorpretation of FLPi'IA and other applicable laws. 

Unit 23) should be protect<'d as roadless in order to comple­
1./ildlHe Naoage...,nt Unit on the adjacent oational forest 

unit isacontiguouapartofanationalprototypewildlife 
such, itlafartoos.,nslttvcofanareatobeallocatedto 

\11e oil ~ ga~ prescriptions along the Rocky }\ountain Front, especially those fer Ne 
l~.t~ill!; .111U No Sud'"~ Oc·cup.lllcy ar~ fully justiftetl in terms of the key value~ which 
~h<><ll J h~ pro tee LL•d, llowev,•r, tl"' )l\oiA would prefer the stronger and more encompassing 
~tlpulatlon~ "l Ill t~rnutlve c. lhe Rocky Mountain Front is too special, too "ild and 
'''"important for its unsuTp.Issed surface values to be subjected to indiscriminate 
oil u ga~ ,,,.t ivit~. l'hl~ wild and spectacular country--the last occupied plains habitat 
tortheth<<'al<·nc•d,o;ri>7lyb<'ar--representsourla.standbestopportunitytorecover 
tl>e ~ri:r~ly .tnd 'nJan;;er,'d g<ay wolf. 

brlcl Jisc·usaionof"llss.,tManagcment",moreappropriatelycermed 
Lndernocircumatancesshouldanyscattered"surplus"tractsof 

these isolated traLtS should "Hher be retained in public o~rner­

protectionandpubltcrecr.,ationalaccessorelseusodas 
wh<'re ~onsolidation of publle lands is needed to prot.,ct public 

the 1\..,adw.IL.,rs ~aourceAre.I. 

I a'k that this l"tter be induded in the official record of public c0111111ent on the 
pr<Jpo,eJ Ji.,aJwnters RNP. \hank you for the opportunity to comment. 
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3Da 
NATIONAL WILDLJFE FEDE_i0TLQN 

NORTHERN ROCKIES NATURAl Rlo;QURCE LFNTfR 
240N HIR)Ims,M.,soulo Montana ';<)1101 

{40t.}711-t.705 

Mr. ~n Laehefak,., Project lola~~&ger 


tlutu viatr:Lct Office, BLM 

P.O. Box nSl:l 

B11.tte, Hontan. 59702 


Dear l".r. Lechehk71 

The following coonumtll regarding the plan" for resource aanageaent 

acti'l'itiaa in the lleadvatere Resource Area ara baaed on B11i'11 Draft 

En1'iro...entallapaet ::>tateaent Pl'eferred UtarnatiYa "• The commaDtS 

are being aub11ittad wit the ~tnderetandJ.ng tll.ay vl.ll bacoae part of 

the official public racord on BLK'a pl&na for tba Headwaters .ll.eeource 

Area l.anda. Theee comments should be Yiewed aa supplelllaDtal to tboaa 

filedbyCberleaGrJ.ffith, thelfationalllildlifel'ederation'aregl.onal 

exeeuti'l'e for the Morthern ll.ockies. 

Gtonerally we round the DEI~ prerarred alternative to .oro,..ide a. 

balanced ap.,roach to aacageroent in the Headwaters ll:eeource Area. 

se,..eral itaas are troubliDC bowa1'er. 

Tbot' rationale presented 011 page 115 a11d in Jl.ppandi:.; L ror deaigna­

hon or the Blind Horae, Deep Creek/Battle Creek, Black Saga, Chute 

Mo=tain, and Yellowstone lil:i'ler Iela11d as Outstandi.DS Natural llreas 

rather than 'tlildernaaa Areas is iu1'alid. Short-ten protection or 

thaaeareasiaal.mplynotequi'lalenttothelong-termprotectionwhicb 

wilderness designa.tion would prO'I'J.de. It l.B 1nconsietent to protect an 

area with high wilderne.,, 'l'aluea only untll a Col'lmarclall;r Yiable 

f>roduct is dlfleoYere• thereon. The JUstirieation that ao11e of these 

areasmayhaYehighoilandgaepotential railstoreeognizethatin 

8088 eases higher 'l'aluae exist than those aaaoeiated WJ.th production 

oroilandgall. 
In the Blind Horae, Deep Creek/S.ttl.e Creflk and Black Sage areas 

publ.ic eollment ra•ored et.ther wilderaes11 designation cr rurthflr atud;r. 

Pv.blic coromenta relating to the Chute Mountain and Tellowetone Ri'l'ar 

Island areas were ineonclueive. See ~ppendix L; In 'l'iew or these 

reaults BLI'I aee.a to be ignoring public opinion in raYor or oil. and 

30b 
gas apd 111i11eral product1on. ~hlB approaeh benefJ.ta aainly pri•ately 

owned oil oompaniee at the expan ,e of irraplaeeable publ.ic re11o\lree11. 

In light of the preceed~ng diecueeion, the decis~on on wilderness 

deaiglu•tion ror thaee 8Teas aheuld be left to Congrasa, uot made internally 

by the agency, i),a the DEIS aalr.ee elear, it Congress ware to inch1dR 

theselandllillthe•nldarnesaeyetelll, BIJIIwouldstilliiBn.agethemaa 

naturalareae. Thue,Congresanotthe11f!aneyehouldmak:etheehoica 

ofshort-tarmversualong-termprotection. 

Thepropoeedleasingplan aadatetllaxill>zeoilandgasproductJ.on 

at the expense of i•portant wildlife habitat includihg that or threatened 

andendangeredapeciee. TheleasingpropoaalehouldbarP"':m>ittellto 

proh:t.bit leaai11g on key raagea of threatened and eDdangered epeciaa, 

further, the lease 8hpulatlone preseated on pdges 2od and 209 should 

berewrittentoprotectke;;habitateveninthea'l'eatoroiland,_;ae 

disco'l'ery. Asthaynowstand, protect>onaarearrordadonlyaolong 

ae Ol.l and gas are not round. In any event, grizzly hear and srey 

welt habitat should recei'l'9 high pnority 8nd he 1111proved with all 

due bAste ill accordance with the prc'l'lnons of the Endangered Species 

The potential for 'l'iahla produehon and the erfecte or coal pro­

ductlon 1.n the Gr«at Falla Coal held are spread throughout the DEIS. 

These factors ehould be conaolodated and coal leasing reconsidered in 

that light, The raetora ere; 

1. 	 Remo'l'alofthecoalmaypro'l'etebacoatl;randdirfieult ­
paga 60. 

2. 	 Due to high sulpher and aeh eontent the quality or the cod]. 
iepoor-page90. 

3. l'ba productioh potential or the area ia que11tionable -page 60. 

lj.. Production will ad'l'ereely artect air quality and brings with 
it the potential of acid rain in the Great Falle area- psge 109. 

5o >'reduction IIIey cauee cyanide leaks in Helena Valley reeource11 
which are used by aon>e homeowaera for do11eatic water- page 110, 

Goneiderahon or these ractoraa.akee jlletiricationot coal lensing in 

the Great Falle Coal J'iald dirhcult, 

further, it ill impossible to deter1111ne rrom the DEIS whether the 

no aurrace occupaney 11tipulatione propoeed ror the Great J'alls Coal Field 

and 111ent1011ed ill Gri teria No. 1~ of AppaDdix H create v.nuaaable ielanda 

ot land. To provide •isble habitat ror the eharp-tailad grouae, elk1 

antelope,and•uledeerproperhurrersandcorridoramuatalllohe 

30c 
pro'l'idedror. 

l'be DEIS otfer11 no eco11oaic juetirication ror the timber barnet 

leases propesed. P1u!lt e:r.perience on Eastern Montana Rat1onal Forest 

land11 ba11 ehown e•an aoderate si•icllltural •aaasement to be econo11ieall;r 

indfieient. JIIEPA requires eoste and bandits to he displayed, :ret 

11owbere in the DEIS are the eCoPollica or ti11ber analyzed. Expaeiel.l;r 

in the Jiodgars l'ase area whieh coateine euaaar and tell grizzly bear 

habitat the scale tipe i11 ra•or or wildlita and againet tiahar fta.r..eting. 

Likewise, thaDEISorferaiaadaquatej\latiricationroraae;ebrll!lh 

eontrol/bllnlill8 projects •antioned oa page 125 and again ou page 127. 

Thara are high w1ldlita •aluaa associated with sagebrush iaoludiag the 

el.kealdag habitat •eatioued on page 125. ~hth the inerea11ing poteptial 

or pri'l'ata landow:nara iatenair;rinb aaaage11ent or their l.and it aaeaa 

that BUt hall an incr-aiug raeponaibilit;, to 11a11aga ror the benefit or 

wil.dlita, 

Allowing 11otorc;rcl.e a•enta in the Black Saga area ia iacoa11isteut 

with the wllderoeae 'l'al\lea present there. See p. 11~. Probibitioa 

•houl.d be eoneidered to mitigate tne aoiae, eroaioa and concentration 

orpeopleWbichtheeee•&llt8C&\lB8o 

The 1'i1111al resource elaseirication presented oD page 67 or the 

DEIS ia arbitrary aDd repreaents &II uDjlletiried •alua Judgmeat, Plai11a 

areae ca.nnot be ...id to be illherently lacdng ineceaic ealue. ~are 

man.aga•ent decieioae are baaed oD arbitr.. ry claeairicationa euch aa 

tbiseeriouaarroraarelikalytobemada. 

final].,, and ill regard to the pro:>oeed sales al!.d e:r.cba11ges or eoaa 

tracts or BIJII land diae\lalled oa page 112, we beline that BLH baa the 

autborit;raadtheohl.igationtotranererjuriedlctl.onoraolleorita 

landstoothera:ppropriatestateandrederalagencieerathe' than to 

puttb.aeela11dauproraale, \fjahelie•ethataoeeddoesexilltto 

exchange land uader BU'I'II 11tew8rdship which hf<'l'e low pulllic values ror 

la.nds which ha•e higher public 'l'aluea, However, we do not belie•• that 

ie.ol.ation, easll size or difrieult maD&.gell8nt in aad or the•eal'l'ae render 

a pareel cr low p11bl1c •alue, In rant, these 111ay be the 'l'ery ractors 

whichaake tbepropert;rimportsnt rorwildlire, Inal.aoat e'l'ar;rcase, 

e:r.cba.nge ia prererahle to osale or public lands, 

lie tbaak you in ad•a11ce ror your coneiderat1on or these eom111e11.ta 

aadthairincluSlonintbepuhl.icreoord, 
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NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 
H12 ~~~teenth Srreet, N.W., Wnhtncton, D.C. 

12 Gardner Park Dr. 
Bozeman, MT. 59715 
July 9, 1983 

Michael Penfold, State Director 
Bureau of La.D.d Management 
P.O. Box 30157 
Billings, MT. 5910? 

Lyle Fox, Area Manager ''vJ'fe'j!(!
Headwaters Resource Area 
Bureau o:[ Land Management ,ii-f.1liSJ3P.O. Box 308 
Butte, MT. 59701 

Dear l'issr!l. Penfold and Fox: 

As you know :!rom previous correspondence on the BLI'I Assets Management 
Program, the National Wildlife Federation is a private citizens' non­
profit conservation education association with ~,tpproxi~~~ately 4.2 mill ­
ion members, more than 10,000 of whom are Montanans who hold member­
ship directly with NWP or belong to the__NWP'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 BLI'I's current Assets "Jilanagement Program and its effect 
on our public lands base. 

Also, as you know, Secretary of the Interior James Watt recently announced 
at the Western Governors' Confer.ence in Kalispell that he opposed the 
Assets l".anagement Program, deapi te the earlier claims by Secretary 'll'att 
and BLH 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 obv~ous 
subterfuge associated with its promot~on to the public, Political chica­
nery aside, the Hatl.onal 'll'ildli:fe Federation wishes to submit ita comments 
on the Headwaters Resource Area land disposal plan's draft environiDental 
impact statement, assuming that the land dlsposal program will proceed 
despite this obvious misrepresentation to the public. 'll'e ask that these 
comments be :included in the public record and that .fUll consideration 
be given to these suggestions in the development o::r 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 cons:.deration. 

In previous comments aubmitted to your agency regarding the Dillon and 
Billings Resource Area plans, the Federation asked that BLM recognize 
l.ts authority to adopt alternatives to sale of public lands under its 
Jurisdiction. These alternatives 1.nclude reassignment of jurisdiction 
to appropriate state and federal land IJlanagement agencl.es such as the 
Montana Department of F1.sh, Wildlife and Parks and the U.S. Forest Ser­

vice. 'll'e ~.~ A~~~E;.~E~~Gan,LR~~~~~~~a~:~~n7~~~:~c!!~ H!,~t. };~~...~~:,;tmen t of 

http:agencl.es
http:eom111e11.ta
http:aadatetllaxill>zeoilandgasproductJ.on
http:benefJ.ta
http:prO'I'J.de
http:Outstandi.DS
http:tnderetandJ.ng
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31b_,_ 
State Lands because o:f th.at agency's sorry record o;C ~maging the 
natural resources on lands under 1ts jurisdiction. \1'e also ask 
that a substan'tial portion of the lands listed for poaeible d!epoaal 
b.e 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 !a 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 oshould be d1sposed of because of their "manage­
~~nt di.!'ficulties" are, in ~~:ost imlt:lnccs, in:::uff~cient rco.::.on fer 
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 bureaucra;tic colllforts. 

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 BLMis efforts to establish and 
enforce stipulations on such extractive and enviromnentally-damag~ng 
activities. 

We must c.ommend the :Bureau, its personnel and the resource area advisory 
comm.ittee 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 
;::-cpcced o.ctione =1 to enccu=age pl!"blic par-ticipation a."ld i:r:volvement 
in the decision-making process. ln general, we find the DEIS to be a 
professionally-prepared docu.ment. Wildlife coordination requirements 
appear throughout the document, demon~trating not only that a superior 
inter-disciplinary approach was used ~n drafting the DElS but that 
fully professional w~ldlife biologists were permitted to exercise their 
prescribed role in this planning effort. The Resource A:rea planning 
team and supervisors should be commended for this. 

In particular, the Federation congratulate~> the BLH personnel for their 
reco!lllllendations to classify outstanding natural areas on the Front Range 
and the classificatior of the Sleeping Giant tract as an Area of Critical 
Env~rorunental Concern. 

We are also greatly encouraged to see strong direction toward coordinat~on 
of wildlife needs with commodity production objectives l.D this report. 
This is exemplified in the commitment that the•cooperative elk-logging 
study will be continued and that evaluation of fish and wildl~fe habitat 

31c_,_ 
will continue on a case by case ba.sie as part of all project level 
planning. 

:ec~~~;!!~:~ i~ ~~~1= :i~~~:n~~c!~s!~; ~;a;:::! ::tt~=~ ~~l 
that all range management projects will be given inter-disciplinary review 
prior to final planning and action. 

The Federation believes, based on years of experience with .federal 

~~~~il~r~~=d i~a!s!~e~~~ti~~i~ ~~!~ :;su~~ ~~J:~~rb~f line 

:O~a~~~:u~~~u~~~it~~~gw!~la~!~!r~h!_~-~~~~ho~j;~~1!!!o~o~!i~~=. ~~P~~yeee 
observed and heeded. This also implies that close !Mna.gement d~rection 
is needed without qualifications. 

l:f 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 t~ assure that adequate and continuous 
direction is given this spec~al resource. 

~~u~~~~~~~ ~~r~~i!~n ~~e~i~!~~~ononp~~~s!~ ~! ~~D~~itsy~
~each the point where the phrase "to the extent possible~ appears. 

~!!i~~~;esi~{:~t~~l~l~~!t~~et~~:n~~~~l~s~e~~m~~e~i~~~ian 
:~;i~3 ~~~:~~~~n:0 ¥~~~e~~ :\~~n~~ ~~~·n~:~~e~~~rU:~~~nl~; 
in the FEIS. 

~~:o~~:r~~~e:!~~ ~~~n~!n~~o!~~tb~o~~~c!;t!~r~l~rls~i ~aet 
i~ ~~~~ce~~~~:s~:;r~~~~:lm:a:~~~~i~i:!i~i~~~=sA~c~~to~ime 
~L~~!~e~h~~!i~~~~!~~:;~c~s~~;;~~~e~=lb:s;~:~::~ ~~ ~ tot 

;~~~~s!~: :!gfo~io~~: P~~Ii~!~n!hih~:CJ.~~~~~d~~1;i1Ie;;:~:n;e!~~~ 
rotection of a particular resource as well as as~ure the requ~re

~ublic involvement in the planning and management processes. 

:~~ef:er!~~:~:~i~~ ~:!i:::n~~i~D~~~t:a~ew!h~e~~:!e o~ re! !~~~ 
tional recommendations are relevant and appropr~ate. 

~~ew;e~:~!~~~~d i;n~::s~0~i~t~h~nu!~eo~i~~i~g~o~!!~~~o~~:Ji~: 
Ut~i;:t~~~e~~~~a~~du~~~o~:~~n~s~~~; ~~ !~~~=!t~~ea!~~~ : 
~~ordinated livestock-wildlife multiple use management program. We 
urge that these standards not be used. 

The Muskrat Allotment plan must be closely coordinated with ihe Elk 

~~~~~n:tl;~~!!t~;~:m;~~=~~;~~~~;ei~~e~h~!. !~~'?~:e!~: of 
a sensitive wildlife area, seem e~cessive and no ment~on lS made 
any proposed or current coordinatlon. 

