APPENDIX V
COMMENT LETTERS

All the letters received commenting on the Draft RMP/EIS are reproduced here except for the following:

Several letters were typed due to technical problems in reproduction of the ink used to write the
letters.

Comments submitted on Land Adjustment Maps were not reproduced.
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-— Reply o 730 Siuns St Room 430
Vel DX 10005 Gotdaes. Coora 80201

May 20, 1983

Mr. Dan Lechefsky
Project Manager

Butte District Office
Bureau of Land Mansgement
P.0. Box 3388

Butte, MNontana 59702

Dear Mr. Lechefsky:

On May 16, the Council received the Bureau of Land l‘hllnx:m:nt's "Readvaters
ea Resource Plan, mpac

fox the Boree District, Montana. In accordance vith mection 102(2)(c)

of the Nationsl Envirormental Policy Act of 1969, we have Teviewed the

environmental statement regarding the adequacy of its consideration of

historic prop (htatorte, 1 and cultursl

properties).

reies do exist in Butte District, but the
e tarement does not that the Bureau is aware of
neibilities for the protection of such properties pursuant to
Sacion 10 oF the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, aa smended
in 1980, nor does it identify a commitment to comply with Section 106 of
that Act for those historic properties that would be affected by the
takeo to implement the program. e N
The e riptions of Buresu historic properties management on pages I3
and 67 imply an independent management program which does not conform to
the congressionslly mandated program decailed in the National Historic
Preservaticn Act and the Council's regularions. For these reasons ve
conaider the treatment of historic properties in the environmental
statement to be inadequate, ond we suggest substancial revieion of the
final environmeotal statement o ensure that the management program
ablished for the Headwaters Resource Ares is in conformance with
applicable Pederal laws and regulations. In particular, we would like
to point out that historic propercies
should only be nade after consultation with the Montana Stace Bistoric
Preservation Officer and the Council (ss appropriate) in accordance witl
the ateps detailed in 36 CFR 800.

Federal Building
P.0. Box 7669
Missoula, MT 59807

e 2700
o JUL 2883

- vss 1 vase Basaeen
Otua

-

Jack McIntosh, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management

Box 3388
Butte, NT 59702
C

Dear Mr. Mcintosh:

We have reviewed the Headwaters Resource Areas Resource Management Plan and have
the following comments:

Several parcels of Bureau of Land Management (BLM) land are adjacent to our Elkhorn
Wildltfe Management Unit which is being established in accordance with the
recommendat fons contained in the congressionally mandated Eikhorn Wflderness

Study Report. Several BLM management areas influence widlife in that area on

the Helena National Forest,

Management Unit 9. The deer-elk winter range values are very high in the
POrEIons o7 THTS onit that are sdiacent 1o sur. Elkhora 43 1vire Managenent Unit
and endorse the preferred alternative that allows vor restrictions on motorized
access. These BLM lands are important to the total wildlife habitat in the
Elkhorn area and hope that more specific road management guidelines can be
developed. We will supply all resource information we have and work with BLM
Jand managers fn developing these quidelines. We support the effort to improve
conditions in the Devils Fence Allotment.

Management Unit 23. The portion of this management unit in the Golconda Creek
Sres sdacent To our Elkhorn Hi1d)ife Management Unit currently provides
excellent elk spring-sumer habitat. Although our monitoring activities are not
complete, early Indications are that this area is key to elk In the Elkhorns.
Because of the fWportance of this area to elk, and to be compatible with our
management of the Elkhorns, any timber harvesi should be restricted to that which
maintains or improves elk summer habitat. This would most likely change the
high priority for forest management that the area currently has to something
else. Specific road management guidelines for this area would be helpful. We
support the efforts to improve range conditions in the Muskrat Allotment.

Management unit 31. The habitat is very important to the elkhorn wildlife
oL IatIOnS, ‘espacially deer and elk during the winter. We will continue to
provide information from monitoring to BLM land managers and work with them in
preparing specific road management and other guidelines to assure compatibility
with our adjacent wildlife management unit.
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£ you have any questions please contact Brit Stovey of my
(303) 234-4946, an PTS number.

Sincerely,

D)t

1.
Chief, Western Division
of Project Review

Mr. Jack McIntosh 2

The following comments are relative to areas adjacest to or in close proximity of
the Gallatin NF:

T. 5 M., R. 9 E., Section 14: BLM Jands occupfes most of the Wi of this section,
and the Nationa] FOVest owns the entire Ef. This area is in the Three Peaks
grazing allotment and both Agencies have the same permittee (Mr. George
Hirscheaberger). Our proposed mamagement prescription for this area is for
wildlife and livestock. BLM has identified this tract as Catagory II for
disposal through sale, exchange or transfer. We belfeve that this tract should
be eventually fncluded in a transfer program to the National Forest and

included within our managenent area 17.

Canyon Mountain Further Study Area - 7. 3 5., R. 8 and 9 E.: Realfzing thst
TRTS area wiTl vequire further study by BUW, our comment at this time is that
these tands should be included in a transfer program since they are important in
praviding future access and would also be valuable as trading stock in

consolidating public ownership in this area.

Study Arez Aﬂ!acent to National Forest in East Side of Yellowstone Yatley:

major 0 Se lands 15 adjacen jationa rest omership and have high
wild){fe and recreational values. We strongly support that these BLM lands be
retained in public ownership and eventually be included in a transfer program.

The remaining BLM Tands in the jmmedfate vicinity of National Forest System
Tands in both the disposal and further study catagories are generally scattered
parcels not adjacent to Forest boundaries. Our comment is that tn many cases
these tracts could be utilized as key trading stack to block up within the
Forests,

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this plan,

Gt

{08’
Regional Forester




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
AIR FORCE REGIONAL CIVIL ENGINEER CENTRAL REGION {AFESCH
1114 COMMERCE STREET
DALLAS. TEXAS 75242

Mr. Dan Lechifsky, Projer.t Manager
Butte Dlstr(ct Office,

P.0. Box

Butte, Ilt 59702

Dear Mr, Lechefsky:

We have raviewsd the draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement (RMP/EIS) for the Headwaters Resource Area,

Review of the RMP/EIS indicates severa) Minuteman launch control and launch
faciifties within the Headwaters Resource Area. The hardened intersite com-
mmications cable system also passes through areas identified as private surface
ownership and public land declared acceptable for further consideration for coal
deve) gpme

The Malmstrom AF8 Cable Affairs Officer has discussed the hardened intersite
commun ications cable routing with your Great Falls field office. It is the Air
Force understanding that the Great Falls Fleld Office plans to annotate the
location of the cable on their working drawings and coordinate with the Cable
Affatrs Offtcer whenever an oil/gas lease application 1s recefved which could
fupact on the hardened fntersite communications system or a Taunch control/
Taunch facility.

For specific location of the launch control/launch factlities, the C:M: Affairs

Officer at Malmstrom AFB can be contacted through your Great Fatls f
office.

Sincerely,

PAUL’ D, GARCIA Major, USAF
Deputy Chief, Envlroﬂmll‘ Planning Division

SAC/DEPYQ
15 AF/0E
7 AD/LG
2153 CS/LGMN
341 CS6/DEL,
341 CS6/DEEV

United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF MINES
\ESTEAN FIELD OPERATIONS CENTER
Ea

360 5
SPOKANE, WASHINGTON 99202

August 4, 1983

Memorandum

To: Jack A. McIntosh, District Manager, Bureau of Land Management,
Butte, Montana

From: Supervisor, Minerals Involvement Section

Subject: Headwaters Resource Area Resource Management Plan {RMP)

A search of our Mineral Industry Location System (MILS) indicates about 10%
of the total aumber of mineral properties in the state of Montana 1ie within
government land tentatively categorized for disposal in the Headwaters Resource
Area. The entire resource area contains nearly S0% of the total number o
mineral properties in the state that are entered in the MILS system.

We are enclosing a MILS printout for your information. We have been {nformed
by your staff that ands categorized for possible disposal which are mineral-
1necharacter will be reclassified to the retention category. MWe hope this
w1l atd you 1n your analysis.

If we can be of further assistance, please contact us,

GOm0

D'Arc,y/P. Banister

Enclosure

e @rsmw//

Aingy ioay

LETTERS

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OMAHA DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS
6014 U.S. Post Office and caummuse

Omaha, Nel

June 27, 1983

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

Planning Division

Mr. Dan Lechefsky
Project Manager
Butte District Office
Bureau of Land

P.0. Box 3388

Butte, Montana 59702

Dear Mr. Lechefsky:

We have reviewed the draft Rescurce Management Plan/Envircrimental
Inpact Statement far the Headwaters Resource Area. We £ind the document
to be informative, but we have no camments to offer at this time on the
Plan. Thank you for this review opportunity.

Sincerely,

narl & ik

chard D. Gorton
hief, Ermmmtal Analysis Branch
Planning Division

WEGENY 5 \C‘j_
YUN 3 0 1983

Buconn Of Laws Mavageme
R

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH AND WILDUIFE SERVICE
Ecological Services
Federal But1ding, Roan 3035

316 North 26th Str
Billings, Montana 59101 1396

Y peree 10,

July 15, 1983

Memorandum

To: Headwaters RMP Project Manager, Bureay of Land Management,
Butte District Office, P. 0. Box 3388, Butte, MT 59702

FrompgroRdtield Supervisor, USFWS, Billings, ¥T (ES)

Subject: Review of Headwaters Resource Area RMP Draft Envirommental
Impact Statement

We have reviewed the subject statement and the following constitute the
comments of the y.S. Fish and ¥i1dlife Service (FWS).

Endangered Species

Our Endangered Species Team personnel have discussed the need for and
benefits of preparing a biological assessment on the RMP/DEIS with your
staff and will provide ssststance to them throughout the Section 7
compliance process described in the Endangered Spectes Act (ESR).

Generally, we view the plan as a document which projects certain fmprovements
or safeguarding mechanisms for endangered and threatened species habitats
within the planning area. Oversll, the information about 1isted species

i noteworthy and direct in indicating where either adverse or beneficial
effects may result from proposed resource allocations or projected use

and development of resources.

Qur concern 1s that a major fault of the planning process and the document
arose because endangered species were not identiffed as an issue during
the “issue driven® planning process, and hence, no goals for these
species or their habitats over the planning period are presented in the
plan. Lacking these goals, the plan is unable to descrive these habitats
in any detail. Therefore, resources cannot be altocated directly for
management and improvement of those seasonal or year-long habitats of
importance to endangered and threatened species in the planning area

over the Tife of the plan.
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Because of these concerns, we recommend that an effort be made during
the Section 7 consultation process at establishing long-term goals for
endangered and threatened species, their recovery, and Ment'f'catiun or
documentation of knm fmportant and manageable habitats, With ti

base, the can be tu to examine I]temlﬂves
and their 1mu:ts (Mrect. indirect, and cumulative). The final step
needed is the identification and use of various criteria which will be
followed in resource use prescriptions to evaluate both case-by-case and
area-wide development actions in the future. By establishing these
procedures and criteria now, we can then assess whether the action
proposed fn the RMP/DEIS is or is not likely to affect endlngered or
threatened species over the long-term. Moreover, funding and ma

resources can be jdenttfied tn advance of development so that EAR'S and
other site review processes can be adequately accomp]ished.

Since the purposes of ESA (Sectfon 2(b)) requires Federal agencies to
“provide 3 means whereby the ecosystems upon which endangered and_threatened
species depend may be conserved,* we believe that comprehensive plans

for resourge allosation mist take a conprehensive Took at how. where,

and when allocations can be made to meet the purpose of the At ve

will help you to the best of our ability to meet our shared responsibilities
as directed by ESA and hopefully, to meet the timetables established for

the Headwaters RMP Record of Decision.

We hope that the biological assessment serves as a mechanism for evaluating
and documenting the endangered and threatened species goals, objectives,
and management direction for this resource area. We recommend that BLM
incorporate this information into the RMP/FEIS. Our concern for species
1isted in this area is great, espectally in those habitats along the
Rocky Mountain Front and in riparian/wetland areas. We realize that
several public agencies and private entities are involved in managing
these habitats and recognize the need for total cooperation if habitats
are to be maintained for these species in this area. We rec

continued use of recovery plans now available for the wolf and grizzly
bear n an effort to achieve a cooperative recovery of these species and
to help direct your thinking in long-tem resource planning.

Range Resources

Under the preferred alternative (Alternative A), seeding and interseeding
is proposed for 2,560 acres. On page 118 of the draft, we note that the
8LM is proposing to utilize native and introduced plants. We sre very
:nn:emed 1f the introduced species to be utilized is crested wheatgrass.
This type of comversion results in monotypic vegetation, essentially
useless to wildlife, Even 1f other species such as alfalfa or sweetclover
are included in the mixture, they are generally eliminated over time due
to the competitive nature of crested wheatgrass and the high livestock
utftizatfon rates typfcally used to maintain the "pasture” in palatable
condition. We feel that these conversions (to crested wheatgrass)
should not be undertaken on public lands that are managed for wultiple
use. If undertaken at all, they should be developed on pr1vlte 'Innds
{ncluded 1n an AP in order to defer use on the native public

until mid-June or early July. Thus, the livestock operator o dstnt

Livestock Grazing

On_the issue of grazing, we found almost no details fn the draft of how
grazing wiil be managed for the benefit of wildlife. The inference made
is that bettering the range condition will increase wildlife benefits.
Although we t00 believe that wildTife can benefit from bettering the
range condition, we feel that other issves must also be considered to
determine whether wildlife resources will recefve any net benefits.
Often times the range improvements (water, fencing, grazing systems)
associated with intensive management have substantial negative impacts.
For example, one ramification of intensive menagement is the 1ntrus1un
of Mvestock into areas that previously were not utilfzed bec

Tack of water, After water developments are installed, “vestuck/wﬂd"fﬁ
competfition wil) be spread over a brosder area than was previously
possible. Another impact 1s the often intensive utilization of forage
in one or more of the pastures in a grazing system which leaves little
or no restdual cover for wildiife in these pastures. We feel these, as
well as other pertinent issues, mist be discussed 1n the final EIS
before the assertion can be made that the proposed grazing management
will benefit wildlife. As written, the draft does not discuss the
negative implications of intemsive management. Inasmuch as the draft
indicates that grazing income to the U.S, Treasury from public lands fn
the Headwaters Ts about $58,000 and that wildiife related resources,
through hunter-day use, result in $255,000 of economic stimulatfon, it
appears that more attention should be given to addressing the fmpacts of
grazing upon wildlife.

Land Tenure

On the 1ssue of land tenure adjustments, we wish to commend you on your
goal of utilizing exchanges (see page 112) as the primary means of
disposa) rather than sales. The outright sales of public lands could
have severe consequences upon the wildiife values of the lands and the
public's use thereof, Furthermore, we encourage you to pursue, on a
priortty basis, providing access to those public lands where such access
does nat now exist, except in those areas {mpertant to the recovery of
endangered or threatened species.

Wildlife Unsuftability Criteria

e have revieved the spplication of the unsuitability criteria on the
federal minera) estate within the Great Falls Coal F e believe

that the ratfonale used in the draft document for -ppucmnn of several

or the unsuitability criter{a are not consistent with regulatfons pertaining
to the management of federally-owned coal (43 CFR 3400) and may result

in unnecessary conflict or delays 1f leasing of these coal reserves is
initiated 1n the future.

In general, we have found, during past leasing efforts in the Powder
River and fort Unfon Coal Regions, that campletion of ‘four-six season
wildlife inventories and application of unsuitability criteria we

advance of coal leasing activities minimizes the conflict between e
and coal development initiatives. Sectfon 3461.3-1(a)(1) of the Federal
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have the necessary spring grazing and the native pubMc range would be
maintained. We feel this is critically important because of the negative
wildlife implications resulting from the loss of native range n Montana
due to “plow-out" in recent years.

Regarding range reseeding, on page 237 (item #11) the draft states that
all areas where vegetative manipulations are to occur will be rested at
least two years after treatment. It has been our experience {and we
reconmend) that these areas should be rested for three growing seasons,
to obtain good ground cover, plant vigor and wildlife habitat.

