
COMMENT ANALYSIS 
Summary of the Comments 
A total of 48 individuals, private organizations, and 
federal and state agencies submitted comments on 
the recommendations and/or analysis contained in 
the draft Garnet RMP/EIS. Oral statements were 
presented by three individuals or organizations at the 
public hearing in Missoula, Montana; and five letters 
were entered into the record. 
Most of those submitting comments were concerned 
with wilderness recommendations, grazing, road 
management, wildlife habitat management, and 
forest management. Table 7-1 shows the number of 
contributors by topic or resource. 

TABLE 7-1 
NUMBER OF COMMENTS BY TOPIC 

OR RESOURCE 

Number of Let ters  
Topic or Resource Providing Comments 

Wilderness 17 
Grazing
Forest Management 
Road Management 

11 
11 
11 

Wildlife Habitat Management 10 
Garnet Ghost Town 9 
Recreation Management and Use 9 
Mining, Geology, Oil and Gas 9 
Water 6 
Land Ownership Adjustments 6 
Economics 5 
Special Management Areas 4 
Weed Control 4 
Cultural 3 
Riparian Habitat Management 3 
Monitoring 2 
Miscellaneous 6 

The wilderness recommendations drew the most 
comments (17). Forty percent of those addressing the 
wilderness recommendations favored designating 
more land as wilderness. Sixty percent supported the 
amount of land designated as wilderness in the pre- 
ferred alternative. 
On the other issues, there was a broad spectrum of 
comments. There were those who thought not enough 
emphasis was placed on wildlife habitat manage- 
ment, while others thought there was too much 
emphasis. Likewise three comments challenged the 
level of allowable cut a s  being too high, while seven 
thought it was good and one thought it was too low. 
About 40 percent of the comments expressed a liking
of the preferred alternative. Eight percent stated a 
preference for one of the other alternatives. 
Most of the comments came from Montana. Nearly 
two-thirds of the comments came from within the 
counties that  will be directly affected by the Garnet 
RMP/EIS. 

CHAPTER 7 

Analysis and Review Procedures 
All comments were reviewed and considered. Com- 
ments warranting responses were those which: 

relate to inadequacies or inaccuracies in the 
analysis or methodologies used, 
identify new significant impacts, 
recommend reasonable new alternatives, 
involve disagreements on interpretations of sig- 
nificance, or -
indicate significant misconceptions or misinter-' 
pretations of BLM programs and policies. 

Each letter and each person's testimony given at the 
hearing are reproduced in this chapter. Table 7-2 is a 
list of contributors and their corresponding identifi- 
cation number. 
Portions of the comment letters are bracketed. The 
brackets have been assigned either a number or an  
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TABLE 7-2 


7-Public Involvement COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFTRMP/EIS 
Identification 

Federal Agencies Number 

Environmental Protection Agency, Helena, MT 
Department of the Air Force, Air Force Regional Civil Engineer, Dallas, TX 
Department of the Army, Seattle District Corps of Engineers, Seattle, WA 
Department of Energy, Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, OR 
Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Helena, MT 
Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Billings, MT 
Department of the Interior, Geological Survey, Reston, VA 
Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Denver, CO 

State Agencies 

Lubrecht Experimental Forest, Greenough, MT 9 

Montana Bureau of Mines and Geology, Butte, MT 10 

Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks, Region 2, Missoula, MT 11 

Montana Historical Society, Historical Preservation Office, Helena, MT 12 

State of Montana, Office of the Governor, Helena, MT 13 


Businesses 

Atlantic Richfield Company, Denver, CO 14 

Bignell Ranch, Helmville, MT 15 

Blackfoot River Ranch Inc., Helmville, MT 16 

Bonita-Clinton-Potomac Cattle Association, Clinton, MT 17 

Champion Timberlands, Milltown, MT 18 

Dutton Hereford Ranch, Gold Creek, MT 19 

Plum Creek Timber Company, Inc., Missoula, MT 20 

Southern California Edison Company, Long Beach, CA 21 


Organizat ions 

Back Country Horsemen, Missoula, MT 22 

Five Valley Four Wheelers, Missoula, MT 23 

Garnet Preservation Association, Missoula, MT 24 

Montana Wilderness Association, Helena, MT 25 

National Wildlife Federation Regional Executive, Bozeman, MT 26 

Sierra Club, Bitterroot Mission Group, Missoula, MT 27 


Individuals 

Donald Aldrich, Missoula, MT 28 

Merrill Bradshaw, Jocko, MT 29 

Allan Castonguay, Seeley Lake, MT 30 

Allen Christophersen, Missoula, MT 31 

Bruce Cox, Missoula, MT 32 

Barry and Audrey Donnelly, Calgary, Alberta, Canada 33 

Frank Fitzgerald, Drummond, MT 34 

Doug Habermann, Bozeman, MT 35 

Marvin Hammer, Missoula, MT 36 

Helen Hammond, Missoula, MT 37 

John Hollenback, Gold Creek, MT 38 

Charles Kay, Missoula, MT 39 

Russell Lawrence, Missoula, MT 40 

Ivan Leigland, Missoula, MT 41 

Jean Matthews, Missoula, MT 42 

Mary Jane Adams Morin, Missoula, MT 43 

May Nelson, Drummond, MT 44 

Steve Stolp, Helmville, MT 45 

Arnold Stoverud, Missoula, MT Testimony at Public Hearing 
Frank Trask, Jr., Deer Lodge, MT 46 

Fred Weaver, Clinton, MT 47 
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Public Comments on Draft RMP/EIS 

alphabetical letter. The response to the bracketed 
comment will have the same number or alphabetical 
letter. The numbers refer to responses given to com- 
ments which did not require a change in text of the 
draft. The alphabetical letters refer to responses 
which resulted in  a change in the text of the draft. The 
responses are arranged by topic in the section titled 
Responses to Comments and Letters. 

PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE 
DRAFT RMP/EIS 
All comments and the public hearing transcript will 
be available for inspection a t  the Garnet Resource 
Area office in Missoula. In  addition, all wilderness 
comments will accompany the BLM Montana State 
Director’s wilderness recommendations to Washing- 
ton for consideration by the BLM Director, the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, the President, and Congress. 
Some of the letters could not be reproduced in their 
original form. These were retyped. Except for editing 
of misspelled words or obvious errors in punctuation, 
most comments are printed verbatim. 

-.... ...- ... . - . - -.- - . . - . - .- .- . . 
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7-Public Involvement 

8EPA 
Ref: en0 

Janua~y10, 1985 

Mr.  U w e  Bake? 
Project Manager 
Garnet Reiowce Area Offlce 
3255 For t  Mll lOYla Road 
M i s w ~ l a ,  Montana 59801 

Dear Mr. Baker: 

Thank you for the oppor t vn l t y  t o  r e v l e ~you7 Agency's d ra f t  enviraninental 
impact statement on the Garnet Resoume Area Managment Plan. Our c o m n t l  
are as f O l l O Y I :  

1. ue supPoit the improueinentr i n  watershed Condit ions shown under the 
p re fe rmd  A l te rna t i ve  E. 

3. 

4 .  The EL5 Contains l i t t l e  d e t a l l  on the p'erent environmental I l tUa t iOn  
.:<.: i n  the r t v d y  died. Ue espec ia l l y  would p re fe r  t o  see i n fomat ion  OnBy;
)'7 Current water qYal7ty problems and plans t o  a l l e v i a t e  the problms. 

Granite lum?zStreet222 N. 32nd 
According t o  EPA'I system fo r  r a t l n g  d ra f t  ElS's. t h i s  statement i s  ra ted  

LO-? ( l ack  O f  objections - i n r u f f l c i e n t  ~ n f a m a t l o n ) .  Th l r  r a t i n g  means we P.0. Box 30157591070Billings, m 
have no baslc ObJeCtlDnl t o  the S O Y T S ~Of ac t i on  proposed bu t  woula pre fe l  I 
higher level O f  d e t a l l  on the Current env i ronmnta l  s i t u a t i o n  i n  the study 
area. ifyou have any questions, pleare contact nr. &ne l a y l o r  i n  our 
b n t a n l  O f f l c e  a t  449-5486 I n  Helena. 

3a 
Departmentof Energy 
BonnPvlilePOW. Admm,rvmon 

P 0 Box 3621 
Poniand.aegon 97208 

Planning Branch 


"arch 14, 1985 

Dear Hr. Baker: 
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Public Comments on the Draft RMP/EIS 

6a 

TO: Project Leader. BLN, Garnet  Resource Area ,  
"issoula, 111.. We have rev lewd tne suajact r f a f c m n t  and the follaing ~onitifutethe 

comentr Of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servlce IMl.Our c m n t r  deal 
PROII: Field Supervisor, Endangered Species,  Helena. NT. w i t h  what w VtIualize a3 the mo31t r l g n i f l c m t  ?e~ource.lfor flrh and 

Mldlife re30urces. uetland-rloarlan hallfaf2. Due to  O W  untamillarlty
SUBJECT: Biological Assessment for the Garnet Resource with the area. m have not c m n t e d  YDOn other aspects of fish and 

Management Plan. (GRMPl d l d l l f e  re9ource 1 I I "es .  

We have revleved the biologial assessment for the GRHP 
and your determination of .no affect' for the grizzly bear. 
gray w o l f ,  peregrine falcon, and bald eagle. 

We concur with your finding of .no effect. on these Federally 
listed threatened and endangered speices. 

The bald eagle  is the 11sted species most llkely to benefit 
from proposed conservation measures described ~n the GRIIP .  W e  
encourage and Support your efforts and commitmenra LO monitor 
this specles and protect and enhance r i p a r i a n  habitats and food 
6ource5 for thls species throughout the term of the p l a n .  I n  
i l d d l l l o n .  Ye support measures available eo you under the 
land adju9tment program t o  acquirr riparian habirats,(especlally
along the R l g  RlacXFoot River1 vhlch may serve as Suitable neStlng 
or rintpring h a b i t a t  Or WhlCh may currently SerYe a3 important 
components of one or more eagle  breeding territories. 

We are available to you throughout the p l a n n l n g  period for 
planning and carrying o u t  actions directed a t  the conservltlon 
and proreck~onof the 11SLed species and Lhelr habitats. We 
encourage your efforts LO monitor Lor all these specles and Conduct 
Lollor-up surveys  I "  response to slghtlngs of listed Species not 
normally seen in the resource area. 


we appreciate your efforts LO meet our shared responsibilities 
to conserve and protect listed species and hablfats important 
t o  their survival and recovery. 

In Reply Refer TO: 
UGS-Mail Stop 423 


To:  Project Manager. Garnet Resource Urea Offlce. 
Bureau of Land Management. MI~Poula. Montana 

From. Assistant 0 i l e c t 0 1  for Engineerlog Geology 

Subject: Revie* Of draft en~llonmntdl statement for Garnet Resource 
Urea management plan. Montana 

Ue have reviewed the draft statement i n  accord d t h  the FOYCl letter of 
Oecember. 1981. f r m  the Actlng State OlleEtoT. 

1@The draft statement should address the potential for ground-wdtel ImpaCtl 

,'>related t o  the development o f  011. gas,  and mineral rePou~CeS.and should 
%:discus$ polllble m i t i g a t i o n .  

Jg:lt muld be helpful t o  provide a n  explanation of the method used to a r l e r r  
::$:mineral potential. For example. the terms that appear under the heading 
$$*Potential and Known ieierve rating" (Table 3-41 should be defined i n  the 
.:iglorraryor elsewhere. 
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7-Public Involvement 

8a 3a 
U n i t e d  S t a t e s  D e p a r t m e n t  of t h e  I n t e r i o r  

NATIONAI. PARK SERVICE 

,II-" mzrm m 

ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGIONAL OFFlCR 
61, Put" 5-
P O  0.*,1111 

Darr..cob"& m22, 

nr. Dave Barer 
I s 5 l s t a n t  erea nanager 
Garnet  Resource nrea 

L7619 ( W - P C )  
3255 F o r t  PI1~souIaRoac 
Mrssoula. Montana 598611 

MAR 7 1985 
Dear Dave: 

-randurn 

To: HI'. Dave Baker, Project mnager, Garner Resource &reaOf f i ce .  Bureau 
o f  Land Hanage-nr. Misamla. Rmtane 

mom: Asaociatr Regional Director. Flaming and Resource Preservation; 
Rocky Mountain Region 

2.  The discussion of the "L&s and Clark Trail" on pasea 74 sod 76 should 
recognize Cbaf Lerlll and Clark's ro~fe.i nc lud ing  t h i s  portion along tho 
Blackfoot Rlvcr. has been dcslgnaulred by the Consreas 
National B i a t o r l ~T r a i l .  The Garnet resource management plan should be 
camarihle with the cmnh=oaIum ~ l a nf a r  the mfimal  his tor ic  t r a l l .  

m.  Tom Gi lbe r t .  lidwesf Region. 

rhe L e w i s  end Clark 

A 

reef. -ha. Nebrash  68102. rolephone 

~ ~.~~ ~ 

copy of  t h a t  plan may be obtained from 
National Park Service. ,709 Jackson S t  

c c :  Land LIndberqh 
Blll ratter 

10a 10b 
The C m n t r  t h a t  f o l l ow  were transcribed frm w r i t t e n  c m n t s  r u b d t t e l  mwy1~ ~ t ~ ~ g ~ ~ ~ ~ f toz;;e;ydn;;o-, encl osed ~ ~ ~ ~ : ~ ~ ~ 

On page 67 under teolaqy 

f i r i t  paragraph: 

r e d i a r n t r  (1  to 2 b i l l i o n  y e w s  a w l .  to the YCV resent 110 thousand 
years ago and l e r r l .  

'The mck types range I n  age fm the l a t e  P r L C l h r l i l n  B e l t  Series 

E:.*- B e i t  supergroup no t  series as of 1961. 
F W  - 600 t o  16W m i l l i o n  years ago instead O f  1 P 2 b i l l i o n  y e a l l  ago. 

second paragraph 

Dave Baker. P m j e c t  Hanager
Garnet Resource Area Office 
3255 For t  M i r rou la  Road 
Mirreula. EXlntina 59801 

'Sedimntary l o c k s  such as limestone. a r g i l l i t e s .  d o l m i t e r .  p;afiZlter,
and shale can be found general ly throughout the re3ourcSe area. 

Gg ;n;;;u;J,be a r g i l l i t e ,  dolonrite. qua r t z i t e ,  sandstone should be 

Dear Mr. Baker: 

This l e t t e r  i s  a response t o  the  d r a f t  Resource Managenrent Plan/ 
Environmental Impact S ta tmen t  fo r  the Garnet Resource Area (12/84).
Several o f  the s t a f f  ambers O f  the Geology and Mineral Reiour~esD i v i s i o n  
have revimed por t i on9  o f  t h i s  d r a f t  which p e r t a i n  t o  gmloqy  and mineral 
PelOulCel. 

7y: - A r g i l l i t e  and quar t z i t e  are conridered netalnorphored (Pett i john. 
''<< S e d i m n t a V  R o c k )  

t h i r d  pangraph  

%s t  o f  the resource area was no t  d t r e c t l y  affected by glacial aCt i l i t y . '

HP - That i t a t m n t  i s  n o t  c o v e c t .  The continental g lac ie rs  covered a l m r t  
,.Ihal f  O f  the area w i t h  c l a s s i c  g lac ia l  features I n  the e n t i r e  northern 
t3 p o r t  O f  the area. Glac ia l  Lake Missoula covered a l a v e  area. Val ley8 :b::b::; We: :=? i n  the southern p a r t  and c e r t a i n l y  i n  the g lac ie r  

Sincerely * 
'However, gllC!dl till can be found i n  mraines i n  Fred B u r l  and Upper 
Y i l l n  creeks. 

8'@- Yhy do you s lng le  ou t  t h i s  area? Haralnet Ire we l l  developed I n  many 
:::A o the r  areas. 

Mervin J. BartPolmew, Chief 
Gmlogy and Uineral RelDUrCel D I v l r I o n  'In the Omlnmnd areamtrace$ o f  ancient rho re l i ne r  of g l a c i a l  Lake 

Nl r rou la  are v i s ib le .  
K1B:jd w;2 - A l l 0  can be seen i n  mny other pa r t s  O f  your StudY area." Enc lo iu re i  

.Detailed I n f o m t i o n  on the geologic I t l Y C t U r e  O f  the Garnet Resource 
Area i s  contained i n  ty surveys, MOrris0n-Haierle 1978 and Geo/Rerource 
Consultants, Inc. 1983. 
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Public Comments on the Draft RMP/EIS 

On page 67 under 011 and Gas 

f i r s t  paragraph 

'This l ands l i de  i s  unique because Of i t s  r i l e  and pmrence o f  natural 
1ereer. 