31d 
Again, the Federation strongly protests many of the criteria imposed 
for ELM's land dispoeal_program. As we stated, difficulty of manage­
ment used as one criter~a for disposal should be considered .Q!!!I: when 
the actual cost of manage111ent exceeds the public benefits derived from 
retention of this lMd. In so111e instances, transfer to other state and 
federal agencies can solve this problem for your agen~y. 

We cannot envision any circ~a-tance 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:" 

"J.t 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 retail!. this land for its use be 
damned. Despite the Secretary's disavcr.al of the Assets Management Program 
at Kalispell ill June, this has been the theme of ths Assets Management 
Program Md 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 aeek innovative approaches to land exchange such as land 
pooling, a method which should greatly speed up the entire procedure. 

Lastly, the Federation adjures BLM to explore every possible means of 
land exchange or transfer of jurisdiction as alternatives to MY land 
sales. Response to the Dillon Resource Area plan, public sentiment and 
the attitude of state governments and Congress arc unanimous in their 
rejection of this administration's efforts to pander our citizens' 
birthright. We hope that recognition of this .fact by the Secretary 
will tri-ckle down to the local decision-making levels in the Bureau 
of Land Management. 

We ap-,reciate the opportun1ty to comment on ths Head:wa;ters Resource 
Jl.I·ed. LEIS and compliwent. i.ht~ s\.CI.i':f on the bulk t>f their recoll!lllendbt.ions. 
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 ets.te, be 
kept .fUlly informed of BLMie illtentions and plane with respect to 
any land dispoeal being considerd. by your agency. Please place the 
follcr.ing on your mailill8 list for all info:rtllB.tion regarding these 
programs: 

Charles J. Gr1.ft1th, Reg. ~ec. Emily Stonington, Exec. D1r. 
National Wildlife Federation Mor. tans. Wildlife Federation 
12 Gardner Park Dr. P.o. Box 2536 
Bozeman, MT. 59715 Bo111eman, MT. 59715 

1J;i;_l fL JiiJJ 
Charles J. Gr~ 
Regional Executive 

32a Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. 
Pubhclandslnsntute 

l)lORACESTREET 

l"li':NVEP. 01LORADOI!Ol06 

August3, 1983 

Mr.Danlechefsky 
Project Manager 
ButteDistr1ctOffice 
8ureauofLandManagement 
p. 0. Bo~ 3388 

Butte.Hontana 59702 


RE: 	 DraftEnv1ro1J11ental ImpactStatementandResourceManagementPlan 
fortheHeadwatersResourceArea,Montana 

DearMr.Lechefsky: 

Enclosed a~ the c3!mlents of the Denver office of the Public Lands 
lnst1tuteoftheNatun1Resources0efenseCouncil,Jnc.ontheDraft 
Environmental JmpactStatementandResourceManagementPlanforthe 
HeadwatersResourceArea. Corrmentsonthenngemanagementsectionsof 
theRMP/E!SwillbesentunderseparatecoverbyourSanfrancisco 
office,andshouldbecons1deredpartoftheseconrnents. 

WeapprecJatetheopportunitytoreviewandcomlll!ntonthis 
proposal. Iflcanl:eofassistancetotheprojectteam,pleasedo 
nothesitatetocontactmeattheaboveaddressandtelephone. 

Sincerely yours, 

(~/'-~ 
CarolynR.Johnson 
SeniorPubliclandsSpeculist 

CRJ:bml 
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32b 
DE:-.1\'ER COLOR-I.Rlll<'ll)t. 

COMMENTS OF THE 

NATURALRESOURCESDEFEI'ISECOUNCIL, INC. 
ANOITSPUSLICLANOSINSTJTlJTE 

ON THE 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL !~PACT STATEI'IENT 

ANORESOURCEMANAGEMENTPLANFOR 


THEHEAOWATERSRfSOURCEAREA 


Prepared by: 

C~rolyn R. Johnson 
SemorPubliclandoSpeClallst 

ErtcHildebrandt 
Intern, Po1icyAnalys1s 

Florence!'lunter 
Consultant 

32c 
~-~ 

AlthoughthedraftHeadwatersRMP/EISisanimprovementoverthepiecemeal 

approachtaland-useplanningbasedonManagementFrameworkPlanswhichhas 

beenusedinthepast, theRHP/ElSfallsshortofmeetingthestatutoryand 

regulatory requirements forcomprehens1veplann1ngandanalys1s. The maJor 

def,cienoesafthedraftRMP/£1Saredetai1ed,nthefollowingcomments. 

TherangemanagementportionofthesecommentshasbeensentbyourSan 

Franoscooff,ceunderseparatecover. 

~ 
In farmulatingthedifferentalternatJvesanalyzedandcomparedlnthe 

RMP/EIS,d 1 fferentgoalsandobjectives~o~erenotdeveloped far each resource 

ineachalternative. (~Table2-15,p.47). lnmanyareas,thereJslittle 

ornodifferenceinthepropasedmanagementactiansforeachalternatlve,making 

thecomparativeevaluatlonofimpactsinthedocumentextremelylimlted. Some 

examplesofmanagementgoalsandproposedactlonsthatcouldbemodifiedto 

achleve·agreaterrangeafalternatJvesaregJvenbelow: 

1. TheilMP/EIShasrecognlzedthegeOeraleffectsofthetimberindustry 

on w1l dl1 fe habitat (especially aquatic habitat) ~nd on recreational resources 

(pp.ll4, 118-llO),yettheacrestobeharvestedarethesameforthepreferred, 

noactJon,andprotectionalternatives. Whynotconsiderdifferentlevelsand 

1ocationsoftimbenng,andanalyzetflelmpactsonspecif1chabitatand 

recreat1onal resources? Thiswouldallowfortrade-offsbet~o~eentheseresources 

tobeanalyzed,andtheincremental "costs" of timbering intermsofw1ldl1fe 

andrecreat1on tobeident1fied. 

2. The general pro'sandcon'soflanddlSpasalandexchangeinthe 

resourceareaarecarefullyanalyzedanpp.ll2-113. A1thaughtheanalys1Sis 

32d 
very general, itaccurotelyrecogn,zesthat trade-offsexistbet..eenarapid 

programoflanddisposal and a more gradual programemphasiz,nglandexchange. 

Ho~ver, the amount of land for potential disposal lS the same for the 

preferred,protection,andproductionalte.-natives. 

3. All fouralternat,vesincludetheeconomiccosts·benefitsassociated 

with range use and oil and gas de~elopment as well as the approximate number of 

jobs created "i th the timber industry. We be 11eve detai Jed cos t~benefit ana 1 yses 

arerequ1redforothernon-marketresourceusesaswell astheonesnamedabove. 

DetalledorquantitatHeeconomicanalysesofrecreatlOnaluse(motorizedas 

well asnon-motorlZed, huntlng/flshinguse),wildlifeforageallocation (as 

this relates to hunting act 1~ity, for 1nstance) and wilderness preser~at1on would 

prov1de a more complete,deta1led basis for comparatwe analysn. Such analys1s 

wouldprovldeabetterrangeofalternatwesandcouldchangepartsofthe 

preferred a lternati~e BLf"' selects. For example, the 1nclusion of such data and 

analysisdidleadtoasign1ficantchange1ntheBureau'sf1nal propOsed plan 

fortheGlenwoodSpringsResourceAreainColorado. There,ltwasdiscovered 

throughtheeconomicanalysisofthewildlifeandlivestockforageallocatlon 

fortheEconomicDeveloj:1>1entandllesourceProtectionalternativesthatincreasing 

wildllfeforageallocatianswouldresultlngreatereconomicbenefits, primarily 

throughthelmpactJncreasedhuntingopportunitieswouldhaveonthearea's 

This was unexpected to the BLM staff who prepared the dr~ ft RMP/ E 1 S, 

andthef1nal planwasad]ustedtoincreasewlldlifefora!1'!. 

Thereareathermodificat10nstothealternat1vessectionwhichare 

requiredorwhichdeserveattentlan. ThesemaJorareasarediscussedlndlvJdually. 

AchangeJnapproachJnmanyoftheareasdiscussedwouldsubstantiallyalter 

therangeofalternatwes. 

32e 

More i nventary and data -- especially on many "non-m~rket" resources - ­

isnecessary,ntheRMP/ElStaa11owcomparJSonandintegrationof1nformatlon 

concern1ng all the variou5 land uses 8LH is req~1red ta consider under flPHA 

{~Sec.lOJ(c)). Erodedanderosionhazardareas,areasafheavyORVuse, 

localiledsourcesofwaterpollution,unsatisfactoryriparianhabltatand 

differenttypesofrecreatianalusewhicharebneflymentionedintheChapters 

onAffectedEnvironmentand£nvironrnental Consequencesshouldbe1dent1f1ed 

on map overlay~ and quanti tied ta the greatest extent passi ble. By s 1 ight1ng 

sameresourcesattheoutsetoftheplanningprocess--during1nventory-­

final RMPstendtoendupemphasillngcommerclal land users overbalanced land 

management. We>o~Culdliketonotetheexcellentknowledgeanfishandw1ldl1fe 

showninthedocument;however, tomaketheinformationpresentedlnthedocument 

morem<eaningful to the reader (andpresumably,totherestoftheBLMplanning 

team)theRMP/ElSshould1ncludeinformationoncrucialwinterhabitat,wild11fe 

popuhtions, and the relationship at public lands (adminlstered by BLM) to 

the surrounding areas (admlnisteredbystate,otherfederal agenc1esorpr1Vate 

owners)withrespecttowildlifehabitatandpopulatlons. 

lnsomeplaces,theRMP/£JSstatesthatlnformation, suchassailsurveys, 

arestillbeingcollected (pp.56-57)orthataddit1onal infonnatianonwater 

resourcesandtimbenng, far example, isava1lableattheareaoffice (pp.57, 

86). However,the1nformatianintheRMP/EISandthemannerinwhichit is 

presenteddonotindicatethatBLMhasmadeanappropriateefforttoassemble 

all available1nformation; to collect additional infonnat1onemphasizing 

"signiflcantissuesanddeclSJonswiththegreatestpotential impact"; and to 

integrateand~thisinformation"inamannerthata1dsappl1Cat1oninthe 

planningprocess"{43CFR1610.4-J{a)). SincepubllcparticipationisamaJor 
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elementoftheplannlngprocessoutlinedbyFLPMAandBLMplanningregulatlons, 

alllnformationreleventtoplannlngdecisionsshouldbepresentedorsummarized 

lnaneasilyusablefonnintheRI'IP/EIS, Becausemultiple-usemanagement 

involves the integration of many different land uses and inventory data, map 

overlays and quantitat1ve tables are particuhrly useful to the redder (and, 

presumably,totheBLHplanningteam). WherelmportantinformatlonisuMvailable 

because of present budget and t1me constraints 1t 110uld also be helpful to the 

publicandfutureBLHmanagementtospeclflcallyidentifythesedatagapsin 

the doc~ent. Indeed, BLH pl~nning regulations requ1re that RI1Ps generally 

state•herethereisa "needforanareatobecoveredbymoredetailedand 

specificplans." {43CFR160I.0-5(k)(8)). 

Soi 1 and Water Reso~rces 

All thealternativesintheRI'IP/EISlackcomprehensiveandspecificanalys's 

andproposahto improveormaintainthearea'ssoll and water resources upon 

"'hichgrazing,,.ildlifeandmanyhumanactivitiesultlmatelydepend. The 

generaldiscussionofsollandwaterresourceslnthechaptersonAffected 

Environment and Environmental Consequences {pp.56-57andl09-lll) 1ndicatethat 

erosionproblemsandlocallzedsourcesof"'aterpollutlonexistinthearea-­

oftenfrcnpastminingpracticesandovergrazing--whichcouldhave long­

lHtingor irreparable consequences ifallo...ed to continue. As the EIS itself 

notes "soilsthatnowshows.)'lllptOI"'Isoferosionwill be seriously impacted by 

anysoil-disturblngactivities (and)rehabilitationofthesesoil5,.i11 be100re 

difficultbecauseofpastlossesoftopsoilandnutrients''(p.l09). Similarly, 

coalandgoldminingcouldresultinseriousimpactsonground-waterresources, 

lncludingthewatersourceofmanyhomeownersnearHelena (p.llO). 

32g 
TheEISstatesthatunderthepreferredplan, "BLMwouldtrytoprevent, 

ratherthanmitigatethedegradatlonofwaterquality .. byreviewingactivi­

tleS before they happen, and following apphcable laws and regulat1ons .. 

(p.llO). However,ilcloserana1ySlsrevea1sthatthepreferredplan 1n fact 

containsnosuchconcretepreventive measuresforidentlfledandpotentla\ 

sourcesofwaterdegrodatlon. A proposal towlthdra ... portlonsoftheScratch 

Grave 1 Hi 11 S from ~· 1ne ra 1 entry to protect ground-wilter from cy~n1 de con t~!f.l na­

t ion, for instance, is reJeCted in the Preferred Altern at 1ve because n~rnerous 

minwgclaims intherechargearea ...ouldbeunaffectedbythew,thdra"'al. 

Instead, reliancelsplacedonfederal andstateregu\at10nswh1ch, byBLM's 

ownadmiSslon,areconslderedadequate.'..!theenforcingagenciesarefunded 

adequately (~n.£ it should be added, lf these agencies effectively carry out 

regulations) (p.52). Slmilarly,a\thoughundergroundcoalminlngcould 

senouslyd1sruptground-water (p. llO),all federal coalw1thintheGreat 

Falls Coal Fleldlsavailableforfurtherconsiderationforcoalleasinginthe 

prefernodplan,whichreliesonfuture,unspecifledleasestipulationsandmJne 

plan re~ i ew to prevent ground-water resource prob 1 ems (p. 53} . Regu 1ilt 1ons 

themselves are not a mitigating measu~, and no analysis supports the conclus1on 

thatBLI'Ineeddonothlngbutrelyonexistingregulations. 

Throughout the plan, ln-depthanalyslSofhowsoil resources could be 

protectedthroughspeclflcmanagementactionsandrestnctionsarealsomisslng. 

Theproposedplancalls for219,000acres (whereerosionandlanduseconflicts 

presumably e~ist) to be "prioritized for restrictlons" (p. 40}. However, no 

speClficrestrictionsareproposed,noclearexplanat,onofwhytheseareashave 

beenchosenor ...heretheyarelocatedlsgiven, andthere1sinadequateanalys1s 

oftheenvironmentallmpactsonthedJfferentacreagesproposedforrestriCtlons 

32h 
undereachalternative(~Environmentallmpactssection). InAppendixE, 

allotments ... itherosion,water,andvegetationproblemsareidentified--and 

improvingtheseconditionsisstatedasamanagementobjective --but specific 

managernentactionstoachlevetheseobjectJvesaregeneral\ynotproposed. 

Simllarly,althoughroadconstructionanduserepresentsthemostsignificant 

impact on soils from most types of land use and development (p. 109), the RI'IP/EIS 

lacksanyfonnofcomprehensivetransportationplanningandanalysis. Thetotal 

mJlesofroadsnecessaryforaccess.theecologlCal and visual impacts of these 

roadsandthecostofbuildingthetransportationsystemcanoftenbegreatly 

reducedbylong-tenn. comprehensive transportation planning. Major factors 

lntransportationplanningshouldincludeproJecteduse,thevisual and ecological 

sensitlvltyofvarlousalternatJVetransportationcorridors,andthevarious 

land-userestrictlons,.hichcanbeusedbylandmanagers. 

Rathl!rthananalyzingsoil and ...aterresourcesandproposinglanduse 

designationsormanagementprogramstoprotecttheseresources,theRMP/EIS 

rnerelyass1.111esthat "in general, impacts to soil andwaterresourcescanbe 

mltigatedonasite-specificbaslSthroughtheapplicationofstandardoperating 

procedures and the general bestmanagementpracticeslisted1nAppend1xC" 

(p.llO). Noanalysisispresentedshowlngthesepracticesdoaccomplishthe 

necessary mi tigat 1on. FLPMA clearly requ1 res that"the p~bl1 c 1 ands be mancged 

1namannerthatw1ll protectthequalityofthe ...aterresource" {Sec.l02 (a)(B)} 

and the "hannoniousandcoordlnatedmanagernentofthevariousresourceswithout 

lmpalrmentoftl-o~~productivityoftheland" (Sec.l03 (c). (Emphasis added). 

Asitstands,however,theRI'IP/ElSoffersnopreventive analysisandmanage­

ment proposals for soil and water resources. Futureactivit1esaffect1ng 

thesesensitiveresourceswouldha.vetobecontinuallyanalyzedonacase-by­

casebasistodetermineimpactsandmitigatingmeasurestocomplywiththe 

32i 
requJrements of FU•".PA. Protection of so1l and water resources-- which often 

deterlorateinbltsandpieceswhichaccumulateovertune,orano irreparably 

lmpactedi!ftermlnlngorotheractiVltieshaveoccurred--requiresanapproach 

basedlargelyon~i.~£signlficantlndividualimpilctsand~nacceptable 

cumulatJVe impacts,ratherthanattemptlngtomitlgateadverseimpactsona 

case-by-case basis. 