Riparian Habftat

were pleased to see the special emphasis given to riparfan habitat fn

the draft. However, we fee] that more needs to be done, in a timely
manner, to preserve this extremely valuable habitat, As you know, the
BLM, at the natfonal level, has recognized the importance of riparfan-
wetland habitat, and spech\ emphasis hls been given to the protection
ane enhancenent of these aress, in tems of general policy. On Februsry

5, 1980, the BLM pubHshed in_the Federal Re ister (Voluna 45, No. 25,
pages 7889-7895), Final Guidelines; Hetlands-Riparian Area Protection

nd Management; Policy and Protection Procedures. Therein it s stated

that, *Riparian areas which presently or potentially support broad-T
vogetation in arid and semi-orid acosystene ST oF Tpeciol wanagement
concern” (ewphasis sdded). One of the stated objectives is to, “implenent
2 management systam to protect, maintain, and enhance a1l wetland-
riparian areas administered by BLM" (emphasis added). The guidelines
further state that BLM policy will be to, *Avoid the long and short-tem
adverse impacts sssoclated with the distributton, Toss, or degndltlon

of wetland-riparian areas®... and, *Preserve and enhance the nature
beneficial values of wet)an 1plr1m areas which may include constrlining
or excluding those uses that cause significant, long-tem ecological
damage.® Having reviewed the Headwaters DEIS, we do not believe that
these guidelines have yet been adequately observad. We recommend that
during preparation of the Final EIS, more adequate attsntion be given to
wetland-riparian habitat pmemon needs, espectally regarding the tine
over which protective measures are to be implemented. According to the
draft, the proposal 1s to fmprove 58. S5 (zz 5 miTas) of the unsat1sflctary
riparian habitat on priority 1 allotments over a period of 20 years;
anbher 20 years would presumably be roquired to improve the Z0.8% {11.3
miles) of unsatisfactory riparian habitat on priority 2 a)lotments.

Thus, forty years would be required to reach the desired goals. The
1ssue of moose habitat (page 126) emphasizes our concern that not enough
1s being done soon enough to protect riparian habitat. Under Alternative
A, moose habitat would only improve from 40% unsatis

unsatisfactory; only four of twelve allotments containing moose habitat
would fmprove, the remaining eight would experfence 1ittle change.
Therefore, we recommend that the scheduling required to implement the
AMP goals for riparian habitat be shortened significantly because of its
importance to both wildlife and water quality.

Coal Management Regulations states that, “Each of the unsuitability
criteris shall be applied to atl coal lands with development potential
fdentified in the comprehensive land use plan or land use snalysis. For
areas where one or more unsuftability conditions are found and for

which the authorized officer of the surface wanagement agency could
ctherwise regand cosl mining as 2 Vikely use. the exceptions and exemptions
for each criterion may be applt

Section 3461.3-1(b)(1) requires that, *The comprehensive land use plan

or land use analysis shall include an indication of the adequacy and
reliabt1ity of the data involved. Where either a criterion or exception
(when under subsection {a) of this section the authorfzed officer decides
that appiication of an exception 15 appropriate) cannct be app

during the land use planning process because of inadequate or unreliable
data, the plan or analysis shall discuss the reasons therefor and disclose
when activity planning, or, in the case of criterion 19, prior to approval
of a permit, the data needed to make an assessment with reasonable
certatnty would be generated.®

Section 3461.3-1(2) states that, "No Jease tract shall be analyzed in a
final regional lease sale envirommental impact statement prepared under
Section 3420.4-5 of this title without significant data waterial to the
application to the tract of each criterion described in Sectton 3461.1
of this title, except, where necessary, criterfon 19."

Section 346),4-1{b) further emphls'z!s that, *The unsuitability criteria
shall be inftially applied either:

(1) buring Jand use planning or the envirommental assessment
conducted for a specific lease application; or

(2) During and use planning under the provisions of Section
3420.1-4 of this title

In summary, the regulations require that the unsuitability applications
based on adequate data and that they be completed prior to leasing of
the federal coal.

Analysts for Criterfon No. 11 in_Appendix H documents the Timited data
available on golden and bald eagle nest sites in the planning area. A
Tease sttpulation requiring additional raptor survey is reconmended.
our opinfon, fssuing 8 lease with a stipelation requiring additional
Tnventory does not meet the cited regulations. Adequate inventory and
application of Unsuitabitity Criterfa No. 11 prior to issuance of the
Tease 1s required.

Rationale expressed in the draft planning document for Unsuitability
Criteria No. 13 and No. 14 suggesting fnventorfes of cl{ff sites at the
time of leasing for criteria No. 13 and leases with stipulations requiring
{nventorfes of high priority habitat for migratory birds of high Federal
interest for Criteria No. 14 also do not appear £o be consistent with

the coal planning regulations. These inventories and subsequent application
of unsuitability criteria are necessary and are required prior to fssuance
of Federal coal leases.




The Fish and W{1dlife Service s ready to assist in the jdentification

of migratory birds of high Federal interest for coal resources contained
in the Headwaters Resource Area. e are also willing to assist h\
identifying inventory needs and, depending upon financtal resour:
available, may be able to assist in the completion of required 1nventor1es

Wilderness

Because of the importance of the three areas known as Deep reek/ Battle
Creek, Blind Horse Creek, and Chute Mountain to wildlife, including
endangered species, we suggest that you very seriously constder oo
ommending these aress to Congress as suitable for wilderness. Some of
the impacts to wildlife are eliminated or dampened when the provisions
for wilderness management are in place, and due to the potential for
resource extraction in these areas, wilderness designation may well be
the best option available to insure long-term protection of these areas
and thefir associated wildlife, particularly the grizzly. If you decide
that you are unable to recommend these areas for wilderness, then we
request that they be managed as roadless areas.

Specific Comment

We note that there is a discrepancy between figures presented in the
body of the RMP/DEIS and reference to data contained in Figure 3-3.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIS.

nnis M. Christopherson

cc: State Director, BLM, Billings, MT
Robert Stewart, Department of Interior, Denver, CC
Enviromment Coordination, Washington, D.C.

Upon f you rmine that the project
will affect any of The above listed species, forma) consultaunn with

the FWS through my office should be initiated. Sectin 7(d) of the Act
requires that during the consultation process, the Federal agency and

the permit or license applicant shall not make any irreversible o
frretrievable commitment of resources which would preclude the formuhﬂon
of reasonable and prudent alternatives.

Please contact us 1f we can be of further assistance.

Wﬂﬁm

cc:  Regional Director, FWS, Region 6 (FA/SE)
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
FISH ‘l WILDLFESERVICE

s Office
316 North 26!?1 Street
Bi11ings, Montana  59101-1396

ke eren 10 (SE)

July 19, 1983
Memorandum

To: District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Butte, MT
From: Field Supervisor, Endangered Species, Bilifngs, MT

Subject: Headwaters Resource Management Plan EIS

This responds to your July 13, 1983, memorandum regarding the proposed
Headwaters Resource Management Plan EIS covering BLM lands in Jefferson,
Eroadwater, Gallatin, park, Meagher, Cascade. Lewls and Clark, Teton,
and Pondera Counties, Monta

In accordance with Section 7(c} of the Endangered Species Act as amended,
we have determined that the following listed and proposed threatened and
endangered species may be present in the project area.

Listed Species Expected Occurrence
Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus Resident, mfgration
Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus Migration, possible
resident

Grizzly Bear {Ursus arctos horribilis Resident
Gray Wolf (Canis Tupus’
Black-footed Ferret stela nigripes

Resident
Possible resident of
prairie dog towns

Proposed Species
None

We do not beiieve that we have data on the 1isted species in your area
which is unknown to you However, we encounge You to contact us, while

e biologica u belfeve we can provide
assistance 1n assessing hmacts chrlfy!ng formalities, or identifying
data unknown to you.

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGIONAL OFFICE
55 Parfet Sireet

.0, Box 26287
IN REPLY REPER T0: Denver, Colorado 80225

L7619 (RMR-EC)

Memorandum

To: Project Msuager, Butte District Office, Bureau of Land Managemant,
Butte, Montana

Prom; Assoclate Reglonal Director, Planning and Resource Preservation,
Bocky Mounta{n Reglon

Subject: Review of Hosdvaters Resource Area Resource Management Plan/Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, Butte District, Broadw
Gascede, Cellactn, Jefferson, Levis and lark, Wesgher, Park,
Pondera, and Teton Counties, Montan: (bES 83/18)

The National Park Service has revieved the subject document and has, the
following coments.

The Headwaters Resource Area containa one designated and 12 potential
National Natural Landmarks. They are:

Designated
Gallatin County Middle Pork Canyon

Potentfal
cade County Crown Butte
Sluice Boxes State Monument

Jefferson County Dry H
Lewis and Clark Caverns

Lewis and Clark County Gates of the Rocky Mountains
Green Timber Basin-Beaver Creek
Red Mountain
Sun Wiver Game Range

Park County Crazy Pesk-Big Timber Creek
Granite Pesk Glaciers

Teton County Freezeout Lake Game Mansgement
Area
Pine Butte Swamp
Further planning for the Headwaters Resource Ares should coneider these
offictal and potential designations and avoid impacts that could adversely

affect the ecological and geological featurea of these areas. Purthar
informacion can be obtained from Ma. Carole Madimon, National Park Service,
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Rocky Mountain Regional Office, Division of Recreation Grants and Review,
P.0. Box 25287, Denver, Colorado 80225 (Phone: 234-6443).

The Headwaters Resource Area also contains a portion of the Flathead Wild and
Scenic River, a compoment of the National Wild and Scenic River System.
Impacts which vould adversely affect this resource should also be avoided.
Further informacion can be obtailned from Mr. Dusne Holmes at the same address
and phone as Ms. Madison.

The plan identifies significant resource issues on land lying within 2 to 3
miles of the north boundary of Yellowstone National Park. Oil and gas
leasing and lease application activity fa ongoing on National Forest lands
immediately adjacent to those lands on and near the park boundary. However,
oil and gas leasing, a significant lssue to Yellowstone, has not been
identified in the plan, If ofl and gas leasing occurs near Yellowstone
Fational Perk, we request that the final environmental impact statement
discuss and analyze iwpacts on air quality, groundwater, and wildlife habitar
(including that of the threatened grizzly) in the Yellowstone ecosystem.

oo | (ot Fhoa—

Richard A. Straic

putte PO
st
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"M 3 UNITED $TATES ENYJRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGH '
e : (et y e L]

" et B REGION VI
Mg 81983 103 1B 1} Yedb BRcoun sTreeT
o

“

ENVER, COLORADO 80295-0699
Ref: B8PM-EA

Mr. Michael J. Penf;

State Director

Bureau of Land Management
U.5. Department of Interior
222 North 32nd Street

£.0. Box 3157

Billings, Montana 59107

Dear Mr. Penfold:

We have completed our review of your agency's draft environmental fmpact
statement on the "Resource Management Plan - Headwaters Resource Area”.

The major issue with this EIS appears to be management of lands along the
Rocky Mountain front. Your proposed aiternative for management of this area
offers protection to water quality but would not offer the degree of lmg-term
protection to wildlife, especially the grizzly bear, as would official
wilderness designation of these important habitat areas.

Although we agree with the EIS that afr quality impacts from your proposed
alternative would generally be minimal, we would point out that production of
“sour* gas found in this area might well require a sweetening plant. Such
fxilities wuld have to be carefully scrutinized, especially in ight of the
designation of the Bob Marshall Wilderness Area as & Class I arshed. We
believe this shoutd be mentioned in the final EIS.

We suppart a1l efforts to improve watersheds, protect riparian areas, and
to control indiscriminate use of off-road vehicles. A1l these aspects should
help protect water quality in the study area.

Accarding to EPA's rating system for draft impact statements, this EIS is
rated L0-2 (Jack of objections - insufficient information). The “2* rating is
in reference to our comments on air quality. If you have any questions,
please contact Mr. Gene Taylor in our Helena Montana Office at (406) 449-5486
or FIS 585-5486.

Sincerely yours,
IR e

Joha6. Welles
Regiona) Administrator
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
TGN BOAT

555 TANG STRBFY, BOX 29248
OENVER, COLORADO 80225

4.5, Department of the Interior e s o
Bureau of Land Management

Mr. Dan Lechefsky, Project Manager June 3, 1983
Butte District Office

P.0. Box 3388

Butte, Montana 59702

Dear Mr. Lechefsky,
Thank you for the opportunfty to review the draft Resource Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement for the Headwaters Resource Area,
ntan
ur review indicates that the document satisfactorily addresses our
hw

concerns. e are pleased to note that the Montana State Highway
Department has received a copy of this document for review.

Sincerely,

Robert L. Jacobsen
0ffice of Environmental Programs

N af
UG 1y L

= i L manan
o) manapemen

MONTANA HISTORICAL SOCIETY

HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

225 NORTH ROBERTS STREET # (406) 449-4584  HELENA, MONTANA 50601

May 18, 1983

Dan Lechefaky, Project Manager
Butte District Office, B.L.M.
P.0. Box 3388

Butte, MT 59702

Dear Mr. Lechefeky:

RE: Headwaters Resource Area Resource Msnagement Plan/
Environmental Impsct Statement.

Thank you for the opportunity to reviaw the above-named document.
The document seema to be well written and cultural resources

are presented clearly. I recommend that the final document
specify your personnel needs under each of the alternatives

and present your proposed programs for the survey of those
portions of the study area which have mot yet been surveyed

for historic properties as well as your program for the timely
evaluation and nomination to the Nstional Register of Historic
Places of identified historic properties.

Stacerely,
e~ ,Zl)of/\

Marcells Sherfy

Deputy SHPO

TAF:md

v b asg
Tt Ovpres Ot




State of Fontana

@ffice of the Bevernor

Hetena, Flontana 59620

August 5, 1983

Mr. Michael Penfold, State Director
U.S. Bureau ot Land Management

P.0. Box 3015

Billings, MI 59107

Dear ' da:

behalf of the Governor's Planning Task Force I want to
thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the BLM
ea Plan (RMP). I have
specific about range soil and water
management, land tenure adjustment, weed control, grazing, fire
management and wildlife.

Although the Headwaters Plan is well organized and easy to
read, it is very general. Future allotment or project management
plans should be specifically described. The effacts of each
proposed action and the monitoring methods to be used should be
identified in the Plan

I look forward to receiving the fl:.nll Headwaters RMP and
continuing our good working relationship.

Si; ¥,

SCHWINDEN
Governor

2. On pages 48-50, Table 2-16, the impacts to soil and
water resources range from minor deterioration to moderate-high
improvement. However, riparian, waterfowl and fisheries habitat
range from a major decrease to minor increase. How can soil and
Water resources experience improvements and habitats deteriorate?

3. Grazing management, oil and gas development and coal

nining are concerns for water quality impacts. Streambank protection
should be considerad when evaluating grazing allotments. Oil an

gas development should consider stipulations for wastewater and
sludge disposal in areas vhere surface and ground water will not

be polluted (reference Montana Surface Water Quality

Standards - 16.20.601 and Montana Groundwater Standazds - 16.20.1003) .

LAND TENURE ADJUSTMENT

1. The State supports the land ownership adjustment categories
shown on_the Management Unit Map and the Land Ownership Adjustments
map. All tracts within the disposal category should be carefully
screened for resource values before being slated for exchange or
ale. We support the emphasis on exchange as the primary method
for disposal. Land exchange can be used to improve public access
to rivers and other recreational-sportsman conflicts.

2. It is unclear how the boundary between Management Units
9 and 10 was drawn, particularly in the Horseshoe Hills and the
Smith and Musselshell River dralnages. Several large blocks of
public lands with high wildlife values occur within Management
Unit 10 in these areas but have been placed in the disposal
category. Several of these areas are contiguous with Management
Area 9, a retention area. These tracts should be carefully
evaluated before disposal is considered., These lands should have
a high priority for exchange, as opposed to sale, because they
could be valusble for increasing public access in Management Unit
9 and along the Smith and Missouri Rivers.

3. The "sodbusting" in Montana could jeopardize BLM's asset
management program. We support the exchange of lands for isolated
tracts where there is potential irrigable lands and in areas that
make good land management sense. These lands are principally
rangeland and should not be broken up unless they are classified
as tillable land by the Soil Conservation Service, We suggest
that a "statement of intent" and a soil conservation plan accompany
any person's or company's offer to buy or exchange BLM land.

D. WEED CONTROL

. The BLM should commit to cooperative efforts with county
weed boards, private landowners and state and federal agencies.

a2~
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS

A.  RANGE MANAGEMENT

1. Monitoring of range conditions and trends will be very
important in the Headwaters Resource Area, because 20,173 acres
of grazing lands have not been inventoried and only 10 allotment
Management Plans are now in existence. The BLM should conduct
range surveys on the 20,173 unsurveyed acres whenever possible.

2. The State supports targeting range improvements for
allotments with the greatest potential for improved range, watershed
and wildlife value and the reduction of stocking rates to proper
use. The guidelines for livestock grazing in important grizzly
bear habitat should help to ease livestock/bear conflicts.

However, the operators affected by such action should be given
ample time to adjust to the new management guidelines.