- o you mean unique i n  t h i s  area? 

On page 71 i n  Table 3-4 

- m a t  i s  w a n t  by surface o i l  and gar p o t e n t i a l l  

- Yhat I S  the d l r t l n c t i o n  beheen Acres Of Surface and Acres of 
Subsurface? 

first pangraph under Table 3-4 

- flworite Ir mirspcl led. should be f l u o r i t e  

second paragraph 

*The M d i r a n  Linerfane F o m t l o n  . , .' 
- M d l l O n  LIneStOnL O r  b d i r a n  F o m t l m .  no t  both 

For the above reasons and becaws f i e b ,  wi ld l i fe .  v ieueh md Outdoor recreatbo 
get more considerafieo under N t e m t i v e  C ,  this is the alte-tive we favor. 

9 M O N T A N A  HISTORICAL SOCIETY 
HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

PSNORTH ROBERTSSTREET * 14ffiIU4-4%4 HELENA MONTANA5E620 
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7-Public Involvement 

m a r  m. saker.  

The State of Montana appreciate3 this OpportunitY t0 review and 
comment on the Draft Garnet ~esourceArea Management Plan (Plan) and ~ ~ ~ t l~ ~ ~ ~~mpacrStatement n(EIs ) ,  aYour agency's cooperation and 
presentation of the Pian to Montana's interagency piannlng task force i s  
also appreciated. The attached comments reflect the task force's reYleW 

and concerns regarding the Plan 

provisions have been outlined in the Plan which ailow 
SpeCiflC actwinesto be implemented in an envlrOmentaliY acceptable 
manner. There are. however portions of the Plan where the effects Of 
unplementation m e  not clea;ly identified. and ,where the lack of 
quantitatwe information hinders the cOmpanSOn of altCrnatiVe 
management apporf"nties 

We hope that the Flnai Plan and EIS mil pmvlde a SaUSfaCtOrY 
consideration of t h e  statemscomments on these draft  documenis- 

Sincerely, 

Attachment 

-

.3d 

-2-

-3-
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13e 
Mining and Water Qualify: 


In addiuon to requirements addressed in the U . S  mlning laws federal 
agencies are responsible for reporting actlvites that might affect wafer &hty ~n 
the state (ref. Clean Water Act.  1977. Section 401. Title 1V. P e m m  and 
Licenses, Certification). 

Specdlcally. Section 401(a)(l) states that "...any Applicant for a Federal 
license or p e m t  for any acuvihl. which may result in a discharge. shall 
provide the licensing and pemtting agency a certification from the State .." 

Acceptance of Notice of Intent to Canduct Mining Operations, Plan9 of Opera- 
Uans or muance of some Special Use Permits t h a t  involve discharges without 401 
certificauan may be in violation of the federal Clean Water Act. 

Public Comments on the Draft RMPIEIS 

VIA ElPReSS MAIL 


March 11, 1985 


With this in mnd. we r e m m e n d  thaf the BLM require apphcants to provide Mr. Dave Baker2oi ypts have been secured before~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ Project Mansger ~ ~ f ~ ~ ~ t~ g d ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~:;% 
Garnet Resource Area 

Land Adlusments. Bureau Of Land Management 

3255 Missoula Road 


The preferred alternaUve states that 126,872 acres (87%) of the resource Missouls, MT 59801 
area is to be held m retention for public vaIuos, while 18.7888 acres (13%) is Re: Garnet Draft Allp and DEISavailable for dirpoui through exchanges or 681e5. Several of the tracts identified 
far dispasal are characterized by high wildlife vaiws, primarily elk and deer Dear Mr. Baker:winter range (WR): 

Silver King Rldge Elk WR and Calving Area 280 acres Atlantic Richfield Company would like to offer the 
following comments on the Draft Resource Management
Montgomery Gulch Elk and Deer WR 120 acres Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement forMallard Creek Deer WR 40 acres the Garnet Resouroe Area in northwestern Montana.Lonetree Ridge Elk WR 4w acres Stlantic Richfield Company has Beveral thousandSluice and Antelope Creek Deer WR 520 acres State and Federal acres under lease within HISsOUla, Limestone Ridge Deer and Elk WR 150 acres ow ell. Lake and Flathead Countlea. In addition to Gough Creek Deer and Elk WR 40 acres our lease acreage, Anaconda Minerale Company, aPale Creek Elk WR zoo acres 

Bear Gulch Deer WR 160 acres division of Atlantic Richfield Company, presently 
George and Dave Gulch Elk and Deer WR 160 acres has the fee mineral interest in approximately

1,000.000 acres in the counties mentioned above and 
2m acres extending into Sanders and Lincoln counties. 

poxtion of Granite county. should be rated a 4 for 
oil and gas potential, which is the highest possible 
rating. A copy Of the rating forms we submitted are 
attached for your review. Our geologists indicate 

that they are Still very interested in this part Of 

Montana in terms of exploring for and possibly

developing all and gas. we believe that BLM Should 
upgrade the pokential ratings for these areas to 
reflect our comments. If you feel a diScuSSfon Of 
our data is necessary. please call. We would be 
happy to meet with you. 


One other major problem r e  found i n  the draft 
planning documents is that the acrewe figures used 

in the va~ious alternative diacveeiona do not add 

up. For instance, on page xi11 under Alternative E, 

it is Btated that oil and gas leasing rill be 
permitted on 205.066 acres; this figure includes the 

federal mineral estate. Further it is stated that 

eea8ona1 restrictions will be applied to 81,076 

acre8 and NSO stipulations will be applied to 8.180 

acres. The remaining 112.810 acre6 (whish includea 

the mineral estate) rill be SUhjeEt LO standard 
stipulatiOm8. Rowever, Appendix 0 IS misleading

because It appears that only 19,617 *Ores *I11 be 
subject to apecia1 stipulations and that 19,617 

scree would be subject to standard stipulations. 
Therefore. we are confused as to which atatenent is 
correct and believe it 1.0 eesential that this point 

be clarified in the final document. 


We support the Concept of leasing LIreae with m i n i m u m  
restrictions. Bowever, we believe that the BLM 
should include a dimlaimer statement i n  hppendix A, 
nanagemnt Prescriptions. under Management G O ~ S ,  
which points Out that if it is found that certain 

sripu1arions are not "eceliaary on a site-specific
inspection basis, they Should be waived. This would 

avoid potential conflicts in the future If It is 


~
$%r%;ta ~ : ~ h ~ ~ ~ p l ~ ~ 'k:t ~ 
inatance, i n  Management Areas NOS. 5 and 6, it is 
posslble that elk may not IetUIn to the Same 

specific area every year. Therefore. i f  a company
plans operations i n  a area where the elk are not 
expected to zetilrn that year, the 8ea8oOa1 reetrio-
tion could be lifted fOc the duration Of the 

drilling meration. 


14c 

LIT. Dave Baker 
March 11. 1985 
Page 3 

In conclusion if the recommended modifications and 
corrections i r e  made to the proposed action, Ye 
believe that BLM will have prepared a reasonable 
Resource  Management Plan. We would like more 
information, however, as to how BLM determined area0 
Of high, medium and low potential for oil and gas 
reserves. It 'is poasible that changes Should be 
made with regard to special management area 
proposals if it is determined that oil and gas 
potential Outweighs thoee resource values which ale 
being set aside. With the exception of the wilder- 
ness recommendation of Quigg, it appear8 that the 
entire RA is available for leasing with a minimum of 
NO Surface OEcupancy Stipulations. As long as the 
seasonal stipulations are reasonably applied to 
allow for an adequate operating window. Ye can 
support the BLM'e Preferred alternative. 

Plea~le feel free to contact us if you would like to 
discuLIB our comments In greater detail. 

si"EerCly, 

Enclosures - Rating Forms 

~ = ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ : ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
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7-Public Involvement 

15a E6a 
Blackfoot R ive r  Ranch 1%. 

Kenneth S. Caughlln 
E m t t  R. Coughlin
Ruby 1. C w g h l l nBureau Of Land Mt. Jay Coughlln
Gene CoughlinYe p re fe r  A l te rna t i ve  E and feel t h a t  the add l t i ona l  forage created 

by f o r e i t  m n s g m n t  praCtiCer should be made ava i l ab le  f o r  use by the 
11vestOCk. Ye do n o t  see the need f o r  any sdd i t l ona l  areas w i t h  IO maw 
U.S.F.S. w l l de rne r r  W C ~ Iclose by. March 7. 1985 

B igne l l  Ranch Bureau o f  Land Hanagenent HelmYll le, m 
Ml i i ou la .  Mn tana  59801 

Dear sir ,  

2sI' 
On beha l f  of the Blackfoot River Ranch Inc. vm wish to p m t e s t  the 

$$ proposed logging operation up Your Name Creek drainage. Ye f e e l  t h i s  
I: 

8' would affect t he  water shed h i c h  vm r e l y  on f o r  our f lood I r r l g a t l o n .  

26g 
Also the access t o  YOUI H a m  Creek 1s l im i ted .  Private landornerr 

d hove I w i t t e n  l ega l  agreement h i s h  vm do activate. 

In the Blackfoot River Ranch's F i ve  M i l e  grazing pmgram the present 77@$ fencer malntalned by us d i e  adequate t o  keep C a t t l e  out. The fence 
?A$$beheen  BW and Champion ground 1s n o t  adequate to keep t m s p a l s  c a t t l e  

$f DUt. 

s i " cemly ,
Typed f o r  mpmduc t ion  i n  the  f i n a l  E I S  

E-tt e. Caughlln
Pre i l den t  

Gene Coughlln 
Vice P m i i d e n t  

L7a 
Clinton. M0"td"l 
R?. 11. 1985 

David R. Baker. P m j e c t  Manager
Garnet Resoume Area O f f i c e  
3255 For t  Mi lsou la  Road 
Mls10~1a. Montana 59801 

0C.w str: 

The Bonita, Cl inton, Potmac C a t t l e  A r r o d a t l s n  prefers A l te rna t i ve  E 
fm I l i ves tock  grazing view. Ye fee l  t h a t  w i t h  pioper management by nireh 6. 1985both the Bureau Of Land Management and the c a t t l e  Dssoclattm. t h a t  the 
pmJected Increase i n  AUM pmduc t ion  should be I v l l l a b l e  I n  l e s i  than the 
twenty year perlad. r e a l i z i n g  t h a t  a l o t  m y  depend on mnete ry  funding
for range l w r o v e m n t s  and our C a m b i l i t Y  t o  hc lo  Out w i t h  i n r t a l l a t l o n  
Of some i m p m v m n t l .  

A% a general c a n t  on t h i s  resourte Ddnagmnt  plan, we feel t h a t  
there i s  adequate wlldernesr areas r e t  aside i n  Yeitern Wontana already 
and can ICF no need f o r  an^ Pddit ional wi lderness amas on Bureau o f  Land 
Managerent 9WY"d. 

Ye be l i eve  t h a t  t he  t imber management has been okay i n  the past and 
be l i eve  t h a t  i t  sould continue I S  I n  the past. 8384 pmb;kfore it re^^^^^^^""^^^^^^ ~;;~:ccmm? mm of a 

Sincerely, 

Bonita. Cltnton, P0tom.c C a t t l e  Associat ion 
Bernard J. Yeiten, Sec. Treas. 

Typed for r e p m d u c t i m  i n  the f i n a l  EIS.  
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19a 
David Dutton Dean Outton 

DUTTOH HEREFORD RWCH 

Registered and C m r c l a l  Herefords 

Gold Creek, Montana 59133 

ndmh 1. 1985 

Dave Baker 
United Stater Ocpartmnt of  Interior 
Bureau OF Land Managamt
Garnet Reiouxe &rea Office 

Project HBoBBe' 
Carnec Reaovrce *rea Office 
3255 Fort Hissouls Road 

3255 Fort M l l l o ~ l a  Road Illssoula, HI 59801 
Mirroula. Ilontana 59801 

DEQr "I. Baker: 
Dell s i r :  

I think your alternative plan E would be the best appmach to the 
management of the lands. 

ThlS i B  in response to the drnfr Reaovrce HB"aganene P l a n l e n v l r o ~ e n n l  

interest IO BLn p1aoning. 

Impact Stsfemant (dmfr )  for the Carnet Resource Area. 
m e r  and manager of lands vlfhln the Carnet Area, PCTC has a aignlffcsnC 

A8 a major private 

Sincerely, 

David Outton 

For the mst part
recognizes t he  beiefi ts  derived from consolidated amerahip. 
final could be hproued if i t  displayed a)land:, which PCTC desires rO 
discard and b) ocher lands which PCTC covld acquire. 
within the Garnet Area are scattered and renvltely loeared and ere of a 
~esoureetype that could be managed by 

we find that the document 8uppart6 land erehange and 
However. the 

Many of our lands 

Or anofher public agency. 

Typed for PepmdUCtlOn I n  the flnal U S .  
A connolidared land exchange p'0posa1 would comply r i t h  BM's Stare Cvidaoce 
docwni ,  national leglsl~tiooand adnlniarrafiue direcrlon. 
Plan should analyze the trade-offs of B blocked up land pattern. 
an analysis would show the benefits and aaviogs fa boch public and PTivaCe 
land managere. 
ship objectives as staled om pages 1-13 

The final 
Such 

our proposal vould also help the Bu1 mer its land om_-
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21a 

Southern California Edison Compsny 

"." 
January 8 .  1 9 8 5Mr. Dave Baker, Prolect Manager 


B Y C - ~ ~ Yof land Wanagenent

Garnet ReSOYICe A r e a  Office 
3 2 5 5  Fort  Missoula Road 
Mlbb0~1a. Hontand 59801 


Dear Mr. Baker: 


Suh3ect: Garnet Resource Management Plan/ 
~nviionaentalImpact Statement (RMP/EISl-Draft 


Southern California Edison Company appIeciateS the Opportunity 

to comment on the above subject Draft RMP/EIS. 

Based on our review and our current information. we have the 
fallowing comments end recommendations for your consideration. 


We axe pleased to see the recognition by the planning team of 
future corridor needs as an issue in the MP/ElS. Southern 
California Edlson Company and the Nestern Utility Group IWUGI 

have ldentifzed the ex16tlng and fukure need for planned utility

corridors that rill meet future energy demands of the eleven 
Western S t a t e s  through the year 2 0 2 0 .  We belleve that corridor 
designation is an laporrant and critical element of land use 
planning and is an important planning r o o 1  for both land 

I 
managers and the utility industry. 

Identification and designation of corridors in the land manage-

ment planning process "111 assure maX1R"n PUbliC partlcipatio"

insuring that all resource values ace identlfled and considered 
~n t h e i r  aelect lan.  Desianated corridors should be of suffl-.. ..~~~~~ 

cient width to pcovide th; necessary routing flexibility to 
avoid or mitigate adverse impacts to environmentally 8en81tlYe 

ace115 located within the Corridor. 

while Southern Callfarnxa Edison Company has not ldentlfled anywhile Southern Callfarnxa Edison Company has not ldentlfled any
specific corridor requirement that would affect the Garnet
specific corridor requirement that would affect the Garnet 
R ~ S O Y T C ~ 
R ~ S O Y T C ~Area, we concur with the dealgnation Of Alternative EArea, we concur with the dealgnation Of Alternative E 
a8 belng the preferred alternative. We would also agree vltha8 belng the preferred alternative. We would also agree vlth 
any of the remalnlng alternatives that provides for adequateany of the remalnlng alternatives that provides for adequate
utilization of utility corridors.
utilization of utility corridors. 

21b 22a 
Mr.  Dave Baker - 2 - January 8 ,  I 9 8 5  UT. Dave Baker 7 Columbine Road 

U t .  59802p,,ject nanager n l ~ s ~ u l a .  
Garnet uesource A m Office March 10, 1985 
3255 Fort ~ i l f O U 1 1 1Road 
H i s s ~ u l a .Ut. 59801 

Thank you for inviting our comments. We hope you will g i v e  then 
your full consideration in the preparation Of the final RMP/EIS+ Dear nr. Baker: 
If further details are needed. please sontact Hr. J. R .  Wilson 
a t  1 2 1 3 )  4 9 1 - 2 9 9 2 .  