AsBLM'smasterland-useplanfortheHeddwatersanoa,theRI'IP/EISshould 

alsocontainthoroughanalysisandmanagementactions for all nosources-· 

includlngwaterpotentiallylmpactedbyhardrockminingintheScratchGrave1 

Hillsandcoalmin1ngintheGreatFallsCoa1 Fleld--eventhoughotherstate 

andfederalayenciesmCty~~theresponsibilityforprote<tlngtheseresources. 

ThefactthatotheragenClesshanoresponSlbllityforprotectlngtheseresources 

doesnotlessenBLM'sstatutoryilndregulatoryobligationtoprotectthese 

resourcesandtoproposeconcretewaysofdolngso. 

AllthealternatJVesproposeCtdramiltJClncreaseintimberingactivlties 

--fromlm1ll1onboard feetperdecadetoover26milllonboardfeet--"'lthout 

expla1n1ngwhysuchheavyemphas1s lSbeingplacedontimbering. "'hywasthis 

increaseselected? AstheRMP/EISnotes,t1mberinglscurrentlyveryllmlted 

1n the area and condit1ons are not partlc~larly filvonble for t1mbering, as 

''muchofthetimberisinsmall stands,scrneof,.hicharequiteisolated" (p.l05}. 

ThebnefanalysisoftheeconomlClmportanceoftimberingindJ<atesJncreased 

tlmbenngwouldresultinverysmall economlcbenefits {p.l05). There is no 

comparisonofthecostsofthet1mberingprogramlnrelationtothebeneflts, 

andtheenvnomental impoctsanalysisoftimberingHsosuperficial and 

non-spec1ficthat1t isessent1allymeaningless. For1n5tance,1mpactsofroad 
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te tM tlS., wh\11! lllll'dCts on w1ld~1fe and granng ">mu~d be 11' tht 

wcl'l;!dl\ed or de~reJ.ed fora~ and co~er" {p. 166}. 

At the tltt>e, the very l1mited tnfonnatlO" t;;,r.cern'r.\1 

H given irt the r:s s~9gests the u:n;h af "tog•;.,ng 1n ter'il5 v' 

lt>~er.t practiu> of I!Ct lc~g1rg v. sbpe; c•er tC per~.!'"lt, 

tractor !ot;<;il\g on s1CPf" witt­ .wer>l'~e gr<~C>ent$ 

f'!.lQbllS~\1'19 t pemar.ent :•11ber ind~stry 1n e~,H~ 'luiteJ 

ti'l'~rin',l rl!q\.Jres deJ•I:.ltirn; large tncts o• publ•t lane al'ld \Carte putllr 

f<1ndifl9 tc th's ~ingle wrPO$~. If BcM drastically 1nCr~.HE'S 1.1mbenn~ ~~ 

HeadwaUH"S area, the aQency is llkely to end up ~ubsid1n ng uneco~omi c tlmt>ering 

oper~ttlon; 3t tl'le IHpflnHr of taApJyer:> <on!! tr.J1y economic tlmbenng operaiit>n$ 

w ot'*r (IMU the <o-~tntry, s~cll a:; t'lll- r;;cific ~w~th~~L T1t'llet"1ng 

one o 4 rw.r.y wlll'j\ 1~, •·•'ictl lota! ec;monics. can te ;tllll',lilt..,C, ao!t M•~.au\e 

t~ 1argf: capital ''1V1!'HIII!nt needea HI Vds t~-pe- Qf mdu~~""Y 

log:;lnq and m1llin.;; ··the na.,bl!>'- of'~o:;~ cr~dted !!"!,.. th 
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~~~t.JPD.!_ 

A\t~ovgh t~P a~as propJH~ fDr 1es1gNtHl"' <:> Gutstar,u 1ng f,iltu:-<>1 fw~.H 

st-ou1d be fl!coo:me.Wed for 1</lh:lerneB t:leslgnatior, >ever~! >tdtfmrnts 10 th~ 

~1>1~/f!S cor.,erni ng OrJA~ and 1\UC$ nee!! to be c1ori tied, t.owhere does the 

RMP/[!S ~6e~~~te1y exp!a111 why th!! W5As \oli!re on~y consirlered for U'll\ des 1g'lH'on, 

<1-n~ not fu,. ACf~ st~t:;s. ~i>,P"n 101! ;soso?d th•s question \n a ~elel:'t.on<;> co~ve~satwn 

n<~t~;ral prt:c~n. fa\ ;:;r <wi'<:::l1fe -"f~c..r.::C/, 

Our ccrct>rr is H'dt the pvbl' C-, <IS <wel' dS SUI 1tse1', -;ho.,l~ be ,le.uly 

HIJre cf tl'll dhtH!ctlo, IA~><NHl these: two Qeslgr.~t•mH ;;~c that 15 u£E~ 

whtnever appropriate, 

~-T~::!!, 

T~e \r~entory of lard~ within th<;> 4Hoos~• c~tego~y and t·.e analySJ& of 

impacts of P:~"O.IlOUd land d11.PQ~Jl ~I'll" c'•N<'lt 'naa<>c-.,.o.t~ to f~lfill tM 

rtquwe!llt!'nts of fd'•.t:. and ft!:P$1, l'lll ~MP/~)S ~oes not identlf:t or des::t1 t>E 1'* 

32k 
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The preferred alternative includescoalleasJngintheGreatFallsCoal 

Flelddesp1tf!theeconomicandenvironrnentalunattractJYenessofdeveloping 

the coa 1 Development is adm1 tted to be unl 1 ~ely gJVen the high ash and 

sulphurcontentofthecoal, inadditiontotheexpenseofundergroundmlnlng 

of thin coal beds (pp. 60, 105, and 131). The soft coal mar~et and abundance 

of coal available through existing leases and mines further emphas1 zes t~e 

unliKelihoodoftheneedtoleasethiscoal. Nojustificatlonispresentedfor 

thestaff'spreferenceoffurtherstudyofcoalleasinginthisarea. Whywas 

thischoicemade? Werecommendthatleasingofthel25milliontonsoffederal 

coal inthJSareanotbeJncludedinthepreferreda1ternative. 

InoddJtlonitwouldappeartheRMP/E!Sdoesnotadequatelypresentnor 

~nswe r the co a 1 leas 1ng is sue presented on p. 12; that 1s, what port 1on of the 

Great F~ll s Coal t1eld should t>e made available for further leasing? No 

a lternat lVes of 1eas 1ng any portion of the co a 1 field ~;ere ana ly~ed -- only to 

lease all thef1eldornone. 

TheRMP/EISpresentsacommendablydetaJleddiscusslonofhowthelands 

unsuitabilltycntena.ereappliedandwhatresults.ereobtained(AppendixH). 

ManyotherRMP/E!Sslacksuchathoroughtreatmentwhichmakesitdifficu1tfor 

the publ1c to rev1ew the document, ~o~e1gh the choices, and make sug~stions. T~;o 

changesareneededtotheHe<td"!llatersplan: toobtainbaslclnventorydatathat 

is lac~1ng on resources such as hi ston c, archeologic and cultural sites, and 

baldandgoldene<tgles;andtocorrectlyapplyCritenaltls.3andl6. The 

analysisofNo.3statessubsldenceandtensioncracksinroadscanberepa1red 

sothatroadconditionsareequal toorbetterthanthoseexistlng. We know of 

noevidencesupportingth,sintheundergroundcoal fleldsofColoradoandUtah; 

infact,expenenceindicatestheoppositeistrue. "criter1onNo.16states 
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lDD-yearfloodpla,ns "shall beconsideredunsuitableunless"itisdetennined 

substantialdemageis!!9J.threatenedbymining; r.owever, theanalysislmproperly 

reverses the criterion, leavingthreefloodplainsassuitableformininguntil 

proven unsuitable. 

The irnpact analysis conhined in Chapter Four is clearly inadequate to 

fulfill the requirements of NEPA and BLI'l planning reguhtions, -..hich require 

BLMto "estimateanddisplayphysical, biological,economicandsocial effects 

ofimplementlngeachalternative~~"(4JCFR161D.4-6). (Emphasisadded). 

lnmanycases, lmpactsmaybedifficulttoassess"indetail"t.ecausemanagement 

goalsandpro,.osedactionsaremissing,ambiguousorsogeneral that they art! 

impossibletomeaningfullyassessorquantify. (~ComiTII!ntsbytopics). As 

described below, theRMP/EISfailstogobeyondmerelygeneriC, "text-book" 

descriptionsoflmpactsonmanymaJorresources. Although.erecognizethat 

many impacts are difficult to quantifyandassessona site-specific level, 

cumulative lmpactscanbeestimatedandimpactsmaybestatedintermsof 

"probableranges"where "effectscannotbepreciselydetenn1ned"(43CFR16l0.4-6). 

So1lsandWatershed: AlthoughtheEISrecognJzesthatthemain impact from 

manytypesofdevelopmentistheconstruct10nanduseofroads (p.109),no 

attempt1smadetoquantifyorestimatethetotalamountofroadsneededunder 

eachalternative. Anestlmatefortimberingroadsneededisgivenunderthe 

sectiononforl'stry,butthisisthesameunderall alternatlvesandispresumably 

not the result of comprehensiVe transportat1on planning and analysis. The ~P/EIS 

contains no support or e~planation for the conclus 10n that "(t)here -..ill be 

approximatelya2,DDOacJ"edecreaseinunsatisfactorywatershedcondltlons. 

based on changes 1n grazing allotment management" (p. 111), and no attempt 1s 
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rnad~ at. reaching a s imllar estJmate of the total curnulatJVe effect of all other 

actJVJtJesundereachalternative. 

Recreation Resources: Again, theRMP/ElScontainsanaccurategeneral 

dJScuss,onofpotentJal generallmpacts, butthereJsnoattempttoapplythe 

:ener~l knowledge to the "on-the-ground" Sl tuat ion 'n the Headwaters Resource 

d:::i; ~"order to est1m<1te the Impact of each alternative on recreat 1on "in 

V1sual Resources: Th RM 
resourceimpacts. e P/£1ScontalnsnodetalledanalysisofvJsual 

Thedocumentmerelystatesthat!f_ClaHAismanagedto 

retain visual quality "thereshouldbeminimal adverseJmpact''andthat "some 

SlgnJflCantadverselmpactscouldoccur"__J__fsuitablevisual qualityobJeCtlves 

arenotapphedonscenJCqualityClassBandCland (p.ll5). Nowhereinthe 

RI1P/E!Saretheseobjectivesdescribed, 
Adequateanalysisofvisuallmpacts 

of course' '~ i nhi bi ted by the fact that none of the a 1 ternat i ves actua 11 ' 

contaJn~ a VISual resource management program; each merely proposed to coyt. 

enluatlng VIsual resources "as a part of actlvity and proJect planning"(: 1:::. 

.Althoughthelevelsandtypesofdeveloprnentthatwouldoccurundereach. 

alternative would presumably vary, the E!S unexplJCably concludes that . 1 

lmpactswouldbethesameundereachalternative(pp. il5,lJ3, 14Iandv::;:. 

Wildlife: Th 
the analysis is li:,IT'Cist detailed analysis in the EIS concerns Wlldlife, yet 

tedtoacreagesofgeneralhabitatthat-..ouldbe . 

ornegat1velyaffected Theanal . POSltively 

wildlife populatJons a~d crucia 1 ~:~: t::oul:. als~ consider 1m pacts in terms of 

forwildlifepopulations. ,WIChJsoftenthelimitingfactor 

S~ci al and EconomJC Conditions: The only detailed or quantitative 


e~onomJC analysJs 1 s presented for grali ng, tlmberi ng and energy devel 


Slmllar analysls is necessary for Recreatlon, Wilderness, Land 
 Disposa~~~:~al 
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Quality(asitmlghtaffectlandvalues, usesandtourism)andWatersheds (e.g., 

-..hatwouldt>etheeconomicimpactlfwaterresources intheScratchGravelllills 

ortheGreatFallsCoal fieldswerecontam1natedordisrupted?) 

Becauseofthed1ff1cultyofassessingthe "true"costsandbenefitsof 

many "non-market" land-uses ineconcmicterms,-..edonotproposethatmu1tiple­

usedecisionsbereducedtoaseriesofeconomicanalyses. llowever,bydevoting 

roreplanningresourcesto-..ards identifyingandestimatingtheeconolflicvalueof 

"non-market" resources, bettercomparisonsanddecisionscanbemadebet~;een 

marketandnon-marketlanduses. (Also~AlternativesSection). 

wedonotbelievethedraftRMP/ElSfulfillstheregulatoryandstatutory 

intentandrequirementsinseveral significant respects. The alternatives do 

notpresentanadequaterangeofchoJCes,andfail toincludesufficient1nventory 

data,specificmanageiTII!ntproposalsandimpactanalysisformanyfundamental 

managementconcernssuchassoils/watershed, forf!stry, coal leasing, 

wildlife, recreation and land-tenure. Asdescrit>ed1nourcorrments,thereisno 

indicationthatBU!hasmadeaconcertedefforttoproperlyinventorythe 

resource area, use all available data, and collect, use and present this in an 

1ntegrated,usuableform. Thesedeficienciesnotonlyprecludemeaningful public 

inputandrevie-.., butalsoindicateBLI'lhasnotutilizedthethorough, 

interdisciplinaryplanningprocessprescribedbyFLPMAandNEPA. 

Theident1fieddeficienciesjustifyaccmprehensivesupp\ementtothis 

drafti!MP/£15. Theaddit1onal infonnation, planning,andanalysisthatis 

required to make this I!MP/DEISacompJ"ehensilll'planningandanalyt1caldoclnl!nt 

wouldsubstantlallychangethescopeandcontentoftheexi5tingdocument. For 

thesereasons,tllepublic, andlocal,statf!andfederal agenciesshouldbegiven 

theopportunitytocomentonthecontentofanotherdraftRMP/£15. 
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Project ~anaqe:r 


Managtn~&nt: 


59'102 

neu M.r. r..eehetaky; 

on the ReadVAters Draft M.MP/li:IS, 
on Au<JU8t 5, the tiMl day of the 

were prl!!par~ in :reepomtc-=-:c-.c:·:·~ ..:c·cQOQI'M!ntiJ 

you will g"ive 
la.nd uM: planning process. 

you for your consideration, 
I hope you find then 

from your waehion<;rton otfice. Given 
unable to ~pare the c~nte any 

full consideration to thea-& <l'Cil'IIU.:<nts 

David B. Edelson 

cc~ Ed FiR 

!'lf:Wl:!!giW:<iOfftt«. •7UIEDI.IV.E•,.4't'!Clt,MA.i><i00•lh'f$~_s6 
l"!!bli'i!lm>di f>IS!IIJ>~~: <1J(HI..asnuT •I>UlVU, GO 11<»<16' ~ $71""914<1 

33c 
Project M.anaqer 

n 412\1.2, 4120.2-l{a!, 4120.2-J(a) (l.9B2). 1'he proposals contained 
J.n the lleadwabl!:no ll:lS Lack snn>e of these basic elements, 