3. The State supports the Outstanding Natural Areas dengnunon
for the four Rocky Mountain Front areas as being protective of
resource and wildlife values without excluding all resource
activity. The management flexibility afforded by this denqmuon
should not be an impediment to continued livestock use of thes
areas

. The BLM did not provide projected percentages of expected
improvements in range conditions over the entire resource area.

By not providing this i ion the ion of the fits
of their objectives arises. A time frame for 1mp1enentat10n

should be provided to give credence to their objectives. without
these answers the cost benefite of their objective can be unrealistic.

5. Changes in lessee management is not discussed. If
management is retained with the operator, will objectives be
accomplished on a wide scale? This should be addressed in the
Final RMP.

B.  SOIL/WATER MANAGEMENT

1. Appendix C states that the Best Management Practices
were selected to avoid rather than mitigate impacts to water
quality and soils. The prevention of adverse impacts is clearly
desirable, but, mitigative measures should also be developed in
case adverse impacts do occur.

13d

2. Weeds and their control cost Montana producers §25-27
million annually. The loss to producers from weed competition,
water and nutrient loss and shading is estimated at 52 million.
This is after Montana producers have spent $23-25 million on
control. Due to these facts, more attention should be given to
the identification, mapping and control of noxious weeds in the
BLM management plan.

E. GRAZING

1. The State is concerned about possible substantive
negative impacts to certain grazing permittees under the preferred
alternative. The DEIS cites a S-year horizon for phasing
livestock reductions. The State believes that where proposed
actions threaten the viability of the livestock operator that
every effort should be made to ameliorate this situation. The
BLM might consider extending time frames, scaling down the proposed
Qecrease in AUMs, helping locate alternate public rangelands or
implementing more intemsive management plans on these allotments.

2. The Range Program set forth in the RMP provides relative
cbjectives and how the differing alternatives will cut or add

AUM's to grazing. However, no time frames were provided of when

they expect to meet those sbjectives. No time frames were presented
of when new allotment management plans would be planned, initiated

or completed. ' No time frames vere presented on how Iinge improvements
would be estaplished to meet planned objectives. Such &

frames should be provided in the Final

3. The State has read with great interest the new Cooperative
Management Agreement (CMA} program for selected livestock operations
on the public lands. The sketchy details received to date indicate
that only those permittees whose allotment is in the "M' (maintain)
category will be eligible.

Appendices D and £ of the DEIS show that many allotments are
in good repair in terms of vegetation and riparian areas, yet are
categorized as "I" {improve) allotments solely for wildlife reasons.
How does the BLM reconcile the seeming penalty of ineligibility for
the CMA program for the livestock operators in these instances?

4. In grazing allotments targeted for a short term decrease
in AUMS, the grazing permittee should receive consideration in
the allocation of any long term increased forage production.

FIRE MANAGEMENT

1. The fire program is defined under "mangement guidance
common to all alternatives," but little detail is provided concerning
implementation. Given the scattered nature of BLM lands, the
policy regarding cooperation with the Department of State Lands,
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and the USDA Forest Service should be explained. Also, the
existence of the County Cooperative Fire Program shoul
acknowledged, and coordination with the participating aounties
explained.

. No mention is made of the impacts aspociated with the
pre:cnbed burning of logging debris and sagebrush. The preferred
alternatjve indicates that prescribed burning is planned on bo
forest and range lands, but no measures are given for mitigating
smoke impacts. Reference should be made to the Montana Cooperative
smoke Management Agreement and Plan

G.  WILDLIFE

In reviewing the selected issues we noted that wildlife
and wxldhfe related recreation was not identified as an issue.
The bagis for identification of the various issues was Judqement
of the planning team members, inter-agency consultation, public
input, and review by BLM managers. We understand that wildlife
was discussed under several of the eleven issue headings, but we
strongly feel that if issues are to be a major part of the planning
format, wildlife and wildlife related recreation warrants comparable
status with grazing, timber, minerals, etc.

2. We endorse the utilization of the guidelines from the
Montana Cooperative Elk Logging Study in the formulation of
forest activity. Page 24, Paragraph 1 of the RMP, silvicultural
Guidelines and ing Techni hasis should be placed
on minimizing public access into areas that have significant
security values for elk and other wildlife species.

We support the seasonal wildlife restrictions as indicated
in Tabie 3527 But, we do object to the exclusion of timber
harvest, regarding consultation opportunities provided the Department
of Fish, Wildlife and Parks. Timber harvest activities have the
same potential for adverse impacts to wildlife as other cultural
practices involving vegetative manipulation.

4. The Elkhorn Mountains have been designated by the U.S.
Forest Service as a prototype wildlife management area. Because
of this, they have been withdrawn from the regulated tunber base.
To be consistent with Forest Service planning the BLM should
withdraw all areas adjacent to Forest Service lands in the Elkhorns
from proposed regulated timber harvest, which is indicated in all
alternatives. This does not mean that some timber harvest will
not be allowed, but that it should be coordinated with the Forest
Service so as no. to conflict with the planning direction taken
in their wildlife management area.
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TETON COUNTY CONSERVATION DISTRICT

CHOTEAU, MONTANA 59422
May 27, 1983

Dan Lechefsky
Project Manager
Bucte District Office

P 0 Box 3388
Butte, Montana 59702

Dear Sir:

At the recent Board of Supervisors meeting your proposed RMP/EIS
draft was reviewed. The Board will 1ike to inform you that they are
in agreement with Alternative A, regarding wilderness areas in our
courty.

If you have further questions, or more information is needed
please call our office at 466-5651.

Sincerely,

At

Chairman

JUitp e ey

e Ou,

fy Butding
1o o pone

rq 59623
ittt

LEWIS AND CLARK COUNTY

Board of County Commissioners

June 15, 1983

tr. Dan Lechefsky. Project Manager
Butte District OFF
Bureau of Land Hanaggnent

Box 3388
Butte MT 59702
Dear Mr. Lechefsky:

We would Tike to offer the following comments on your draft Headwaters Resource
Area Management Plan/ Enviranmental Impact Statement:

1. We are supportive of anagement Alternative C: the Protectfon Alternative.
We belfeve that emphasis on the protection of environmental values fs in the
best interests of the Citizens of Lewis and Clark County. We expect some

resource use and development on public lands but feel that preservation "ot these
Tands' unique natural characteristics should be preserved in the process.

2. We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this RMP/EIS. We are very
concerned that BLM's and public efforts be of the
highest priorfty in any of its land management decisions.

3. We are also quite sensitive to the potential land use and socio-economic
impacts that may accrue to BLM's land management poiicies.

4. Management issues numbered 6, 7, and § as they relate ta the Scratchgravel
H{11s are addressed n the county's recently completed Scratchgrave] Hills
Camprehensive Management Plan. (A copy of this draft document has been sent to
Mr. Lyle Fox in your offfce.)

5. As indicated in our April 19, 1983, Tetter to your state dfrector, Mr. Mike
Penfold, we are very interested in management issue No. 5. We recently supported
the successful grant application of a local consultant to conduct an extensive
study of possible public and private 1and trades to preserve agriculture and to
help protect land determined to be of significant public value. We are very

14b

Mr. Dan Lechefsky, Project Manager
Page 2
June 15, 1983

appreciative of BLK's efforts to uti)ize land trades to acquire additiona]

Jands for public benefit. The lengthy process by which BLM recently acquired
former Oxbow Ranch land on the Missouri River 5 a good example of the policies
which we support.

In summary, we believe that BLM should play a stewardship role for Tands which
have been entrusted to its management. The public should always have sufficient
time to comment on any proposed changes in BLM's land management policies.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your RMP/EIS. We Took forward to
continued cooperation and coordination with your office.

sincerely,

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
LEWIS AND CLARK COUNTY

t available for signature
hn y Cl

¢ Lyle Fox
Jack McIntosh
APO

ch/ck
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] B somerr 15 st i
- Denver, Colorado 80217
Ywmﬂiﬁ" Mr. Dan Lechefsky
J. R Mitchall July 25, 1983
Public Lands Coordinator Page

July 25, 1983

very active exploration program throughout the entire

Mr. Dan Lechefsky region.
or

roject Manag
Butte District
Bureau of Land Management

P.0. Box 3388
Butte, Montana 59702

To quantify the implications which the four
alternatives and current management practices have
for energy and minerals, we employed the RMOGA
evaluation matrix to assess the development
opportunities which would be foregone under each
course of action (see attachment). This analysis
highlights the impact of contemplated restrictions on
the potential for resource development, with the
Preferred Alternative yielding a figure which is 72%
of the exploration opportunity in the Resource Area
1f only standard stipulations were applied. This
compares with a percentage of BO% for the production
alternative and, somewhat surprisingly, a figure of
864 for current management practi. This analysis
demonstrates that the so-called resource production
option is actually more restrictive than present
management, This impact is felt principally because
of the restrictive stipulations recommended for areas
of highest oil and gaa potential.

RE: Draft
Bnvironmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Lechefsky:

Atlantic Richfield Company appreciates having the
opportunity to provide comments to the Bureau of Land
Managemant (BLM) regarding the draft Resource

nagement Plan (RMP) for the Headwaters Resource

Our comments also pertain to the

roposed designation of the Sleeping Giant tract as
an Area of Critical Environmental Concern, which
appeared in both the draft RMP and the June 23, 1983,
Ped: gister.

We are very concerned that several recommendations
orth under the Preferred Alternative would
exploration and development of
©il and gas resources in locationa along the Rocky
Mountain Front which have the highest potenmtial for
such development. While none of the five areas under
consideration are reconmended as suitable
wilderness designation, it appears that the BLM
conteapla lopting highly protective management
stipulationa that amount to de facto wilderneas,
specifically, we are alarmed by statements made
concerning four a; along the Rocky Mountain Pront
- Blind Horse Creek, Ear Mountain, Chute Mountain, and gas exploration cannot be undertaken without
Deap Creek/Battle Creek - which are recommended for having severe negative impacts on an area's wildlife
Outstandin tural Area (ONA) designation. The habitat and populations. At its Sheep Mountain
Praferred Alternative facility in Colorado, Atlantic Richfield has
designation will permit demonstrated that it can operate a gas field in an
T _acenic, 1, and other values area that has been designated as critical elk winter
that wilderness designation would provide." Similar and calving range without having adverse impacts. In
intentions appear to exist with respect to the fact, studies by ARCO and the Bureau of Land
proposed Sleeping Glant ACEC. Clearly, such Management have shown that the elk herd in this area
stringent protection, especially the increase in no is increasing annually. Clearly, an implicit
ctions, would impede if not assumption that wildlife and oil/gas exploration are
prohibit development of the area’s oil and gas incompatible, which ignores the environmental
resources, The contemplated increase in regulation sensitivity of modern industry practices, should not
is particularly diaconcerting because of th influence the allocation of resources on our public

On this bamis, we argue that the public interest
would be better served by permitting surface
occupancy to facilitate exploration within the areas
in question. Experience has demonstrated that
intelligently conducted exploration and development
activities can be compatible with sensitive natural
environments, Such exploration would provide the
resource information base needed for well-informed,
rational land use planning decisions.

We are also concerned over what appears to be an
implicit assumption in the Headwaters RMP; that ofl

e very
high potential of the area, and Atlantic Richfield's land

—
Mr, Dan Lechefsky HEADWATER§ RESOURCE AREA, MONTANA
, 1983 HEADWATERS RESOURCE ARER, MONTANA
raae 37 RMOGA EVALUATION MATRIX
SUMMARY TABLE
¥e o 1der the
imposition of additional regulatory controls on the
areas of high oil and gas potential. While the 011 and Gas Opportunit
Preferred Alternative claims that ONA designation is Qil and Cas Opportunity
intended to preserve future management options while
providing full protection for surface values, the ALTERNATIVE - EsT OVRRALL
Proposed access restrictions could effectively deny ALTERNATIVE R REST OVERALL
Us the opportunity to explore and develop the oil and A (sreferred) 2.4 048 2.04
gas resources along the Rocky Mountain Front.
B (No Action) 66.13 80.31 73.67
Thank you for the opportunity to provide these
comments. Please contact this office if we can be of ¢ (protection) 246 1.3 63.17
further assistance in your planning effort.
D (Production) 70.78 80.10 79.96
sincerely,
. Current Status 83.75 87.99 85.99
Qr(; R~y fatd
-R. uitchell The figures in this summary table reflect the percentage of
om W exploration opportanity by alternative as a function of
JRM:JFO:drm exploration opportunity if only standard stipulations were
Attachments applied throughout the Resource Area.
*Rocky Mountain Front
~—
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ALTERNATIVE A (PREFERRED)
Potential
RMF High = 4 Low = 1

Act-
Restrictions Acres x Min

#igh 1 18550 x (4-4) = []
14040 x (B-4) = 56160
49500 x (12-4) = 396000

36160 x (16-4) = 433920
118250 886080

REST
Act-

Acres x Min

2348 x (1-1) = 0

8910 x (2-1) = 8910
289708 x (3-1) = 579416
236289 x (4-1) = 708067
537255 1297193

RMF_(High Potential

Range = 118250 x {(Act - Min) = 118250 x 12 = 1419000

Opportunity = Actual = 886080 = 62.44%
Range 1418000
REST (Low Potential

Range = 537255 x (Act - Min) = 537255 x 3 = 1611765
Opportunity  Actual = 1297133 = 80.48%
Range 1611763

QVERALL

Opportunity = Actual High + Low) = 886080 + 1297193 = 2183273 = 72.04%
Range (High + Low) 1419000 + 1611765 3030765

169

ALTERNATIVE C (PROTECTION}

RMF

ct-
Restrictions Acres x Min

40790 x 0 = 0
39020 x 4 = 156080
3700 x 8 = 29600
34740 x 12 = 416880
602560

REST
Act-
Acres x Min
ox0= 0
3731 x 1 = 3731
299203 x 2 = 59846
236584 x 3 = 709752
1311689
RMF (gigh Potential)

Opportunity = Actual = 602560 = 42.46%
Range 1419000

REST (Low Potential)
Opportunity = Actual = 1311889 = 81.39%
Ran

T611765

OVERALL

opportunity = Actual (High + Low) = 602560 + 1311889 = 63.17%
Range (High + Low) 3030765

242
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ALTERNATIVE B (NO ACTION)

RME
Act-
Restrictions Acres x Min
15430 x 0 °
7200 x 4 26800
59460 x 8 = 475680
36160 x 12 = 433920
118250 38300

REST

Act-
Acres x Min

2995 x 0= 0
10325 x 1 « 10325
267643 x 2 = 575286
236289 x 3 = 708867
537225 1294478
RMF_(High Potential
Opportuntity = Actual = 938400 = 66.13%
Range TaT3050+

REST (Low Potential})

opportunity = Actual « 1294478 = 80.13%
Rang 1611765+

OVERALL

Opportunity = Actual {(High + Low) = 338400 + 1294478 = 73.67%
Range (High + Low) 3030765

#computed in Alternative A

16h

ALTERNATIVE D (PRODUCTION)

RMP

. Act-
Restrictions Acres x Min

1 10950 x 0 = O
2 0x4 = 0
3 70820 x 8 = 566560
36480 x 12 = 437760
118250 1004320

REST

Act-
Acres x Min

924 x0= 0
11821 x 1 = 11821
285287 x 2 = 570574
236223 x 3 = 708669
837255 1251364
RMF (Righ Potential
Opportunity = Actual = 1004320 = 70.78%
Range 1415000
REST (Low Potential
Opportunity = Actual = 1291064 = 80.10%
Range 1611765

OVERALL

Opportunity = Actual (High + Low) = 1004320 + 1419000 = 79.96%
izii:“{ﬁigi'T'tsa% = 3030765
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wrevion
CURRENT STATUS g Chevron USA inc.
7 th
rotal Area = 649955 acres gl 700 South Colorad Bivd. P. 0. Box 538, Denver, CO 80201
June 20, 1983
RMF Richerd . Hor '
Act- St

Restrictions  Acres x Min
10950 x 0 = O
3550 x 4 = 14200
17700 x 8 = 141600
1%3_%2_3 x12 = 11032503

REST
Act-
hcres x Min
1960 x 0 = 0
20000 x 1 = 20000
145633 x 2 = 291266

364104 x 3 = 1092312
531705 1463578

RMF_(High Potential)
MAX RANGE = Acree x (Act - Min) = 118250 x 12 = 1419000
ACTUAL (CURRENT) = Actual = 1188400 = 83.75%

Range 1419000

REST (Low Potential)
MAX RANGE = Acres x (Act - Min) = 531705 x 3 = 1595115

ACTUAL = 1403578 = 87.99%
595115

OVERALL

Actual (RMP + REST) = 1188400 + 1403578 = 2591978 = 85.99%
Range {m ¥ E!ET} TIT3000 + 1595115 mﬁﬁ

Conomo
Suite 500

1707 Penneyivania Avenve, NW.
washington, DC 20008

202 7283650

July 13, 1983

Dan Lechefsky
Butle District B. L. M.