JRWilson/l366f/elv 


Sincerely,  

P h i l l p  1. Baln 

cc: Nancy Chandler President. 4401 8 .  I ve .  Y.. H l l r O U l l  
Jln A x h e r  Ish?s Chair.  1230 Y. Kent R s s o Y l a  
8111 B m n :  I I I U ~ SChair.  10025 O'Brlr; Creek Rd.. Mlssoula 

Typed f o r  mpmduction i n  t h e  f i n a l  E I S .  
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23a 24a 

I TO the  a t t e n t i o n  of the  Bureau of w d  Management 
Corni t tee  for the  s tudy  Of the  R ~ S O U T E ~managernen: plan  m e  
Environmental Impact s t a t e l l e n t ,  

I I an r l i t l n g  i n  response t o  the  Garnet Resource Area Management Plan. Garnet Resource Area 
Resource Managerent Plan 

He are members Of the  Five Valley Four Wheelers. a r e c r e a t i o n a l  
organi7a t ian .  

The Garnet Preservation Association supports mnagmnt ai ternatives 
We enjay t r a v e l i  t h e  o ld  back country =.ads. j eep  and f i r e  which r i l l  Pmserve, pmtect. and p m t e  the ghost t o n .t r a i l s  an6 e x P l O % g  old  mine roads and s i t e s .  We feel the tam must be stabilized If it i s  to be publicly presented 

a$ a historical rite. Our Awxidtlon's involvmnt i s  to provide ppivite 
funding to this r t a b i l l ~ a t i ~ n l p r e r e r v a t l o ngoal. Our only real mthod of 
raising this funding i s  through I n w l v m n t  of the general public a t  the 
to*" On this basis we m i t  support Alternattrer A orrite. 

' E *hich pmvide for 
The type  Of r0.d we p r e f e r  t o  t l a v e l  and enjoy the  f o r e s t s  an are 

~CCCIIand continued maintenance of this hiitorical reI0"IEe. 
quickly  d issapear ing  from t h e  Useable f o r e s t s .  Theae loads  
bel% destroyed by new logging Posds they are being c losed  t o  year  
10% t r a v e l .  Or they  are being  pe&ently then  allowing the  area I v a n  1. Leigland
, & & ~ ~ ~ n i ; ~ ~  :pf: $e:l;~~a,:n~fh"..,.,:$f~~;";;,th'esfee; President 
some Of t h e  lod  e s t a b l i s h e d  jeep  t r a i l s  f o r  the  motorized r e c r e a t i o n .  Garnet Preservation Aifcciation 

user c o n f l i c t  i s  an express ion  we hear  a t  aimoat every meeting we 
a t tend  and read  i n  most a r t i c l e s  t h a t  are w r i t t e n  concerning f o r e 9 t  
Use. We h a w  l i t t l e  o r  no c o n f l i c t  wi th  a t h r r  Users because of the  
t ime Of year we use t h e  area. compared wi th  t h e  t i n e  Of year  o t h e r s  
Use t h e s e  areas. 

A l i t t l e  cornon cour tesy  and mutual r e s p e c t  could solve most 
c o n f l i c t s  by t h e  "sere8 anyway. 

During the  management p lan  devclopment we would l i k e  you t o  take  old'1 ~~~~A~~~f%~~%~~~~~ : Z n t R f ~ ; f ~ , ~ d ~ ~ . ~ ~ g ~ ~ ~ ~ = ~ ~ ~ d = ~ ~t h e  

I 
A f e r  8PecifiE roads w e  are i n t e r e s t e d  in ares The Cap Wallace ROad 
UP t o  t h e  o ld  r i d g e  road t h e  t o  t h e  Chamberlin meadows area via the  Typed for repmduction i n  the final E I S .  
o r i g i n a l  road8 The Chamb;rlin Creek Road Out t o  SCOtty Brown 
Bridge. t h e  Road across the  burn. The wales Creek Road. The Eleva t ion  
Mountain F i r e  Road, Deep Creek Road. Douglas Creek ROad down Weasel 
Gulch t o  R a t t l e r  Gulch. 

l e  want t o  thank you for your E m s i d e r a t i o n  and i f  you are i n t e r e s t e d  
i n  any of o w  organiza t ion  doing any volunteer  work on any of t h e  
above mentioned Toads, f e e l  f r e e  t o  Contact e i t h e r  Mike or Kathy
Whitman a t  728-8033 or w r i t e  t o  us a t  420 West c e n t r a l .  

I Mike Whitman. WeS. Five Valley Four 'Wheelers 
Kathy Whitman. See. Five Valley Four Wheelers 
420 west c e n t r a 1  
MiSSOula. Montana 59801 

26a 
National Wildlife Federation 12 Gardner Park Dr. 

Bozeman, MT. 59115 
March 6, 1985 

I Yritten Testlaany Of Too Semll representing the Montana wilderness 
Assmiation. 

m. Dave Baker, P r o j e c t  Manager 

Bureau Of Land Management 
3255 For t  Missoula Road 
Missoula. MT. 59801 

Garnet R W Y ~ O ~rea o f r i c e  

I 

I spelt for w perlonil Yiewoint as *ell I S  that of M:Y.A. A t  least 

Ye IUPPO)? Alternative C ,  the mxlmm wildernerr alternative. for the 
I a s s m  I am s t i l l  representing M.Y.A. officially. 

Garnet Manas-nt Plan.
36@$j

$; 
37@ 

Thanks. 

T n  R. sew11 
H.Y.A. Council Umber 
5131 K-h Ln. 
Florence, nr 59833 
777-2222 

~ ...... . .. 
The mall areas pmposed for wildernerr should be IO designated

simply bemuse they am the only areas suitable on the entire Resource 
Area. They are IO mall that there should be no opposition to their 
Pmtection. Thc wildlife habitat my be managed by the 8LM even if the 
areal b e c m  wildernerr. The mineral potential of the areas are low. 

The Yaler Creek, Hoodoo. and Gallagher areal must receive the 
pmtection Only wildernerr can give them. 

Typed for repmduction i n  the final E I S .  

Dear Mr. Baker: 

The Nat iona l  r i i l d l i f e  Federa t ion  takes  t h i s  oppor tuni ty  t o  

The Rat iona l  'Xi ld l i fe  Federa t ion  i s  t h e  n a t i o n ' s  l a r g e s t  pri-
Submit comments on t h e  DEIS of t h e  Garnet Resource Area m.P. 
v a t e  c i t i z e n s '  conserva t ion  educa t ion  Organizations with a f f i l i a t e  
organiza t ions  i n  a l l  50 s t a t e s  and two t r u s t  t e r r i t o P i e 8 .  The N W F  
and i t s  S t a t e  a f f i l i a t e s  now have more than 4 . 3  mil l ion  members and 
suppor te rs  wi th  a broad s p e e t r m  of i n t e r e s t  i n  n a t u r a l  resource8 and 
t h e i r  p rofesa iona l  management. The NWF S t a t e  a f f i l i a t e  in Montana la 
t h e  Montana i l i l d l i f e  Federa t ron ,  wi th  dues-paying members m m o m  than 
4.000 Montana households.  

The Federa t ion  has reviewed the  Garnet RA DEIS i n  d e t a i l  and 
has found a number Of area8 where t h e  p lan  needs s u b s t a n t l a 1  i m -
provement. A s  an organiza t ion  whose members are i n t e r e s t e d  n o t  Only 
i n  w i l d l i f e  bu t  i n  t h e  proper ninogcment of all n a t u r a l  ~esources, 
t t c  Iledczatioi. ;cb;.its thc  f o l l a v l n i ,  i ~ ~ ~ ; r . ~ ~ . i a t ~ ~ i . s .Page zcfercncie 
r e l a t l n g  t o  theee  recommendations will be given where appropr ia te .  

p e r  range management. w h i c h  t h e  Federa t lan  c e r t a i n l y  s ~ p ~ o r t s ,but  
t h e  propwed range inprovemente f a i l  t o  make e~onomic  sense t o  US. 
The m a t  Of t h c  proposed range mpi-owments i s  $586,000 fOP a p r o j e c t  

i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  BLR graz ing  f e e s ,  t h e  only income t o  BLM produced by 
the  graz ing  system, r e t u r n s  only a f i f t h  Of the  Cost t o  the  taxpayer  
of t h e  i n t e r e s t ,  f igured  a t  10 percent  a y e a r ,  each year. l'hia i s  
hard ly  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e .  

l o w  and a burden t o  the  taxpayer.  A r e t u r n  of  leSS than 911,000 a 
year  On an investment Of more than a h a l f - n i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  i n  range
imnrOvements would force any Driva te  businessman Out Of bus inese  i n  

'The Eurureau's pPeferred a l t e r n a t i v e ,  Page x i i i ,  d i s c u s s e s  pro-

: ~ : ~ ~ i ~ f , ~ ~ ~ & : ~ ~ ; ~ j ~ , , ~ ~ , ~ ~ ~ ; o " ~ o " ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~;::Py;hhlB 

The Federa t ion  b e l i e v e s  t h e  present  AUK r a t c  t o  be u n r e a l l s t i c a l l y  

s h b r t  o rder .  
The agency appears t o  overlook the  f a c t  t h a t  i f  tho range i s  m 

poor condi t ion .  Which it is, due t o  over-grazing, t h e  b e n e f i c i a r y  O f  
t h i s  cheap graz ing  i s  be ing  very  heavi ly  Subs id ized  at taxpayer  expense. 
I f  t h e  agency is t m l y  concerned about improving t h e  condi t ion  of t h e  
range ,  we sugges t  t h e  f i r s t  s t e p  would be t o  assess the  Cost Of the  
range impPOYernents t o  t h e  p e r m i t t e e  Who caused t h e  range condi t ion  
d e t e r i o r a t i o n  in t h e  f i r s t  p lace .  This is n o t  t o  sugges t  t h a t  t h e  
agency i s  n o t  equal ly  responsible for t h e  poor condi t ion  of t h e  range. 

Convereely. BM a l so  e s t i m a t e s  on Page 123  t h a t  "hunter days"  
on t h e  Garnet Rli genera te  m m e  $513,241 to t h e  economy i n  i n d i r e c t  
b e n e f i t s .  I f  w i l d l i f e  were subs id ized  a t  t h e  same r a t e  88 graz ing  O n  
t h e  Garnet RA. t h i s  would mean an expendi ture  i n  excess Of $72 m i l l i o n  
on w i l d l i f e  dur ing  t h e  per iod  of t h e  plan.  

The Federa t ion  has in te rv iewed a number Of hunters  and o t h e r  

29 
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26b 26c 
-2- -3-
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Public Comments on the Draft RMP/EIS 

27a , 27b 

49g 

27c 127d 

Of the f i v e  elternatlues presentsd *e would have to choose 
Olternatlve C ,  the Protect ion Alternative. However, w e  do n o t  
fln0 I t  e n t i r e l y  acceptable. because of t h e  n e t  adverse impacts  
on wrldllfe as discussed above. 

31 
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28a 29a 
:isrcll 1 0 ,  19R5 Greetlngr 

Regarding the Garnet Reiource Ama, 10  year m n a g m n t  plan. 44$ 

Bring back the grlzz1y: 

Even thou h there rems t o  be 1 l a rge  supply of r l l d e r n e r r  I n  the GR1 
l y w r  apinlan?. more 1111 b e n r f l t  the grmlng populatlons. 

1980 - 86.000 
2005 - 147,000 

Nonpollut ing - la Impact i n d u r t r l e r  such as recmatlon. hunting.
f ishing. and o u t f l t t l n g .  etc. br lng r  1 l o t  O f  d l r e c t  and I n d l m c t  revenue 
in to  thli state. T o w i s m  (people orlentedl i r  the type expansion t h a t  I 
consider acceptable. Hab l ta t  p ro tec t i on  and access are comernl r l l s e d  by 
con re rua t i on i r t s ,  as we l l  as rec rea t i on i r t r .  

?+ 
2. Grazing should be reduced overa l l  f o r  Several rearOnS. 

a. I t ' s  another rub r ldy  by the governvent ( t ax  payen) .72@ 
D. Cows and sheep CmpaCt r o l l  and ea t  p lan ts  dom t o  stubble 

whlch doesn't  a l l ow  for  crmplete regeneration: too mch, vA- h="s 

I29b 30a 

Conclurlonr 
The mi" p m b l m  d t h  our r o d e t y  I r  the no t i on  o f  ConsLOPPtlOn. 

~ e s o u r ~ e iare e l t h e i  nonrenewable (011. gas. mlnlngl o r  slow to 
regenerate l fomertryl.  o w  p lane t  1s a t  1 p o i n t  *hen i t  11 m e s s a n  to 
look 200 years ahead. The 'born and bust. m n t a l l t y  has to be replaced 
d t h  respect to fu tu re  generations. 

Y l l de rne r r  p m t e r  m u l t i p l e  use i n  a l l  aspects: fm recrea t lan  for 
a l l  o f  us to i n r p l r a t i o n  and la impact Indus t r l e l .  

Y l l d land r  he lp  us regaln o w  ancestral t l e s  to the land. They have 
t h c l r  nm value; s- c a l l  i t  Y n t r i n s i c m .  There I s  too l l t t l e  Of It 
l e f t .  3 pement I"non tma ( l ess  I"the cont1nenta1 481. 

Woderatlng i n d u s t r i a l  d e w l o p e n t  w i l l  enrum a steady Supply Of 
resourcei f o r  tk future. 'Y i l d rmer r '  and m a d l e r r  areas are the l a s t  
renainlng ve i t l ges  o f  ecological r sn l t y .  Ye I S  I n r l d  population m s t  
look a t  the b l g  picture. and ask I f  *e can continue a t  our present r a t e  
O f  mlOUrCe conrumption. Remuher,, you *re *or*1ng f o r  us: 

SiIXCrelY, 

Mew111 Bradrhai 
Black Sheep Ranch 
520 Agency Rd. 
Jocko, M I  59821 

Typed f o r  repmduc t lon  I n  the  f l n a l  E I S .  
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I belleve there needs to be a stronger recognlrim of the ecological 

1 
1078 siet- i t  rork i n  the Garner Range. AB io m s l  of Yestern Montana 

thio area developed through both frequent, lou intensify f ires  and 
catastrophic fires. Ercew far only B couple of wi's, the use of 
fire fs nor spoken to.  Use of fire t o  stimulate brouse end basically 
keep the vegemcioo frcm losing vigor should be addressed i n  most 
FA'S except maybe rhe riparian sreas. me wildlife areis (KhL.6) 
should have f lre  used and used errenslvely t o  aainrafn OK enhance 
wi ld l i fe  values 

7. I em encouraged to-ee y o u  ~ r o p o s dt o  use herbicides for a i r c  prepdra-
tlm. In the areas of the Garners pinegrass Is a very strong uegetarive 
competitor and N S ~  be dealr with decisively to achieve 'pproprlafe 
conifer regeneration. The use of herbicides is  a viable tool and 1 
encourage you to pursue rhelr use when needed. 

33a 

February 28th. 1985 


Dear PLr. Baker: 

R ~ :RILp/BIs for Garnet Resource Area. 

Thank you for your attention and to the betterment 

of movmobiling. we remain, 

yours truly, 


Public Comments on the DraftRMP/EIS 

34a 

Box 229 
ihumond. W"tann 5982 

8 W o h  1985 
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7-Public Involvement 

35a 35b 
I s t m n g l y  IYPPD~ c u l t u r a l  and rec rea t i on  re~oupcemanagement as 

ou t l i ned  i n  the preferred a l te rna t i ve .  Continued funding f o r  Garnet Ghost 
32Y$Tr,wn. the Blackfoot and Clal* Fo* rivers m n a g m n t .  and t r a i l s  and 

&$walk-in hunting area manag-nt i s  essential to probably the i m s t  
valuable resource I n  the Garnets Over the long run. This should continue Wr. Dave Baker $?j

Garnet Resource Area t o  be recognized i n  management O f  the GRA. 
3255 F o r t  Missoula Road 
MiSrOula. Mont. 59801 45$? I ob jec t  s t rong ly  t o  r e c m n d i n g  almost the e n t i r e  a m m t  O f  USAS be 

3-13-85 # dmpped frm wilderness consideration. I f ee l  t h a t  i t  i s  i ncons is ten t  t o  
Dear Dave. e t  a l . :  l i s t  old-growth timbcber as a reasan f o r  nonwildrmcrr c l a r r i f l c a t i o n .  Thisa type of area i s  n o t  p resen t l y  "well-represented" i n  the NYPS and the USAS 

Thank you f o r  the opportunity t o  c m n t  on the GRA WP. I knw h w  .., i n  the are0 n u l d  be exce l l en t  f a r  changing th i s .  
much ti* and e f f o r t  went i n t o  the document and I upp port m s t  o f  the 
preferred a l te rna t i ve .  1 n u l d  l i k e  t o  I u h i t  the f o l l w i n g  c a n t s  as a 
concerned p r i v a t e  c i t i zen .  