Altho!J9'h t.hE EIS proposals inclwie livestock nti.IObors and lncor­
poro.t::e, for the m.ost put, exiat.ins seasOM of use, they lack any 
apecific gra::inq ay•t.enw and contain utilization leVelS (')nly for a. 
fractiort of the allotments. Exiatinq grouing systems are not described 
for each allotment, and no specitie grazing systema are propo-aed; 
in&tead, the E!S merely deecribes gEmenr.l types of grazing systW'IIS 
that might ooneeivollbly be iJ~tplemented in unspecified allotments in 
the future, (EIS, p. 25 & A.pp. G.} The EIS fails to include existing 
utilization levels, even thou<;Jh such levels presumably Will contin\le 
urtder the ~no action• alternative. Mort;!OVer, specific utilization 

i~v;:• 2~~) :~~P~~e!u~h11e~~*'a a~!"p~~~d'f~ra~~~~~;o~~rAr. 
allotments, 

Th• l!:lS does contain, at leaJ~t: _for Cateqory .T allotments, th(! 
objectives t.'l«t a specitic q:ra::ing managem.ent program should meet in 
each allol:lllent. SI'HJ l\pp, E. J:fowe'l>6r, for the Met part it fails to 
identify or analyHuy speciHc actions that. must be taken to achieve 
these objectives. The Jih,J.l"S4u's Mobject.ivesH are stated in general tal"llla 
like "improve the rip.$;rian h&bit.at~ft •improve vegetative cover end 
live;stcck dietri.butJ.on patterns,• tild ftli.Ut livestock utiliai'ltlOn~ 

~~~id!!!i;l!d. bu:~~P;!;~!!i~ :~!i;:;t~:ia:~;li:;!~!:n~:~ee, 
as the Bureau admits, •imp.leme.ntation of :;razing aysteluft and other 

to attain these objectives, ati<l the 
upon the development of such unidentified 

U 3.) With respect to Category M and C 
laclts !Jpecific manaqement objectives, IIIUCh 

Utu l!peciHc proposals. ~ App, 1::. 

'l:'he JUS •lso lacks any apeci:f'ic .fOl.'age allocations for wildlife 
or non-con/llwnptive uses. :!t atatee that M.aufficie!'>tft forage w,ill b~ 
provided for vildllfe (p, l9J but never identifies I'IOw many All~s -will 
be reserved tor wildlife, either in tlle entire area or irt partlcular 
allotmente:, Given the ~~ope:cific foraqil allocation proposals tor live­
Stock, it appee:r$ that the Bureau will first allocate forage to li.ve­
•toak and tho remeindet', if any, will be available for wildlih and 
nOn-eonsUlllptive usea. This approach ill unacceptable, The EIS should 
ma.lte apeeifie forage allocation proposals for use.~s other than livestock 
grazin9 in order to ensure that ~aufficientN forage is .!'IVailable for 
Such uses, 

2. Ramie o£ Alternat:i..,.,s 

t'he court i¥'1 NPDC v. Morton r~;~quired £ISs to "diecuss in <Ulltail 
... all reaaonollble"i.rferna~ to proposed livestock grazing 

33b Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. -SA,.I'l\ANCISCO,CAI.lfUI\NIA9410S 

WAOIII~o>T<IN, ..~.1000~ 

t~tUJS·tuo 

l\uqust 5, 1!1&.3 

The r~ 1Minagellliilnt provisions of the Headwaters RMl>/EIS su.t'fer 

from lll<:lst of the Game basic deficiencies that we have repeatedly pointed 

out, both in our COJII.ll'IOnts on other recent gra~:ing ElSs .tnd in our 

recent judicial action aski.ng the judqe in NRDC \7, Morton to rule that 

several EISa fail to satisfy the minimum reqUiiemoenti"l'irthe N.\tional 

Environll'll!!'ntal Policy Act (NEPA). As detailed below, the Headwaters ElS 

is inadeqwr.te be.caus.e 1t. lacks: {1} a&;tquate site-apecific proposal$: 

(2) a reasonable range of alternatives; (3) detAiled and sUbstantiated 

environll'll!!'ntal impace analysiS/ (4) sufficient intortM.tion on rarwe 

condition and resourcea1 CSI CQIIIPrenensive, cumulative .u:.alysie of the 

it;tpacts of all p:ropoaad resource activities, as reqlJ.ired by the: 

Federal Land Policy MAtH\94'lll'lent Act; and (6) a proposed action that 

rusol+o'eill resource. probl<tlM a~> quicll:ly as .fea.aible. Althou¢! the £1S 

contains certain col!ll'l'lendable featlJ.t'eS with respect to forrt~At and deecrip­

tions. of resource problema, the docutnent's range :nanagement section is 

fund.Gr.entally inadequate lll'\d should be revritten in Order to comply

vith legal reqU,ll'lltll'\ents, 

1. ~c Proposals 

Nm t:...sl<>••d O{fi•r ''I ...,~"""'' ....~...., ........ <>tJOO·II>7 6ss-~ 


f'ul;ln !.&'*<# h,H,rlll<'' 17'lil MU sru.!T•l>EM'Eit• 00 8o..00 • ,..~ !'/J··<j'HO 


The alternative livestock fore:qe a.llocations in the ElS do not 
vary significantly, There is little difference even between the 
res01,1.rce protection (27,036 A.UMal and resource prod"'ction {Jl,!JS4 
Al!!-is) alternatives, The resource production a.lteroative is not: •mean­
ingf"'lly lower~ than the propose~ action, ae t~ Bureau has previously 
acknowledged. ia r.e;;:essary. ~o:ratt Guideline$ for Preparlr.gGrazing 
E!S&," p. 23 (April l!J79)". Moreover, the F.TS lacks a "no graainq-" 
alternatiVe, Which ill necesiHiry in order to provide a. baseline for 
COlllparison of all other alterr.at:ives and to ?rotect. ripar!.an and other 
deqradcd resources. See oratt Gul®line&, at 23; "l'ina~ Gra:ti.ng 
MMagement: Policy,·• p,;r::la (!.M, No, 82-292, March 5, 1982}. Thus, 
it is clear that the Bureau has already decided to 1114intain stoo::!i:inq 
levels at approlci.!'Mtely the existinq numQE'rs and that the consideration 
o:f alternatiVes in the SIS has boJen a mere fn.t1r111l exercise. 

The El$ obviously lacks a '"full ra!\ge of management praeti(les," as 
req,Jired by the F1nal Gra:ain9 Mana~nt Po~icy, ~· at 1-U!. In 
fact, the £15 fa11a to consider any alterm11tive manage.ent: practlces. 
For example, the alternatives do not include any different qrazing 
systeas, utilization levels, or seasons o.f use, 't'he Bureau has 
demonstrated in other qra::inq ElSs that it can consider a rat~qf.> of 
alternative graz;ing aystcm.s, IUlasonl!l of US\lo and utilization lev.al!J for 

~~~~ri!t~~:!!~n mh8h~~ut~~u;:a~~~r g;:;~n:r:~~~gs!!!;vX~i: 
District, CalHornia (19112). The absence of; such alternatives in the 
!leadvaters EIB is a critical flaw. 

The discussion of a.lt.ernatives in the EIS iJI inadequate for other 
reasons. Fir.st, the ~no actionM alternative contains proposed ranqe 
improvements an-d long t.e.rm foraqe allocation adjustments (Table 2-5, 
p. 32; Table 4~9, p. 134), and thus does ~ot really constitute a no 
action. alternative, a$ required by N'EPA.. Sf:e 40 C.F,JL s 1502.UTI{)
TrfSn. Second, the "protection~ alternati.Vif is se-lf-contradictory 
because it seeks to ad+o'anca eonf lictinQ <;~oals. .Tf, as the EIS dck!'.OW­
ledgea, a !lingle alternative cannot realistically "achieve wildli£e, 
watershed., and vegetati\7e• ob)ect!ll'!;ls aimultaneoualy !p. 143), then 
the EIS should include alternatives or J~ub-alternatives that ..rould 
advance these individual reeou.rc:e. goals. Without such an analysis, 
thl'l Bureau will novel! analyze vb4t llanagement a.ctions are necessary to 
provide f'Jll protection for these J;"eJilourcell;, ~re.by precluding such 
actior.s before they have ever. been mmaidered. 
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3. 	 Environmental Consequences 

The EIS' s discussion of environmental impacts to range resources 
is extremely generalized and unsubstantL~ted, and thus fails to 
satisfy NEPA's requirements. The judgment in NRDC v. Morton requires 
EISa to analyze ~the actual environmental effect5of partrc'Ular 
!grazing) permits or groups of permits in specific areas.~ .Although 
the Headwaters EIS sets forth aggregate figures that sUIMLII.r~ze anticl. ­
pated impacts of proposed grazing to range resources (~: pp. 116-lBl, 
it completely lacks the Hindividua!ized ~ssessment of the J.mpact of 
such grazing on local environments- regul.red by NRDC v. ~- 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 11nalysis of the predicted 
impacts of implementing particular proposals, such as gra:zing 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 ElSs must demonstrate that the 
agency has conducted the enviroTU!Iental analyses necessary to substan­
tiate'\Jredicted conclusions. See, ~· 40 C.F.R. S 1502.1, 1502.24 
(1982); Department of the InteriOr, Depo:~rtmental Manual on NEPA, 

s 4.14 (45 Fed • .Reg. 27.546 (April 23, 1990)). 


Finally, the environmenta.l impact analysis is also unsatisfactory 
because it is ba.sed on hypothetical proposals that have yet to be 
identified. For example, predicted improvements are ndependent upon 
implementation of gra:zing systems, installation of range improvements, 
a.nd performance of land treatments" (p. 117), even though no such 
specific proposals are identified or analyz-ed in the EIS. SimilaJCly, 
"improvement in riparian condition" is premised upon unidentified 
"livestock gra:zing systems ... [a.nd] 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 resource 
problems will be resolved. 

4 • 	 .Range Condition and Resource InformatJ.on 

The EIS contains estimates of current gra:ung capacity in most 
allotments, but lacks other important range condition and resource 
information needed .for the reader to assi!ss 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 specific resource problems. Such descriptions 
are clea.rly presented for category I allotments. (App. El, and we 
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colflllend the agency for providJ.ng such specific information. However, 
no such descriptions are offered for category H or c allotments, sug­
gesting that the agency has impermissibly written these areas off. 

The Bureau's failure to 11nalyze resource problems in ma.ny allot­
ments reflects a broader defJ.ciency of the EIS's land categorization 
proposals. The EIS announces categori:zation decisions but lacks any 
discussion of how particular decisions were made. Without descrip­
tive information on reaource problems and opportunities in all allot­
ments it is impossible for the reader to assess the proposed categoJCi­
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 categori:zation 
decisions, as contemplated by the ~Pina ... Gra:zing 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 monitoring data, 
describe the data necessary to fll4ke management decisions, or specify 
when. and how s1..ch data will be obtained. The EIS states that live­

!~~c~l~~ea~~~~~i~~~ ~;~ ~~~a~~~i~~rl~~td~~a"~~i;~~~~~~l~p{A~~). N, 
p. 296). However, these monitoring data are not de~cribed, and the 
EIS never specifies what kind and amount of monitorl.ng data are 
necessary to make gra:zing decisions. In particular, the EIS fails to 
explain if and why available data are inadequate, and why such data 
cannot be extrapolated to make necessary gra:zing decisions as soon as 
possible in similar allotments lacking such ddta. Without such 
explanations, the publ~c will never know which da~a are "acceptable" 
to support actual gra:z~ng decisions, and such decJ.sions may be 
deferred indefinitely. See 43 C.F.R. S 4110.3-2(cl (1982) • Finally, 
the EIS lacks specific iii10rmation about all wildlife other than 
griz:zly bears. For the most part, it fails to describe specific 
con.flicts between wildlife and livestock in particular areas, and 
instead presents aggregate estimated numbers of wildlife and acres of 
wJ.ldlife habitat. Nor does it describe specific critical habitat 
areas. Without such detailed information, the reader cannot assess 
whether the proposed action or the alternatives would adequately resolve 
existing resource problems. 

"The EIS also announces two possible prioriti:zation schemes for 
category I allotments, as well as "final" management priorities. {App. EJ · It 
is unacceptable for "final" decisions to be made prior to public 
cOl!UIIent and selection of the preferred >~lternative. To establish 
".final" decisions at this stage of the process fll4kes a mockery of 
NEPA's requirement of full disclosure and public participation~ 
to agency decisions. 
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5. 	 comprehensive Impact Analysis 

As a land use planning document, the Headwaters RMP/EIS begins 
well by recognizing that its purpose is to provide a comprehensive 
framework for managJ.ng and allocating public land and resources by 
resolving particular resource problems. (EI~, p. 1. J Unfortunately, 
the document does not follow through with thJ.s approach in J.ts 
analysis of range llt4nagement. The EIS lacks any cumulative analysis 
of the consequences on range, wildlife, and other resources of . 
implementing the diverse aspects o.f t~e proposed p~an, such as o~l 
and gas leasing, land disposal, and lJ.vestock gra:z~~g. The E~S only 
analyzea the impacts of par~icular typ7s of activit~7s <;>n varJ.ous 
resources, without consider~ng cumulat~ve and synergJ.StJ.c effects. 
Nor does it analyze the extent to which certain activities, such o:-s 
leasing and land disposal, may preclude the agency from implement~ng 
other activities, such as wildlife or livestock use. In short, the 
environmental analysis is too fragmented to be very useful in fonnu­
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 
for ranye management is also inadequate in several ways. The EIS 
acknowledges that the "initial proposed action" is Mno action.~ (p. lS). 
Such an approach is unacc!lptable gJ.ven the resource problems that 
admittedly exist in the area. Moreover, additional monitorJ.ng is not 
needed to make adjust.l!lents in existing gra:zing use where, as here, 
available range inforfll4tion clearly demonstrates the need for such 
changes. Nor is livestock monitor~ng required before making planning 
decisions that are needed to protect important resource values, like 
endangered gri:z:zly bears (pp. 91-93), that should take precedence over 
livestock gra:zing. In such cases, livestock reductions or modifica­
tions should be implemented as soon as possible. To delay needed 
modifica.tions in existing management under the circumstances contra­
venes the Bureau's obligation under FLPMA to "take any action necessary 
to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation~ of the public lands. 

Finally, the proposed action will produce a relatively small number 
o.f 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 reductions, it is very questJ.on­
able whetller llt4ny of the "range improvements" that inure primarily to 
the ranchers should be implemented. 

Thank you for considering these comments. 