Butle, MT

Dear Mr. Lechefsky:

We are genmerally encouraged by the Headwaters R. A.
planning and in particular that oil and gas leasing and
development are considered as major planning issues.

¥e note that the Rocky Mountain Front study areas
are recommended for ONA designation. Because of the
unarguable high petroleum potential along the front we
agree with this approach inasmuch as ONA designation
does not carry the penalty of absolute withdrawal that
Wilderness designation does. We note, however, your
statement that ONA designation will, im your words,
provide "essentially the same level of protection that
Wilderness designation would provide.” ONA protective
stipulations being a discretionary matter we hope that,
in the event this alternative is taken, you will
recognize that oil and gas exploration and production
are proveably both brief and reparable. We believe
we can work with you, IF GIVEN THE CHANCE, to illustrate
that exploration would not irreparably damage
environmental values. To the extent that we could
work with you to prove this, and we do not take that
challenge lightly, we support your preferred alternative.

E. F. Birdsall
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Draft RMP/EIS

Mr. Dan Lechefaky
Project Manager

P.0. Box 1388

Butte, Montana 59702

Dear Mr. Lechefsky:

Much of the Headwaters RA, particularly the Rocky Mountain Front Area,
bears significant potential for discovery and development of oil and
gas resources. While your Drafc RMP/ELS attempes to recognize this
significant potential, we fear that some of the management prescrip=
ting for protection of other resources will prevent full realfzation
of the energy and mineral potencial in the Headwaters RA. In areas
of moderate to high energy and minenl potential, we believe those
activicies should be for of
other resources should be limited to those absolutely neceasary.

Sincerely,

< \4 l\a»:/ \ -

RTH/ cgf

Central Region ~ Expioration, Land and Fraduction

Continental Divide Trail Society

P.O. BOX 30002 BETHESDA, MD. 20814

June 29, 1983

Project Manager
Headwaters RMP

Butte District Office
Bureau of Land Management
P.0. Box 338

Butte, Wontana 59702

Dear Sir;

This i8 in response to your invitation for comments on
the draft RMP/EIS for the Headwaters Rescurce Area.

Our interest relates to those aspects of the plan that may
have an impact upon the Continental Divide Ratioma) s.:.nu: Trail.
Specifically, we are concerned with the public lands n
Rogers Pass (Namagement Unit 5) and near Greenhorn Yountain
(Management Unit 26).

rat, that these lands smhould be classified for
ratannon, slnc- chcy are along or close to the CDNST.

Second, care should be taken to avoid conflict between
Trail users and motorcycle users in the Warysville ar

Third, surface occupancy should not be allowed in
T 16 N, R 6 ¥, Sec. 32, even though the power line thers
already represents a substantial intrusion. Section 33 is
also sensitive, though not dirsctly on the Continental Divide
or the likely Trail route. (See Guide to the Comtinental
Divide Trail, vol. I, Northern Montana &t 135.)

Fioally, visual resource management in Units 5 and 26
Bhould be sensitive to the location of the Continental Divide
Trail and the recreational use thereof.

We look torward to receiving a copy of the fimal Plan,
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Mike Penfold, State Director HONTARA STAL.
Bureau of Land Managenent

Box 30157

Billings, MI 59107

Dear Mike,

Please note the following coments on behalf of Defengers of ¥ilalife conceming
the Headwaters Resource srea Management Flan/Environmentsl Impact Statement

0f al the Lands anaged Yy the Buresu In Mortans, perhape none ars moro
important to wildlife--and to and species-~than
‘those in the Headuatez‘s Resoutce Ana, and especlally me lands along the Rocky
Mountaln Front. While this plan does a grest deal to protect those resource values,
1t does have some critical flaws, particulsrly in regard to oil sud gas lessing

and the designation of roadless areas.

1'd like to start, howsver, by msking it clear that the Headwators document
1s the most Intelligitle BLM grazing document I've read to date. The charte and
naps are extremely helpful, snd the struture of the EIS is such that it's easy to
follow specific issues end concems throughout each chapter. One thing that wasn't
however, was how specific concems would be addressed on an_allotment-by-
basis. For instence, in Appendix E (Opportunities For I Allotments}
state “XYZ Allotment: riparian vegetation in wmsatisfactory condition,
excessive soil eroslon, elk and deer winter range in wnsatlsfactory condition.”
You would then state in the Resource Mansgement Objectives colum something like
improve riparisn hsbitat, decrease erosion, improve slk and deer winter range.
What seems to be lacklng is the specific management action that needs to be taken to
achleve some of these objectives, because in comparing Appendix N {Stocking Rate
M justments) to Appendix E, it's not always clear how the improvements will be
accomplished. Further, 1'd like to have a better sense of what the prioritles are
for making these improvements. Given the reduced federal funds in recent years,
1t would appear many of the improvements thst involve intensive management may not
get Tunded; 1t would have been helpful if the EIS would have looked at woys to
neet resource objectives given possible budget constraints, which appesr to be a
reality.

The following are my comments on specific issue areas:
011 gnd Ggs Leasing gnd Development

The 0i1 and gas issue has the potential tc impact wildlife to a far greater
degree than livestock grazing unless the Bureau adopts a conservative stance from
the start and then loosens restrictions as found permlssible or as necessity demands.
011 and gas leasing and development is particularly cruclal to the welfsTe of both
the threatened grizzly bear snd endsngered northem gray wolf. Conservative management
at this time--and thal mesns the adoption of sufficient.no leasing and no surface
occupancy areas—-will grestly reduce the number of future conflicts. Rather than
delaying decislons and sllow grizzly and wolf habltal to be eroded a 1.ttle at a time,
the Bureau should protect those areas important for endangered spectes now.

1244 NINETEENTH STREET, NW o WASHINGTON, DC 20036  (202) 659-9510

EOC

./ OF WHDLIFE Headwaters Resource Area comments--page three

DEIS points all this out, as well as the exceptlonal nature of the Forest Service
roadless areas adjacent to the BLM study areas, it falls short of making a Hkldsmess
recommendation to Congress, suggesting instead that an 'Outstanding Natural Ar
zdministm\ive designation would mvi.ds similar protection as wildermess vhile
Zainiatning "mansgomont Flexibility."

I fond the discussion of the ONA concept ome of the most disappointing aspects
of the Headwaters plan; the concept was discussed as 1f 1t were readily understood by
211, an adninistrative management tool commonly used. To the best of my knowledge it's
not, and as a person o commonly follows these issues, I must confess to not fully
understanding what can and can't be done in an ON3, nor how quickly one can be

changed oz undone. GCertainly all of these questions should have been answered in full
in the IEIS; if they were, I couldn't find them.

1le an ONA classification at least recognizes that the three Rocky Mountain
Front roadless areas have special values, 1t doesn't provide the stabtle, long-term
ranagement direction a wildemess recommendation would. The Bob Marshall Allisnce, of
which Defenders of Wildlife is a member, has submitted a proposal to Montana's

elegation re Both the Deep Creek and Teton River High Peaks

areas for addition to the National Wildemess Preservation System. These aTe
the Forest S,rvice roadless arsas that border the BLM study areas. The Alliance feels
these BLM m.s are a key part of the Bob Marshall ecosystem, tieing together important
transitional habitat between the prairie and the mowntains.

4n ONA classification based on speculative energy values seems like flinsy
protection for areas with such proven wildemess and wildlife values.

On the other hand, the Black Sage and Yellowstone River Tsland areas don't have
nearly the wilderness potential as the Front areas, Nevertheless, as important roadless
areas their wild nature should be preserved. Clesrly, the roadless attributes of
the Black Sage area aren't very highly valued in the DEIS.

Forest Kanggement

The IEIS doesn 't really present enough iniarmation to analyze whether or not the
proposed timber harvest level is ressonable. I couldn d any ecanomic data on the
relative value and accessibility of timber on BLM lands, nor was there much of a
alscussion of how BLM forest mgnagement might impsct wildlife. While the document
zade the generalizetion that timber harvest could improve wildlife habitat, 1t should
‘be noted that on many BLM lands in the Headwaters area security and thermal cover are
more of a 1imiting factor then forage. The number of miles of roads proposed to
facilitate timber harvest is snother concern that I didn't feel was adequately
addressed; I didn't get a feeling of the ELM road management policy.

I'n also quite cmcerned about potential Intensive timber activity on BLM land
in the Roger's Pass area, which is quite critical for grizslies and potentially
important for wolves. I never did find a discussion of the management tradeoffs
involved in logging this area. It should be noted that most logging along the Rocky
Mountain Front is marginsl at best, and the market for the timber is small. ¥hen
these linited timber values sre weighed agalnst the wildlife values, they fare
rather poorly.
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Headwaters Resource irea commenta--page two

The amount of acreage suggested Tor no leasing and no surface occupancy in the
prefermd sltemative is simply not snough o adequately protect the grizsly or wolf.
A5 the Fish and Wildlife Service noted in its blological opinion on the Rocky Mowtain
Front plan several yesrs ago, simultanecus development in adjacent drainages could
Jeopardize both the grizzly and the wolf. The Bureau nesds to sdopt a plan that
takes Into accownt such a possibility.

Under the preferred altemative, the nain areas protected from oil and gas
leasing and development would be the thres roadless aress along the Rocky Momntain
Front (Blind Horee, Chute Mowntain, Deep Cr./Battle Cr.). This would seenm to suggest
that the Bureau 1s picking those lands that ave convenient to protect, because they
lack roads and development isn't imminent. Rather, the Bureau should identify those
lands that are critical to these species sad place them in a no lessing or no swface
occupancy category. It would appesr that Altemative C comes much closer to
fulfilling the BLM's obligation to protect and enhance the habitat of endangered
specles, The preferred aliemative soems 11ke a minimsl effort, geared towsrd keeping
the grizzly from becoming endangered, Tather than what's mndated by the Endangered
Specles Act--recovery. )

Grazing Allotment gnd Riparian Habitgt ment

The DEIS mgkes it clear there are some problem areas regarding grazing, particula:

arding erosion, riparian aress snd the loss of wildlife habitat. Appendix E polnts
b these ymblelu clegrly, and the BLH deserves commndstim for putiing forth the
probleas 1n a way that's understandable. Appendix £ makes 1t plain to me that good
vegetative condivion dossn 't nesessarily mewn good condition for Wildlife. It's mot
resseurtng to a ground nesting bird to kmow the range ls in excellent condition if
1t's only two inches high., Similarly, an allotment may Ye in good condiiion yat
the riparien areas--the key spots for wildlife--may be badly overutilised. sppendix
E provides a good narTative on what's heppening in the category I sllotments, and it
also makes the case for the need for improved management. My main cnucin. again,
is the failure of the plan to say how these lmprovements will be mad

Given that more than a fourth of the riperian habitat in the Resource Are
16 in wnsatisfactory condition (and particularly since much of thls is cnuc.l
grizzly habitat), Defenders of Wildlife supports the proposal to improve th
situstion. It's not clear from the plan that correcting this situation has e
given a high enough priority in the plan. It wuld seem those areas uith large
poroentages of riparim in wsstlafactory condition (particularly if they're in grizsly
areas) should be the highest priority I aress. I also find it unacceptable that the
wnsatisfactory riparian aress in the X and C categories won't be lmproved.

While 1t's possible to gain AUM's via the kind of intensive managonen:
the IEIS recommends, if those funds aren't avallable, it may be necessary co nake
the kinds of stocking reductions ympneed in ilternative C in oxder to meet
wildlife objectives for various allotments. This is a tradeoff um often takes
place, but is seldom mentioned in planning documents.

Wildemesg Study Recommendations

The BLK tons to Congress possitle wilderness deslgnation
of study areas was ome of the more dissppointing aspects of the Hesdwaters plan.
The IEIS makes the case very well for why these areas qualify for wildemess, and in
fact, would be exceptional sdditlons to the wildemess system--particularly the arsas
along the Rocky Mowntain Front., ALl throe of theso arcas are not only exceptionally
scenic, but they also have wildlife values that mske them Sxcoptiomal, While the

Od.

Headwaters Resource drea comments—-page four

Land Ownership Ad justments

We firmly oppose any accelerated program to dispose of public lands. There are
opportunities for the BLM to trade public lands in the Headwaters srea to public
advantage, but we oppose the outright ssle of lsnds, The IEIS suggests as many a
26,000 acres night o consldered for dlsposal in tho Heatxaters Ares. For the suresu
to even suggest such a massive land sale program demonstrates somsone s badly out

of Toseh with how people in Montana feel about public lands.

Rather, the BLM should be conslder purchasing or trading for tracts of land
known to be critical to threatened and endangered species. The Endangersd Species
4ct directs federal sgencies to take all actions necessary to recover spacies, and
acquiring land seens like a logical action to take.

Cogl Legsing

It seems illogical to lease the Great Falls coal fiald st a time wheu the
demand is so low, It soome wise to uke nore Um to study the impacts of leasing
this coal before moving forward. Less: s coal, along with possible development,
has the potentigl to seriously affect the Susth Biver:

Specigl Designgtions

Designation of the Sleeping Glant Area as an 4Tea of Critical Environmeatal
Concern demonstrates the BLM recognizes the unique values of the sres, but a wilderness
@esignation would protect the ares far better; such a deslgnation would complement
the Gates of the Mountains Wilderness.

General Comments

While this IEIS does a good job of snalysing impacts, 1t doss so primarily from
a livestock viewpoint; the plan is heavily welghted toward mainteining and doveloping
proper levels of AUM's. Wnile cattle grazing is an important use of ihe public lands,
theze gre other uses equally important. Defenders of Wildlife feels that specific
targets for these values should aleo be estblished; the plan should try snd provide
habitat for x number of grizzly bears, for example, and x number of bighom shesp.

It's eimply not enough to say that once the range is in good or excellent canditdon,
everything will be fine for wildlife, because it ian't true. This plan fails to
quantlfy in any way the quality and relative sbundance of various kinde of wilalife
habitat in the Headwaters Area.

Thank you for considering these comments.

t‘lfCL

Mortona Rep,

Defenders of Wildife
1534 Helena Ave.

Missoula, MT 59801

cher
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GREAT BEAR FOUNDATION
“ P.O, Box 2699

5
Billings, M 59107

Dear Mike:

The Great Bear Foundation wants to comment on the draft EIS and Management
Plan for the ters Resource Area. were unable to attend the hearing
on June 15 1in Helena, and hope this letter will suffice.

Congratulations to you and your Staff for the most thoroush, detailed,
informative, well-organized end well-written plan/EIS we have reviewed in the past
two years. We applaud the thoughtful and well-considered document as an
excellent example.

e do have some suggestions of small jes that could be of great significance
for the grizzly bears of the lower 48 states, in particular the largest population
Of "lower 48* grizzlies. These changes would better asswre the future survival
of that, largest, population.

Rather than the 01l and gas leasing stipulations for the Rocky Mountain
Front described in Altermative A, we strongly favor oil and gas leasing stipulations

The largest remaining population of grizzly bears in the
In our view, the largest population is

Reducing this population's security and its freedom
food sources along the Rocky Mountain Front would be, in our opinion, to
Jjeopardize it seriously.

premier way to jecpardize grizzly bears is to put roads in their occup:

Anecdote and research evidence exists to demonstrate that grizzlies are
Airectly jecpardized by road construction in their habitat. As anecdota.
evidence, consider that all five illegal killings of grizzly bears in northwestern
Montana this spring took place near roads. As an examole of research evicence,
consider John Craighead's discovery that 75% of 180 known deaths of grizzlies of
the Yellowstone Park area population took place cutside the Park in areas of inten-
sive land use, including roads! (See Craighead, John. "A proposed delineation of
critical grizzly bear habitat for Yellowstone National Park," Proceedings: dth
Intemationa) Conference on Bear Research and Management, Kalispell, MT, 1977.]

The security provided to grizzlies by the current wild state of the Rocky
Mountain Front is an essential feature needed for the continued survival of the
largest population of grizzlies in the lower 48 states. Retaining its wildemess

tics will be an dominant decision in 1) retaining Montana's
Ieadership in maintaining grizzlies and 2) retaining the nation's largest surviving
population of this species, a population which currently is the brightest hope for
Kkeeping grizzlies anywhere in the lower 48 states at all.