79+ 
substantial p m - i i l d c m c I I  pub l i c  c m n t  reCelYed h e n  i t  b e c m  a USA. 

F i l l t  Of a l l .  Ibe l i eve  t h a t  i n  Managerent Area 11 no grazing should I disagree t h a t  the mads in to  the area e f f e c t  the naturalness o f  the 
& b e  allowed. 11) This I s  a very small amun t  of l and  a d  i t s  withdmwal area - you can ge t  away frm the midi and experience a p r i s t i n e  
g n u l d  no t  affect AWI s i g n i f i c a n t l y  on any one lease. 121 Cat t l e  destroy experience. I n  fact. you cou ld  even ge t  l o s t  there! AI f a r  as minerals 
cultural sites. bo th  phys i ca l l y  by k n a t i n g  d n n  cabins. etc.. and 9% i f  there *ere any v a l i d  and mineable deposits there. the area n u l d  

tZ v i s u a l l y  by t h e i r  presence and ' lewlngs". 1 3 )  Cabins. mine shafts. and no t  be as untouched a i  i t  i s  now. 
g o t h e r  h i s t o r i c  s i t e s  Present 1 hazard t o  ca t t l e .  H i s t o r i c  s i t e s  should 
3$$either be fenced or no grazing should be s l l m d  amund them. This i r  

g ~3:(pi lr t icularlY t w e  of Garnet and Me o the r  mor mining ghost t w n i  1i.e.. r e ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ : : k ~ % ~ t $ % h  ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ k ~ ~ 
%Reynold. C i t y ) .  a c c e ~ l i n gthe old-g&h t iober. I n  pa r t iCu l i l r  Ilannix Park and the 

w i l de rne r r  and w i l d l i f e  values associated * i t h * i t  can on ly  be pmtcc ted  
by f o m l  derignatlon. I ob jec t  t o  any use of  rec rea t i on  bene f i t s  derived 
fm mad b u i l d i n g  being used t o  Jus t i f y  t he  mad bu i l d ing  I n  t h i s  07 any
o the r  area i n  the Garnets. There i s  an over abundance O f  maded 
rec rea t i on  appar tun l t i e r  i n  the Garnets. 

Hoodoo HOYntlln. Another area h e r e  w i l d e r n e l l  designation m u l d  be 
best t o  p m t e c t  the unique valuer o f  the area. Upper C o t t o m o d  Creek i s  

, I S  w i l d  a s  en ares you can f i nd  and should be r i l d e r n e r r .  

4 8  Once again. I be l i eve  i t  i s  i N m r i r t e n t  w i t h  FLPW and the M u l t i p l e  
S::Use Ict t o  v i o l a t e  p r i s t i n e  areal such as Ysler Creek, Gallagher Creek,& and Hoodoo Muntain by wad ing  and logging marginal t imber areas. There
& l i s  a l ack  Of i u b s t a n t i i l  mineral  rerourcer i n  these areas and pub l i c  

35c 36a 
F ina l l y .  I ruppo? f u l l y  funded land  wnag-nt p rac t i ces  as p u t

f o r t h  I n  Appendix 8. B e l t  Nlnaghnent Practices'. The GR1 has 
~ l l - q U a l i f i e d  foresters h o  should s t i p u l a t e  t h a t  there p rac t i ce r  be ME WZER +EJECT 
pa* of a11 Contracts. Funding should be l u f f l o l e n t  t o  a l l w  f o r  -T REYXRCL -OFFICE 
responsible t imber sale l ayou t  and imnitoring and s i t e  preparation and 3225 FCRT HlSSWLI\,KMIW4 59801 
rep lan t i ng  a f t e i  the sales. 

c#.n ME,
Thanks again. 

AFTER REvlEWlffi M BIN G W N T  ARfA *yu(LIGpDyIPROPOY\L,I WXM 
Ll lE  m *y\a A FM -n5 .  

Doug Habemnn 
2629 Y e i t  Babcak AS A SMUOBLLER IWO A CROSS COWTRY SKIER, I CIW WPRECIATE M 
Bazasn, 1(1 59115 VAST M T  hF ME 10 M J O Y  M S E  Sp(yLTS B I N  VVO. 

Typed f o r  repmduc t ion  i n  the f i n a l  E I S .  
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37a 

Yebrvsry 13, 1985 

fich has been accomplished in preserving Carnet since the Seventies 

when the Euureau of L a d  Hamgemenl began to protect and restore the 

buildings. 


If is a unique site, and even though many of the bu i l d ings  are "0 

hnger  there. enough remains so people can understand how the people lived 

and r i c h  rhe aid of available ptcrures rhey can ~isualisewhat the rem was like. 

*,nfana's ghost r-s have r a p i d l y  disappeared; so f e w  r a i n .  Garnet 

hxs a special setting in rhe Carnet Range. 

Thousends do v i a i f  Garner every year, (10 it is importent that if be 

prorected by a year-round w a r d  and the existing bu i l d ings  be s t a b i l i z e d  and 

_re rescored. 

38a 

I feel t h a t  A l te rna t i ve  E i s  the b e l t  n l l a b l e  solut ion. I am opposed 
t o  any mom wi lde rne r r  amas. 

John Hollenback 

Typed for repmduction i n  the f i n a l  EIS.  

Charles Kay 
542 South 4 t h  Uest 
*i*fO"la. m 59801 
Feb. 28, 1985 

Mr.  Dare Baker 
Garnet Resource Am* Of f i ce  
3255 Fort M i ~ ~ o ~ l aRoad 
MiISDYla. m 59801 

Dear Mr. Baker: 

This l e t t e r  and i t s  a t techwn ts  are my c o m n t r  on BLM's d r a f t  
management planIEIS for the Garnet Resoume area. My C-nti deal m i n l y  
w i t h  the eastern end o f  the Garnet Range - i n  the Hoodoo m u n t e l n  -
Gallsgher C t e k  - Mannix P a r i  areas since I've had p e r l o n i l  experience i n  
t h a t  dml f o r  over 20 yean .  I a110 hare BS and MS degree3 i n  w i l d l i f e  
management, Y) w C m n t l  r e f l e c t  bo th  B personal e x p c r i e ~ e  and 
p ro fe r r i ona l  e rpe r t i r c .  

$$ BLM'S handling of the Hood00 Mountain and b l l a g h e r  Cmek Y S A I&? e x m p l i f i e s  del l  lack O f  concern for w i l d l i f e  and e r p e d a l l y  elk. 

Over the past 20 y c a ~ s . I matched a11 the prtvate land rurmunding 
these USAS bec- maded and logged. E e USAS are an t r l a n d  of v i t a l  
escape cover t h a t  i r  c m p l e t e l y  surmunded by a rea o f  mads. The e l k  
hare keen d r i w n  fmm the lower areas back i n t o  the mountains as the 
logging mads f a C f l l t e t e d  hunter ICCCSI. The e l k  hunting now i s  l i t t l e  
mole than I mn-and-gun-tha s i t u i t i o n  which forces the m t n l n g  e l k  
back into the USAS. But i f  the USAS am waded and logged as pmposed by 
B U I  t h e m  w i l l  be v i r t u a l l y  no e x a p e  cover f o r  t h i s  e l k  herd. The E lk  
Logging S t u b  o f  which BLM was 1 Bait.  d m n r t r a t e d  t h a t  e l k  mrt have 
adequate escape cover. 

39b 

B L M ' I  d r a f t  p lan  c a l l s  for t rad ing  unattached BLM lands fo r  1 
b lock ing  up of lands f o l  c d l i c ~management. This pmpora l  would block UP 
BLM lands and the re fo re  m k e  m n l g m n t  easier. By t rad ing  for the lands 
BUI would also acquire the r e s t  of Lnn i r :  Park. BLN a l m a b  c o n t m l r  
about h a l f  Of Mannix P a r i  and t h i s  land trade w u l d  p m t e c t  t h i s  area. 
Mannix Pari 1s over one and one-half mile9 l ong  and i t  1%the laqger t  
g?'assland p a r i  I n  the ama. Mannix P a l l  has a l so  heen subjected t O  
I c l i t l v e l y  l i g h t  grazing p res iu re  and i s  i n  good t o  exce l l en t  condit ion. 
and as such. i t  i s  *;I know O f  no other C m p a l d l e  amas I n  Mntana. 