Sincerely yours, 

~~~ §.lv-\;1~&/e~E
David B. Edelson Johanna H. wald 

34a 

August 16, 1983 

Mr. Dan Lechefaky 
Project Manager 
llutteD1strictOff1ce 
Bureau of ~dKanageme.nt 
P.O.Box3389 
Butte, HT .59702 

RE: 	 HeadvAtersRea.ourceKanageiDO!ntPlanDraftElS 

Deal" Kr. lAichefst.y: 

In reference to the above dOCWIII!nt, we support the But's alternative to 
uaelande,.changeaathepr~ry~~~ethodoflandadjuat-nt. \lea.ra, 
however disappointed that the Plan did not identify the landa BurlingtOD. 
Norther~ has offered to dispose of in the Hea<twatera area. (The liat lfll8 
pJCesented to you in October of 1992.) By identifying these parceb, the 
publich.aeanopportunitytoc:o-ntonthepropoaal. 

Waaleoreq\U!stthatthePlanemphaeizethebenefiteofconaolidating 
laod ownership by showing hov public and privata coats can be reduced 
iflandsareblockedup. 

Thankyouforconaideri1180U!Cco-nta. 

Sincerely, /~ 

/}:X,~·~ 
District Supervisor 
Landl'lannin8 

cc: 	 w. J. Parson 

D.D.Whiteaitt 
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taln 
l'~PET~OlEUN BUILOIIoiG • DE.....ER, COLO==011& Gas AssociGtlon,lnc. 

June22,1983 

Mr. Dan U.chehlr.y, Project Manager 

Butte District Office 

Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 3388 

Butte,Mr 59702 


Dear Mr. Lechehky: 

~nt~d":::::~!!~"~:~~:;~;::~:~!~:E~~~2~!~~~:!~::;d=~:.:~r~:!~:~:~:::.. s 
throughouttheiWckyl'lountainWeat. W..appre<:iatethiaopportunitytoc.,.....,nt 
on thello!aourceMAnag.....,ntPlan (tlMP)/Envirornaental IorpactState...,nt (EIS) for 
the Headwater• baource Area. Followins are issue&""' would like to have taken 
into consideration during develol"""ntofthePlanandEIS. 

It iaencouragingthatbothoilandgasl.,..ainganddevelo~nt, and mineral 
u:plorationanddnelo~ntareliateda&Njorplanningiaaueainthedocuaent, 
indicadna th&t the But baa considered these valuea in the planning pro~eu. 
However, it appeara that aOIPI! plan recoamendations 1t0uld effectively preclude 
oil and gu develop!DI!nt in areas of th., Rocky Mountain Front that have very 
hi,ghpotential. 

While non., of the five areas under consideration would be r.,~.,.....nded for 
wilderness d.,aignation, we are concern.,d that four areas along the Rocky Mountain 
Front--BlindKora.,Creek, E.orHountain,O.uteMountain,DeepCre.,k{Battle 
Creek--arerecoODendedforOutstanding!laturalflreadesignation. StatcOII!nts 

~~::i~~r:~:!:~:~~~~~!~r::!\:~::::!:!!;w;~:e;::::::~g~!: ~::~:::I~~p!~: ide ... 
Such stringent protection would obviously constrain energy develo~nt. The 
areas recoaaended for ONA status are believed to have v.,ry high oil and gas 
potential,andahnuldnotbeeffectivelyclosedtodf'YelopiiW!nt. 

36a 
Shell 011 Company 

July7,1983 

Bure~u of Land ~nagement 


Butte District Office 

ATIN Dan Lechefsky, Project ~nager 

P.O.Box3388 
Butte,HT 59702 

Gentlemen: 

PUBLICCIM!ENT 

RESOURCEIWIAGEHENTPLAN(RHP) 

HEADWATERS RESOURCEAUA 
BUTTEDISTRICT,HONTAHA 

Rl!ferenceisi!WIIdetoyourrecentrequestforpubliccQIIIIIE'ntonthesubject 
llllltter. As we understand it, the Rf'IP lo"ill be an all encompassing plan 
111hichdfrects a course of management for use and protection for all re­
source values wtltch cover the entire Resource Area. 

In any alternative selected in this plan, t1110 critical points should be 
addressed: (1) In what way will tile agency g~ttller infonnation in order to 
~tdequatelyevaluate tile energy and mineral resource potentiallo"ithin the 
planningareas,and(2) lnareaslllllerethereismoderatetohighpotential 
for deposits of energy or minerals, how is the agency going to develop land 
useallocationslllhich~o~ill becompatiblelllithpossibleexplorationforthe 
developmentoftheseresources. 

Areaslllhichcontaintheseresourcevaluesshouldbeallocatedtolandsuses 
whichlllouldminimizetherestrictionsplacedonexplorationanddeveloJIIllent 
of these resources. Shell Oil has the following are~s of specific concern, 
~lthough 111e do not presently have any active operations therein: 

BlindHorseCreek HT~075-0l2 
Chuteltluntain MT ~075~105 
DeepCreek{BattleCreek f'IT~075~106 
Black Sage MR~075~115 

All oftlleabove listed areas have considerable potential for oil and gas 
beinglocatedlllithintheltlntana Folded Belt. Wewuldsupportanyalter­
native wllich 111ould.!!Q!_preclude these areas from hydrocarbon exploration 
and production. 

Sllell 011appreciatesthisopportun1tytoexpressourconcernsandvi!!'olsin 
this matter. Also,lo"ewishto beupdatedonyourprogress in this area. 

356· 	 P!r.DanLechefaky,ProjectKanager 
ButteDiatrictOffice 
Bureau of Land Management 
June22,19g3 
Page'f\lfo 

Pre fe~!~
1
:~ ~~n~! i~!~ a~ i ~=·a~i~:! i:~;e;:::~~v::"::~~ ~~!r!~c;::::.,u:d~:n ~~:-

uationofoilandgasleaaina;asrec._...ndedintheButteDi.crictOilandGae 
E~viron...,ntal Aueu...,nt, ~he level of leasing and stipulation• would Iillely 
d1fferduetoJDoreprotect1ve ..nagementpractices. UnderthePreferredALter­

mil~~:~i::;=~~;~f:::l:~~~~::~~:l:~l~l1i1:~;;'!~m~~~;:~;:::::-
Outetand1ng H.o.tural Areu would be established. The rec,_nded cour1e of 

i)~;~~~~:il~g;j~~i~~!ii~li;;!;i~(~1l!~:f:l;;ili~Jit~~!;f:"'' 

The BLH aaeerta that the Pr.,ferred Alternative would re1ult in no chaft&e 

fr0111 current nanag-nt direction with resp<!ct to mineral exploration and 
develo~nt, aaall public hndwouldr.,..inavailable for entry, unleu pre­

l;j~ll:1~=:;m::1:l::;;:11~i:tT::m:;~;;:;;;::::::::::•::!:=:?~::, 
The Preferred Alt.,rnative would Nile all F.,deral coal within the Great 

!:!!: ~~~ :!:!:g::!~a~!:l f~:n~~;t::~h~:•!::~:t!;n~~i~~:!, l:::i~7s3H:;ea 
wouldberecOIIIIII!ndedfornosurfaceoccupancytoprotectpublicroads,rights­
of-ay, and wildlife habitat. 

Thankyouforconeiderationofourviewa. 

Sincerely, 

fu~,'-J 
Alicei.Frell 
Lands Director 

AlF/dar 

36b 
BureauofL~tndHanftgement 

Please place Sllell Oil COftlllany, at tile above address, on your mailing list 
forallconm.~nfcfttfonsandnoticespertinenttothissubject. 

Yours very truly, 

L~ 
land Department 

RockyltluntainDivision 


LGS:lbh 
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!37a 
June 14, 1983 

Mr. Dan Lechefsky 
Project Manager 

District Office, Butte 

Bureau of Land Management 

P.O. Box 3388 

Butte, Montana 59702 


SUBJECT: Draft EIS of the Headwaters Resource Area 

Dear Mr. Lechefsky, 

As you may remember, I have corresponded regardinq this 
subject with you before, also as the president of the Sunny 
Vista Ho111e0vners A8sOciation. Having reviewed the Draft BIS 
I feel compelled to repeat and eJtpan~ upon 110111e of our views 
that were apparently not, 1.n l!l'f opinl.on, conliidered important 
enough as factors for your EIS. 

The primary, overwhellllinq co~cern of our 111e111~e~s is the 
lllineral leeching processes utilu;ed by some indl.VJ.duals/ 
corporations in the Scratchgrsvels. All of our homes are 
supplied with water deriving from the underground. stro:-ams/ 
water table in the Hills, and many of our homes Sl.t dJ.rectly 
beneath mineral leeching operations which occur on our hill ­
sides. It is a very sobering and frightening situation to be 
a hot~~eowner, who bought or built a home near the hills prior 
to the leech pads installation, to look. up and aee a lleching 
operation immediately above your home and i~m~ediately above 
your ~ water supply for you and your family. 

As you have been advised, the leeching. operatic;ms utili:~:e 
a process involving hydrous cyl!ll1ide, a pol.son. WhJ.le 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) 11.11 a rubberi:~:ed blanket 
between the cyanide and the ground surface. But deapite the . 
nature or eJCtent of the protections provided by these operatJ.Ons, 
they are still operating directly above our only source of 
water -- and a primary source of water for. the entire ~elena 
area, since these sprinqs invariably feed J.nto Three MJ.le and 
Ten Mile creeks. Contamination for whatever reaaon -- rupture 
due to the pad's age or a defect, rupture due to earthquake, 
human error, etc. -- Wl.ll have the same results. 

38a 
July 11, 1983 

Dan Lechefsky 
Project Manager 
Butte Dil'ltrict Office, BL!Il 
P.O. Box 3388 

Butte, Montana 59702 


Mr. Lechefsk.y: 

Following up to our phone conversation of late June, I•m 
writing to comment on a few of the items we discussed concerning 
the DRAFT ENVIROJri!'!EJriTAL II'!PACT STATEMEHT. 

L 	 Seasonal Exploration Restriction!!: Table 2-2 indicates that 
an area that is both a Orill:zly Bear apring and summer range 
and a Elk. and Mule deer winter range would have 11ea11onal 
reetrictlons during the period 12/1-9/l. This would allow 
unrestricted work only during the period 9/1-12/1. Thil 
would, in may caBes, be a stipulation that would make work. on 
a leaae impoosible. If the seal'lonal restriction& were auch 
that certain types of activitel'l were allowed during the period 
12/l-9/1, then the impact of thia potential problem would be 
le811ened, 

2. 	 Seaaonal Producticn Reatrictiona: Producing wella generally 
require ,daily attention in almoat Bll ca!'leS and need periodic 
major work to keep them producing Bafely and efficiently. The 
seaaonal reetrictions placed on a lease must allow for work of 
this type. Acceptable M!lltrictiona might be to limit viaitB 
to daytime houra only and limit the number of vehiclea and/or 
people allowed at a producing well at any one time. If 
occupancy of this nature ia not allowed, then leasea would 
probably not be attractive for exploration or development. 

3. 	 Oil and Oas Leaaing and Development: Overall, the guideline& 
atated in Alternative A appear to be much too restrictive to 
allow for develOPI!Ient of the oil and gaa which may exist in 
certain areas. I think, however, that it, and Alternative D, 
could be blended into one that would allow development. The 
restrictive natura of disallowing surface occupancy (and 
leaaes) over such wide area !a the problem. A compromise 
might involve reotricting well location8 to one per section, 
reatricting distances between surface locationa to s fixed 
d!atance (e.g. 2000'), and formalizing road location 
guidelines. 

7/J81lShf'•manSt,Su,te(j{)(J 
Denve•. C080203 

TheSvper~orOI/Comp;~ny (303)836-2fj()(} 

.31ti. 
Aside from the obvious financial result if the Sunny Vista 

qroundwater source is contaminated, which would reduce the area 
from a viable residential area to a ~ghost town~ area due to 
lack of potable water, consider the other results. As studies 
have concluded, the Scratchqravel Hille area is honeycombed with 
qround/rock fractures, and contaminant leakage into the ground 
will certainly spread, The Scratchgravels alone will not be 
affected, the leakage will extend into Helena and the remainder 
of the Valley. How long the effect would e~tist is unknown. But 
consider the extent of the problem were this area to be struck 
again by an earthquake of the lll&gnitude 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 contal'tlinatJ.on from these leeching operations? The 
prospect is sufficent grounds for concern, even if it is only 
a pDIISibility, 

What ahould then be done? An obvious alternative would be 
removal of mining operationa from the Scratchqravels, but I 
have no illusions that you have not been bombarded with the 
vitJWpOints of the mining concerns on that issue (as lookinq at 
the list of contributing businesses and organizations on paqes 
160-161 in the EIS will show). I therefore see little prospect 
of euccess in urginq auch a Quixotic notion as that embodied 
in that portion of your Alternative C. However, we do believe 
.that you should illlplement a revision of your Alternative A to 
provJ.de for off-site processing of extracted mineral ores, and 
thereby placing the Scratchqravels off-limits to leeching 
operations and the like in order to protect and preserve the 
water resources in the area. Merely require the mininq concerns 
to process their ore11 elsewhere rather than directly over the 
water supply. Certainly it will east a little more, since they 
will be traneportinq the ores rather than merely the actual 
mineral!! removed from the ores, but the alternative is a form 
of gamblinq that has not yet been approved by either the people 
of Montana nor the Legislature. And the stakes at present are 
the livee of our families vs. higher: profits for the mining 
concerns. 

We aak that you consider our families as the 1110re urgent. 

Our previo\1& letters to you adequately expresa our vi-s on 
the r811L!lininq iasues addressed by the Draft EIS. We wish you 
luck in your decision, and only ask that you 1114ke such a decision 
as will provide a level of 11afety to us where we will not feel 
that we have been sacrificed to a few qold-seekers. Thank you 

fo< you< ottontion ond ~noide2~ # • 

"~~ Vis~a Homeowners Association 

3Bb. 
PAGE 2 

4, 	 Etisting lea11ea: I think the Impact Statement should make a 
strong statement that existing leases within the area 
de8cribed are not subject to the surface occt:.pancy and leaae 
stipulation, nor any other statements deacribed in the Drart 
Statement. 

We at Superior Oil are 111orking hard to establish a good 
working relationship with all of the regulatory agencies involved 
with our Blackleaf Canyon Unit. We ere very willing to conduct 
the develop111ent work within the unit as best we can to minimize 
the impact on the area wildlife. The Environmental Impact 
Statement and the Orizzly Bear Study, which we are helping to 
!'lponsor, ia providing ua with valuable insight into how we can 
operate in such a senBitive area. I1' I can be of additional 
uaistsnce, plesae feel free to call 111e at (303) 863-2620. 

Sincerely yours, 

WILLIAM E. PRITCHARD 
Engineering l'lsnsger 

WEP/jme 
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39a 
w; ~~\.~.~·;,h J:ill.IM~·,r 

Le3 J.l. 19 /,'\ 9 OS 

Julyl',i, 198J HO~~:\f(· 
.Al.20'a3 

Itt, MU.. P!!ll:fold, State Director OBDI 
Bureau of" Land ~nagemsnt ,.,_PArco:-_~;tll_ 

ftiS,'!'(Of9)_111C_ 

Billings,M'I59107 i!ES,T_LUIDS_ 
gV,ED_WLDI.F_ 
6III_FlLE_&CTlOtl_ 

BoxJ015? 

DearPir.Penfold, "" Please consider the following colllllenta of the Bob "arnhall Jllilll!Oe concerning 
the draft Headvatem Rsaource Area Manage11ent Plan. The Bob Marshall Alliance is 
a coalition of )2 Orgllllizatllms, representing sportsmen, outfitters, backcountey 
horse users snd oonaervationista. 

Our interest with the Headwatem plan lies exclusively with the rllde:meaa 
recol!lllendations fortheBLM stu:ly areas that are contiguous to the Bobl'lamhall 
Vlldemeas. JayouJ18Yknow, theBobl'larshall.Uliancehaesubrrlttedllpropoaal 
foradditionstotheBob/l!arahallVilde:meeslnreapanaetotheCongreaaional 
attempt to resolve the RARE II issue, and several of these U'e&S lie along the 
Roclcy Mo~mtain Front. Since the RARE II issue involves National Fonst lands, no 
BLM bnds an part.. of the curr..nt p:roposal, but the BLIIanas he'll& been discussed 
by our O:rgllllizatlon on several occasions !llld we support their des1gnat1on as 
wilderness. 

The Bob M.!lrahall Allillllce'a crit=ia for what areas should be part of the larger 
BcbMarshallll1ldezness1nclu:lecont1guity,relatianshiptotheeccsystem,and 
traditional use cf the &n!a by ncnationiats. The three BLII wildezneas <Jtu:ly 
areasalatgtheRoclcy-MountainFront--BlindHoreeCnek, Chute Mountain and Deep 
Cnek-BattleCreek--areall adjaoi!IIttoNationalForestlandstheBobMarahall 
Alliance has p:roposed for wildeznesa, thus they ara all contiguous. Furtter, in 
tel111S of ecosystem relationship, these BLM wildemess study areae are particularly 
critical, as they contain trnnsitional habitat betiMI!II tiE 110\Jntains and prairie, 
and an especially Cl:itical f"or the wildlife populat1one that use the Bob Marshall. 
Finally, these three BLM areas have traditionally been used by recreatiooists for 
hik~,hunting,etc. 

liearepleasedthattheBLMncognizeathespacialvalueaofthesethreeareae, as 
signified by the p:ropoaed Outst1111ding Metural Jrea desl.gnation, But at the same tillS 
we recognize this is only adlllinistrative protection, and it lacks the permanence 
and force of law a Congressional designation wuld have, lle're particularly concerned 
eboutthepotomtielimpectsofoilandgel!explorationanddevelopment,andtheONA 
designation gives us little security from that threat. Evom with these areas <'IS 
w1ldemee.:;, and portions of" the "ront recolllllended for no leasing or no surface occupancy, 
the majoritycf"lands along this portion cfthe Overlh:n..IBtBelh which is still 
unp:roven a.e to oil and gas reserves, will still be &va1lable for oil and gas 
development. 

'lie would u::q;o;e the BLM to take a more cooaervative rollte and protect the 1Elporl1111t 
:resources which an 8l:n;ed)' known to be present, The Bob Marahall Alliance recoDIIlende 
thefinalBLI'Irecollll!lendat1onforthesethreewildeznes6atudyanasbech~ged 

Sa-ve the Bob. 

40a 
July 15, 1983 

Michael Penfold, State Director 

Bureau of Land Management 

Post Office Box 30157 

'Billin&e JilT 59107 


J/111e Pox, Area Manager 

Headwaters Resource Area 

Bureau of Land Management 

Post Office Box 308 

Butte JilT 59701 


Dear Meara. Penfold and Fox: 

Thank you for the opportunity to preeent views on behalf of Wildlands and 
Resources Aeeooiation concerning the Headwatere Resource Area Reaou!"ce 
Man9,8e111ent Plan. VRA repre11ents a group of conservation-minded people f!"Om 
G,.eat Palla and the eurrounding area. The major areas we wish to addrssa 
are: (1) Management areas along the Rocky Mountain Front, (2) estimated 
potential timber yield, (3) motorcycle and other off road vehicle use, {4) 
oil and gas leasing and drilling, {5) Headve.tere Resource Area land dis­
posal plan's draft environmental impact statement. We recognize that in 
some instances theee areae are interrelated. 

The Rocky Mountain Front ie a unique ecosystem in man,y regarda. It is ':"n 
ecological, economical and aesthetically illlportant region. Since 'otildllfe 
do not understand manmade boundries, it is important for man to !"&cognize 
tbat wildlife along the front migrate from winter to summer grounds without 
regard for boundriee between wilderneee areas, Forest Service lands, BLM 
and public lande. The Rocky Mountain Front ie a rich habitat for Grizzly 
Bear, Big Horn Sheep, Elk and many other speciee o! animals. 

VRA baa opposed and continue& to oppoee incompatible ueee euch ae 
commercial timber harvest and oil and gas activity. Hot only ie there 
irreparable de.mqe done by woodmaking on unstable soils, but also there ie 
endllligerment to the natural inhabitants of the area. 

Basicallf WRA queetiona how the areas designated along the RHF a~ 
Outstanding Natural Areae would be managed. lHll theee areae be managed 
eillil&r to wilderneee? Would oil and gas leasing be permitted? We ere 

~~:~s~: !~uf!li~~r~~~~l:~:~nrh!nw~~~~~f!r~:~i ::~. o:~~~e:~~:~a~na~:e front 
economical values of the area. 

We queetion why oil and gas has been given the "right of way" over other 
poaaible management plane and we question why oil and gas exploration hae 
been aooepted b7 the agency as the highest use of these lands. The poten­
tial yield of oil and gaa along the front would be very emall compared to 
the Rnatural need". Why destroy theee important lands forever for a few 
years uee of oil and gas? We support alternative energy uses, euch as 
conservation and exploration into poeeible new renewable energy eou!"cea 
instead o! perpetrating the uee o! this non-renewable resource. 

The RID' area aleo ha~J a current and long Btanding etable econom1 bas':d on 
recreational and touriet uee of theee lands. If oil and gae explarat1on and 

Bob Mal'llhdl Alliance co~~~~~enta--page two39b 

to a positive recolllliiE!ndption. The Headlf!ltera Resource Jrea plan present~! all the 
reason., for why these areas should be wildeznesaJ I would urge tre BLII to n~-exaaine 
the issue. 

Sincerely.:_ cv-v-its­
Ja~Curtia,P:n;ddent 

Sen. JoM Melcher 
Sen.Jo!axBaucua 
Rep.Pat'llillialll6 
Rep.RonMarlenee 

40b 
drilling were more freely allowed in these areas the characteristics of the 
land that draws thie type of business vould be loet forever. After the oil 
and gas ie gone there would be nothing left for' the wildlife or the 
residente of these areas. 

In regard to the Preferred Alternative estimated potential timber harvest, 
it is noted that the potential timber yield for the area will rema.in at 
26.45 million board feet par decade. This ie 26 ti11ee the actual current 
harvest rate of \ million board feet per decade. We queetion thie apread 
of potential yield and current harvest and believe it would be devastating 
to this resource area if the potential timber yield were met vithin a 
single decade. 

Some of the forested areas south of Rogers Paes (Head of the South Pork of 
the Dearborn) is occupied by Grizzly Bear habitat. The increased timber 
ha!"veat potential expreeeed in the Plan contemplates a much increaeed 
potential ha!"vest over the hiato!"ical harvest. Does this harvest f!Oal ta.k» 
into account possible impact on Grizzly Bear habitat? Would increased 
harvest endanger the Grizzly which ie protected under the Rare and 
Endangered Species Act? 

liRA is opposed to increased designation of areas for motorcycle and other 
off road vehicle use. Is allowing motorcycle events good utilization of 
our energy reeourcee? We do not think eo. We do not believe this practice 
demonstrates good land husbandry, we believe there are already enough areas 
open for motorcycle uee and other off road vehicle uee, We urge you to 
recommend no new areae be opened to 111otorcycle use. We believe that cur­
rent management plans for motorcycle use and off road vehicle use need to 
be strengthened and more epecific within the manage111ent plan. 

Wildlands and Resources Association ie opposed to the sale of public lands. 
lie ask that BLJI! recognize its authority to adopt Alternatives to sale of 
public lande under its juriad1ction. These alternativee include reassign­
ment of jurisdiction to appropriate state and federal lAnd JD&nagement 
agenciee such as the Montana Department of Fish, liildlife and Parke and the 
U. a. Po rest Service, lie are opposed to lllll' releaee of BL!II lands to the 
Department of Stat11 Lands because of that agenc7'e history of poor manage­
ment of the natural re'eources on lands under its juriediction. lie also aelt 
that a subetantial portion of the lands listed for poeeible dieposal be 
retained by BLM and better managed by your agencf. .-e are not oppoeed to 
exchange of BLM lands with low public values for lande with higher publlc. 
values. Wildlands and Reeources Aeaociation ie strongly opposed to 
releaee, trade, sale or exchange ot a.n1 lands with moderate to high public 
valuee for the purpose of proJDoting eubdivision o! these lande. 

lie thank you for this opportunity to coiDlDent on the Headwaters Reeource 
A!"ea, DEIS and coapliment the staff on the time, energy and work they have 
put into thie plan. 

Sincerely, 

7l~f:fs&~.~l;;eident 
W'ildlande and Reeourcee Aesociation 
5414 Fourth Avenue South 
Grer.~.t Falla !liT 59405 
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'42a 
HiHon L. Allen 
89LishaaldllR.oad 
Albany, New Yor)< 

Kay 21, 1983 

UnitedStateaDepartlll!ntofthelnterior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Diatrict0ffice,Box3388 
Butte, Montana 59702 

Follavingarem:yc-ntiiii;SrmanetoplanningforHii!advatereResOurce 
Area, Butte District landa and asset managelll!nt. 

All present and i~tpending litigation demonatrates, United States policy 
requires that public lands b" held in perpetuity and managed exclusively 
vruler the atewardahip of classified Civil Service employees. 

Allpubliclandsmuatberetained;noauchlandaiiiBythereforebecon­
ddered forsaleoraubject toanyotherllll!thodofdispoaal. 

As I have previoualy cOIIIIIUI!nted in rejecting proposed "diapOIOSl care­
~~~!:~'.' m:y rationale ta baaed on federal 1..., expressing Congressional 