MINERALS
EXPLORATION
COALITION

Minerals Advocate
In Public Policy

12640 West Coder Drive
PO, Box 15638

Denver, Colorado 80215
303/989-5567

August 5, 1983

Mr, Dan Lechefsky
Project Manager

Butte District Office
Bureau of Land Management
P.0. Box 3388

Butte, MT 59702

Dear Mr, Lechefsky:

These comments comstitute the response of the Minerals
Exploration Coalition (MEC) to the Draft Resource Management
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for the Headwaters
Resource Area. The MEC is a coalition of exploration
companies and indfviduals conducting exploration on federal
Tands.

In view of the fact that wilderness areas designated after
December 31, 1983, will be withdrawn from appropriation

under the mining and leasing laws, we believe that all areas
with mineral and energy potential should be excluded from
wilderness designation, even though no economic deposit is

now known. The withdrawal Timitations will preclude the
collection of new data, and new areas of mineral potential

will not be found, With new discoveries effectively stopped,
the policy of excluding all currently known mineral potential
from wilderness should be followed, so that expioratfon of
these areas will not be restricted and minerals might yet

be produced. Explorationists tend to look at the long term
because the lead time of discovery may be ten ta Tifteen

years. The impact of wildemess on minerals should be assessed
over the tong term (a century or more). We believe that land
use decisfons should be in conformity with the policy statements
made in the National Minerals Program Pan and Report to Congress
released by the President in April, 1982.

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
John W. Horton Dr Gordun L. Pine
Tucson, Arzona Denter, Colorado
David C. Jonson C. Philps Purdy. Ir.
Denuer, Colorado Denver, Colorado
istter Maror W Seery”
Los Angeles. Caifformia Lakewood” Colorado
Keith R Knoblock Elseo Gorzale: -Unien®
Washington, D.C Lakewood, Colorado
Hecos, W, Glen Zinn*
Denver, Colorndo Englewood. Colorado

“Executive Commities member
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Currently, the few other populations of wild grizzlies in the 48 adjacent
states are all in poor or very poor condition, in a state of crisis, and we believe
that every precaution should be taken to prevent the one largest population from
sinking to those same depths. The remedies for any such crisis would be very
costly to the taxpayer, far more costly than any opportunity costs imvolved in
preventing such crisis through retaining wilderness characteristics of the Rocky
Mountain Front. Those wilderness characteristics, largely the current roadless—
ness of the area, are vital to the future of the grizziies.

In our view, public land managed by B.M, along the Rocky Mountain Front,
should ot be sold. It should be retained by the American people. It could,
however, be used in trades with USFS to consolidate USFS holdings, for better
wilderness management along the east mountain front. Statutorywildemess desig-
nation for these areas - Blind Horse Creek, Chute Mountain, and Deep Creek/Battle
Creek - would be advantageous to grizzlies and to other wildlife, whether
ultimately managed by USFS or BLM.

Thanks for this opportunity for us to present our concerns and views.

Sicerely,

= .

Twoan— /41,(’4:9/744./
A. Olsen

President

24b..

bLM/Headwaters Resource Area
8/5/83

The MEC generally endorses Altemative A, the preferred altemative, becau:
it provides a generally balanced approach to the identified issves. s

However, on the issue of withdrawals, Altemative D is preferable.

withdrowo] 15 2 very r1gid forn of 13nd e mamagenent. mme. 1n the com of
withdrawa] to prevent anticipated damage caused by exploration activities

the witndrawal is nat necessary. Exploration by modern techniques can be -
carried out with mininal fmpact and most of that can be reduced by reclamation
Withdrawal should be used as a management tool as infrequently as possible.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this draft res
plan and environmental inpact statement. resource management

Sincerely,

//w!//m 0. Wetts

John D. Wells

President

MINERALS EXPLORATION COALITION

JOW/th
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CUMELNTS OF ThHs iOhlalA aULUECN COUNCIL O THE "HsaLwAlZRS
HESOURCE TANAGEWCNT 1LAN / sKVIROMK-NTAL 1MYACT STATEMENT

Dan Lechefsky
Froject lamager

Butte District Office
B.L.be CORMENT FurlCOD

‘he period of time available for commente on the plan

Dear Dan: and environmental impact statement was insufficient for
the Montana Audubon Council and individual members of

Audubon $o review the document and gather general and
specific informstion in relation to it. As a consequence,
we feel that our comments will mot be as detuiled and as
incisive as is mecessary. we request that the period
for comments be extended at least 30 days so that further
public input could be received.

Lnclosed are the prepared comments of the liontana Audubon
Council ing the draft M ¥lan / Environmental
lapact otatement for the Headwaters Resource Area, As you
will nots in those comments, we feel that extra time shonld
b; granted for the receipt by your office of conments on the
plan.

we would appreciate receiving any comments you may have
COncerning our statement and we will be willing to snswsr
any questions you way have.

GENEZKAL CCMlwNiS

The apjropriateness of determining the disposal of numer-
ous and diverse tracte of public lands should not be cop-
. sidered in the context of a general document such as this.
Sincersly; Our experience has taught us that the idensification of
values and uses for specific tracts must occur on am in-
dividual basis. For this reason we oppose the utilization
of this process for determining the appropriateness of
e 131963 disposing of specific tracts of land.
Fember 4 :
‘we consider the public domain to be an important and
. . vitsl national resource [or conservation purioses, We
co: Harriet larble, Uouncil Fresident oprose the sale of any public lands generally, This

Jim Fhelps, Past Council Fresident document is predicated upon the assumption that portions

Audubon Chapter presidents of the public domsin should be sold.

Rocky Mountain Regional Oftice, N.A.S.

Jim Richards, kresident lontana wildlife Federation we are aware that some tracts of public lands may not be
appropriate for retention. Instead of sale of such lands
we would advocate that such tracts as identified through
careful study be utilized in trades for private lands
which have beeu determined to be aprropriate for addition
to the public domain,

Any process initiated for the disposal or trade of specific
tracts of public land should be predicated upon careful on
site studies of land values and uses and should include

2 hearing process.

tGebpsal. COMPENTS ON THE LLAN ABL STALEMeNT

The Frotection Altermavive, “C", appesrs in many respects
to closely Tesemble the Ereferred Alternative "A'. The
significant differences appear to be those relating to
wilderness designation for certein tracts. These differ—
ences arise out of land use allocation. Differences io

25c -

the sesthetic value of these tracts becomes significant.
46 reel that the plan should be revised to recognize the
habitat and aesthetic values of valley and prairie tracts
of public land.

manegement practices generally do not appear to be significant.
e Sooumens containe 1itiie in the way of analysis of manage-
ment practices or criteris. As a consequence, it would seem
that a large percentags of the area's public lands would see
no significant changes in management practices under any of the SUMMARY

proycsad alternatives. In ourlziaw. the document should

revised so that the proposed alternatives would address in more In the context of the proposcd plan, the Montana ~u:
detail dif: es -+ general t practices under the Council supporta the xﬁnd use pgopoiua ae prosenteguggn
various alternatives, Alterpative "G, the "Erctection Alternative". As pre-
viously noted this support is qualified in that we find
this alternative and general aspects of the plan to be
deficient, Thus we would support Alternative "C" with
the considerationa above stated incorporated into it and
the genersl aspects of the plan,

The document doss not appear to explicitly address the processes
and considerations for the designotion and protection of unique
or exemplary habitats or populations of plants or animals. This
should bs an injortant aspect of any planring process, Audubon
membera due to their interests in these matters are often sware
of such habitats and populations snd as a consequence are con-—
cerned with their recoznibion and protection. We feel that the
plan should clearly identify processes and considerations, in-
clusive of public involvement, by which such recognition and
protection may be achieved.

‘'he document in presenting the alternatives and in stating the

wansgement practices intended to be common to all the alterna—

tives, while recognizing the importance of populations of

endangered and threatened species, sppears to penerally FTTIY S B
relegate their maintenance to that of being but anobher use (

of the public lands, Legally, their maintensnce shoul
cloarly tako precedence over c{hsr uses. Other uses would
in areas of concern be allowable if determined after carsfu i )
study to be compatible. The plan, we feel, should be revised ﬁ‘s‘ztq::!g:;;';2\::;::535;81252 ;:atomggnuho;xmcm
80 as to clearly state the precedence of manazement of endan- Seo1 - - 2, liontana
gered and threatened species. buch revision should also be -

reflected in the alternatives. Currently, the summary of

‘the consequences of the alternatives indicates that there

would be negalive impacts on the identified populations of

endangered and threatened species. The legal precedence of

management of these popuiations is such that none of the

alternatives should result in negative impacts to the popu-

lations.

Prepared at the request of Montana Audubon Council,

The plan, gemerally, in identifying zones for disposal of
public lands, has overlooked significant habitat and

sestbetic values frequently associated with lands in those

zones, + these lands are characterized by native
crapsiands. Such habitat, particularly in the valleys of
western and central hontans, is becoming scarce due vo land
development for farming and housing. Nany specics of plants

and apimals are becoming rarer as & result. Fublic land
gracts in such areas are an important resource in maintaining
thoss species. Because of the changss brought on by development,
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nox 338
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Aan Frrslie

Portana Lidh issociation
Four 3y Forun Editer
7,0, “lex 1
Dillon,fontana 9725

To "Mom T4 “ay Zoncern;

Chaster 1 Issue 1;

mdlic 1and should he mde availasla for oil and zas leasin

4s far as I am concerned--NONE]!

No matier how close it is man>-ed,it will still upsct the »alance
of naturcyand the hanitat for those animels which live in *he ares

Tt also taes auay the beauty of tht area,!hen trees are cut
to make room for travel,le have had emow h trousle keeving the lands

clean as it is,

15 £°r as any “Jilderness areas.I f2el tat we saouldn't over do
this area,dilderress is fine,but like anvthing one can 7o over—voard
TE fon7rose 9ate aside to mich of owr land for Vilderness it will cut
bast on tie norwl usaje of the land vhich is wiat rost of the people
Like.I think the “TLDRVTES AMAS shorld be Iaft AS TR ARE FOY TR

Chapter 1 Tssue 7;

s"ould public 1 ar “e used for motorcvele racing? I fsel that
ther should do as we (I47hA) do. “ent some PRIVAT: land Ior such
trres o7 activity, Tt -ives the eorle who want o see it a alance
to do sa,and those 1 o dma't an don'h care a chance not to,
Shaster 1 Issve 8:

As 2 member of an orvinized k- heel Jrive Clur T frel no Tand shenld
be clese to MOTENIZED Y31 3LE ATGRS5,T also do see vevsonin - iebind
“1 sing it to seasonial dewnds for the area, T am not familiar with

MONTANA WILDERNESS ASSOCIATION_

June 28, 1983

Mike Penfold

State Director

Bureau of Land Management
P.0. Box 30157

B{llings, MT 59107

Dear Mike:

On behalf of the Montana Wildsrness Association (BiA) I Wish to compent on the draft
Envirommental Ismpact Statement and Mansgement Plan for the Headvaters Resource Ares.
1 regret that a conflict prevented me frow testifying at tha June 15 nnm.; 1n
Helepa, However, L trust chat this letter will suffice for the time bein

Without question, this document is the most detailed snd thorough BMP that I have
yet reviewed, The Plan ia well organized with a weslth of information. The maps
are very useful, especially those which display the various oil & ges lesse stipu-
lations. However, despits the completensss of the EMP I find it difficult to deter-
mine the actusl differences berwean the four alternatives in terms of what will ac-
tually occur to and on the land. In resdlog the RMF it appesre that differences fn
would not be
actual differences would be much greater.

to better 1dentify the differences in msnagement practices under the various alterna~
tives

Although there are many positive aspects to tha Preferred Alternative mia
supports the more protective Alternative "C" as  better means of ing resource
production demands with the outatanding vildlend/vildlite valies vithin the Head-

waters Resource Area. we support wilderness

Gf the three Rocky Houataln Froat WEA'ss Blind Noras Cresks Chute Houncade,

Deep Creek/Battle Creek. The Bob Marshall Allisnce, of which the MiA is & -b-x.

has endorsed Teton and Deep Creek national forest additions to the Bob Marwhall

Wilderness along the ssatern front nationsl forest boundary o as not to leave a

strip of unprotectad narional fores:t land between the Bob Marshall and the BLK WSA's,

Congress will soon cogsider the Bob Marshall additions. We are hopeful that the

Bob Marshall Wilderness boundary will soon be expanded to protect much of this

grear ecosystem as possible.

From strictly swildlife and wildlife habitat protection standpoint the BLM WSA's
1n the critical transition zone betwen the prairie and mountainous forest zones
are more significant than most of the national forest rosdless councry to the west.
1 have visited each of the Rocky Hovntain Pront BLM WEA's several times and it would
be difficult to find public land anywhers with a higher degree of vilderness
suitability, diverse wildiife values and oversll scenic besuty, In resiing the RMP
to recommend against
sagnificent remnants of our vilderness beritage.
The Outstanding Natural Ares (ONA) recommendations might be & good interim neans
of procection and I comend the Boress for at least going that far. However,
for ¢l andur: atforded on x.

by the 1964 Hud-m- Act.

By contrast, Black Sage {s not nearly as high quality of an ares in terms of wilder~

P.0. Box 635 ¢+ Helena, Montana 59624 » (406) 442-0597
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ness, but the area doea deserve a higher degree of protection than would be provided
by the Preferred Alternative. Several years ago I participated in a BLM/grazing per-
mittee tour of the area in which we worked cut 2 water pipeline project within rthe

area that would be in keeping with the IMP. Black Sage is a small “island” of road-
lessness that should be maintained in a semi-wild, natersl condition,

Yellowstone River Island (MT-075-133) would be an ecologically unique addicion to the
National Wilderness Prescevatfon System and should be so designated.

Although the ACEC recommendation for Sleeping Giant 1s definitely a etep in the right
direction the MWA strongly recommends wilderness management for rhis unique wild area,
i personally use the arc catensively for day hikes and have never fafled to see wild-
1ife there ranging from antelope to mountain goats. A Sleeplng Giant Wilderness would
camplement Leautifully the adjoining Cates of the Mountains Wilderness as well as the
BLM'S commitment to resource protection along the Missourt River from its headvaters
to the Wild & Scenlc Missourl all the way the Fork Peck. The Montana conmervation
community has based much of its' support for the recent -way Sleeping Gisnt land
eschange on (e hope that the area would eventually receive wilderness classification.
Gleh this thought in mind, we urge you to recommend wilderness for Sleeping Glant

wven though the ares has technically been dropped from section 603 FLEMA wilderness
consideration. Ot vuurse, we feel strongly Chat the dropping of this potenrial WSA

was based oa 4 lLegally-flaved interpretation of FLPMA and other applicable laws.

T Elkhorns (Management Unit 23) should be protected as roadless in order to comple-
ment and enbanve Che Elkiorns Vild1ife Managemenl Unit on the adjacent national forest
land,  The BLY Clkhorns unit is a cont{guows part of a national prototype wildlife

management area and, as such, it 8 Fav too sensitive of an area to be allocated to
maxinum timber produccion.

Ite o1l & gas prescriptions along the Rocky Mountain Front, especially those for No
feasing und No Surface Oceupancy are fully justiffed fn terms of the key valucs which
should be protected, llowever, the MMA would prefer the stronger and more encompassing
stipulatlons uf Alternative C. The Rocky Mountain Front is too special, tao wild and
too important for fts unsurpussed surface values to be subjected to indiscriminate

oil « gas activity. Tuis wild and speccacular country--the last cccupied plains habitat
for the threatened grizzly bear--represents our last and best opportunity to recover
the prizely and vodangered gray wolf.

11 convlude with a briel discussion of “Asset Managcment”, more appropriately cermed
"asset liquidation”. Under no circumetances should any scattered “surplus” tracts of
public lands be sold. these isvlated tracts should elther be retained in public cwner-
ship Fur wildlise habicat protection and public recreatfonal access of else uscd as
valuable “trading stock” uhere consolidacion of public lands fs needed to protect public
resource values withln the lleadwaters Resource Area.