I've discussed t h i s  pmpora l  w i t h  f o m r  BLM b i o l o g i s t  Mr. Rob 
H a i l m o d .  Mr. H a i l m o d  supports t h i s  Concept and he has Ind i ca ted  b m 

~~~iYd:e~~~~:l:~~b~:l::e;iR"co~.;he,;eh~';e:l:::: g pdy&;;t 
BLM n n r r r h i p  and w i l de rne r r  p m t e c t i o n  thi;  cou ld  again be exce l l en t  e l k  

I thank you fo? your time and f o r  your cOnSidWatiOn O f  B CMi%?ntf. 
I MI.  

Si"ceIc1y youII. 

Charles E. Kay 

Typed for IcpmdUCtiOn i n  the f i n a l  EIS 
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~ 39c , . ..,... , '  . ---. 
I* 

39d 
ne ta t l ed  C-nti on BLM'i 

af"' , d ra f t  Garnet Reloume Area Management Plan and EIS 

1 support pmpcr  range m n a g m n t  b u t  BLH's pmposed range 
i m p r o v m n t r  under t h e l r  p re fe r red  a l te rna t i ve  do no t  make 
econmic sense. BLM s ta tes  t h a t  Cost o f  range impmvenmtr would 
be $585,600 f o r  a pmJec t  t o t a l  o f  j u s t  over 8,OW AMs. On 
page 102, BLH'r 1984 r a t e  per AUH was $1.37, 8,wO x $1.37 -
$10,960 per year. $585.600 cost o f  impmvemnt r  a t  even 10 perrent 
i n t e r e s t  = over $58,000 per year j u s t  i n  i n t e r e s t  on the range 
i m p r o v m n t r .  8LH grazing f ee l  do n o t  even recover one- f i f t h  the 
Cost o f  the I n t e r e s t  l e t  alone the re tu rn  of the cap i ta l  
i n v e i m n t .  I am Opposed to any range Impmvemntr t h a t  are no t  
Cost e f fec t i ve  e.9.. pay f o r  themselves. I f  the range i s  
overgrazed and needs malures t o  improve i t s  cond i t i on  - the 
p c r n i t  holder should pay a l l  those mit i .  a f t e r  a l l  i t  i s  the 
p e r n i t  holder a 0  o r e q g r a X ~pub l i c  lands i n  the f i r s t  place 

Under ' l i ves tock  g n r i n g "  the c o l t  o f  m g e  i m p m v m n t r  and 
re tu rn  on t h a t  i n v e r m n t  should be 1 prime con r idemt ion .  I t  
presently i s  no t  l i s ted .  

Ha3 BLM done any f l l O *  up studies t o  deternine how well o l d  
logging areas are l C t " l l 1  re fo res t i ng?  I tnaw O f  several 
C l e l r - w t l  i n  the d t have no t o  l i t t l e  t ree  regeneration. 
Ifthe logged over lands are n o t  i c t l l a l l y  gmwing t r ees  then the 
m a x i m  ru r ta ined  y i e l d  al lowable t imber harvest mlt be reduced. 
BLH should include - o n  actual r e f o r e r t a t i a n  Pates 01o l d  
logged areas. 

.LlvestOCk grazing' B L M ' l  grazing fees should be increased t o  
r e f l e c t  the actual maarXet value o f  t h a t  r e r o u r r e . m p r e r e n t  
y r t m  i s  l i t t l e  mom than a hidden government subsidy 01 welfare 
for the c a t t l e  i n d u r t n .  I n  the present e ra  O f  budget Cu t t i ng  a11 
pa r t i es  should pay t h e i i  f a i r  share. 

On page 91 BLY s t a t e r  t h a t  since 1944 they hare so ld  228.329 n b f  
of t imber d t  $4,712,988 01 a b u t  $21 per nbf. BLM a lso  s t a t e r  t h a t  
they plan t o  harvest 6.500 nb f l yea r  o r  121 x 6,500 = 1136.500 pe r  
year i n  t imber receipts. On page 123 BLH s ta te r  t h a t  the 30,OM 
hunter days on BLY lands were n r t h  nea r l y  $800.000 per year p l u s
near l y  16LW.000 mare i n  i n d i r e c t  benefits. 

F m  BLM'I om f i gu re r ,  c l e a r l y  w i l d l i f e  and hunting generate more 
I w n r  frm BLM lands than do tlnbber harvest s i  C a t t l e  grazing. 
Thus BLH'r r ima Ob ectlve should be t o  manage our lands f o r  
w i l d l i f e  h a h % & T G  or l i v e r t a c t .  Hewe.-BCLI should 
m v i s e  t h i s  e n t i r e  plan accordingly. 

39e 39f 

Exac t l y  h w  i s  BLM going t o  impmrc r i p a r l a n  hab i ta t?  I f  BLH going 
to fence the c a t t l e  away fmn the rtreamr? fo r  I doubt ifanything
e lse  i o u l d  work. 

Under management gu ide l i ne  iten tl, 1% demonstrated by the above 
w o n m i c  analysis - b i g  gam animals should be given P r i o ~ i Von 
a l l  ranges. On a l l  winter ranges no l i w s t o c k  grazing h a t s o e v e r  
should be allowed. 

I ob jec t  t o  BLM'l re lea r ing  Y U  lands f a r  mad ing  and logging 
a f t e r  thay have c m p l e t e d  t h i s  plan. YSAr should be managed I n  the 
present cond i t i on  u n t i l  Congress acts on their l ong - te rn  status. 

P i s
874 :P:- Elk Logging Study Guldel iner 

~ , ~ ,.& 
$3+$ 
'23 

There guidel ines a r e  excellent, ahat I question i s  ELM'$ a b i l i t y  
to f o l l w  these gu lde l i ne r  t o  p m W t  the e l k  a t  the sim t lm BLM 
plans t o  l o g  our lands and b u i l d  over 200 m i l e s  o f  new m a d  
lpg. 115). rtv p m f e r r i o n o l  opinlon i s  t h a t  i t  I$impossible t o  do 
bo th  a t  t he  same tlm. Under BLM'r d r a f t  p lan.  Ibe l i eve  t h a t  e l k  
and o the r  gam m i m a l l  m u l d  be $everely impacted. 

M# 327 ::r::y:"$'c:::::';h: %:e mad*ays on t he  map on page 88 t o  
f o o t  tnl lr. This a l so  applies t o  PPI. 30. 39, 237. 268. There are 
no mads i n  the Gallagher MU. 

Range A l l o m n t  7216 i s  p r i m  b i g  gam w in te r  range here no 
grazing should be a l l a e d .  This a l l o t n m t  should be canceled and 
the area fenced t o  p r o h i b i t  I lveitOCk. The rimer Of AUHs should -n o t  be increased fpg. 215). 

Public BLM AMI should have no value to a rivate nncher. This i s  
-IC res~urce .I f  a p r i v a t e  ranchers p h s n d  decreases i n  
value b e c w i e  he i s  excluded fma BLH lands. IO h a t ?  - he has 
abso lu te l y  na perrons1 c la im  t i  pub l i c  lands t h a t  belong to 111 
people. This 11 j u s t  another l o r n  of we l fa re  f o r  a pr i v i l eged
ninoriw. I suggest t h a t  t h i s  consideration be deleted fm the  
BLM plan. 

BLHi f igurer on vi i iwr use o f  the L o d m  Muntein are0 should be 
revised Y a d  fm the stated l e v e l  Of 2WIyesr. since there were 
mre p e o $ h a n  t h a t  i n  t he re  l a s t  huntlng reason. 

S a m  c-nt as above - BM 1 4 %1001year i n  Gallagher Creek - y e t  
I mt over 40 people i n  there on the opening day of b i g  gam
sellon i n  1984. 

1 f i n d  t h i s  sec t i on  e x t m l y  deceptive. Lis t ing  a l l  the YUr 
giver the fa l se  impression t h a t  a11 those areas are going t o  be 
added t o  the  w i l d e r M I S  r y rm - which they am not: BLM should 
l i s t  the t o t a l  YUI.t o t a l  agency r e c m n d a t i o n r  fo r  wilderness. 
t o t a l  federal lands i n  Mantana, and t o t a l  lands la111 i n  Montana. 
Per ren t  w i l de rne r r  should be ca l cu la ted  by the  e n t i r e  s t a t e  g
Jus t  g o v e m n t  lands. 

Typed f o r  I cpmduc t ion  i n  the f i n a l  EIS. 

Table P-5 i s  good b u t  1 suggest de le t i ng  the NPS w i lde rne r r  
areas - because those lands are already i n  a National Park and no t  
r u b J K t  t o  relourre d e v e l a w n t  - they are n o t  r e a l l y  p a r t  Of the 
w i l de rne r r  question. Should a l so  i w l u d e  the FS r e c m n d a t i o n r  I S  
the Forest Plans c m  Out. 

Under BLM'S ana1yrir 111 I I Z C  c a t t l e  operationr are no t  
econmica l l y  v iab le .  I f  t h i s  i s  true, h y  them 07 how do those 
people m a i n  i n  the c a t t l e  b u r l n e r r l  
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41a 

The Garnet Preservation A l l W i d t l O n  IYPpOrtl  m a n a g e n t  I l t C m l t l Y e l  
which w i l l  preserve, pmtes t ,  and p m t e  the ghost torn. 

Ye feel the t o m  w i t  be s t a b i l i z e d  If i t  i s  t o  be p u b l i c l y  presented 
as a h i i t o i i c a l  r i t e .  Our Associat ion's i n v o l v m n t  i s  ta provide p r i v a t e
funding t o  t h i s  rtabiliiation/pr.rcrvation goal. O w  on ly  rea l  re thod  of 
ralring this funding i s  t h r w g h  l n r a l v m n t  Of the general pub l i c  a t  the 
town r i te .  

On t h i s  basil we must suppolt A l te rna t i ves  A O r  E which provide for 
,.$:";,~. When limber sales B I C  delayed due t o  budget c u t s ,  the trees. access and continued mintenance of t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  r e l O Y I E e .  

$jgenerally. rill continue LO Brow.  Rangeland. watershed and vlld- 

I r a n  L. L r i g land  
President 

Garnet Preservation A IsWia t iOn  

The cooperatire agreement rith t h e  GPA is t h e  orher keystone  

Typed f a r  reproduction i n  the f i n a l  E I S .  

43a 

statement for the Hearing rhe Garner Resovrce *rea Resovre Mnagemenr 
Ph"/EIS 


I lived m Garnet from 1917 Lo 1927 and my father, Sam *dams, came 

ro carnet in the lace 1800's. He m e d  B genera1 merchendise rjmre. 

Parr of our house is 5rl11 standing. My mother had the Pasr Office i n  

this house in the early ,900's. "Y father "as also the m e r  O t  B 

number of mines. me blacksmith shop vhere Billy Liberty shooed 80 

many horses Still stands for people r O  see. 

I am Yery u p p y  t o  SEE "her the BLn has done to restore so !=aV 

buildings rhleh orheruisa wodd be B ~ O .  

People from a l l  over. inelvding Germany. v i s i t  Garner every Year 

and really enjoy seein$ a ghost l m ,  reliuhg for 8 fru hour8 w h a t  i t  

LLke back in *he early *.ya. 

I think it ia wonderful that the BLH restored LI couple of bai ld ings  

that are being renred for sleeping qunrtsrs for snowmobilers and sktfera 

I hope the BLpi "ill be able t o  continue as they are now. 

Carnet is a very deer place to me. 
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44a 44b 
And after hawing t h i s  outlined, I see *here BLM might no t  be managing

Yeitern Montana b u t  am rending t h i s  anyray. A note on the good ride. I'd 
r a t h e r  BLH manage t h i s  area th in  Forest Sewice. 

Feb. 1. 1985 Sincerely. 

Dave Baker, Garnet Resoume Manager 
Mw Nelson 

1'11 intmducc myself. I'm Mw H e l m ,  ranchers wife. G r e r  up a t  n r u m n d .  Pant. 
Bonita. have went 1 qmd deal of time in the im~ncain ii n  and wound the 

P.S. Forest Service signs t h a t  say, ' S n m b i l e s  only. i f  there's mw'. 
makes nr sick. 

Typed f o r  repmduction i n  the final EIS.  

._ _ . 
Logging i s  I must. b u t  I'm f o r  selective cu t t i ng .  I don't l ike the 

looks Of c l e a r - ~ ~ t lunlcrr the timber i s  infested. I agree w i t h  closing
mlt Of these logging mads. A hunter should be a spor t  and walk. There 
are enough mads open for hunters t h a t  can ' t  walk. I I  hate hunting.) 

Cattle grazing i s  fine where t he re  are a l lo tmnt i  and n o t  over 
grazed. AI I ranchers l i f e  I know you don't f i n d  maw ranchem t h a t  do 
over gmze. i t ' s  not t o  t h e i r  benefi t .  Ye graze no p u b l i c  gmund. 

45a 16a 
2-20-85 BLM Lands C m n t r~ 

d -20-9.5 UnWnm"d -
%all Tract l  - Isolated23:: 1. 
There rkould be sold. No vw to fence then. police them. or  tax them. 

They are often r u r m d  by one-ome~pFivate land and he user them$4 w i thou t  paying taxer. .%., 

36@ 11. -
Vh Areas designated 181 on the mps are too mall f o r  wilderness and
@ much of i t  has been logged, grazed, or prZ'GSXaand I s  n o t  t N e  

wfldemcII. 

Grallng 

By a11 means continue b u t  w i t h  good range oanagenmt. Hw about 1I pmgram Of m t a t i o "  *here well get 1 rest wen few years7 

148 I V .  I no t i ce  that  the mal l  t m c t s  near Pioneer am not classified for  
mining 114). The scene O f  t he  discoven  O f  gold i n  Montana should be 
recognized:!: 

V. Oil and Gas 

Leare a l l  of it. Allw dril l ing anyplace. Scs+ 011 and gas moyld pep
& t h i s  CountrY up. 

V I .  T i d e ?  and B i g  Gam 

continue pmduction. nature fo res t  4 %  pear f o r  gam. Cut ovev areas 
pmduce mre food for gam. 

Fimk Trask. Jr. - Deer Lodge ' 

Typed for reproduction i n  the f i n a l  U S .  
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47a 

March 12. 1985 

sir: 

I s t m n g l y  IYPPOlt Alternative E Of the Resource Lnag-nt Plan for  
the Garnet Relource Area as presented by the Bureau o f  Land Management. 
B Y t t e  D l l t r l c t .  

s l n c r r e l y .  

Fred Heaver 

Typed for repmductlon I n  the f i n a l  E I S .  
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
AND LETTERS -.--.,.. v 

water 
Response A. Page 60 of the draft RMP/EIS pro- 
vides an  overview of water quality monitoring. Also, 
a Resource Monitoring and Evaluation Plan is 
entered into this final EIS as Appendix U. (Response 
to letter 1.) 

Response B. Generally, water quality in the 
Garnet Resource Area (GRA) is good. A number of 
locations have problems involving sediment produc- 
tion, that  are being addressed through use of man- 
agement plans, site-specific activities, and imple- 
mentation of regulations as appropriate. 

Response C. The draft Garnet RMP/EIS states on 
page 18 that “Best Management Practices (BMP), as 
developed through the Montana Statewide 208 Study, 
will be used to control nonpoint sources of water pol- 
lution resulting from forest management practices 
and similar activities.” Appendix B includes a list of 
general BMPs which are considered most applicable 
to typical situations found in the area. The specific 
BMPs to be used for actual onsite mitigation or pre- 
vention of water quality impacts would be selected 
from the full range of BMPs available, including 
those containedin the October 1979, Statewide Water 
Quality Management Plan. See text changes in 
Chapter 8. (Response to letter 13.) 

Response I. The draft RMP/EIS incorporates by 
reference the Butte District Oil and Gas Environmen- 
tal Assessment (USDI, BLM 1981) which addresses 
in part the impacts to groundwater and mitigating 
measures relating to oil and gas leasing. Mitigation 
of impacts to groundwater resulting from develop- 
ment of mineral resources generally requires imple- 
mentation of the 3809 regulations and keeping spoil 
piles away from the 100-year floodplain. (Response to 
letter 7,29.) 

Response 2. The BLM uses Best Management 
Practices (techniques for controlling sediment pro- 
duction, for protecting vegetation, etc.) to meet its 
goal of maintaining water quality and stream chan- 
nel stability in logged areas. Therefore, adverse 
impacts to the Yourname Creek watershed are not 

Response 3. Management goals and guideIines for 
Management Area (MA) 1emphasize stream stabil- 
ity. Little or no development will occur in these areas. 
(Response to letter 31.) 

Response 4. There is no hydroelectric develop- 
ment on the public lands. Potential for small hydro- 
electric resources is low. In  addition, such develop- 
ment would not have a significant effect upon 
allocation of resources and was not recognized as an  
issue during the scoping process. 
Existing federal power reservations will be handled 
outside the RMP/EIS process by withdrawal review. 
The withdrawal review presently is taking pIace 
bureauwide. See page 20 of the draft RMPIEIS. 
(Response to letter 4.) 

Response 5. Resource and program monitoring is 
a n  ongoing activity, although the Garnet RMPIEIS 
is the first land use plan for the GRA which formally 
incorporates comprehensive monitoring provisions 
(see Appendix U). Implementation of new monitoring 
actions and changes to existing monitoring will 
begin immediately following plan adoption, subject 
to funding and other constraints. 
The Best Management Practices proposed for adop- 
tion in the Garnet RMPIEIS (see Appendix B) are 
derived from the 1978 State of Montana 208 Study. 
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Minor modifications have been made to make these 
BMPs more useful in light of local conditions and 
needs. 
All BLM management activities, including monitor- 
ing, are coordinated with adjoining landowners and 
other agencies to the extent needed. For example, the 
BLM utilizes a basin analysis approach for GRA 
water quality management which includes assess- 
ment of cumulative impacts on lands of all owner- 
ships. The GRA is currently working with the For- 
estry Division of the Montana Department of State 
Lands (Missoula office) to develop a process for insur- 
ing that all landowners or agencies in a basin cooper- 
ate in evaluating cumulative impacts for basin-wide 
management plans. 
The final recommendations from the Montana Coop- 
erative Elk Logging Study are proposed for adoption 
in the Garnet RMPIEIS (see Appendix S of the draft 
RMP/EIS). (Response to letter 13.) 

Response 6. The BLM began developing a water 
quality data base for the GRA in 1978. This effort has  
been focused on acquiring information which could 
be used primarily to monitor the effects of timber 
harvest practices. Such information includes annual 
runoff and peak discharges, sediment production, 
and chemical constituents such as nitrates. Trace 
and heavy metal analysis is used on a case by case 
basis. Discharge and suspended sediment measure- 
ments are made often enough to provide data for use 
with existing runoff and sediment models. (See 
Appendix U for additional information.) 
In  the BLM/State of Montana Memorandum of 
Understanding (USDI, BLM 1980), the BLM has 
committed itself to maintain water quality and 
stream stability. In  addition, the GRA has committed 
itself to maintain soil productivity. (Response to let- 
ter 13.) 

Geology and Minerals Including Oil 
and Gas 
Response D. The reference that barite is actively
mined in the Coloma and Elk Creek areas will be 
incorporated on page 67 of the draft RMP/EIS. The 
text change is shown in Chapter 8.(Response to letter 
10.) 

E. The reference to series is not 
applicable and be changedto s'perpoup On page
67 of the draft RMPIEIS. The text change is shown in 

I 

Chapter 8. (Response to letter 10.) 

Response F* The time period for Precambrian Be1t 
s u p e r ~ o u p  be changed to 6oo to l6O0 
years on page 67 of the draft RMP/EIS. The text 
changeis shown in Chapter 8. (Response to letter 10.) 

Responses to Comment and Letters 

Response G. The reference to sedimentary rocks 
will be modified and sandstone added on page 67 of 
the draft RMP/EIS. The text change is shown in 
Chapter 8. (Response to letter 10.) 

Response H. The statement on glacial activity will 
be clarified on page 67 of the draft RMP/EIS. The 
resource management plan analyzed resources on 
public lands in Missoula, Granite, and Powell coun- 
ties. The text change is shown in Chapter 8. 
(Response to letter 10.) 

Response I. Either Madison Formation or Madi- 
son Limestone Formation is acceptable; Madison 
Formation is preferred and used in the final EIS. The 
text change is shown in Appendix T. (Response to 
letter 10.) 

ResponseJ. The definition of the terms appearing 
in Table 3-4 of the draft RMP/EIS are asfollows. Low 
potential refers to an area where very few geologic 
characteristics favorable for the accumulation of a 
given resource are known to be present. Medium 
potential refers to a n  area where some geologic char- 
acteristics are present that are favorable for the 
accumulation of a given resource. High potential re- 
fers to an  area where many geologic features are 
present that indicate the occurrence of a given
resource. These definitions will be included as  a foot-
note to the table on page 71 of the draft RMP/EIS and 
noted in the text changes in Chapter 8. See also 
Response 16. (Response to letters 7,14.) 

Response 7. Argillite and quartzite are considered 
to be sedimentary rocks which are weakly metamor- 
phosed. (Response to letter 10.) 