Sincerely, 

(TypedforreproductioninthefinalRMP/EIS) 

46a 
BFIUCI!: 80WLEFI 

May 24, 1983 

Jack A. Mcintosh 
District Manager 
Bureau of Land Man~gement 
Box 3388 
Butte, Montana S970l 

Dear Manager i'!clntosh: 

Resource ~1anagement Plan 
Headwaters Area 

I appreciate your letter of May 16, 1983, and 7opy of 
your map for land ownership adjustments together w1th 
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. You really appear to be following the basic 
law for sale of isolated tracts as enacted by the Congress 
1n the late 60's while I was on the BLM National Advisory 
Board. The philosophy of this law is as good today. as It 
was then. If all agencies would follow your 1ntel11gent 
example, the extreme rhetoric attending as set management 
should be avoidable. Of course, massive public land 
sales are not authorized under the isolated tract laws. The 
stupid mentality that goes 
national debt "With public 
problems. Your office is 
this monkey business. 

Many thanks. 

BB/kmk 

with the concept of paying 
land sales is main sourc': of the 
commended for not indulgwg 

sfie~l~ur~~ 
Bruce Bo1•1ler 

45a AIIIU8t4,11183 
l'hg•ll• ...t• 
l-,I"Dnt.n.591i60 

OM L.ah•t•y, Proj.ct ........r 
Blltte Qht.rict etrica, llJII 
P.0..... 3388 
llrt.te,l'llont.n.M'Ja2 

DNrl'lr.lchar•y• 

I twve etucd.•d tt111 ...,/OS r.r tl•dlllllt•n "-rce ll.r. end ortu ., -te 

t•r th• ...cel'd. I - • t•~-..ct~er r..- taU.. ~ ttla •tercaur.. et 

l'il'glll.J.e. 

I IMlin• J'lllll' llolrky l'llultein rrant td.ldel'lla• at.dy ua1ta ~d ncllln 

a lllld...n••• ..-cllltian and .,_,.ld 0011t1- t.1 be -eaG •• llllde-••• 

11a 111111 - lllhat ra •r•• an a.aign~~ted, but raopl'dl•e, Y• -t ).letJ.ty 

aU end 111• •• tM h1....t na at th1a l•d• 01'1 IR*lic lMida elGIIII tM r ....t, 

ill o.tatandlng ..tural ..,.,.. end .t.CEC• their lhwld be ,,. a.rta~a a~~y' 

ror e1l •d gae. 

TMir .,_,.ld bli ,. t.1liMt' haneet ill -..led grizzly t.bltet. ...._.._..t 

Wilt 15 naf'th at IDglara P••• llfl the -.ar O.dlolft ia aaca.,iad grinly habitet, 

S.C.. toNet •r•• ~ at Rogera Peaa ia eoca.,iad grinly t.bltet end tanat 

-o_..t. unite 25 and 26 R•r f'III'J'Aille ltleltld ,.t. get hlgtl priarity tor 

u..bar han•et• ll.nd tM1 definit.aly .,_,.ld not. be ...:t. aHilelala tar art-d 

I eppaH the pUbl.J.c nndl"'t •nutd the h1lla 1a atr-d ..nialea. In the 

ia-• d1_,1111elllan ,_ idal'ltity an 011' prelal•• th• .. en ta p-te ito TGIIII 

~ t-.1 llhe you ll:lll t• p .. •,..a.ial •tt.tion,,,te idal'ltify ..tori:IJ'IIle 

u• ........•. lilly de Ylllr t•l tftla •r' ORW 11• 00.. 1111t. c-tri-.t• aflythil'lljl 

ta gaed lend at-1'11~ -a tn llJII to p-te it 1a WI"Dfflt ~. IIIWII• 

1'1anag_..t unita 18 --.J.d rwt M ~l.Ule tar •teiCJ"'Il• 1111•• TN.a illc:ludaa 

O...ila 1U.tchM lllhJAIIII ~d 11• M ..,.red t .... .,Ullty oenia.N. 

s..td• like the lend di....•i PI'DII- 1a delllf !K Jill• I llppiiM it eoaUy 

~or propa.-.:1 criterie f'or diiiJIGMlo I can ..,art-~·· The 

ns ....U.y di•'t •cldre.. J.nt.e.......,_,. J.ud t-rar. 
-.J.d ,.. pl- kMP 

• J.ata-d ...,. -.1•• or ....... or pUbl1c lend .... plennad in tM reaoun~• 

4Ba 
4J66 H<oad Jr. 
Helena, "'oneana 59601 
June 14, 198J 


Dan Li!chefaky 

Project :-lanager 

Butte ;astrict Office 

BUt 

P.O. Box JJSS 

autte, .'iontana 59702 


;>ear :olr. Lechef•lo:y, 

I am writing to infor11 you that after car<!fully reading the 
Draft Resource :olanagemene Plan/ EnviromentRl !,.pact Statement 
for the HeadwRtera Resource AreR, Butta District, l'lor~tana I 
strongly support Alternative "C". This alternative provides 
th.:: moRt satisfactory OY<.>rall enYiro01ental protection while 
aeill allowing adequate resource production. 

I a10a resident of the scratchgravel hills area in ll"lena. 
Although I prefer alternative "'C" 1 would ri!com11end several 
changes to the other options if th.::y are adopted. 

s. llo organized motorcycle ev.:tnta should be allowed in the 
ScratchgraYelllilla ar .. a. The land, vegetation and wildlife 
in the area are too fragile for aJOotorcycl" evi!nt and the 
incr.!aaed y<!ar round uae of th" area bymotorcy.,liats that 
would result. :-!otorcycle races are alan incomparable with 
111any of the other recreational uses of the area such as horse­
back riding and are incompatable with the general rural resider~t­
ial at•osphere of the surrounding areas. Alterr~ativea "B" snd 
'D"' should be am<!nded to exclude orga'liEed events. 

b. 'tining and removal of sand, gravel or other materials should 
be restricted in the scratch gravel hills area because of the 
fragile envirom.:!nt, the incompatabilityof 01i<~ingwith surrounding 
r .. sidential use and the possibility of ground water conta.mination. 
At a minimum, a buffer ~one of land should be withdrawn from 
mining activity sa proposed in alternative 'C" ("'ap on page 44 
of draft). AlRo, onsite processing of the ore and in particular, 
the use of Cyanide should not be allowed. Page 57 of the draft 
states th&t "Groundwater origir~a.ting in the Scrat.,hgravel Hills 
iR uaed for domestic purposes in nearby rural subdivisions. 
There is some potantial for ~~orour~dwater ce>nta01ination fro01 minir~g 
activities in the recharge area. Of particular concern is the 
use of cyanide for OIUite procesaing of ore.' Due to the large 
a.10ount of fractured rock snd the large number of faults running 
through the Scratchgravel Hills area, the chance of groundwa.ter 
contamil\ation is very high if an accident or mishandli'lg of the 
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,,, 
c:yaaide vee to OC:CI,Lr. Therefore, I would recollaaqd that 
AlternativBa "A", "B" and "D" be aaended to withdraw the 
Sc:T&tc:haraval Hille fro• 11i11111g or at leaat create a butter 
&oDe betvaan the raeidaDtial areas arr.d the 11inins. Alao, 
that 110 oneita proc:eeeiDS of tile ores be allowed anywhere in 
the ecratc:hanval hill•. 

c. Motorized vehiele use in the Scr.atehgravel Hill• are 1 
should be rsatricted to designated u:i1tina roads in the area. 
Ths eoviroasat la the area is too fraatle for off-road vehicle 
use. There are nueerous 111aeples in the hills where off-road 
vehicles have tra.,ersed an 1r1a oaly once and several years 
later the traell.a are still evident, These tracts tend to 
cb&nnel r&iavatsr which results in &van greater erosion and 
distructian of the D&tural vegetatina. Therefore plana "B" 
and "D" should be &aeaded to restrict aotorized vehicle use 
in the ScrstchgraYel Hilla Area, 

Tllaok you for your consideration of thsae co11eents. 

Siacerely 

Barbara A. Charlton 

5.5a 

U:35 n;y..,. 
latts,IIT 59701 

Jaae 15, 1113 

Jaclr.A, llci11toeb 
lUI Dhtriet ......r 
..tte,wr 

In rshr•ee to the l .....tsrl a.._.., Ares plu, 11 a ,.,..ral aut-t, 1 
... total17 oppos• to say hrtber aall of •••nl l ...s. J:wu tbs -uer plot• 
.tabt r-ids r.f-as for birol1 ... ••r1•• otMr wildlife. 'IIY81 .,al..a 
-1• 41111lt1 •- Ills 1olt to Be ,Ulit tf t"'-J fdl tate priwBte w.da. 

l• lookhl IIWBr tM ...olwlter1 _, ,_ •elos• I e8ft sea tbat • ­
e-sNidati- .t.1lr.t be in orier wf.tll latieaal •or.lt ll...s. Also I -1• 
,....s1117 aot .._ .,.".. te - _e...aae of 1...• ...,erall7 laekl.. 
,.hUe wll••• fll>l' otll.sr batter ..se.. l ...a. 

~'Z.?;....:G 
Jlort~L.a.rt 

50a 

56a 


DanLecbeht.y 
Project Manaser 
ButteDi11trictOffice 

Subject: Keadvatera I!O!aource Area Euvirormental larpact State-nt 

The preferred alternative does not fairly conddar the vilderne.. vallle& 
out of Wilderne.. Stu<ly Areae. Oa pese 52. of the EIS, the rational for 
notrec-ndina;vildarneeaprotectioahthattheareua-llaha 
poaeeiMI\&ge~oentproble•andtbeareaaaybaunderlainbygaaandoil 
the EIS aleo atataa tb.e oil and 11.. l ..dna; will be pendttad on 971 of 
the l'ederal lands in tho! R.esource Ani. 

Ths total ares baing eonsidsred for wildernsas protection is only 17,197 
ac:rotS,only6%ofthi!Btu4yarea.Versc~tluotAlt.Cbathe 

prsferredaltern.ati.... ao tluotsllintansucanbe.,rs fllirlyl8t1a­
fied. The poslibility of oil deposits 11 weighed to lleavily against 
luJ.ow wildsraeiS value•. Sias is a poor critlris for •••••ina vilder­
aesl rec-ndat1onsaav•cylittle ..intenancswouldberequ1red 
anyway. The aaall 1ize ia irrelevant when the area i1 adjacent to an 
e:rlatina wtlderne... 

David W. Cough & Limtie P. Cough 
12.63BighornRd 
Heleaa, Montana 

(Typed for reproduction in the final RXP/EIS) 

Dan Heinz 
91910. su.,.,r 
Butte,Ht. 
July5,1983 

DtlaLeachefsky 
ProjectK.onaaer 
Butte District Office, BLJol 
Boz3381 
Butte, Ht. 59702 

Following ie qy opinion on how wording in ''Kan.ag-nt guidAnce c,_.,n to 
all alternatives" should be 1\andled: 

Strongdirectionianeededinthiatypeofplantoaasurecontinuity 
between transferillg line -n•pn. 

We strongly aupport atrong cle1r -...ageiiiBnt direction~~­
fiera, 

Thed1rectionunder~onpagel9iBagoodeu.ple.Thedirection 
isgooduptothaquslif1etwllich81ys"tottuoeztentprsctuble". This 
eeaentt•lly negates the wllole dirsction 111d lelve& riparian utility 
locationtothediscretionoftbelilleofficer. Ifaresourcerates 
specialc011111o8ntanddirectioninaresourceaaaag8DI!ntplan, tluonit 
rlteastrongdireetion. 

An EIS sanctified RMP 18 not etcluod in stoae. If an unusual or unpre­
dictablecirciDIBtancesrUea tluotneedsexception, tluonanl.Aorabri­
viatedEIScanbeptllparedto-.odifythaparsntRXP. Thialsahurdle 
thatl88ul'll88lltr&protsctiollforaparticulsrlresourcs. ltalso 
saeuressdsquatepublicinvolv81118Qt, 

Sincerely, 

(Typed for reproduction in the. final RKP/EIS) 
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62a 67 Garfield Street 
Cambridge, Maaeaehusette 021)6 

Dan Lecbefelq, Project •IW8.8flr 
Butte District Office 
BUI: P.o.Box H88 
Bu:tte, •onta.na 59102 

Gentlemen I 

I select Alternative C - Blllphaaisea :lnviron~~~~ntal Protection 

Oil and Gas Leal!ling: In thie altemati'nl, approJtbatel.7 22,000 
acree leea are an.ilabll to leaetne: and develop!lent along the 
Roclq Mountain Pront ae compared to AlternaUn A (Prefernd). 

In this alterne:Uve, approxt..:tel.y24,000 IIOre o:f federBIII mineral 
eaY.te·.Wil.t.bh apecU'ic portion• of the Roclq •oun;:ain Pront 
would not be availablA for leuin8 because of no surface 
oocupanc7 atipulatione that 'fi'OUld prohibit leaeiag and develo~ 
..,nt. 'l'bie ruling ie desirable because it gives a larger area 
of protection to •ildlife b.abitat. 

Livestock - '!hie alterns:Un 1n long term linetock uee lfOUld de­
creaae 1~ below cvrent levela aa cpmpe.red to Alternative A ­
6',1 above c\lr1"eJJ.t lenla; 'rbie ie only appro.Kimately 5,000 alre 
AIJXa but groU:hd:•ater ie takeJJ. !rom riparian areae •hicb has 
an a.dverae ef!ect on •ildlife habitat. 