1 ask that this letter be included in the official record of public comsent on the
propesed lieadwaters RNP, Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

B4l Cunningham

Project Manager
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NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION
T NORTH‘E’R; ROCKIES ?;ATURA:RL’SOUR(E CENTER
240 N. Higgins, Missoula, Montana 59801
{406; 7216705

Mr. Dam Lechefsky, Project Manager
Butte Mltrxct office, BLM

x 3388
Buttl. Montans 59702

Dear Hr, Lechefsky:
The following comments regerding the plams for resource mamagement

sctivities in the Headwaters Resource Area are based on BlH's Draft

tal Impact

are being submitted wit
the official public record on BLM'a plans for the Headwaters Resource
supplemental to those

Preferred A hs The comments

the understunding they will become part of

Area lands. These comments should be Yiewed
filed by Charles Griffith, the National Wildlife Federation's regiomal

executive for the Northern Rockies.
Generally we found the DEIS preferred alternative to srovide a
balanoed approach to management in the Headwaters Resource Area.
Several items are troubling bowever,
The rationale presented on page 115 and in Appendix L for desigma-
tion of the Blind Horme, Desp Creek/Battls Creek, Black Sage, Chute
Mountain, and Yellowstone River Island as Outstanding Natural areas

rather than Wilderness Areas is invalid. Short-ters protection of

& mimply not equivalent to the long-term protection which

these areas i
It is inconsiatent to protect an

wildernsss desigoation would provide.
area with high wilderness valuss only until a commercially viable

product is discovers. thereon. The justification that some of these

arcas may have high oil and gas potential fails to recognize that in

some casee higher values exiat than those associated with production

of oil and gas.
In the Blind Horse, Deep Creek/Battle Creek and Black Sage sreas

public comment favorsd wither wilderness designation or further study.

Public copments relating to the Chute Mountain and Yellowstons River

Ioland areas were inconclusive, See Appendix L. In view of these

results BLM seems to be ignoring public opinien in favor of oil and
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provided for.
The DEIS offers no scomowic justification for the timber barvest

t experience on Eastern Montans National Forest
nagement to be economically

leases proposed. P
landa bas shown even moderate sivicultural
inefficient. NEPA requires costs and benefits to ba displayed, yet
nowhere in the DEIS are the economics of timber analyzed. Expecially
in the Bodgers Pass arsa which contains susser and fall grizzly bear
babitat the scale tips in faver of wildlife and agsinst timber harvesting.

Likewime, tbe DEIS offers inadequate justification for sagebrush
control/burning projects mentioned on page 125 and again om page 127.
There are high wildlife values asscciated with sagebrush including the
elkoalving habitat mentioned on page 125. With the incressing potential
ot private 1 intensifying of their land it seems
that BLM has an increasing responsibility to manage for the benefit of
wildlife.

Allowing wotorcycle events in the Black Smge area is incomsistent
Prohibition

with the wildernass values present there. See p. 115.
should be considered to mitigate the noise, erosion and concentration
of people which these avents cauas.

The viaual resource classificetion presented on page 67 of the
DEIS is arbitrary and represents an unjustifisd valus judgment, Plains
mrens cannot be said to be izherently lasiing in scenic value, Where
management decisions are based on srbitrury classifications such as
this serious errors are likely to be made.

Finall., and ia regard to the proposed sales and exchanges of some
tracts of BLM land discussed on page 112, we believe that BLM has the
suthority amd the obligation to tranefer jurisdiction of some of its
lands to other appropriate state and federal agencies rather than to
put these lands up for sale, We believe that a need does oxist to
sxchange land under BLM's stewardship which have low public values for
lands which have higher public valu However, we do not belisve that
isolation, small size or difficult mansgement in and of themsslves render
In fact, these may be the very factors
Io alsost every case,

a parcel of low public value,
which make the property important for wildlife,
sxchange is preferable to sale of public lands.

We thank you in advance for your consideration of these comments

and their inclusion in the public resord.

;Jnu—-ly}?/am

Legal “Intern
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gas and winersl production. <4his approach bemefits mainly privately

owned 0il companies at the expenie of irreplaceable public remources.
Ia light of the precesding discussion, the decimion on wilderness
designation for theee areas should be left to Congress, not made internslly
by the agency, As the DEIS makes clesr, if Congress were to include

these landa in the wilderness system, BLH would still panage them as
natursl areas. Thus, Congress mot the sgency should make the choics

of short-term versus long-term protection.

The proposed leasing plan .ends to maximize oil and gas production
at the expense of important wildlife habitat including that of threatemed
and endangerad species. The leasing proposal should be rewritten to
Pprohibit leasing on key ramges of threstemed and endangersd species,
Further, the lease stipulations presentsd on pages 208 and 209 should
be rewritten to protect key habitat even in the event of oil and cas
discovery. As they now stand, protections are afforded only so lomg
as 0il and gas are mot found. In any event, grizzly bear and grey
wolf habitat should receive high priority and be improved with all
due haste in accordance with the provisions of the Endangersd Species
act,

The potential for viable production and the effects of coal pro-
duction in the Grest Falls Coal Field are spread throughout the DEIS,
These factors should be consolodated and coal leasing reconsidered in
that light, The factors ary

1. Removal of the coal may prove to be costly and difficult -

page

Due to high sulpher and ash content the quality of the coal
is poor - page
The production potential of the area is questionsble - page 60.

Production will adversely affect air quality and brings with
it the potential of acid rain in the Great Falls area - page 109.

Production may csuse cyanide leaks in Helena Valley resources
which are used by some homeowners for domestic vater - page 110,

Consideration of these factors makes justification of coal leasing in
the Great Falls Coal Field difficult.

Further, it is impossible to determine from the DELS whether the
no surface occupancy stipulations proposed for the Great Falls Coal Field
and mentioned in Criteria No. 15 of Appendix H create unuasable islands
of land. To provide viable habitat for the sharp-tailed grouse, elk,
antelope, and mule deer proper buffers and corridors must also be

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION

1412 Sixteenth Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036 202—797-6800

12 Gardner Park Dr.
Bozeman, MT, 59715
July 9, 1983

Michael Penfold, State Director
Bureau of Land Management

P.0. Box 30157

Billings, MT. 59107

Lyle Fox, Area Manager
Headwaters Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management
P.0, Box 308

Butte, MI, 59701

Dear Mssrs. Penfold and Foxt -
As you know from previous correspondence on the BLM Assets Management
Program, the National Wildlife Pederation is a private citizens' nom-
profit conservation education association with approximately 4.2 mill-
ion members, more than 10,000 of whom are Montanans who hold member-
ship directly with NWF or belomg to the NWF's state affiliate, the
Montana Wildlife Federation, The Federation is deeply interested in
the management and use of all federal lands, particularly in the impli-
cations of the BIM's current Assets Management Program and its effect
on our public lands base.

Also, as you know, Secretary of the Interior James Watt recently announced
at the Western Governors' Conference in Kalispell that he opposed the
Assets Management Program, despite the earlier claims by Secretary Watt
and BLM Director James Burford that the program was designed %o reduce

or eliminate the national debt. Recent disclosures have shown that the
federal law requires only 20 per cent of the proceeds of sales of Bl

and USFS lands to go to_the U.5. Treasury, with 4 per cent to the state
and 76 per cent to the Bureau of Reclamation, On this basis alonme, the
American public should reject and repudiate this program for the obvious
subterfuge associated with its promotion to the public. Political chica-
nery aside, the National Wildlife Federation wishes to submit its comments
on the Headwaters Resource Area land disposal plan's draft environmental
impact statement, assuming that the land disposal program will proceed
despite this obvious misrepresentation to the public. We ask that these
comnents be included in the public Fecord and ihat fall consideration

be given to these suggestions in the development of final program plans
by your agency, The Montana Wildlife Federation and individual members
of both the national and state organizations will submit individual
comments which should Teceive the same cons:deration.

In previocus comments submitted o your agency regarding the Dillon and
Billings Resource Area plans, the Federation asked that BLM recognize
its authority to adopt alternmatives to sale of public lands under its
jurisdiction, These alternatives include Teassignment of jurisdiction
o appropriate state and federal land management agencies such as the
Montana Department of Fish, wudnre and Parks and the U,S5. Forest Ser-
vice, We are opposed to any release of ands to the Department of
48th ANNUAL MEETING  MARCH 1518, wil Omnt Interaational Hotel, Atlanta, Geor
160% rectaimed paper
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State Lands because of that agency's sorry record of managing the
natural resources on lands under its jurisdiction. We also aak

that a substantial portion of the lands listed for pussible disposal

be retained by BIM and better managed by your  agency. We are not opposed
to_exchange of BIM lands with low public values for lands with higher
public values, particularly when such lands exchanged by BLM can be
maintained for agricultural purposes. The Federation' is completel;
opposed to release, trade, sale or exchange of any landa with moderate
Yo high public valies for'the purpose of promoting subdivision of these
ands.

We also reiterate our position that BLM allegations that some smaller
and more isolated tracts should be disposed of because of their *manage-
ment difficulties" are, in mest instonces, incufficient reason for

loss of public lands, part of the legacy of every American citizen.
Difficulty of management is, at best, a subjective consideration and
poses the question of how well BIM is managing its own fiscal and manpower
Tesources in carrying out its mandated functions. Many of these smaller
and more isolated tracts are "islands" of excellent wildlife habitat and
contain other valuable public features, The question ultimately resolves
itself into whether BIM exists to serve the public needs or to serve its
own bureaucratie comforts.

Because of the location of the Headwaters Resource Area in Montana and
the importance of the Rocky Mountain Front Range to wildlife species,
public use and other valueble natural amenities found within that area,
the Federation is extremely concerned over possible oil and gas develop-
ment and mineral extraction possibilities on the afecrementioned public
values, The Federation strongly supports BLM's efforts to establish and
enforce stipulations on such extractive and environmentally-damaging
activities.

We must commend the Bureau, its personnel and the resource area advisory
committee for the orientation.program it conducted on the DEIS on this
area in Helena in June. is is by far the best example displayed to
date of BIM attempting to educate the public to the implications of its
proposed actions and to encowrage pudlic participation and involvement
in the decision-making process. 1In general, we find the DELS to be a
professionally-prepared document, Wildlife coordination requirements
appear throughout the document, demonstrating not only that & superior
inter-disciplinary approach was used in drafting the DELS but that
fully professional wildlife biologists were permitted to exercise their
prescribed role in this planning effort, The Resource Area planning
‘team and supervisors should be commended for this.

In particular, the Federation congratulates the BLM personnel for their
recommendations to c¢lassify cutstanding natural areas on the Front Range
and the classificatior of the Sleeping Giant tract as an Area of Critical
Environmental Concern.

We are also greatly encouraged to see strong direction toward coordination
of wildlife needs with commodity production objectives in this report.
This is exemplified in the commitment that the-cooperative elk-logging
study will be continued and that evaluation of fish and wildlife habitat
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Again, the Federation strongly protests many of the criteria imposed
for BLM's land disposal program, As we &tated, difficulty of manage-
ment used as one criteria for disposal should be considered only when
the actual cost of management exceeds the public benefits derived from
retention of this land. In some instances, transfer to other state and
federal agencies can solve this problem for your agency.

We cannot envision any circumstance wherein sale of BIM lands from the
Headwaters Resource Areaz can possibly meet the third criteria listed
from FLMPA on Page 21 of your DEIS,

The Federation also strongly protests two statements made prefaced
by the phrase "Sale will be the preferred method of disposal when:®

it is required by national policy" - The current administration's
policy obviously is predicated on an exploitation ethic and the public's
ownersnip of the land and its rights to retain this land for iis use be
damned. Despite the Secretary's disavowal of the Assets Management Program
at Xalispell in June, this has been the theme of the Assets Management
Program and there is no indication that that theme has been changed.

“Where disposal through exchange will cause unacceptable delays" —-
exchange of BLM lands historically has been a slow process, but delibera-
tion before action better insures protection of the public legacy. We
urge BIM to peek innovative approaches to land exchange such as land
pooling, a method which should greatly speed up the entire procedure.

Lastly, the Federation adjures BLM to explore every possible means of
land exchange or transfer of jurisdiction as alternatives to any land
sales. Response to the Dillon Resource Area plam, public sentiment and
the attitude of state governments and Congress arc unanimous in their
rejection of this administration’s efforts to pander our citizens'
birthright, We hope that recognition of this fact by the Secretary
will tricile down to the local decision-msking levels in the Bureau

of Land Menagement,

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Headwaters Resource
Ares DEIS and compliment ihe siaif on the bulk of their recommendations.
We do, however, find BLM's disposal area-retention area concept too
nebulous in some areas to allow adequate public understanding and
dectsion,

Also, we again ask that the Pederation, both national and state, be
kept’ fully informed of BLM's intentions and plans with respect to
any land disposal being comsiderd. by your agency. Plesse place the
following on your mailing 1ist for all information regarding these
Pprograms:

Charles J, Griffith, Reg, Exec. Bmily Stonington, Exec, Dir,
National wWildlife Federation Montana Wildlife Federation
12 er Par . P.0, Box 2536

Bogeman, MT, 59715 Bogeman, MT., 59715

Sipeerely, e

Charlea J, Griffith
Regional Executive
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31_c_

will contimue on a case by case basis as part of all project level
planning.,

111
commitment ie further strengthened by the statement that roads w.
D sonmteucted to minimim atandarde necessary to remove the timber and
that all range management projects will be given inter-disciplinary review
prior to final planning and action.

Federation believes, based on years of experience with federal
§Zincy programs, that BLM must insist that this type of plam be =
formally adopted to assure continuity when the usual transfer of line
managers occurs. This will require in-depth orientation of new employees
and fréquent monitoring to assure that such objectives contimue to be
observed and heeded. This also implies that close management direction
is needed without qualifications.

i ideration and
If a resource involved in the planning rates special consi
handling in @ resource management planm, then it follows that extra
effort must be made by BLM to assure that adequate and continuous
direction is given this special resource.

osed direction under Water on Page 19 of the DEIS is an
T D o%en Of this. The direction proposed is good until you
Yeach the point where the phrase “to the extent possible” appears.
This phrase effectively deletes the entire purpose and direction
previbusly stated and allows the line manager %o determine riparian
Gtility location to proceed at his own whim, rather than under pre-
soribed direction. This is a weakness that needs further attenti
in the FEIS.

ion aleo reminds BIM that nothing is forever, that a
gg:aﬁig:rﬁagement Plan sanctioned by an accepted EIS is not cast
in bronze. On occasion, unusual or unpredictable events occur or
circumstances arise thefrequire management flexibility, At that time
and under those circumstances, an emvironmental asseswment or an
Zbbreviated environmental impact statement can be prepared by BIM to
Glter the original EIS, provided the required public review and inpw
processes are followed. Following this procedure will assure need
Protection of a particular resource as well as assure the require:
public involvement in the planning and management processes.

i i 3 best of the three
While the Federation belives this DEIS to be the ce
Thus far released by the agency in Momtana, we believe a few addi
fional recommendations are relevant and appropriate.

ioned in our comments on the Billings Resource Area plan,
A oo 15 uneasy with the use of Soil Conservation Service
Utilization Standards, SOS grazing rates and stanlards are aimed o
maximun livestock production and ugually are not compatible with @
coprdinated livestock-wildlife multiple use management program. We
urge that these standards not be used.

+ Allotment plan must be closely coordinmated with the Elk
e Y16 managemont plans now being prepared by the Helena
National Porest, The proposed grezing rates for this allotment,
a sensitive wildlife aréa, seem excessive and mo mention is made
any proposed or current coordimation.

Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.

Public Lands Institute
1720RACE STREET
DENVER, GOLORADO K0106
303 377.9740

August 3, 1983

Mr. Dan Lechefsky
Project Manager

Butte District Office
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box 3388

Butte, Montana 59702

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Resource Management Plan
for the Headwaters Resource Area, Montana

Dear Mr. Lechefsky:

Enclosed are the comments of the Denver office of the Public Lands
Institute of the Natural Resources Oefense Council, Inc. on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement and Resource Management Plan for the
Headwaters Resource Area. Comments on the range management sections of
the RMP/EIS will be sent under separate cover by our San Francisco
office, and should be considered part of these comments.

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this

proposal. If I can be of assistance to the project team, please do

not hesitate to contact me at the above address and telephone.
Sincerely yours,

Coraligr £ fihosors

Carolyn R. Johnson
Senior Public Lands Specialist

CRJ sk

Enclosure
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Public Lands Insticute
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COMMENTS OF THE
NATURAL RESQURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC.
AND 1TS PUBLIC LANDS INSTITYTE

ON THE

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL TMPACT STATEMENT
AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR
THE HEADMATERS RESOURCE AREA

prepared by:

Carclyn R. Johmson

Senior Public Lands Specialist

Eric Hildebrandt
Intern, Policy Analysis

Florence Munter
Consultant
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very general, it accurately recognizes that trade-offs exist between a rapid
program of land disposal and a more gradual program emphasizing land exchange.
However, the amount of land for potentia) disposal is the same for the
preferred, protection, and production alternatives,

3. A1l four alternatives include the economic costs-bemefits associated

with range use and oil and gas development as well as the approximate number of

Jjobs created with the timber industry. We believe detailed cost-benefit analyses

are required for other non-market resource uses as well as the ones named above.