Response 8. The Fred Burr and upper Willow 
Creek moraines were singled out because they are the 
most striking examples on public land in the GRA. 
(Response to letter 10.) 

Response 9. Again, the reference and emphasis is 
on public land in the GRA. The effects of glacial Lake 
Missoula can be seen in many other parts of western 
Montana, but the analysis centered on public lands 
administered by BLM. (Response toletter 10.) 

Response 10. The Morrison-Maierle and Geo/ 
Resource Consultants surveys are available for pub- 
lic review at the Garnet Resource Area Office, 3255 
Fort Missoula Road, Missoula, Montana 59801. 
(Response to letter 10.) 
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7-Public Involvement 

Response 11. According to the General Geologic 
Report, Blackfoot Planning Unit (Morrison-Maierle
1978), “The natural levees are the only known fea- 
tures of their type present in Montana.” (Response to 
letter 10.) 

Response 12. Acres of surface is the total acreage 
where the BLM administers both the surface and 
subsurface estates. Acres of subsurface is the total 
acreage where the surface estate is privately owned 
with minerals reserved to the federal government. 
(Response to letter 10.) 

Response 13. Phosphate and fluorite are mis- 
spelled on page 71 of the draft RMP/EIS and will be 
corrected in  the final EIS (see Appendix T). (Response 
to letter 10.) 

Response 14. MA 14 consists of active or recently 
active mineral extraction and processing operations 
on BLM-administered land. The Pioneer tracts have 
not been active for years and the Pioneer townsite is 
on private land. If nearby public land tracts are 
actively mined in the future, they will be designated 
as MA 14. The Gold Creek area is recognized on page 
67 of the draft RMP/EIS as a n  important mining 
district. (Response to letter 46.) 

Response 15. Under the preferred alternative, the 
lands closed to leasing and lands with stipulations 
prohibiting surface occupancy are minimized (520 
and 8,180 acres respectively). The rationale for these 
protective measures is addressed in Chapter 2 and the 
impacts are addressed in  Chapter 4 of the draft 
RMP/EIS. (Response to letters 46,14) 

Response 16. Table 3-4 reflects ratings compiled 
from several sources. This data was complemented 
with BLM’s knowledge of the resources. There has 
been considerable interest in leasing, but little inter- 
est in exploring the lands addressed in the RMP/EIS.
The larger tracts of public land are unlikely targets 
for exploration due to intrusive or extrusive igneous 
activity. These areas differ considerably from those 
presently being explored in western Montana. See 
also Response J. (Response to letter 14.) 

Response 17. Acreage figures in Appendix 0refer 
only to the Wilderness Study Areas (WSA). (Response 
to letter 14.) 

Response 18. Management guideline 2 for MAS 5 
and 6states that oil and gas leases will be issued with 
standard stipulations and special stipulations as 
needed. If a seasonal stipulation is attached to a lease 
and then is found no longer applicable, a variance 
can be requested. (Response to letter 14.) 

Response 19. Oil and gas exploration and mining 
activities can be conducted in a manner which min- 
imizes environmental damage. Impacts were ana-
lyzed in Chapter 4 of the draft RMP/EIS and in  the 
referenced Butte District Oil and Gas Environmental 
Assessment. While the current market situation for 
oil, gas, and minerals may persist for several more 
years, national policy isto encourage exploration and 
development of domestic energy and mineral resour- 
ces. (Response to letter 29.) 

Response20. As per letter dated August 27,1984 
from the BLM to the Montana Department of Health 
and Environmental Sciences, it is the policy of the 
Butte District, and therefore of the Garnet Resource 
Area, to require mining claimants filing a notice or 
plan of operations to provide to BLM documentation 
that Montana State Water Quality Permits have been 
secured. (Response to letter 13.) 

Response 21. The public lands outside the identi- 
fied retention zones (see Land Adjustment map 
which accompanies the draft RMP/EIS) are widely
scattered. Where these lands occur BLM ownership is 
not great enough to maintain or influence watershed 
values in  the drainage. (Response to letter 1.) 

Response 22. The Garnet RMPIEIS addresses 
only those public lands currently administered by the 
BLM in Missoula, Granite, and Powell counties. 
Those Plum Creek lands located within proposed re- 
tention areas would be logical candidates for acquisi- 
tion by the BLM. However, each tract would be consid- 
ered on an  individual basis using the acquisition 
criteria displayed in the draft RMP/EIS. (Response 
to letter 20.) 

Response23. Although some of the tracts outside 
the retention zone may be sold, the preferred method 
of disposal will be exchange of isolated tracts for 
lands within a retention zone. Exchange allows dis- 
posal of isolated tracts while improving the land 
ownership pattern for both private parties and the 
public. (Response to letter 46.) 
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Response 24. The public lands in the Mannix 
Park area have been identified as a retention zone 
and the BLM is interested in acquiring private lands 
in retention zones throughout the GRA. However, the 
acquisition of private lands through exchange is a 
complex and time consuming process, requiring full 
commitment of all parties. For additional informa- 
tion, see Response 38. (Response to letter 39.) 

Response 25. The retention zones are the better 
blocked areas of public land and tracts along river 
corridors. Lands outside retention zones are de-
scribed simply as “other” lands which could be con- 
sidered for either retention or disposal. Some of these 
lands may be retained in public ownership based o n  
site-specific application of the BLM State Director’s 
land ownership adjustment criteria. The preferred 
method for any disposal would be exchange. It is 
estimated that over the next 20 years only 25 percent 
(4,700 acres) of the lands outside retention zones will 
leave public ownership, 95 percent (4,470 acres) of 
this by exchange. No tracts will be exchanged or sold 
without proper environmental evaluation and docu- 
mentation, including appropriate public involve- 
ment, and the required notification in the Federal 
Register and local newspapers. 
Even prior to issuance of the State Director’s Guid- 
ance and the development of the draft RMPIEIS, the 
GRA has had an  active and successful exchange pro- 
gram which has  resulted in public acquisition of 
lands which significantly expanded wildlife and 
recreation values in public ownership. Site-specific 
land ownership adjustment decisions will continue to 
be made after consideration of the particular trade- 
offs involving all resource values and uses, including 
wildlife habitat values. 
There is no specific direction or priority in the State 
Director’s Guidance to transfer title of public lands 
found suitable for disposal to the Montana Depart- 
ment of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks. (Response to letters 
13,26.) 

Response IC. Access to private lands will not be 
restricted without coordinating first with the private 
landowner. This statement will be inserted in Chap- 
ter 2, page 20 of the draft RMPIEIS. The text change 
is shown in Chapter 8. (Response to letter 20.) 

Response 26. Presently the BLM does not have 
good access for development of public lands in the 
Yourname Creek drainage. Access across private 
land in the bottom appears to be a good, logical route 
for a road system; however there appear to be other 
possible routes that could avoid private lands. Possi- 
ble routes will be proposed, analyzed, and presented 
to the public before deciding on an  acceptable road 
system for access to the drainage. (Response to letter 
16.) 

Responses to Comment and Letters 

Recreation 
Response 27. The hunter use estimates on pages 
265 and 269 of the draft RMPIEIS are a result of BLM 
observations and are thought to be accurate. If the 
figures are off by 50 percent, the use is still low and 
would not affect proposed land use allocations. In  
addition, the allocations emphasize management 
practices which would not adversely impact recrea- 
tion use. This has  been analyzed in Chapter 4 of the 
draft RMPIEIS. (Response to letters 26,39.) 

Response 28. It is the full intent of the preferred 
alternative to continue current levels of snowmobile 
trail management. (Response to letter 33.) 

Response 29. A license fee system for charging 
cross-country skiers, similar to the snowmobile user 
fee system, would need to be implemented by the 
Montana State Legislature. The BLM is exploring
alternative ways to obtain funds to groom cross- 
country ski trails. (Response to letter 36.) 

Cultura 
Response L. The suggested change concerning the 
Lewis and Clark Trail will be incorporated on page 76 
of the draft RMPIEIS. The text change is shown in 
Chapter 8. (Response to letter 8.) 

Response 30. Interpretation of cultural resources, 
when not accompanied by increased monitoring or 
onsite surveillance, may result in increased vandal- 
ism. In  the case of the Garnet RMPIEIS, such 
impacts will be minimized through monitoring (see 
Appendix U) and site-specific evaluation of alterna- 
tive methods for interpretation during activity plan- 
ning. (Response to letter 12.) 

Response 31. The cultural resource management 
procedures are presented in Appendix G of the draft 
RMPIEIS. The National Historic Preservation Act is 
referenced on page 207 of the draft RMPIEIS. Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as 
amended, and its implementing regulations (36 CFR 
800) and the National Register of Historic Places 
criteria (36 CFR 60.6) have been and will continue to 
be followed. (Response to letter 12.) 

Response 32. The Garnet Resource Management 
Plan is a resource allocation document and cannot 
address budget issues. Funding was approached as 
an  analysis assumption on page 103 of the draft 
RMPIEIS. (Response to letters 22,34,35,40,42.) 
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7-Public Involvement 

Response 33. There are many significant historic 
sites in western Montana and the importance of the 
Grant-Kohrs Ranch is understood. However, the list-
ing of sites on pages 59 and 80 of the draft RMP/EIS 
were those occurring on public lands. (Response to 
letter 8.) 

Response 34. Detailed planning for the Lewis and 
Clark Trail along the Blackfoot River, including 
compatibility with the Historic Trail Comprehensive 
Plan, will be conducted as a part of an  activity plan 
mentioned in the draft RMP/EIS. (Response to letter 
8.) 

Response 35. Cultural surveys are required for 
each timber stand to be harvested and for accompany- 
ing roads. Also, there is a clause in every timber sale 
contract designed to mitigate impacts to cultural sites 
the BLM may have overlooked. Should you be aware 
of significant sites on public land not inventoried by 
BLM, you are encouraged to contact the GRA BLM 
office. (Response to letter 35.) 

Wilderness 
Response M. The map in Chapter 3, page 88of the 
draft RMP/EIS, is correct. WSA maps of Gallagher 
Creek on pages 30, 39, 237, and 268 incorrectly por- 
tray foot trails as vehicle ways. There are no roads in 
the Gallagher Creek 202 WSA. This error will be 
noted in the errata, Appendix T. (Response to letters 
26,39.) 

Response N. Appendix P has been updated to 
reflect the data published in the Forest Service plans 
and the current status of BLM wilderness studies. 
Also see Response 40. (Response to letters 26,39.) 

Response 36. The effects of wilderness manage- 
ment on the timber, mineral, and other resource pro- 
grams were analyzed in Chapter 4 and Appendix 0of 
the draft RMP/EIS. The resource values were de- 
scribed in  Chapter 3 and Appendix 0. Public 
response appears to be split between those favoring 
and those opposing wilderness. (Response to letters 
11, 25,46.) 

Response 37. The special management area allo- 
cations of the Garnet RMP/EIS are provisions which 
remain in effect until such time as amended or until a 
new RMP is approved. Regulatory requirements for 
new RMPs or amendments provide for various oppor- 
tunities for public involvement, including right of 
protest to the BLM Director. The rationale for select- 
ing special management area and wildlife habitat 
emphasis allocations is covered in the Summary, 

Chapter 2, and Appendix 0 of the draft RMPIEIS. 
(Response to letters 25,27.) 

Response 38. A BLM Solicitor’s opinion main- 
tains that lands acquired after passage of the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) in  1976 
cannot be studied for wilderness. Should any of the 
mentioned lands be acquired they would be proposed 
for management emphasizing wildlife habitat, as on 
adjacent public lands. (Response to letter 39.) 

Response 39. The Secretary of the Interior ruled 
on December 30,1982, (published in 47 Federal Regis- 
ter 58372) that BLM lands of less than 5,000 acres, 
areas of split mineral estate, and areas being studied 
because they are contiguous to other agencies’ exist- 
ing wilderness or WSAs would not be studied under 
the provisions of Section 603 of FLPMA. 
If a field office chose to continue study of such areas, 
they could do se under the provisions of Section 202 of 
FLPMA which provided for study of a n  area for a 
variety of protective designations under the author- 
ity of the planning regulations (43 CFR 1601.6-1). 
Such areas found suitable for wilderness designation 
will be recommended to Congress in  the same fashion 
as WSAs studied under Section 603 of FLPMA. Such 
areas found nonsuitable for wilderness designation 
would not be recommended to Congress. The final 
decision would be made in the Record of Decision for 
the RMP/EIS. A protest of such a decision should be 
made to the Montana State Director within 30 days of 
the issuance of the proposed RMP and final EIS. See 
the cover letter for further information. This Secre- 
tary of Interior decision is being challenged in the 
case of Sierra Club et al. versus Watt, et al., January
13,1983 (Civil 5-83-035 RAR). Aruling has been made 
on this case, but no interpretation has  yet been given 
to the field offices. The final ruling does not affect 
interim management of the Garnet WSAs. (Response 
to letters 26, 39.) 

Response 40. Table P-2 is a listing of areas the 
Forest Service was considering for study in its forest 
plans and was not intended to suggest that  they will 
be recommended suitable for wilderness. At the time 
the draft document was being prepared the Forest 
Service was reevaluating all its roadless lands for 
wilderness suitability as required by several court 
decisions which found the RARE I1 documents for 
some states inadequate. This table simply states the 
situation at the particular moment itwas written and 
before the forest plans were released with their find- 
ings. Table P-6, page 300, of the draft RMP/EIS isthe 
actual listing of statutory wilderness areas in Mon- 
tana. If Congress designates all the areas that cur- 
rently have preliminary recommendations as suita-
ble for wilderness, there  would be 9,645,700 
wilderness acres in Montana. This would be 35 per- 
cent of the federally-owned land in Montana or 10 
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percent of the total land base of the state. These esti- 
mates do not include the Centennial Mountains, 
which are still under study. See also Response N. 
(Response to letters 26,39.) 

Response 41. Table P-5 reflects administrative 
recommendations on wilderness currently pending 
before Congress. 
Wilderness management has different objectives and 
is more restrictive in some ways than normal Park 
Service management. These lands are part of the 
whole wilderness equation and therefore will be 
retained in the tables. (Response to letters 26,39.) 

Response 42. The 200 miles of road to be con- 
structed will be spread over 137,000 acres in the GRA 
during the next 20 years and will not totally occur in 
the WSAs. It is estimated in the plan that only 3,000 
to 4,000 acres in  the WSAs will be developed during 
the life of the plan, and the development will not occur 
until Congress releases them for multiple use man- 
agement. Likewise, the projected timber harvest was 
calculated for the entire public land base and not just 
for the WSAs. In  the preferred alternative 6,600 acres 
of the Wales Creek and Hoodoo Mountain WSAs are 
allocated to special management (MA 9) and the 
remaining 16,360 acres are allocated to MAS 4,5, and 
6, all of which emphasize wildlife habitat. Roads gen- 
erally will be closed following completion of planned 
management activities. (Response to letter 26.) 

Response 43. The 520-acre Quigg West 202 WSA 
contains very valuable habitat for the flourishing 
bighorn sheep herd and is adjacent to the 60,000-acre 
Forest Service Quigg RARE I1 area. Over half the 
tract is commercial forest land, not talus slopes or 
scree. The upper Gallagher Creek 202 WSA contains 
1,000acres proposed for special management (MA 9) 
and lies adjacent to a 1,700-acre tract in the Cotton- 
wood Meadow complex which is also proposed for 
special management. These acreages contain impor- 
tant wildlife habitat. These areas are addressed in 
Chapters 2, 3, 4, and Appendix 0 of the draft 
RMPIEIS. (Response to letter 26.) 

Response 44. The draft RMP/EIS discusses all 
significant environmental consequences which are 
reasonably foreseeable, including impacts occurring 
up to 20 years after implementation of the plan. The 
effects of resource development on wildlands in par- 
ticular are discussed in Chapter 4 and Appendix 0of 
the draft RMP/EIS. Also, the relationship between 
short-term uses and long-term productivity is sum-
marized on page 160 of the draf t  RMP/EIS. 
(Response to letters 27,29.) 

Responses to Comment and Letters 

Response 45. The draft RMP/EIS recommended 
three of the four WSAs as nonsuitable for wilderness 
designation after considering manageability, 
resource conflicts, need, and wilderness quality. 
Trade-offs of values and concerns, of which old- 
growth timber is one, also were considered in the 
recommendation. The ecotypes in those areas are 
well represented in the National Wilderness Preser- 
vation System (NWPS). (Six Douglas-fir, nine west- 
ern spruce and fir, and five alpine meadow and 
barren ecotypes are presently represented in the 
NWPS. Also, 76 Douglas-fir, 109 western spruce and 
fir, and 5 alpine meadows and barren ecotypes are 
potential additions to the NWPS.) (Response to letter 
35.) 

Response 46. Vehicle use on the roads associated 
with the Wales Creek WSA degrades solitude values 
in portions of the WSA. The existence of mineraliza- 
tion has  been documented (USDI, GS 1984 and WGM 
Inc. 1983). These factors, along with others, lead to 
the nonwilderness recommendation. However, 4,900 
acres in the Wales Creek drainage is allocated to MA 
9 with wildlife habitat emphasis. The resource values 
are analyzed in Appendix 0 of the draft RMP/EIS. 
See also Text Changes to References in Chapter 8. 
(Response to letter 35.) 

Response 47. Recreational benefits derived from 
road building were not a consideration in recom- 
mending Gallagher Creek 202 WSA as nonwilder-
ness. Chapter 3states that existing roads are used by 