Wilderness Stu47 Beco-endatiorw - In 'tbie alternati"n, all five 
of' the area• current}7 UDder wilderneea study would be recoJIUII.en4ed 
~o Congreas for wildernesa deaignation. In the lone: ~e:rw., 17,197 
aoree in the resource area trould be -uttained under wildernesa 
ftluea.•Rone of the five areas would be reco11111.ended ~~~ Congreea 
!or wilderness deeignation; 'three areae would be recollllllended as 
Oute~andin&" Jlatural Areaa and managed aa wilderness. • Al~. A· 
I~'e '1113 view, IUIOJ18: the most illportant m. Wilderneaa ltud7 Areas 
in the Hea.d-~era B.eaource Are& are the \llll~a scat~end along 
the lllllgi!icent Boclq •ountain Pront especially 'thea• adjacent 
to the Bob brshall Wilderneaa. 

forest- Alternativee A and C are more or leaa the same insofar aa 
!oreat reeou.rcea would be aanaged eaaentiall7 liUI theJ' are at 
present. fimber intereatia are given a sood priorit7 and resource 
valuea, .wateraheda and wildlife habitat are not overlliloked. 

Land Ownership .\djllstmen~ - Alternative A and Alternative C are 
the aame. I have no co-enta. 

62c PAGE 3 

Alternative• Conaidered in Detail- Alt. A 

Special Deaignationa - !he Bllnd Horse Creek, Ear •ountain, 
Chute Mountain and Deep Creelt/Battle Creek areal!! would be 
deeignated aa Outstanding Ra~ural Areaa •• , .'rhe Sleeping Giant 
Area •ould be designated aa an Area of Critical EnYiroDIIlental 
Conc•rn. 
Selection of' Preferred A.l'ternative - Alt. A 

B.atioaale (In Par1J) "' 'rhe uee of Outs~anding Natural Area desig­
nation ie preferred in thie caee because of the III&NI.gllment flexi­
bili t7 8\lCh duignations "ould allow if aigni:ficant oil and gas 
reaervea are proven to ex.iat beneath tbeee areaa 'in the future. 
During 'the interim, special deaignation will permit eesen~ial}7 
~be SUUI level of' proteo~ion for scenic, recreational and o~ber 
n.luea ~bat •ilder!!Aisl!l designation •ould proVide, 

In the Bwllllar7, Alternative C emphasises enviro11111ental protection. 
!his includee the five areae currently under ri.'ld,-rneaa. etud7 and 
which would be reco!Dend.ed to Congrese for wilderneas designation. 

~!r! ~:•ii!i97i~:.ez;:e~ ~!u:.!s~~ ~e~i:t!8~e~r:.!~n long 
would elim1nate ~ problema in ll&llagllment and would probibit oil 
and gaa exploration• in the future. 
WIQ" save wilderneas? It pr1)vides reo~eational opportunities, 
ri.ldlife habitat. Wilderness protect• ·•tere.hede and prevents 
flooda. It belpe maintai.D. alr 1(U&lity and -.tar quality. Lastly, 
future seneratione will have a stake in 'theee lande if lef't in 
their natural aetttnga - a wonderful heritap. 

Mildred Leonard 

PAG'E 262b 
Mineral Exploration & Development - Alteruative A Ellld Alterna.tive 

0 are more or lea• the s9JIIe w1 th one exception. 
In Alternative C a.pproxi~~~ately 2,960 acres of public land 1n 
the Scratchgravel Hilla would be withdra'II'Il from mineral en'tcy 
~s~!!~rt to lilllit future impacts of lllining on ground,.ater 

!be 11,587 acres of public land withdrawn from lllineral entcy 
seems very small 'to me when compared to Alternative A ~61),486 
acres) and Alternative C (610,526 acres) IIOb.ich would be available 
for lll1neral entcy and development; there 111.1.et be acme units in 
these areae which would qualif7 for wilderness deeignation 
or Outstanding Ratural Areae. (See encloe•d clippine: which wae 
published in the Boeton Globe-a local paper-teken from the 
Washington Post. I tbiH the viewa ex~eael. are very pertinent 
on t~ 1&1Rl.e ef oil and gas exploration leasing. 

Motorc7ole Bvente - In Al-ternative C approd•atel.7 25,000 acrea 
110re of public l.an4 (102,51) acres) inclullin& five other arese 
would be closed to 110'torc7ole evente aa compared to Alternative 
A (71,20) acree) including Scratchgr&vel and Liaea"Hne Hilla • 
Motorc7clee over a pell'iod of time would cause soil eroeion and 
deetro7 B.DY wilderness values. I like B.I.M's pl&n that applica­
tiona for these events •ill be evaluated on a caa-b7-caae basil. 
on public l&nde tor further coneideration. 

•otorcJcle Vehicle &cceee -.,.preference for Alternative C in 
t.hie llanagement Pl,an is tbat approximately 6,000 acna Ml'tl 
public land (l8,03'l auas) aa compnred to Alternative A (12,058 
acre•) .auld be closed yearlons tc motorized vehicle aoceas, 
otherwiee the alternatives are more or lees the same..--lllinor 
difference• in acrea.:e 8i11e. 

Utility and !raaapor'tation Corridor-.,. preference for Alterna­
tive C ia that it identifiee 17 197 acree of public land aa 

:!~~~!:;~: ~::·wo!J"~: !!t!~i~e!!:e~a:~;:.t~=v!it=i!=-0 
• 

atone Billa and other key areaa having wilderneee quaU'tJ'. In 
the Preferred Alternative, llanaceJUnt Direction is certainly 
not overlooking utility intereete wherein &pProximatel.7 2)8,8]8 acrea 
or 71'.1 of the public land would be avaJ.lable for develo~nt 
of utili:ty an4 traneport&tion corridora. 

Coal - Alternative C .auld make none of the federal coal 
in the Great Palla Coal field available for further considera­
tion.of coal leaaiDI 'fda,eraaa in .Uternative A all federal coal 
in the •JICJ' •ould be an.ilable for further oonaideration for 
coal lea•iDI· 
In view of the large ecale leaeill8 and planned coal ealee in 
atatea in the Weat and Soutbwee1;:, I feel coal '11'111 end up being 
a • slut in the aarke~--ra'ther ehort-sighted pl.aJini.ng, UDder 
exietine: econoaic con4itioJJ.ao 
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63a 
Tam littlrli:i 
4366 H¢.ad tlr, 
llelena, ~trntana 59601 

after carefully reading th~t 
Knviro...ental !ttpa.:t Stllt<'l-llll!nt 

Butte lH-•triet, "lontantl! 
'!'hie altt<'n•tive j>l'>'>vidfl• 

cav1rnallttt~l pr<:n:eetinn while 
resaureaprnduetiort. 

a, lf¢ Otj\ani.llllt<l •otor<::y<::le eveQtll ahau-ld be alloveJ 
Seratehsrav<l!l !H:lla area. The land, veget.~<titrn. <ltld 
1n rho IU'iHI .are :t<>Q ftlll(ll<!t for a 10otoreyel<> event 
-tn.:rea•ed ::onnd -~a& .. t the 01reill by ,.ororeyeliet• 
V<><•ld !t<:>t.,rcy~le r&ees are &l'o 1r.Co!1"L>ats.ble 

o~hllJr I:'C>:(eU;lonal '-'&ea or the area uteh tui 
&ntl a'ta ineoll!p&tahl.e •1th th.. ~e!H'it'<tl rural 

of the '"rround:Ln.s 11rea<!j. Alter!u.tivell 
lllllfllnded t<1 .. xelude<>rg•ll.1.:ed evont,. 

b. llioing and removal of &and, grav"l or othollr 01aterial11 »hnuld 
b<! t<llllttictot4 In thll! acratch Bravel hill• area beeause nt the 
fragile •nvtrnfll«nt, tlte irle<Hit)latability of Olh\11lg with ~"ttounding 
t~tilider:t.tial~tu• and the pouti>ility of ground water contamination, 
At a tt~inimur•" l buffar 1111ne of land ah111lld be vithdtawn from 
mini!tJ activity 1111 protHIIH1d in alternative 'C' (~tp on page 44 
of draft). Al<Jo, ll!!.i!Jlte prnraaainJ:l nf the nru and l.n pillrt1J:ulat, 
the,.,•• of Cya~tidu: stloulo! not!:>;:. allowed. Pi18¢ :n <>f th<t dru:ft 
!!lt;Uil& that 'G>:Il,.ndvater originating in th« Scntchgrave~ Hilh 
ta ;ned for dtrUlltle l'""''"~"""s in nearby rurAl !lubd1v1stona, 
fcare it t..:>11<il ptrte!l.ti•l f1>r t;round,.,ater cnn:t.a,.inat1on frn• 111i11tng 
aetivitiet in the reell&l"f<l area. Of ;>&rti~ular t:<>llcern til Utll 
usa of eyaotda for <:>nlllte p~oceaeing of nre.' Jue to the laq;.a 
amo...ot nt fracturod tn;,:k and t.~e l&rffe nu.,ber o;.f ftlolt.& ruootng 
through the Scratchsravel Hilla area. the ehance nf lJt<>~.<Od,.,ater 
COI\taainattoo ill "*"Y lliij:h if an accident nt •ishandltna of t:hn 

,r 

72a 
Susan 1.. Harah 
l'.C. Bax 97J 
lloZO!>'<I<Ul, Mnot~a 
:u.;vtyl98J 

DiatrittKima,ger 
t.and Manasemen~ 

Sincerely, 

SWI!an L. Mauh 

63b -
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74a 
642 Honroe AY11, 
Helen.~, ltmt. 596ol 
AU$1ll.llt41 198) 

8\U'ell.lOfJ..nd it.M¥11-Irt. 
He1dvatare JWaolll"Ca &na 
Box))68 
Butt.e,~Urt.•r·•59702 

Rer S.1dvater JWeourca HIMp:e•nt. Plan. 


I 
 h.IIVII epent comr1derable U• readillj! and ~ to undllrltan<l 

thia pl..ln, and I have d.eo •de phon~~ calla to Bl.ltt.e to clarity 

ao- de\.tlil..l. AI p11r your requ..t., hllre •re ao11111 o! Ill¥ com•nte 

em TO>Jr drert copy o! RMPr 

(l) J.poend1x E1 ~_:l:.~i.!:z h.n anbl"lfld nuaben 1 and 2, but 

no explarwt1on of ••ninll' o! l and 2 riven 1n t.ert.. 

(2) 	 Do not llnolf 11h.lt. b r..ll,y •ant by Mdt.e-rnat1veM. 

What Ire t.he alt.enwtivel beinll' con11.dared tor ~rpecit1c: 

ali.at.lrt.ll 

'J) 	 lo ~~~ent.ic;m is 11111da of preaent i.lnre Ueer -B.L,M, 

cooperation !n current 1111111.1111-llllfmt.; i.e,, de!ernd a;rar.irlll 

(n detiDed 1n atlpendix G). 

Appendlt:Eseemat.oa\Oj!f':Utth.ltdehrred!!rU1nlli.ll the 

vrOIWI lllt.rn.~Uva plan. 

The pbone calla did help to cl..lri.ty pointe in the ..n11.1l. 


Sinc!rel,y, 


g~i:.~c!~i~v,~K-( 
Round Or<:r¥11 b~h 

Q 

77a 
2110 Brodbrook Court 
Bill1!16S, l"lT 59102 

July 5, 1983 

!"lr. Dan Ltchefsky, froject Manager 
Headq.uartare Resource Area "draft EIS" 

Butte District Office, BLI'l 

F, C. Box }}86

Butte, Moctana 59?02 


Dear Si5: 
Herellith one of your m~:~-=a or the Eeedquartera Resc..urce Area 
with circles shoving the arees and tbe comment cn the reverse 
of the map. I didn't try to sholll t.t:e exact locations -- just 
marked the a:p,Proximate township locoticns -- ho~e this is 
satisfactory. 
Ass e;enersl rule, I do not favor "sale," but trade or exchange 
to block up holdings. BLI'l lE..ll.d adjacent or near holdinf,S of 
other state or federal agencies might be considered to be dia­
poeed of only 1! those ageccies are maneginE', for wildlif €). I 
do not favor disposal when such disposal blocks up lend for 
"sodbustere," we've had too long history of breskinE. land 
that othei'\"Iise should have been left ill "grass." 

BOa 

YouraTruly 

Charlea10. Proff 

Chain~~~~n,TetonSCS 

Will you let us l<oow- how the final study ~ 0..., 9 out. Thank you. 

{I'yped for reprodu~tion in the final RMP/EIS) 
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82a 

no .. Ollo11 Lnbthii:J' 
l'roJjooat:lr.11a,:tr 
autb :l!ttr!.ct O!!'rt~· 

..... boz "e6''"' 
iutt..llmlt&lla~Z 

:.Mr.:Y.•.•abehkJI 

~~1 :!Z f}rl. .ltrut 
I.J.,.!:ttc .. ~• hl.llt, ncri~a .5::C!4 
lily 1':', l9!' 

No.•nl.ill.; tboo ioad.uttn a.a01.1:Gt &ru :iiiUOIU'Ct ,:::.a..;•.;::::t ih" i:.J, 1 •~J:pnt 

.__OIL.o.. --. 

·.83b 
Andrelllol1nvecy 111uchoppoeed totheuleofanypubliclanda. AB1t ap­

~::•w:0.:::t·a~~!;~y~hat when we aave vildernf-aa; we eave '-rica. 

Sincerely, 

(typed for reproduction 1n the final IIJ'!P/EIS) 

83a 
JohnR. Swanson 
P.O.Box922 
Berkeley,Cal1f. 94701 
July7,1983 

Mr. Dan Lechefsky 
Project Kaoager 
Butte District Office, BLM 
Butte, Montana 59702 

Dear Mr. Lechefsky: 

Pleaae ACCept my co--nta, as follows, concerning: 

-llli!adwarer• R.l!aource Area, Resource Kanageamt Plan/EnvitoiUII!ntal 
I~actState.ent-

I have lived and worked in thh area of Montana and firat bec811e ac­
quaintedvithauchregionofthhatateDearlyfiftyyeauago. 
Alldreu.ainoftbefin.opinionthatthisareaoftbaStateofltoDtana 
containaou.tatandingvildernen,acen.ic,wildlife,fiah,botanicand 
cu.lturalresouresofcertainnstionalioaport&Dce;aignificantaegmoonts 
of our nationa natural herit01ge; 01nd areOla that provide a vital refuge 
for""'" and for all life on thiS endangered planet. 
Iurgethatourpubliclandsbe-...apdaaapreaerve. 
Toprotectecosyat...,.,preaervewateraheda,aavealldefthancavildlife 
alld fhhand theirrespectivahOibitata, axpao.dandstrengthenwilder­
n.,ss, pr111110te biological diversity and to recover and reatora l18ed­
damag.,dlandatotheirn.aturalenviro.....ntalcoftd1tion. 
Thebsaic-fun.da.ental-purpoaeofthepubliclandahtopreaerveper­
11.8nently the vild.,rneas, acenic, wildlife, fiah, botanic a11d ~W.tural 
reaourcea found on such land and water areas. 
The following areas, with acreage, aa •n.aged by the Buraau of Land 
llanag......,nt, Headwstera baource Area to re~aive full wilderneaa claa­
aification and to be addad to any national wilderneaa preaervat101l 
system: 

Bl1ndllorseCreek6,000 
Chuteltounta1n3,500 

DeapCreek-BattleCreaklo,OOO 

North Fork, Sun R.ivar Co~lex 650 

Beaver Meadows Co~lex 1, 700 

SleepingGiant7,000 

Elkhorn4,500 

Black Sage Complex 7,000 

YellovetoneR.iverlaland56 


Plus, additional area-a~reage to be included in our vildernaae ayatem 

aodtototals.,...50,000acras. 

For a grand total of &Ollie 85,000 acres of Bureau of Lend llanqe..nt 

u.nita in this Headwaters baource Area added to our National Wildernesa 

PreaervationSyateDI. 

Gsa, oil and ~oal d.avelOPIEIIt will surely deci~~&te thia reeour~e area; 

bothBureaulandeandallotherlanda. 


84a 
"r. Dan :..Ocbofsky, Project, Project Mllml"r 
Elu.t\a District Off1~, Bl.ll" 

PO.Boa3388 

ButM, it! S9702 


Daar»r. laobetllljy: 

'll'e lohinll: that AltematiTII C is the beet-or at leeat tJo.e least haratul of the al\arm.tivaa. 

Coal and ~~:•• u.. fin.ita ntsourctoa and 1f we ~IIlLI' tbe IIIIJNironmant t'- hen1 which - do rill 
probably nrn~ail'l lon,r art.r the coal, cas and lllir."-b has been wsed U? a!ld can no lon,rer be 
IIXI'loite4. Elu.t - cermot axneet the ontaent adntinlatration in 'll'a!hiN:ton to coDIIIicler that 
'"' dl that they can ~ee 1.5 t~' 110nata17 profita which lint dintct.l:7 befont thea. 

There aN Wl!!lliY alternative ene1"11'7 eoun:e! ..tdch are not finUe but mcauae no one soul"te 11'0\lld:::: :::~o~~~f~oo;;,Z:~n has been rdd te> thea. 