Detailed or quantitative economic analyses of recreational use (motorized as

well as non-motorized, thunting/fishing use), wildlife forage allocation {as

this relates to hunting activity, for instance) and wilderness preservation would

provide a more complete, detailed basis for comparative analysis. Such analysis
would provide a better range of alternatives and could change parts of the

preferred alternative BLM selects. For example, the inclusion of such data and

analysis did Jead to a significant change in the Bureau’s final proposed plan

for the Glemwood Springs Resource Area in Colorado. There, it was discovered

through the economic analysis of the wildlife and livestock forage allocation
for the Economic Development and Resource Protection alternatives that increasing

wildlife forage allocations would result in greater economic benefits, primarily

through the impact increased hunting opportunities would have on the area’s

economy.  This was unexpected to the BLM staff who prepared the draft RMP/EIS,

and the final plan was adjusted to increase wildlife forage.

There are ather modifications to the alternatives section which are

required or which deserve attention. These major areas are discussed individually.

A change in approach in many of the areas discussed would substantially alter
the range of alternatives.
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Introduction

Although the draft Headwaters RMP/ES is an improvement over the piecemeal
approach to land-use planning based on Management Framework Plans which has
been used in the past, the RMP/EIS falls short of meeting the statutory and
regulatory requirements for comprehensive planning and analysis. The major
deficiencies of the draft RMP/EIS are detailed in the following comments.

The range management portion of these comments has been sent by our San

Francisco office under separate cover.

Alternatives

In formulating the different alternatives analyzed and compared in the
RMP/ELS, different goals and objectives were not developed for each resource

in each alternative. {See Table 2-15, p. 47). In many areas, there js little

or no difference in the praposed management actions for each alternative, making

the comparative evaluation of impacts in the document extremely limited. Some

examples of management goals and proposed actions that could be modified to
achieve a greater range of alternatives are given below:

1. The RMP/EIS has recognized the geferal effects of the timber industry

on wildVife habitat (especially aquatic habitat) and on recreational resources
(pp. 114, 118-120), yet the acres to be harvested are the same for the preferred,

no action, and protection alternatives. Why not consider different Tevels and

Jocations of timbering, and analyze the impacts on specific habitat and

recreational resources? This would allow for trade-offs between these resources

to be analyzed, and the incremental "costs® of timbering in terms of wildlife

and recreation to be identified.

2. The general pro's and con's of land disposal and exchange in the

resource area are carefully analyzed on pp. 112-113. Although the analysis is
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Resource Inventory and Data

More inventory and data -- especially on many "mon-market” resources --
is necessary in the RMP/EIS to allow comparison and fntegration of information
concerning a1l the various land uses BLM is required to consider under FLPMA
{see Sec. 103{c)). Eroded and erosion hazard areas, aress of heavy ORV use,
Tocalized sources of water pollution, unsatisfactory riparian habitat and
different types of recreational use which are briefly mentioned in the Chapters
on Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences should be identified

on map overlays and quantified to the greatest extent possible. By slighting

some resources at the outset of the planning process -- during inventory --

final RMPs tend to end up emphasizing commercial land users over balanced land

management. We would like to note the excelient knowledge on fish and wildlife

shown in the document; however, to make the information presented in the document

more meaningful to the reader (and presumably, to the rest of the BLM planning
team) the RMP/EIS shoold include information on crucial winter habitat, wildlife
populations, and the relationship of public lands (administered by BLM} to

the surrounding areas {administered by state, other federal agencies or private

owners) with respect te wildiife habitat and populations.

In some places, the RMP/EIS states that information, such as soil surveys,

are still being collected (pp. 56-57) or that additional information on water

resources and timbering, for example, is available at the area office (pp. 57,
86).

However, the informstion in the RMP/EIS and the manner in which it is

presented do not indicate that BLM has made an appropriate effort to assemble

all available information; to collect additional information emphasizing

"significant issues and decisions with the greatest potential impact”; and to
integrate and present this information “in a manner that aids application in the

planning process” {43 CFR 1610.4-3{a}). Since public participation is a major
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element of the planning process outlined by FLPMA and BLM planning regulations,
all information relevent to planning decisions should be presented or summarized

n an easily usable form in the RMP/ELS, Because multiple-use management

involves the integration of many different land uses and inventory data, map
overlays and quantitative tables are particulerly useful to the reader (and,

presumably, to the BLM planning team). Where important information is unavailable

because of present budget and time constraints it would also be helpful to the
public and future BLM management to specifically identify these data gaps in
the document, Indeed, BLM planning regulations require that RMPs generally
state where there is a “need for an area to be covered by more detailed and

specific plans.” (43 CFR 1601.0-5{k)(8)).

Soil and Water Resources
All the alternatives in the RMP/EIS lack comprehensive and specific analysis
and proposals to improve or maintain the area’s soil and water resources upon
which grazing, wildlife and many human activities ultimately depend. The
general discussion of soil and water resources in the chapters on Affected
Envirorment and Environmental Consequences (pp. 56-57 and 109-111} indicate that
erosion problems and Tocalized sources of water pollution exist in the area --
often from past mining practices and overgrazing -- which could have Tong-
Yasting or irreparable conseguences if allowed to continue, As the EIS itself
notes “soils that now show symptoms of erosion will be seriously impacted by
any soil-disturbing sctivities (and) rehabilitation of these soils will be more
gifficult because of past losses of topsoil and nutrients” (p. 109). Similarly,
coal and gold mining could result in serious impacts on ground-water resources,

including the water source of many homeowners near Helena ({p. 110}.

under each alternative (see Envirommental Impacts section). 1In Appendix E,

allotments with erosion, water, and vegetation problems are identified -- and
mproving these conditions is stated as a management objective -- but specific
management actions to achieve these objectives are generally not proposed.

Similarly, although road construction and use represents the most significant

impact on soils from most types of land use and development (p. 108), the RMP/EIS

Yacks any form of comprehensive transportation planning and analysis. The total

miles of roads necessary for access, the ecological and visual impacts of these
roads and the cost of building the transportation system can often be greatly
reduced by long-term, comprehensive transportation planning. Major factors

$n transportation planning should include projected use, the visual and ecological
sensitivity of various alternative transportation corridors, and the various
Yand-use restrictions which can be used by land managers.

Rather than analyzing soil and water resources and proposing land use
designations or management programs to protect these resources, the RMP/ELS
merely assumes that "in general, impacts to soil and water resources can be
mitigated on & site-specific basis through the application of standard operating
procedures and the general best management practices listed in Appendix C*

(p. 110). No amalysis is presented showing these practices do accomplish the
necessary mitigation. FLPMA clearly requires that“the public Tands be managed
in a manner that will protect the quality of the water resource® {Sec. 102 {a)(8))
and the "harmenious and coordinated management of the various resources without
inpairment of the productivity of the land" (Sec. 103 [c). (Emphasis added).

As #t stands, however, the RMP/EIS offers no preventive
Future activities affecting

analysis and manage-

ment proposals  for soil and water resources.
these sensitive resources would have to be continually analyzed on a case-by-

case basis to determine impacts and mitigating measures to camply with the
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The EIS states that under the preferred plan, "BLM would try to prevent,
rather than mitigate the degradation of water quality . . . by reviewing activi-
ties before they happen, and following applicsble laws and regulations . . ."
(p. 110). However, a closer analysis reveals that the preferred plan in fact
contains no such concrete preventive measures for identified and patential
sources of water degradation. A proposal to withdraw portions of the Scratch
Gravel Hills from mineral entry to protect ground-water from cyanide contamina-
tion, for instence, is rejected in the Preferred Alternative because numerous
mining claims i the recharge area would be unaffected by the withdrawal.
Instead, reliance is placed on federal and state regulations which, by BLM's
own admission, are considered adequate if the enforcing agencies are funded
adequately (and it should be added, if these agencies effectively carry out
regulations) (p. 52). Similarly, although underground ‘coal mining could
seriously disrupt ground-water (p. 110), all federal coal within the Great
Falls Coa) Field is available for further consideration for coal leasing in the
preferred plan, which relies on future, unspecified Tease stipulations and wine
plan review to prevent ground-water resource problems (p. 53). Regulations
themselves are not a mitigating measure, and no analysis supports the conclusion
that BLM need do nothing but rely on existing regulations.

Throughout the plan, in-depth analysis of how soil resources could be
protected through specific management actions and restrictions are also missing.
The proposed plan calls for 219,000 acres (where erosion and land use conflicts
presumably exist) to be “prioritized for restrictions” (p. 40). However, no
specific restrictions are proposed, no clear explanation of why these areas have

been chosen or where they are located is given, and there is inadequate analysis

of the environmenta) impacts on the different acreages proposed for restrictions
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requirements of FLMPA, Protection of soil and water resources -- which often
deteriorate in bits and pieces which accumulate aver time, or are irreparably
impacted after mining or other activities have occurred -- requires an approach
based largely on preventing significant individus} impacts and unacceptable
cumylative impacts, rather than attempting to mitigate adverse impacts on a
case-by-case basis.

As BLM's master land-use plan for the Headwaters area, the RMP/EIS should
also contain thorough analysis and management actions for all resources -~
including water potentially impacted by hardrock mining in the Scratch Gravel
Hills and coal mining in the Great Falls Coal Field -- even though other state
and federal agencies mey share the responsibility for protecting these resources.
The fact that other agencies Share responsibility for protecting these resources
does not lessen BLM‘s statutory and regulatory obligation ta protect these

vesources and to propose concrete ways of doing s0.

Forestry
All the alternatives propose a dramatic increase in timbering activities
.- from 1 million board feet per decade to over 26 million board feet -- without

explaining why such heavy emphasis is being placed on timbering. Why was this

increase selected? As the RMP/EIS notes, timbering is currently very limited

in the area and conditions are not particularly favorable for timbering, as
'much of the timber is in small stands, some of which are quite fsolated” (p. 105).
The brief analysis of the economic importance of timbering indicates increased
timbering would result in very small economic benefits {p. 105). There is no
comparison of the costs of the timbering program in relation to the benefits,
and the environmental impacts analysis of timbering is so superficial and

non-specific that it is essentially meaningless. For instance, impacts of road
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construction associated with timbering "may be positive or negative," according
to the EIS, while impacts on wildlife and grazing “would be in the form of
increased or decreased forage and cover” (p. 166}.

At the same time, the very limited information concerning timbering which
is given in the EIS suggests the costs of logging in terms of public funds and

other resource uses would be considerable. In contrast with the conventional

forest practice of not logging on slopes over 40 percent, the RMP would allow
tractor logging on stopes with average gradients of up to 50 percent {p. 24).
Much of the timber in the area is found in small, isolated stands and,
consequently, these timber areas have unusually high value as wildlife habitat,

watershed, and visual resources. The eonomic and enviranmental costs of road

construction, viseal impacts, disturbance of habitat and watersheds, and
decreased recreation opportunities would be extremely high in relation to the
timber produced.

Establishing a permanent timber industry in areas marginaily suited for
timbering requires dedicating large tracts of public Tand and scarce public
funding to this single purpose. 1f BLM drastically increases timbering in the
Headwaters area, the agency is 1ikely to end up subsidizing uneconomic timbering
operations at the expense of taxpayers and truly economic timbering operations
in other parts of the country, such as the Pacific Northwest. Timbering is but
one of many ways in which local economics can be stimulated, and because of
the large capital investment needed in this type of industry -- road buildling,
logging and milling -- the number of jobs created per tax dollar expended is

often quite Tow compared to that of some alternatives, such as management programs

which enhance recreation and tourism.
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sppropriate for BLM to recommend 211 three WShs on the Rocky Mountain Fromt as

suftable for wilderness pending completion of Forest Service studies of

adjacent study areas.

Special Designations
Although the areas proposed for designation as Outstanding Natural Areas
should be recommended for Wilderness designation, several statements in the

RMP/EIS concerning OWAs and ACECs need to be clarified, howhere does the

RMP/E1S adequately explain why the WSAs were only considered for ONA designation,
and not for ACEC status. When we posed this question in s telephone conversation
with a BLM staff member, the only explanation we received was that it was "pick

and choose” between the two designations. The explanation on p. 18 of the
document seems to fmply that a resource of national significance should be
designated as an ONA rather than an ACEC. However, the planing regulations
and final guidelines entitled “"Areas of Critical Enviranwentsl Concern: Policy
and Procedures Guidelines," issued August 27, 1980 clearly staste that the
criteria for ACEC designation include "importance” laualities generally beyond
local significance and special worth) and "relevence” (significant historic,
cultura), scenic values; natural process; fish or wildlife rescurce},

OQur concern is that the public, as well as BLM itself, shoulc be clearly

aware of the distinction between these two designations and that each is used

whenever appropriate.

Land Tenure
The inventory of lands within the disposal category and tue analysis of
impacts of proposed land disposal are clearly inadequate to fulfill the

requirements of FLPMA and NEPA, The RMP/EIS does not identify or describe the

252

ectionable aspects of the RMP/EIS is that it fails to

One of the most obj
reconmend any of the Wshs for wilderness designation in the Proposed Alternative.
In particular, the three aress along the Aocky Mountain Front have high wilder-
ness values vet BLM rejects wilderness designation becouse, according to the
rationale in the RMP/EIS, these areas 1) "pose significant manayeability
oroblems,” and 2) “may be underlain by oil and gas” (p. 52). The first point
concerning manageability of these aress is unsupported throughout the RMP/ETS
and is, in fact, contradicted by several staterents in the descriptions of each
individual area. Although the Blind Horse Creek is the only WSA with a small
private inholding, the RMP states that "the srea stands as an independent study
sres due to strong public support and s sbility to be managed in an unimpaired
Meanwhile, there is no mention or

condition® (p. 75}. (Enphasis added).

explanstion in the RMP/EIS of why the Chute Mountain and Deep Creek/Battle Creek
WShs could be considered difficult to manege. On the contrary, since bath sreas
have no non-BLM inholdings and would be tack-ons to the Deep Croek Further Study

Ares, monagenent should present no insumountable difficulties for the mansging

agency.
The only other reason given for not recomending the three WShs along the
Rocky Mountain Front is the potentis! for oil and gas development in those
his potential by no means outweighs the multiple-uses

areas. By itself.
habitat for wildlife, including

wilderness designation would enhance or preserve:
hreatened ant endangered species; wilderness recreationi high scenic values;
wotershed protection; and added ecologica) and scenic diversity to the edjocent
forest Service Further Study Areas. The RHP/EIS presents no support that the energy
sotential does outweigh the wilderness values. Consequently, it would be
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specific resource vefues of the Jand within the disposal category, nor does tne

document explain how selling any of these tracts meets the ceiteria for land

disposal contained in FLPMA Sec. 203 {a){1)(2}{3). Although land exchanges are

Tikely to enhance both public and private resource velues and Tand uses in many
Cases, while the potential bemefits of land sales are much more Timited, the
RKP/EIS combines both forms of land tenure adjustwent into one general category

of "land disposal®. Furthermore, the conditions under which sale will be the

preferred method of disposal are so general and ambiguous that it appears
nearly all the 25,637 acres in the disposal category could be sold, rather than
exchanged.

We are oware that a maior change in guidance from the national administra-
tion concerning land disposal has occurred since the RMP/EIS was prepared. e
heartily endorse the approach outlined in State Director Michael J. Penfold's
recent statement that the Montans BLM intends "to focus an exchange where we
can trade isolated parcels that are difficult to manage and acquire lands that
will enhance the public estate, particularly areas with scenic, recreation and
wildlife values.”! If, as Mr. Penfold’s statement suggests, BLM is returning
to the "routine program that the public has supported” in the past. the quantity
of land designated for 1and disposal should be greatly reduced in the final
RMP/ELS. In order to achieve Mr. Penfold’s goal of ensuring that “decisions
on what to sell or trade are made locally,” after the Western public has “had &
chance to have some ‘say' in the decision,” future site-specific decisions
regarding land ownership adjustments should continue to be accompanied by tract-
specific Tand use plan anendments, with opoortunities for public camment and
protest pursuant to 43 CFR 1610.2, 1610.5-5 and 1610.5-6.