the public, but not that new roads are needed to 
accommodate recreational use. Mannix Park cannot 
be studied for, possible wilderness designation 
because the public lands are not contiguous due to the 
checkerboard ownership. The resource values are 
analyzed in Appendix 0 and summarized in Table 
0-7, page 256 of the draft RMP/EIS. (Response to 
letter 35.) 

Response 48. FLPMA and the BLM's wilderness 
study policy (Federal Register, February 3, 1982) 
guided the preparation of the draft RMP/EIS. The 
draft RMP/EIS identified the values of the WSAs and 
the trade-offs inherent in a nonwilderness aswell asa 
wilderness recommendation. It concluded that the 
wilderness values did not override other competing 
resource uses. Public comment, received from 1979 to 
1981 regarding wilderness study area classifications, 
was nearly divided between those opposing wilder- 
ness  s tudy and  those supporting such study. 
(Response to letter 35.) 

Response 49. Wilderness supply and demand 
were addressed in Chapter 3, page 82 of the draft 
RMPIEIS. Demand is one of several factors evalu- 
ated in arriving at wilderness recommendations. 
(Response to letter 27.) 
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7-Public Involvement 

Response 50. Ecotype diversity was one of several Response 55. There are two elements basic to the 
factors used to evaluate the wilderness suitability of concept of management areas which make up the. 
the WSAs. Manageability, wilderness quality, eco- difference of 1.5 million board feet between Alterna- 
nomic conflicts, and need were also considered. These tives B and E. Approximately one-third of the differ- 
criteria are listed on page 9 and analyzed in Appendix ence is due to 7,000 acres of commercial forest land 
0 of the draft RMP/EIS. (Response to letter 27.) being set aside or removed from timber harvest in 

Alternative E. The remaining two-thirds comes from 
the calculated 20 percent reduction in harvest from 

Response 51. The existence of considerable wil- acres in MAS4,5, and 6. 
derness resources in the region was not considered in The land use allocations for MAS4,5, and 6 coupled 
evaluating the wilderness quality of the four WSAs, with road closures and guidelines from the Elk Log- 
but is of paramount importance in analyzing the need ging Study (see Appendix S of the draft RMP/EIS) 
for additional wilderness resources in the region. The provide a positive approach to managing the forests 
Garnet RMP/EIS is a planning document involving for timber production as well as wildlife habitat. 
certain trade-offs. The existence of important wilder- (Response to letter 18.) 
ness resources in the region decreases the scarcity 
value of the four WSAs. This factor combined with 
manageability, resource conflict, and wilderness Response 56. The limitations of the past forest quality issues resulted in a weighing of the wilder- inventory are understood. However, it was the best ness value of the three WSAs as less than other com- and only information available for developing the peting resource uses. (Response to letter 27.) forestry portion of the RMP/EIS. Therefore, the 

potential growth figure of 76.4 board feet per year was 
used as a n  analysis assumption (page 104 of the draft 

Timber Management RMP/EIS). A reinventory will be done when budget- 
ing permits. (Response to letter 18.) 

Response 52. BLM timber sale receipts in the 
Garnet Resource Area exceed costs and no congres- 
sionally appropriated money is used to build BLM 
timber sale roads. The sale purchaser builds all Response 57. The latest extensive forest inven- 
required roads as a cost of logging. Therefore, “deficit tory was conducted in 1972 on the Missoula Sus- 
logging” incorrectly describes GRA timber sales. tained Yield Unit (the public lands in  the resource 
Every BLM timber sale throughout the years has  area). The average inventory yield was determined to 
been purchased. (Response to letter 11.) be 76.4 board feet per acre per year. The maturity ages 

used in calculating the allowable cut were 100 years 
for lodgepole pine and 120 for all other species. This 
information, along with management area restric- 

Response 53. The BLM has conducted inventories tions and acres of available commercial forest land, 
of previously logged areas to determine the level of was used to determine an  annual allowable cut of 
reforestation (stocking). There are approximately 7,030 mbf for Alternative E. Old-growth timber will 
5,000 acres that were understocked as of the last be provided in MAS1,4,5,7,8,9, and 11, aswell asin  
inventory. These areas are being treated under a stands reaching rotation age in other MAS. Post sale 
backlog reforestation program. A reinventory of the regeneration is presently being handled as a 
5,000 acres is scheduled for the summer of 1985. requirement of timber sale contracts. Old under- 
The allowable cut was determined by using a forest stocked units are being planted at a rate of approxi- 
inventory, conducted in 1972, and factoring in mately 100 to 200 acres per year. Slash removal is 
acreages with reforestation problems. A reasonable addressed in  the management area guidelines. Road 
regeneration lag time of 15 years for natural restock- closures are a n  integral part of the RMP and are 
ing is allowed. Present procedure ensures that refor- specifically addressed in  each timber sale plan. 
estation problem areas which are harvested are being (Response to letter 35.) 
planted under the terms of timber sale contracts to 
avoid prolonged reforestation periods. (Response to 
letters 26,39.) Response 58. Visual resources are considered in 

each timber sale plan. Snowfall in the Garnet Range 
is generally sufficient to cover stumps and most 

Response 64. The reduction in stand susceptibil- slash; however, skiing would depend upon the type of 
ity to spruce budworm is an  important consideration cutting units and the heights of the regeneration. 
in  each stand treatment proposed. However, a com- These specific considerations are better addressed in 
mitment to multiple use management often restrains a timber sale or recreation activity plan. (Response to ’ 

the treatment of large areas or conversion to species 35.) 
not susceptible to the insect. The above considera- 
tions are best handled in timber management plans 
or sale plans developed to implement the RMP. 
(Response to letter 31.) 
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Response 69. The total amount of CFL has 
decreased by about 4,000 acres since 1976 as a result 
of State Lieu Selection. However, the amount of CFL 
available for harvest has  risen as a result of pre- 
viously set aside CFL acres in Wales Creek, Hoodoo 
Mountain, and Gallagher Creek WSAs being pro- 
posed for multiple use management, and through 
acquisition of available land in exchange for land 
previously set aside in the Bonner Mountain area. 
Under Alternative E, the  available CFL base 
amounts to 105,020 acres ascompared to 87,920 acres 
under Alternative A, Current Management. The cal- 
culated allowable cut for 105,020 acres, including 
management area restrictions, produced a nine per- 
cent increase from the present level of 6,370 mbf/year 
to the projected level of 7,030 mbf/year. (Response to 
letter 13.) 

Response 60. The sustained yield level isthe 8,560 
mbf/year calculated for Alternative B. Therefore, the 
level of harvest for Alternative E is 18percent below 
the possible sustained yield level. This is a result of 
removing nearly 7,000 acres in MAS 1,8,9,11, and 14 
from the CFL base and by reducing the harvest by 20 
percent on 64,720 acres in MAS 2, 4, 5, 6, and 10. 
(Response to letter 13.) 

Response 61. The 1,352 acres of commercial forest 
land to be harvested annually, referenced on page 41 
of the draft RMP/EIS, does not lead to a 78-year
rotation period. As stated on page 104 of the draft 
RMP/EIS, a n  analysis assumption was that 40 per- 
cent of the acres identified in each year for timber 
harvest will be reentries into stands that previously 
have had some type of silvicultural treatment. 
(Response to letter 13.) 

Road Management 
Response 0. The consideration of leaving old 
roads open was implied in the criteria for road man- 
agement. However, it will be added on page 9 of the 
draft RMP/EIS. The text change is shown in Chapter 
8. (Response to letter 23.) 

Response 62. Road closures are implemented for 
various reasons and each stands upon its own merits. 
They are continually monitored for effectiveness; 
and, as conditions and reasons change, the closure 
area or dates may be altered. The Garnet Range Road 
serves many publics and although it has  been plowed 
the past three winters to accommodate mining and 
recreational traffic, an  alternate winter trail route 
has  been maintained for winter sports enthusiasts. 
(Response to letter 30.) 
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Response 63. The BLM wilderness inventory for 
the GRA, conducted in  1981, identified the road 
between Gallagher Creek and Hoodoo Mountain 
WSAs as a constructed and maintained road which is 
accessible by two-wheel drive vehicles. At present the 
road provides access to the upper portions of the Hoo-
doo Mountain and Gallagher Creek WSAs and is the 
only road crossing the top of the Hoodoo Mountain 
range. There is ample protection now for elk as the 
adjacent area is undeveloped and there are no imme- 
diate plans or needs to close the road. As development 
occurs in the surrounding area, the need for road 
closures, to provide elk security including closure of 
the subject road, will be evaluated. (Response to letter 
39.) 

Response 64. Standard operating procedures and 
the preferred alternative provide a major commit- 
ment to road closures and walk-in hunting areas. All 
existing walk-in hunting units would be continued 
and four additional cooperative closure areas would 
be pursued with adjacent landowners. New roads will 
generally be closed after completion of the manage- 
ment activities. 
No specific proposals have been made for the King 
Mountain area. Because of limited ownership, the 
BLM could not unilaterally control access. To date, 
adjacent landowners have not indicated an  interest 
in pursuing a cooperative road closure in the area. 
(Response to letter 31.) 

Response 65. Roads are a management necessity 
in  some areas. Through activity and project plan- 
ning, existing and future road needs will be evaluated 
for type and time of access control as a factor in elk 
habitat management. The impacts of roads are ana- 
lyzed in Chapter 4 of the draft RMPIEIS. The road 
between Hoodoo Mountain WSA and Wales Creek 
WSA is a county road and therefore not under BLM 
control. See also Response 63. (Response to letter 29.) 

Response 66. The types of roads and harvest 
techniques will be addressed in specific timber sale 
plans. Also see Responses 52 and 65. (Response to 
letter 29.) 

Response 67. The status of the roads mentioned is 
shown on the Motorized Recreation Restriction map 
located in the packet at the end of the draft RMP/EIS. 
The Cap Wallace Road up to the old ridge road is 
closed to all motorized vehicle use from September 1 
through November 30 as part of a cooperative road 
closure program to provide hunting opportunities on 
private land, reduce erosion, and provide security 
habitat during the hunting season. The original Cap 
Wallace Road past Chamberlain Meadows is closed 
yearlong, except to snowmobiles from December 1to 
April 30, to minimize erosion on the granitic soils. 
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The Chamberlain Creek Fire Road out to Scotty 
Brown bridge is closed yearlong, except for snow- 
mobiles from December 1to April 30, to provide secur- 
ity habitat for big game and to minimize erosion. This 
road has  been made impassable by logging on the 
public, private, and state lands. The road across the 
burn is closed yearlong, except to snowmobiles from 
December 1to April 30, to minimize erosion and pro- 
vide security habitat for big game. The last half mile 
of the Wales Creek Road is closed yearlong to retard 
erosion. The remaining portions of that road and the 
Elevation Mountain Fire Road are closed to all motor- 
ized vehicles, except snowmobiles from January 1to 
April 30. The Deep Creek Road and Douglas Creek 
Road are open. Throughout the life of the plan the 
road closure program will be reviewed and monitored 
for its effectiveness, and changes in status could 
occur based upon the application of the criteria. 
(Response to letter 23.) 

Response 68. Approximately 38 percent of the 
public lands are included in cooperative road closure 
areas. The importance of these areas is described on 
pages 57 and 77 of the draft RMP/EIS. Road closures 
would be applied as necessary on the adjacent public 
lands affected by timber management under all 
alternatives. The responsibility to properly manage 
wildlife habitat is acknowledged. A thorough discus- 
sion of the impacts to wildlife habitat is included in 
Chapter 4 of the draft RMP/EIS and in Response 85. 
(Response to letter 27.) 

Response P. The range improvements shown in 
Tables 2-13 and 4-14 for Alternative E of the draft 
RMP/EIS have been adjusted. Weed control on 300 
acres costs $5,100,53 miles of fence cost $212,000,19 
cattleguards cost $38,000, 32 springs cost $80,000, 
and 3miles of pipeline cost $21,000. The total cost is 
$356,100. 
In  each case (except for weed control), the numbers of 
improvements were adjusted downward by eliminat- 
ing improvements on custodial allotments. Also, 
improvement costs were reviewed and some have 
been reduced to accurately reflect more recent costs. 
Range improvement expenditures are proposed over 
a 20-year period, and often much of the cost is carried 
by the livestock operator. The costs listed above 
include.al1 costs incurred should the improvement be 
contracted out. The benefits derived from the projects 
are greater than merely the collection of grazing fees. 
Many of these improvements are designed to benefit 
other resources; such as wildlife habitat, watershed, 
recreation, and timber management; and not solely to 

increase the amount or quality of forage available for 
livestock grazing. These benefits were used to develop 
the table on page 228 of the draft RMP/EI§ which 
reveals that  the proposed improvements will result in 
a favorable benefit to cost ratio. Text changes are 
shown in Chapter 8. (Response to letters 13,26,39.) 

Response &. The planning criteria for livestock 
grazing on page 9 of the draft RMP/EIS will be 
expanded to incorporate the consideration of costs of 
the improvements and the benefit to cost ratio. The 
text change is shown in Chapter 8. (Response to let- 
ters 26,39.) 

Response 70. The reference to “a 128 percent plus 
increase in acres available for grazing” is not correct. 
The acreages available for grazing vary only slightly 
between alternatives. However, there is an  increase 
(128 percent) in the acres under intensive manage- 
ment in  Allotment Management Plans (AMPs)
between Alternatives A and E. The AMPs are 
designed to benefit wildlife habitat, forest, and live- 
stock management. (Response to letter 11.) 

Response 71. A rest-rotation system is a grazing
method utilized on the public lands and discussed in 
Appendix K of the draft RMP/EIS. (Response to let- 
ter 46.) 

Response 73. Wildlife habitat is emphasized in 
MA 6, but livestock grazing does not need to be 
removed from allbig game winter ranges if sufficient 
forage exists for both. Eliminating livestock grazing 
on all big game winter range would incur tremendous 
costs for fences, cattleguards, etc. because of the com- 
plex landownership pat terns .  This  concern is 
addressed on page 56 and in Appendix N of the draft 
RMP/EIS. (Response to letters 26,39.) 

Response 74. Allotment 7216 is programmed to be 
fenced to control livestock use. Fencing, along with 
better compliance and a change in  the livestock turn- 
out and removal dates, should improve the range 
condition. This will enable a long-term increase in 
forage available for livestock and wildlife. (Response 
to letter 39.) 
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Response 75. Very little of the range on public 
lands in the GRAis in poor condition. At present only 
one percent is classified as in poor condition. In  the 
preferred alternative, such rangelands will be 
improved to fair or good condition. (Response to letter 
26.) 

Response 76. The public lands in the GRA are not 
badly overgrazed. Information indicates much of the 
land is in good to excellent condition and conditions 
will improve in all alternatives through the use of 
intensive grazing management systems. Alternative 
Cproposes to limit grazing on all public land to a level 
established for lands in poor and fair condition. The 
637 animal unit months (AUMs) represent the pro- 
jected long-term increase over the short-term stock- 
ing rate for Alternative C. (Response to letter 26.) 

Response 77. A replacement fence between public 
’lands and Champion Timberlands in the Fivemile 

area will be constructed. (Response to letter 16.) 

Response 78. Gate locations cannot easily be sub- 
jected to a distance standard in western Montana. 
The distance between gates is more often determined 
by such factors as trail crossings, topography, land 
ownership, etc. The GRA has and will continue to 
install gates in fence lines on public lands at less than 
one-mile intervals. (Response to letter 22.) 

Response 79. Livestock grazing is a traditional 
yet infrequent use of the cultural sites (MA 11)and as 
such is not overly disruptive to the cultural resources. 
The ownership pattern in many sites prevents fenc- 
ing and the cost of fencing would be very high. Live- 
stock use on cultural sites will be monitored as de-
scribed in Appendix U. (Response to letter 35.) 

Response 80. Improving riparian habitat while 
increasing AUMs is achievable through better cattle 
distribution, improvement of range condition in non- 
riparian areas, and implementation of allotment 
management plans. Also see Response 96. (Response 
to letter 6.) 

Response 81. The increase in AUMs for the pre- 
ferred alternative is calculated on the basis of 
improved forage condition created by intensive graz- 
ing management (allotment management plans), 
increased compliance, and so forth. Increased AUMs 
created by logging and transitory range are not fig- 
ured into the total AUMs for the preferred alterna- 
tive. In  addition, Table 2-11 on page 41 of the draft 
RMP/EIS shows 33,770 acres which will not be 
leased for livestock grazing. Most of this acreage con- 

t a ins  important  elk summer and  fall habi ta t .  
(Response to letter 13.) 

Response 82. As indicated on page 24 of the draft 
RMP/EIS in the second paragraph under Livestock 
Use Adjustments, target AUM figures are not final 
stocking rates. When adjustments are made, they will 
be done on the basis of mutual agreement or by deci- 
sion. The latter includes monitoring of resource con- 
ditions as a basis for the decision. A monitoring plan 
is included as Appendix U. Most of the areas covered 
by the mid-1960 ocular reconnaissance and most of 
the areas where grazing systems are proposed were 
inventoried during the period 1978 to 1982 using the 
Montana Grazing Guides (USDA, SCS 1977). Pro- 
jected increases on existing AMPsare based on moni- 