"'r. & Jolra, J. Poland, Mr. & llrs. L Ha~, »ra. G Jtwm, Mr. & Mn. 0 Penson, "r. & llr!. C Pyle, 
llr. & llrs. 1.' Coletkl, ~. q Val"'O!!, Mr. & Mn. li r:olette, lrlr. & »n. T. Orues, llr.&llrs.T !laabo. 
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85a 

OEPARTUENTOf&CICIOUXlV 

A..OI'OI.•TICAI.SCIE..cf_ 


1-)·7-1:111/nll 


Jecii.A.Ikllllo..,,Dtlt,ILI-..r 
•.l,hpc:. of tllol~ttol'lor 


J,L,L, Diu, Office 

... ]]11 


l•tto,llollt-"702 
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t.,.ct otat- • 


-n:t,. the..... tho ....tr-al 
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	5 The preferred alternative recognizes that the impacts of oil and gas exploration and production are brief reparable and tolerable for 720Jo of the public lands along the Rocky Mountain Front and 930Jo 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: 
	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: 
	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 Qrotections 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 BiM can and does restrict the timing of production activities in sensitive areas The stipula tion form MSO 3100491 that is used to identify seasonal restrictions on production was omitted from the draft RMPEIS but has been included in the final document see Appendix Bl 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: 
	11 Seasonal Exploration Restrictions Table 22 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 12191 This would allow unrestricted work only during the period 91121  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 12191 then the impact of this potential problem would be lessened Comment Index Number 381: 
	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 381: 
	1 3 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: 
	1 Under the preferred alternative Alternative AI seeding and interseeding is proposed for 2560 acres On page 118 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: 
	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 wetlandriparian habitat protection needs especially regarding the time over which protective measures are to be implemented According to the draft the proposal is to improve 585 226 milesl 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 2950fo 113 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 1261 emphasizes our concern that not enough is being done soon enough to protect riparian habitat Under Alternative A moose habitat would only improve from 400fo unsatisfactory to 340fo 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 El 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 twentytwo contain approximately thirty miles or 78Dfo of the total unsatisfactory riparian habitat in the resource area The thirtyseven lower ranking I allotments contain approximately four miles or 1 ODfo of the total unsatisfactory riparian habitat The remaining four and threequarters miles or 120fo 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 720fo 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 winterspring habitat In the case of the Muskrat Allotment 02491 periodic exclusion of livestock grazing may be employed if wildlifelivestock conflicts cannot be resolved through the development of grazing sys tems: 
	4 Given that more than a fourth of the riparian habitat in the Resource Area is in unsatisfactory condition land particularly since much of this is critical grizzly habitat Defenders of Wildlife supports the proposal to improve this situation Its 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 theyre 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 wont be improved Comment Index Num6er 201: 
	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 costbenefits 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 131: 
	B 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 AMP Comment Index Number 131: 
	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 Current BLM policy directs that the Cooperative Man agement Agreement CMAI 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: 
	11  This is currently a provision of the grazing regulations: 
	1 3 Allotmentspecific 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 utilizaion 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 801: 
	14 We recognize and appreciate the joint cooperation between Mr Newman the Teton Conservation District the US Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management in efforts to improve conditions on the Chicken Coulee Allotment 63031 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: 
	1 5 Likewise the DE IS offers inadequate justification for sagebrush controlburning projects mentioned on page 125 and again on page 127 There are high wildlife values associated with sagebrush including the elk calving habitat mentioned on page 125 Comment Index Number 301: 
	16 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: 
	18 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 127036 AUMsl and resource production 133954 AUMsl 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 19791 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 118 IIM No 82292 March 5 19821 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 118 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 eg South ern Malheur Draft Grazing EIS Vale District Oregon 119831 Willow Creek Final Grazing EIS Susanville District Califomia 119821 The absence of such alternatives in the Headwaters EIS is a critical flaw Comment Index Number 331: 
	RESPONSE_2: 
	COMMENTRow1: 
	COMMENTRow1_2: 
	20 The Final RMPEIS has been modified to incorporate additional information that was used in categorizing allot ments See Appendix Ml: 
	RESPONSEingful opportunity to comment on te categorization deisins as contemplated by the Final Graz1ng Management Polley pp 111 to 115 As written the Headwaters EIS effectively bars the public other than ranchers from taking part in these important decisions Comment Index Number 331: 
	22 The preferred alternative for this AMP 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 benefitcost estimate has been developed for each I allotment based on current information and professional judgment see Appendix El Further benefitcost analysis will be done on an allotmentspecific basis to fully evaluate the effectiveness of improvements needed to accomplish man agement changes: 
	23 Appendix E Priority has assigned numbers 1 and 2 but no explanation of meaning of 1 and 2 given in text Comment Index Number 741: 
	24 Do not know what is really meant by alternative What are the altematives being considered for specific allotments Comment Index Number 741: 
	24 Alternatives were developed for I allotments by analyzing different shortterm changes in livestock stocking rates Appendix Nl and by adjusting implementation priorities Appendix EJ 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: 
	2 On the other hand the Black Sage and Yellowstone River Island areas dont 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 arent very highly valued in the DEIS Comment Index Number 201: 
	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 tackon study areas could be managed for wildemess if Congress dip not designate the adjacent FS lands By designating Blind Horse Creek Chute Mountain and Deep CreekBattle Creek as Outstanding Natural Areas the BLM is ensuring the same comparable shortterm protection as wildemess Consequently the option will be available in the future to reevaluate thesll areas for wilderness should Con gress designate the contiguous Bob Marshall additions and if wilderness remains a public issue: 
	4 Yellowstone River Island CMT0751331 would be an eco logically unique addition to the National Wilderness Preserva tion System and should be so designated Comment Index Number 281: 
	5 The rationale presented on page 11 5 and in Appendix L for designation of the Blind Horse Deep CreekBattle Creek Black Sage Chute Mountain and Yellowstone River Island as Outstanding Natural Areas rather than Wilderness Areas is invalid Shortterm protection of these areas is simply not equivalent to the longterm 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: 
	6 In the Blind Horse Deep CreekBattle 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 301: 
	6 The public comments analyzed in the Draft AMP EIS were received during the 19781980 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 determinewhether an area should be recommended as suitable for wilderness designation Appendix R in the Draft RMPEIS contains a complete de scription of the two planning criteria and six quality standards that are used in the study process: 
	8 The first point conceming manageability of these areas is unsupported throughout the AMP 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 AMP 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 751 Emphasis is added Meanwhile there is no men tion or explanation in the AMP lEIS 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 nonBLM inholdings and would be tackons to the Deep Creek Further Study Area management should present no insur mountable difficulties for the managing agency Comment Index Number 321: 
	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 howeer where it would result in improved wildlife habitat refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix A Management Unit 361 Also see our response to Comment Number 1 under Motorized Vehicle Access: 
	2 The Draft RMPEIS page 291 emphasizes this and other guidelines from the Montana Cooperative Elk Logging Study: 
	4 The DE IS doesnt really present enough informatin to anal yze whether or not the proposed timber harvest level is reason able I couldnt 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 didnt feel was adequately addressed I didnt get a feeling of the BLM road management policy Comment Index Number 201: 
	7 The economic analysis in the Draft RMPEIS 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 BLMs ability to affect regional timber supply The twentysix million board feet allowable cut figure in the Draft RMPEIS is to be cut over a ten year period not in one year and as such would not be sufficient to support a mediumsized mill: 
	9 The DEIS offers no economicjustification for the timber harvest leases proposed Past experience on Eastem Montana National Forest lands has shown even moderate silvicultural management to be economically intfficient NEPA requires costs and benefits to be displayed yet nowhere in the DE IS 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 harvsting Comment Index Number 30321: 
	1 0 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 Mountajns The range of forest management alterna tives considered in the RMPEIS includes different levels and locations of timber harvest as well as an analysis of tradeoffs and is considered adequate for resolution of this issue: 
	11 All the alternatives propose a dramatic increase in tim bering activitiesfrom 1 million board feet per decade to over 26 million board feetwithout explaining why such heavy emphasis is being placed on timbering Why was this increase selected Comment Index Number 32 401: 
	1 As outlined in the Draft AMP lEIS sitespecific 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 BIMtidministered lands needed for the achievement of management goals on adjoining national forest lands will be retained in public ownership: 
	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 etcJ by persons traveling these waterways Comment Index Number 91: 
	4 It is unclear how the boundary between Management Units 9 and 1 0 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 1 0 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: 
	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 BLMs position on the sodbusting issue: 
	6 In our view public land managed by BM 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 53 811: 
	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 sitespecific analysis will be conducted to determine whether any significant resource values exist that would prevent disposal: 
	7 As explained in the response to Comment Number 6 a sitespecific 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 thats 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 83 851: 
	RESPONSE_3: 
	COMMENTRow1_3: 
	11  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 Directors 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: 
	12 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 tractspecific 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: 
	COMMENT_2: 
	RESPONSE_4: 
	14 If as Mr Penfolds 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 RMPEIS Comment Index Number 321: 
	17 The area is in a retention zone Due to valuable riparian habitat the tracts are likely to be retained: 
	1 B 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 421: 
	1 tl Sections 203 and 206 of the Federal Land Poliey and Management Act of 1976 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 AMP and were taken directly out of FLPMA: 
	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: 
	25 My only comments deal with a very deep concern for the hundreds of small miners prospectors widows of prospectors or beneficiaries of minersprospectors  leasers of mineral claims These people can be badly hurt mentally  Spirtually if their Forest Service and BLM would sell them out Comment Index Number 891: 
	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 precuded: 
	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 does not attach sitespecific 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: 
	2 Why should pubic land be used for motorcycle racing I feel that they should do as we M4X4AJ do Rent some PRIVATE land for such types of activitylt gives the people who want to see it a chance to do so and those who dont an dont care a chance not to Comment Index Number 271: 
	COMMENT_3: 
	4 Under the preferred alternative Alternative A the Scratchgravel Hills would be closed to motorcycle race events: 
	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 4Wheel 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 Isnt that what travel plans are for Comment Index Number 271: 
	No comments were received on this issue: 
	1  Language has been added to the analysis of Criterion No2 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: 
	4 As ttated on page 1 09 of the Draft AMP lEIS 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 Companys 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 AMP See also response to Com ment Number 31: 
	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 sharptailed grouse elk antelope and mule deer proper buffers and corridors must also be provided for Cotnment Index Number 301: 
	5 The Great Falls Coal Field map located in the back of the Draft RMPEIS should help your evaluation of the coal field impacts to wildlife habitat In the opinion of the BLM specialists the 1260 acres of No Surface Occupancy designated because of wildlife criteria Unsuitability Criterion 151 would not create unusable islands of wildlife habitat Exclusions for sharptailed grouse dancing grounds ltweny acres each may be an exception This grouse species may experience severe shortterm impacts if the coal resource is mined The important thing to remember however is that the Draft AMP lEIS only determined that the area under consideration is accfiPtable for potential coal development pending further study Appendix HI The BLM has very little wildlife inventory data for the coal field area because of limited public surface ownerhip 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 1 0 11 12 13 14 and additional application of criterion 15 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: 
	7 In addition it would appear the RMPEIS 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 analyzedanly to lease all the field or none Comment Index Number 321: 
	9 Criterion Nol6 states 100yearflood 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: 
	1 The Headwaters Resource Area contains one designated and 12 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 81: 
	2 I found the discussion of the DNA 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 its not and as a person who commonly follows these issues I must confess to not fully understanding what can and cant be done in an DNA nor how quickly one can be changed or undone Certainly all of these questions should have been answered in full in the DEISif they were I couldnt find them Comment Index Number 20 401: 
	3 An DNA classification based on speculative energy values seems like flimsy protection for areas with such proven wilder ness and wildlife values Comment Index Number 20J: 
	4 Since there is no commercial forest land in the three areas recommended for DNA designation there will be no impact on timber harvesting: 
	5 Instruction Memorandums W083188 and MT 83160 mandated the deletion of all splitestate lands from further wilderness study whether under Section 603 or 202 of FLPMA When the BLM acquired lands in the recent Slellping Giant exchange the agency did not obtain subsurface rights to 2207 acres Subtracting these areas created 1553 acres of noncontiguous land As a result the WSA lost 3 760 acres and was reduced to only 2371 acres This is far less than the 5000 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: 
	6 While it is true that DNA designations would place severe restrictions on oil and gas development approximately 720Jo of the BLMadministered land on the Rocky Mountain Front is still available for oil and gas development Of the 2BOJo that is consi dered unavailable only BOJo or 9960 acres is unavailable as a direct result of DNA designations The AMP 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 RMPEIS adequately explain why the WSAs were only considered for DNA designation and not fbr ACEC status Comment Index Number 321: 
	1  A statement to this effect has been added to the Final RMPEIS: 
	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 bycase basis as called for by potential adverse impacts of an action Such mitigating measures will therefore be developed for individual actions through the BLMs normal environmental assessment process: 
	undefined_10: 
	COMMENT_4: 
	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 Standards1620601 and Montana Groundwater Standards16201 0031 Comment Index Number 131: 
	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   lp 11 OJ 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: 
	6 The RMPEIS contains no support or explanation for the conclusion that ltlhere will be approximately a 2000 acre decrease in unsatisfactory watershed conditions  based on changes in grazing allotment management lp 111 I 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 321: 
	6 The 2000acre 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 2000acre figure may increase or decrease slightly once the AMPs are implemented: 
	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 yearlong habitats of importance to endangered and threatened species in the planning area over the life of the plan Comment Index Number 6 131: 
	3 The Biological Assessment will be forwarded to the US 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 RMPDEIS and reference to data contained in Figure 33 Comment Index Number 61: 
	6 Its simply not enough to say that ohce the range is in good or excellent condition everything will be fine for wildlife because it isnt 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: 
	B 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 land presumably to the rest of the BLM planning teaml the RMPEIS should include information on crucial winter habitat wildlife populations and the relationship of public lands admin istered by BLMJ to the surrounding areas administered by state other federal agencies or private owners with respect to wildlife habitat and populations Comment Index Number 321: 
	9 The EIS also lacks any specific forage allocations for wildlife or nonconsumptive uses It states that sufficient forage will be provided for wildlife p 291 but never identifies how many AU Ms 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 nonconsumptive 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 331: 
	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 331: 
	COMMENT_5: 
	RESPONSES: 
	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 121: 
	COMMENT_6: 
	RESPONSE_5: 
	4 Recreation Resources Again the RMPEIS contains an accurate general discussion of potential general impacts but there is no attempt to apply the general knowledge to the ontheground situation in the Headwaters Resource Area in order to estimate the impact of each alternative on recreation in detail Comment Index Number 321: 
	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 301: 
	7 Finally visual resource management in Unit 5 and 26 should be sensitive to the location of ttie Continental Divide Trail and the recreational use thereof Comment Index Number 191: 
	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: 
	1 The BLM should commit to cooperative efforts with county weed boards private landowners and state and federal agen cies Comment Index Number 131: 
	2 Weeds and their control cost Montana producers 2527 million annually The toss to producers from weed competition water and nutrient loss and shading is estimated at 2 million This is after Montana producers have spent 2325 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 AMP 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: 
	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 131: 
	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 131: 
	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 bighom sheep Comment Index Number 201: 
	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: 
	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 RMPEIS 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 usuaily are not compatible with a coordinated livestockwildlife multple use management program We urge that these stand ards not be used Comment Index Number 311: 
	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: 
	B In formulating the different alternatives analyzed and com pared in the RMPEIS different goals and objectives were not developed for each resource in each alternative See Table 215 p 47J 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: 
	11 As BLMs master landuse plan for the Headwaters area the RMPEIS should also contain thorough analysis and man agement actions for all resourcesincluding water potntially impacted by hardrock mining in the Scratch Gravel Htlls 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 BLMs statutory and regulatory obligations to protect these resources and to propose concrete ways of doing so Comment Index Number 321: 
	11 The analysis and management guidance contained in the RMPEIS 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 sitespecific coal lease stipulations will be developed prior to issuance of coal leases In the case of the Scratchgravel Hills the decision ta 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 BLJV1 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: 
	12 The discussion of alternatives in the EIS is inadequate for other reasons First ttie no action alternative contains pro posed range improvements and long term forage allocatiqn adjustments Table 25 p 32 Table49 p 1341 and thus does not really constitute a no action alternative as required by NEPA See 40 CFR Sec 1502141dl 119821 Second the protection alternative is selfcontradictory because it seeks to advance conflicting goals If as the EIS acknowlegs a single altemative cannot realistically achieve wildlife watershed and vegetative objectives simultaneously lp 1431 then the EIS should indude altematives or subalternatives 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: 
	13 The environmental analysis contained in Headwaters RMPEIS is considered adequate to support the general land and resource allocations and management guidance provided in the plan alternatives The AMP lEIS is not intended to be the final word in terms of sitespecific proposals and analyses It is however intended to establish a framework within which future sitespecific 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 331: 
	14 Cumulative impacts are discussed for each resource by alternative in Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences and are summarized in Table 216 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: 
	15 Although the EIS recognizes that the main impact from many types of development is the construction and use of roads p 1 09l 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 longterm 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 landuse restrictions which can be used by land managers Comment lndax Number 321: 
	15 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  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 lvses are conducted within the context of compartment man agement plans andor environmental analyses and these also include conSideration of alternatives anCJ m1t1gatmg measures: 
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