toring that has occurred since the grazing systems 
were implemented. The allotments for which the ocu- 
lar reconnaissance was not updated have not been 
proposed for adjustments in the stocking rate. 
(Response to letter 13.) 

Weed Control 
Response 83. The preferred alternative proposed 
to continue action on weed control. Weed control work 
by the BLM is to be carried out on an  average of 15 
acres each year over the next 20 years, subject to 
completion of a worst case analysis (see Response 84). 
This primarily will be roadside and small spot appli- 
cations of herbicides to stop the spread of noxious 
weeds. This level of control was determined from the 
amount of new road which will be constructed over 
the life of the plan. Additional acres of public land are 
being treated through cooperative ventures between 
BLM and other agencies and landowners. Also, BLM 
has been active in biological weed control efforts for a 
number of years. (Refer to the Livestock sections for 
each alternative in Chapter 2 of the draft RMP/EIS 
for a description of the weed control proposals.) 
(Response to letters 17,22.) 

Response 84. The proposed level of weed treat- 
ment reflects BLM’s efforts to control the spread of 
weeds on public lands only. The weed control pro-
gram cannot be implemented until a worst case anal- 
ysis for a n  environmental impact statement is pre-
pared by the Oregon BLM State Office. The BLM is 
coordinating with Missoula, Granite, and Powell 
County Weed Boards for treatment of infested public 
lands. In addition to chemical control, biological con- 
trol of noxious weeds can proceed and is an  important 
part of the weed control program. Also see Appendix 
J,page 217, of the draft RMPIEIS. (Response to letter 
13.) 
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Wildlife Habitat Management 
Response R. A stated goal of each management 
area is to maintain site productivity, water quality, 
and stream stability. In  addition the Cooperative 
Fish Management Plan for Public Lands in Montana 
will be made a part of the management guidance 
common to all alternatives on page 25 of the draft 
RMP. An objective of the cooperative plan deals with 
instream flow reservation. Text changes are noted in 
Chapter 8. (Response to letter 11.) 

Response S. The reference to limiting the size of 
tree selection units will be addressed in management 
area guideline 13in MA 5 and guideline 13in MA 6. 
The point on cutting unit size for shelterwood and 
commerical thinning is best explained as a timing
problem. Generally the first entry in a shelterwood or 
commercial thinning greatly reduces current thermal 
and hiding cover (not as severe for single tree or group 
selection), and then is followed by a period of under- 
story regeneration. A timing conflict results when 
subsequent harvest entries are made before the 
regeneration can serve as hiding cover. Delaying 
entry until the regeneration can serve ashiding cover 
usually results in  unacceptable mechanical damage 
to the regenerating trees; and both timber and habi- 
tat management is set back. A solution is to hold the 
cutting units to 40 acres or less, create a favorable 
situation for regeneration and survival, and accept a 
loss of hiding cover for as short a period as possible
following subsequent entries. Text changes are 
shown in Chapter 8. (Response to letter 18.) 

Response 85. The importance of wildlife habitat 
was recognized, along with other resource values, in 
developing the draft RMP/EIS, (see the Summary, 
page xiii; Chapter 2; management area descriptions, 
pages 14-16; Appendix A; Appendix 0;and Appendix 
S).The preferred alternative places strong emphasis 
on wildlife habitat management. Under the preferred 
alternative 70 percent of the public lands will have 
stated wildlife habitat goals as compared to the cur- 
rent 51 percent. Also, over 33,000 acres in  the resource 
area will not be leased for livestock grazing mainly 
because these a reas  a re  important  to wildlife. 
(Response to letters 26,39.) 

Response 86. The Elk Logging Study guidelines 
are incorporated into the management area descrip- 
tions and are included in  the draft RMP/EIS as 
Appendix S. In  the preferred alternative, the WSAs 
are allocated to MAS 4,5, and 9. These allocations will 
provide adequate escape cover for elk. Generally 
roads will be closed following management activities. 
(Response to letters 26,39.) 

Response 84. The BLM has  made a substantial 
investment in the development of the Elk Logging 
Study guidelines and has  applied the guidelines 
when managing timber and elk. The effectiveness of 
the guidelines in managing elk and logging roads 
will be monitored throughout the life of the plan. The 
BLM has  followed the guidelines in the Chamberlain 
Creek area and elsewhere with excellent results. In  
addition, the 200 miles of road will not all be con- 
structed in important elk habitat. Where roads are 
constructed in important elk habitat, a n  aggressive 
road closure program will be pursued. The resulting 
impacts of the actions mentioned above have been 
analyzed in Chapter 4 of the draft RMP/EIS. 
(Response to letter 39.) 

Response 88. The importance of the public lands 
is acknowledged and addressed in the RMPIEIS. 
(Response to letter 26.) 

Response 89. Your point of standard security 
cover is well taken. This criterion will be applied from 
viewing points within the stand and serves as a 
guideline to analyze other factors of slope position, 
topography, and vegetative screening. The Deerlodge 
and Lo10 National Forests, in connection with the 
Intermountain Station, will study viewing angle in 
assessing hiding cover quality beginning in the 
summer of 1985. (Response to letter 31.) 

Response 90. Security areas and reserve blocks 
for the most part serve as undisturbed units thereby 
reducing the impacts of adjacent treated areas. Qual- 
ity, purpose, topography, and location for reserve 
units are just as important as distances. A reserve 
unit must be an  economical unit for future harvest 
and slash treatment. Reserve units are available for 
scheduled harvest when their purpose has been 
served. (Response to letter 18.) 

Response 91. The GRA public lands were not 
identified as occupied, critical, or essential habitat in 
the USDI Fish and Wildlife Service Recovery Plan for 
Grizzly Bears. (Response to letter 29.) 

Response 92. The importance of wildlife to Mon- 
tanans’ lifestyles and to the enjoyment of others was 
recognized and evaluated in  the draft RMPIEIS. 
Many measures were recommended to enhance wild- 
life habitat and to diminish the impacts of other uses. 
However, there are reasons in addition to wildlife 
that  lead people to reside or visit Montana. In  addi- 
tion, the lands are managed for the public of the 
entire nation. The analysis of all resource uses is 
mandated by the Federal Land Policy and Manage- 
ment Act of 1976. The preferred alternative proposes 
management and conservation of the resources as 
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opposed to the preservation of resources. (Response to 
letter 27.) 

Response 93. The commenter added the word 
“serious” in estimating long-term environmental 
consequences on wildlife summer range. The impacts 
described on page 112 of the draft RMPIEIS repre- 
sent an  analysis of trade-offs to meet livestock, 
timber, and recreation needs. Through conscientious 
planning and implementation, serious habitat deg- 
radation will be avoided. In  addition, the public lands 
are in continuous change. For example as lands are 
developed, a comparable acreage is becoming reha- 
bilitated. In  a single year approximately 1,350 acres 
will be entered for timber management ‘(27,040 acres 
over the life of the RMP). Approximately 40 percent of 
the 1,350 acres will be lands which have previously 
been treated and are being reentered. Also, much of 
the remaining 60 percent may be managed with 
timber practices emphasizing wildlife habi ta t .  
(Response to letter 27.) 

Response 94. In addition to the strong commit- 
ments made in management area guidelines toward 
wildlife habitat improvement and maintenance, 
there are substantial improvements in winter range 
and riparian habitat conditions as a result of inten- 
sive grazing management under the preferred alter- 
native, page 57 of the draft RMP/EIS. Also, aquatic 
habitat condition will improve significantly through 
proper application of Best Management Practices 
(Appendix B of the draft RMP/EIS) and intensive 
grazing management. Direct habitat improvement 
projects funded by the wildlife program are not spe- 
cifically discussed in the draft RMP/EIS; however, 
previous and future projects include fencing, fence 
removal, gate installations, browse plantings, habi- 
tat manipulation via controlled burns, nesting site 
construction, etc. Also, habitat maintenance and 
improvement is considered in the development of 
other resource activity plans and habitat manage- 
ment plans prepared by staff wildlife biologists. 
(Response to letter 13.) 

Response 95. The allocation of Wales, Hoodoo, 
Gallagher, Murray, and Douglas areas to MAS 4,5,6, 
and 9 and implementation of the guidelines con- 
tained therein, are designed to maintain adequate 
security areas. Also see Response 85. (Response to 
letter 13.) 

Riparian Habitat 
Response 96. Riparian habitat will be improved 
primarily through the installation of grazing sys-
tems. This method will allow for periodic rest of pas-
tures and subsequent riparian areas within each pas-
ture. In  addition, salting and possible alternate water 
sources should draw livestock away from riparian 
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areas presently in poor condition. Fencing should be 
considered as a last resort because it is generally too 
costly. Cutting AUMs was analyzed and it was 
determined there were other means to improve the 
habitat condition. The impacts are analyzed in Chap- 
ter 4 and Appendix N of the draft RMPIEIS. 
(Response to letters 26,39.) 

Response 97. Table 2-16, continued on page 46 of 
the draft RMPIEIS, contains a comparison of ripar- 
ian habitat acreages. Table headings, Allocation/ 
Output and Alternative E (Preferred), show there are 
3,094 acres of currently unsatisfactory riparian 
which will be improved to satisfactory condition 
through intensive grazing management as delin-
eated in allotment management plans; 1,110 acres of 
currently unsatisfactory riparian will likely remain 
in unsatisfactory condition because those acres will 
not be under intensive grazing management. The 
unsatisfactory riparian is often on small parcels of 
public land within large blocks of private land. There 
are 637 acres of riparian habitat in allotments (AMP 
and non-AMP) that will remain in satisfactory condi- 
tion. Thus, 4,841 acres of riparian habitat will be 
affected by livestock grazing in Alternative E. The 
amount and condition of the riparian habitat outside 
of livestock grazing allotments are not discussed in 
the draft RMPIEIS. For Alternative E, this amounts 
to about 1,259 acres already in satisfactory condition 
or generally improving toward satisfactory condition 
within the short term without rehabilitative work. 
(Response to letter 6.) 

Response 98. The 1,110 acres of riparian habitat 
in unsatisfactory condition are included in about 
eight allotments which are not scheduled for AMP 
development under Alternative E. However, oppor- 
tunities exist in some situations for direct improve- 
ment through site-specific projects. These opportuni- 
ties will be pursued. To improve all riparian habitat to 
satisfactory condition would require fencing. This is 
uneconomical and adversely impacts other resources. 
Also see Appendix N in the draft RMP/EIS. 
There are approximately 16 miles of fish producing 
streams (including eight miles within livestock 
allotments) where stream habitat is unsurveyed.
Refer to Table 3-21, page 100 of the draft RMPIEIS. 
Although the application of current Best Manage- 
ment Practices and management area prescriptions 
will serve to improve most suboptimum stream 
reaches, there are some stream reaches that will still 
lack adequate pool to riffle ratios or bottom material 
to classify as optimum condition. (Response to letter 
6.) 
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Economics 
Response 99. The economic values of recreation 
and wildlife use of the BLM-administered lands in the 
GRA are significant, but the changes in land use 
allocations do not create major economic changes 
between alternatives. The difference between jobs 
under each alternative amounts to less that one job 
per activity and less than three total jobs for big game 
hunting, nonmotorized recreation, and motorized 
recreation. The present number of jobs under Alter-
native A is shown on Table 7-3. 
Changes from these totals, as stated above, for each 
of the alternatives is less than one job per activity. In  
addition, BLM-administered lands represent a small 
portion of the total federal lands in Western Mon- 
tana. Some of the demand for these types of recrea- 
tion would shift to other federal lands, meaning that 
the change of jobs from Alternative A may be less 
than those projected by each alternative. 
The 12,000 recreation visitor days per year at Garnet 
Ghost Town are not included since the actions de- 
scribed in each alternative will not specifically alter 
use of the ghost town. (Response to letter 11.) 

Response 100. The analysis on pages 122 and 123 
of the draft RMP/EIS reveals the real economic 
benefits derived from multiple use management of 
the public lands. The analysis reveals that timber 
management contributes over $2,000,000 annually to 
the economy in direct and indirect benefits. This is in 
addition to the $1,400,000 derived from hunting. The 
analysis reveals that benefits are being derived from 
more than one resource. Also see Response 103. 
(Response to letter 26, 39.) 

Response 101. Leasing for livestock grazing is a 
use of the public lands authorized by Congress. The 
National Environmental Policy Act requires that the 
effects of agency actions be analyzed in a n  environ- 
mental impact statement. While the agency looks on 
the grazing permit as having no monetary value, in 
practice the permit does have value to the rancher 
holding the lease. Since this value does exist in the 
perceptions of a large group of the users of the public 
lands, it is recognized and addressed. The analysis is 
in no way intended to imply ownership of the public 
lands by grazing permittees. (Response to letters 26, 
39.) 

Response 102. The data presented in the ranch 
budgets are averages based upon budgets developed 
by the U S .  Department of Agriculture. In  a depressed
economy, many ranchers do not make money and use 
the equity in land and equipment to stay in business. 
In  good years they will replenish their investment in 
land and equipment. This cycle can go on for many 
years if good years for selling products occur often 
enough. The less frequently good years occur, the 
more ranchers will have to quit ranching. Those 
ranchers with a below average debt load are in a 
much b-etter position tomaintain their rancing operation 
in  times of a depressed economy. (Response to letter 
39.) 

Response 103. It is difficult to make direct com- 
parisons between the wildlife and range programs. 
Under range, the numbers cited include only the graz- 
ing fees collected by the BLM and the costs incurred 
by BLM, while the $573,241 figure for wildlife are 
benefits to the economy as a whole. The value to the 
economy of the ranches using BLM grazing in the 
GRA needs to be included to make the programs com- 
parable. Using the portion of production of livestock 
from BLM lands, the direct and indirect benefits to 
the economy amount to approximately $566,000. Also 
see Response 100. (Response to letter 26.) 

Response 104. The Timber Production Capability 
Classification (TPCC) system functioned as a n  objec- 
tive physical and biological inventory process which 
yielded the following: 

Identification and basis for allocation of a com-
mercial forest land base (lands capable of 16.7 
percent of normal stocking and a n  annual 
growth rate of at least 20 cubic feet per acre per 
year and located on slopes of 65 percent or less) 
and, 
Identification of environmental site limitations 
(insolation, competition, soils, etc.) which would 
require special management and/or reduce the 
annual allowable harvest. 

Beyond delineating tracts of land capable of produc- 
ing commercial forest products on a sustained basis, 
the TPCC system provides a n  insight into the eco- 
nomic feasibility of managing individual sites for 
timber production by identifying costly special man- 
agement practices (site preparation and planting) 
which may be required. 

TABLE 7-3 
NUMBER OF JOBS UNDER ALTERNATIVE A OF THE GARNET RMP 

ACTIVITY DIRECT JOBS TOTAL JOBS 

Big Game Hunting 39 62 
Motorized Recreational Vehicle Days 3 4 
Nonmotorized Recreational Vehicle Days 5 8 
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Most timber sales will include TPCC commercial 
forest classification sites in the nonproblem, fragile, 
and problem reforestation categories. Therefore, 
formulating economically sound timber sales resides 
more in designing defensible timber sale packages 
than in determining whether individual problem re- 
forestation or fragile sites can be economically man- 
aged separately from the adjacent nonproblem sites. 
Also see Response 52. (Response to letter 13.) 

Response 106. The only two federal payments to 
Montana counties which would vary by alternatives 
would be those received under the Taylor Grazing Act 
and the Mineral Leasing Act. The figures shown in 
Table 7-4 are the totals by alternative and are not 
broken down by counties. (Response to letter 13.) 

Miscellaneous 
Response 106. Although the limitations of coop- 
erative management are recognized, cooperative 
management has been successful and useful to all 
participants in the carefully selected areas where it 
has been implemented. (Response to letter 20.) 

Response 107. Fire certainly is a valuable vegeta- 
tive management tool. The RMP identifies areas 
where fire was not to be used. These are riparian, 
recreation sites, cultural sites, and mineral produc- 
tion areas (MAS 1, 2, 10, 11, and 14). The extent of 
these areas is shown in Table S-3for each alternative. 
On the remaining public lands the use of fire will be 
addressed on a case by case basis. (Response to letter 
31.) 

Response 108. Similar to the question regarding 
the use of fire, areas were identified where the use of 
herbicides would not be considered. However, until a 
worst case analysis has been completed by the BLM 
Oregon State Office, the BLM is under legal restraint 
from using herbicides as a tool for site preparation 
and weed control. (Response to letter 31.) 

TABLE 7-4 

FEDERAL PAYMENTS TO COUNTIES BY ALTERNATIVE 

ALTERNATIVE 
FUNDING AUTHORIZATION A B C D E 

*Taylor Grazing Act $5,546 $8,566 $3,343 $3,343 $5,807 
Mineral Leasing Act 330,608 330,608 286,003 307,531 329,771 
Payment in Lieu of Taxes 344,114 344,114 344,114 344,114 344,144 

Total $680,268 $683,288 $633,460 $654,988 $679,692 

*Receipts calculated on the 1982 base rate of $1.86 per AUM. 
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