1. Statement from Michael J. Penfold, Montana State BLM Director, regarding
BLM hews Release. July 25, 1983.




Coal
at Falls Coal

The preferred alternative includes coal leasing in the Gre

Field despite the econamic and enyironmental unattractiveness of developing

Development s admitted to be unlikely given
the coal, in addition to the expense of underground mining

the coal . the high ash and
sulphur content of

of thin coal beds {pp. 60, 105, and 131}.
through existing leases and mines further emphasizes the

The soft coal market and abundance

of coal available
No justification is presented for

uniikelihood of the need to Jease this coal.
the staff's preference of further study of coal leasing in this area. Why was
his choice made? We recommend that leasing of the 125 million tons of federal
cosl in this area not be included in the preferred alternative.
In eddition it would appear the RMP/EIS does not adequately present nor
suswer the coal lessing fssue presented on p. 125 that is, what portion of the
Great Falls Coal Field should be made available for further leasing? Mo
lternatives of leasing any portion of the coal Field were snalyzed -- only ta

tease all the field or none.
d discussion of how the lands

The RMP/EIS presents a commendably detaile
x H).

unsuitability criteria were spplied and what results were obtained (Appendi
treatment which makes it difficult for

Many other RMP/EISS lack such a thorough
Two

the public to review the document. weigh the choices, and make suggestions.

changes are needed to the Headwaters plan: to obtain basic joventory data that

sites, and

is lacking on resources such as historic, archeclogic and cultural

orrectly apply Criteria Nos. 3 and 16. The

bald and golden eagles: and to ¢
n roads can be repaired

analysis of No. 3 states subsidence and tension cracks
ons are equal to or better than those existing. We know of

s0 that road conditi
a1 fields of Colorado and Utah;

o evidence supporting this in the underground co
in fact, experience indicates the opposite fs true. Criterion No. 16 states
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made at reachin. imilar f the t mu ffect of her
e at 'ng a similar estimate of the total cumulative effect of all othe
3

S14-

activities under each alternative.

Recreation Resources: Again, the RMP/EIS contains an accurate general
discussion of potential general impacts, but there is no attempt to apply the
general knowledge to the ‘on-the-ground” situation in the Headwaters Resource
Area in order to estinate the impact of eath alternative on recreation "in
detail.”

Visual Resources: The RMP/EIS contains no detailed analysis of visual
resource mpacts. The document merely states that if Class A is managed to
retain visual quality "there should be minimal sdverse mpact” and that “som
significant adverse impacts could oceur if suitable visual quality ob)ectw:s
are ot applied on scenic quality Class B and C land (p. 115).  Nowhere in the
RMP/EIS are these objectives described. Adequate analysis of visval impacts
of course, is inhibited by the fact that none of the alternatives actually .

contains a visual resource management program; each merely propased to continue

evaluati "
"¢ visual resources "asa part of activity and project planning” (p. 23)

Alth
ATthough the Tevels and types of development that would occur under each
alternat
1ve would presumably vary, the £IS unexplicably concludes that visual
u
impacts
Pacts would be the same under each alternative (pp. 135, 133, 141 and 149)

wildlife:

The most detailed analysis in the EIS concerns wildlife, yot

the analysis is Timited to acreages of general habitat that would be sasitivel

or megatively affected. The analysis should also consider fmpacts in terms cfy

wildlife pupulations and crucial habitat, which is often the Timiting f.

for wildlife populations. s
Soctal and Econamic Conditions: The anly detailed or quantitative

econonic analysis is presented for grazing, timbering and energy development

: 5
Similar analysis is necessary for Recreation, Wilderness Land Disposal, Visua
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100-year flood plains "shall be considered unsuitable unless" it is determined
substantial demage is not threatened by mining; however, the analysis improperly

reverses the criterion, leaving three floodplains as suitable for mining until

proven unsuitable,

fnvironmental Consequences
The impact analysis contained in Chapter Four is clearly inadequate to

fulfill the requirements of NEPA and BLM planning regulations, which require

BLM to "estinate and display physical. biological, economic and social effects

of implementing each alternative in detail” {43 CFR 1610.4-6}. (Emphasis added).

In many ceses, impacts may be difficult to assess "in detail” because management
goals and proposed actions are missing, ambiguous or so general that they are

smpossible to meaningfully assess or quantify. (See Comments by topics). As

described below, the RMP/EIS fails to go beyond merely generic, "text-book"

descriptions of impacts on many major resources. Although we recognize that

many impacts are difficult to quantify and assess on a site-specific Jevel,
cumulative impacts can be estimated and impacts may be stated in terms of
“probable ranges"where “effects cannot be precisely detemined" {43 CFR 1610.4-6).

Soils and Matershed: Although the £IS recognizes that the main impact from

many types of development is the construction and use of roads (p. 109), no
attempt is made to quantify or estimate the total amount of roads needed under
each alternative. An estimate for timbering roads needed is given under the
section on forestry, but this is the same under a1l alternatives and is presumably
not the result of comprehensive transportation planning and analysis. The RMP/EIS
contains no support or explanation for the conclusion that "(t)here will be
approximately a 2,000 acre decrease in unsatisfactory watershed conditions . . .

based on changes in grazing allotment managenent” (p. 111), and no attempt is
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Quality (as it might affect 1and values, uses and tourism) and Watersheds (e.g..
what would be the economic impact if water resources in the Scratch Gravel Hills
or the Great Falls Coal Fields were contaminated or disrupted?}

Because of the difficulty of assessing the "true® costs and benefits of
many "non-market” land-uses i economic terms, we do mot propose that multiple-
use decisions be reduced to & series of economic analyses. towever, by devoting
more planning resources towards identifying and estimating the economic value of
“non-market® resources, better conparisons and decisions can be made between

market and non-market land uses. (Also see Alternatives Section).

Summary
We do not believe the draft RMP/E1S fulfills the regulatory and statutory

intent and requirements in several significant respects. The alternatives do

ot present an adequate range of choices, and fail to include sufficient inventory
data, specific management proposals and impact analysis for many fundamental

management concerns such as soils/watershed, forestry, coal leasing,

wildlife, recreation and land-tenure, As described in our comments, there is no

indication that BLM has made a concerted effort to properly inventory the
resource area, use all available data, and collect, use and present this in an

integrated, usuable form. These deficiencies not only preciude meaningful public

input and review, but also indicate BLM has mot utilized the thorough,
interdisciplinary plaoning process prescribed by FLPMA and NEPA.

The identified deficiencies justify a comprehensive supplement to this
draft RMP/EIS. The additional information, planning, and analysis that is
required to make this RMP/DEIS a comprehensive planning and analytical document
would substantially change the scope and cantent of the existing document. For
these reasons. the public, and local, state and federal agencies should be given

the opportunity to comment on the conteat of amother draft RMP/EIS.
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Dan Lechefsky, Project Manager
Bureau of Land Management

P.0. Box 3388

Butte, Montana 59702

Dear Mr. Lechefaky:

are NRDC's on_the Draft RMP/EIS.
I apologize for submitting them on August 5, the final day of the
comnant period. However, were p in n
to a specific, recent request from your Washington office. Given
our other obligations, we were unable to prepare the camments any
sooner than today.

I assume that you will give full i ion to these
in the subsequent land use planning process. I hope you find them
helpful. Thank you for your consideration,

pavid B. Edelson

cc: EQ Fisk

New England Office: 17 TRIE DRIVE « NATICK, WA, 01760 + 617 G55-2656
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§§ 4120.2, 4120.2-1(a}, 4120.2-3(a} (1982). The proposals contained
in the Headwaters EIS lack some of these basic elements.

Although the EIS proposals include livestock numbers and incor-
porate, for the most part, existing seasons of use, they lack any
specific grazing systems and contain utilization levels only for a
fraction of the allotments. Existing grazing systems are not described
for each allotment, and no specific grazing systems are proposed:
instead, the ELS merely describes general types of grazing systems
that might conceivably be implemented in unspecified allotments in
the future, (EIS, p. 25 & App. G.) The EIS fails to include existing
utilization levels, even though such levels presumably will continue
under the “no action® alternative. Moreover, Specific utilization
levels are proposed only for a few Category I allotments (e.g., App.
E, p. 228) and no such levels are proposed for any Category M or C
allotments.

The EIS does contain, at least for Category I allotments, the
abjactives that a specific grazing management program should meet in
each allotment. See App. E. However, for the most part it fails to
identify or analyze any specific actions that must be taken to achieve
these objectives. The Bureau's “objectives" are stated in general terms
like "improve the riparian habitat,” "improve vegetative cover and
livestock distribution patterns,” and "limit livestock utilization"
(e.g., pp. 222-23), but few specific actions that will attain these
ends are identified. Such proposals are particularly important since,
as the Bureau admits, “implementation of grazing systems® and other
specific actions are ndcessary to attain these objectives, and the
EIS's impact analysis depends upen the development of such unidentified
actions. ( . pp. 117-18, 143.) With respect to Category M and C
allotments, the EIS even lacks specific management objectives, much
less specific proposals. See App. E.

The EIS also lacks any specific forage allocations for wildlife
or non-consumptive uses. It states that "sufficient” forage will be
provided for wildlife (p. 29) but never identifies how many AUMs will
be reserved for wildlife, either in the entire area or in particular
allotments. Given the specific forage allocation proposals for live-
stock, it appears that the Bureau will first allocate forage to live-
stock and the remainder, if any, will be avajlable for wildlife and
non-consumptive uses. This approach is unacceptable, The EIS should
make specific forage allocation proposals for uses other than livestock
grazing in order to ensure that "sufficient" forage is available for
such uses.

2. Range of Alternatives

The court in NRDC v. Morton required EISs to "@iscuss in detail
... all reasonable alfernatives” to proposed livestock grazing
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Dan Lechefsky, Project Manager
Bureau of Land Management

P.0. Box 3388

Butte, Montana 59702

Re:

Draft
Environmental Impact

Dear Mr. Lechefsky:

We have reviewed the grazing allotment and riparian habitat manage-
ment provisions of the Headwaters draft RMP/EIS and submit these comments
on behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., (NRDC). and
its Public Lands Institute. We i ate by e
on the other provisions of the plan submitted by the Public Lands
Institute.

The range management provisions of the Headwaters RMP/EIS suffer
from most of the same basic deficiencies that we have repeatedly pointed
out, both in our comments on other recent grazing EISs and in our
recent judicial action asking the judge in NRDC v. Morton to rule that
several ElSs fail to satisfy the minimum requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). As detailed below, the Headwaters EIS
is inadequate because it lacks: (1) adequate site-specific proposals:
(2) 2 reasonable range of alternatives; (3) detailed and substantiated
environmental impact analysis; (4) sufficient information on range
condition and resources; (5) comprehensive, cumulative analysis of the
impacts of all proposed resource activities, as required by the
Federal Land Policy Management Act; and (6) a proposed action that
resolves resource problems as quickly as feasible, Although the EIS
contains certain commendable features with respect to format and descrip-
tions of resource problems, the document's range management section is
fundamentally inadequate and should be rewritten in order to comply
with legal requirements.

1. gite-Specific Proposals

The BLM is required by the judgment in NRDC v. Morton to analyze
in EISs specific proposals to issue and renew grazing permits. These
proposals must include, for each allotment, numbers of livestock,
seasons of use, utilization levels, and all other necessary terms and
conditions of grazing, including grazing systems. See 43 C.F.R,

New England Office: 17 ENIE DRIVE » NATICK, MA. 01760+ 517 6551656
Public Lands Instituie: 1720 Rack STREET + BENVER, CO. 80206 + 308 §77-9740
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activities. To satisfy this mandate, the alternatives must encompass
significantly different levels of livestock grazing, including *no
grazing,” and a full range of management practices. The grazing
alternatives in the Headwaters EIS fall far shortof these require-
ments.

The alternative livestock forage allocations in the EIS do not
vary significantly. There is little differeace even between the
resource protection (27,036 AUMs) and resource production (33,954
AUMS) alternatives. The resource production alternative is not "mean-
ingfully lower" than the proposed action, as the Bureau has previously
acknowledged is necessary. "Draft Guidelines for Preparing Grazing
EISs,” p. 23 (April 1979). Moreover, the EIS lacks a "no grazing®
alternative, which is necessary in order to provide a baseline for
comparison of all other alternatives and to protect riparian and other
deqraded resources. See Draft Guidelines, at 23; "Final Grazing
Management Policy," p. 1-18 (I.M, No. 82-292, March 5, 1982). Thus,
it is clear that the Bureau has already decided to maintain stocking
levels at approximately the existing numbers and that the consideration
of alternatives in the EIS has been a mere formal exercise.

The EIS obviously lacks a “full range of management practices,® as
required by the Final Grazing Management Policy, supra, at 1-18. In
fact, the EIS fails to consider any alternative management practices.
For example, the alternatives do not include any @ifferent grazing
systems, utilization levels, or seasons of use. The Bureau has
demonstrated in other grazing EISs that it can consider a range of
alternative grazing systems, seasons of use and utilization levels for
each allotment. See, ; SouthemMalheur Draft Grazing EIS, Vale
District, Oregon (198377 Willow Creek Final Grazing EIS, Susanville
District, California (1982). The absence of such alternatives in the
Headwaters EIS is a critical £law.

The discussion of alternatives in the EIS is inadequate for other
reasons. First, the “no action® alternative contains proposed range
improvements and long term forage allocation adjustments (Table 2-5,
P. 32; Table 4-9, p. 134), and thus does mot really constitute a no
action alternative, as required by NEPA. ' See 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14{d)
(1982). Second, the "protection” alternative is self-contradictory
because it seeks to advance conflicting goals. If, as the EIS acknow-
ledges, a single alternative cannot realistically "achieve wildlife,
watershed, and vegetative” objectives simultaneously (p. 143), then
the EIS should include alternatives or sub-alternatives that would
advance these individual resource goals. Without such an analysis,
the Bureau will never analyze what actions are y to
provide full protection for these resources, thereby precluding such
actions before they have even been considered.
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3. Environmental Consequences

The EIS's discussion of environmental impacts to range resources
is extremely generalized and unsubstantiated, and thus fails to
satisfy NEPA's requirements. The judgment in NRDC v. Morton requires
EISs to analyze "the actual environmental effects of particular
{grazing) permits or groups of permits in specific areas.® Although
the Headwaters EIS sets forth aggregate figures that summarize antici-
pated impacts of proposed grazing to range resources (e.g., pp. 116-18),
it completely lacks the "individualized assessment of the impact of
such grazing on local environments® required by NRDC v. Morton. The
EIS must analyze and describe envirommental consequences to particular
allotments, not juat aggregate impacts to the entire area.

The EIS also fails to subs ate the envi. 1 impacts
predicted, as required by NEPA. It lacks any analysis of the predicted
impacts of implementing particular proposals, such as grazing reductions
or modifications, in particular allotments. It also lacks any general
discussion of why certain kinds of actions might have certain types of
effects under various resource conditions. Thus, the EIS totally fails
to comply with NEPA's requirement that EISs must demonstrate that the
agency has the envi 1 analyses Y to sub:
tiate‘predicted conclusions. See, e.g., 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1, 1502.24
{1982); Department of the InteTrior, Departmental Manual on NEPA,

§ 4.14 (45 Fed. Reg. 27546 (April 23, 1980)).

Finally, the environmental impact analysis is also unsatisfactory
because it is based on hypothetical proposals that have yet to b
identified. For example, predicted improvements are "dependent upon
implementation of grazing systems, installation of range improvements,
and per of land " {p. 117), even though no such
specific proposals are identified or analyzed in the EIS. Similarly,
"improvement in riparian condition" is premised upon unidentified
"livestock grazing systems ... (and] season-of-use changes.” (p. 120}.
The BLM cannot simply expect the public to trust that appropriate
actions will be identified in the future and that as a result rescurce
problems will be resolved.

4. Range Condition and Resource Information

The EIS contains estimates of current grazing capacity in most
allotments, but lacks other important range condition and resource
information needed for the reader to assess the impacts of the proposed
actions. The statistical data on range condition (App. D) is useful,
but it must be supplemented by descriptive information in order to
ascertain and analyze specific resource problems. Such descriptions
are clearly presented for Category I allotments (App. E), and we

—n iechefsky, Project Manager
August 5, 1983
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commend the agency for providing such specific information. However,
no such descriptions are offered for Category M or C allotments, sug—
gesting that the agency has impermissibly written these areas off.

The Bureau's failure to analyze resource problems in many allot-
ments reflects a broader deficiency of the EIS's land categorization
proposals. The EIS announces categorization decisions but lacks any
discussion of how particular decisions were made. Without descrip~-
tive information on resource problems and opportunities in all allot-
ments it is impossible for the reader to assess the proposed categori-
zation decisions. The EIS should provide such descriptions for all
allotments and should analyze how the categorization criteria were
applied to reach these proposed decisions. The public would then
have a meaningful opportunity to comment on the categorization
decisions, as contemplated by the "Finai Grazing Management Policy,”
pp. 1-11 to 1-15. As written, the Headwaters EIS effectively bars
the public (other than ranchers) from taking part in these important
decisions,*

The EIS also fails to present available range monitoring data,
describe the data necessary to make management decisions, or specify
when. and how such data will be obtained. The EIS states that live-
stock use adjxscments will be based in part on "monitoring" (p. 25)
and also acknowledges that some monitoring data are available (App. N,
p. 296). However, these monitoring data are not described, and the
EIS never specifies what kind and amount of monitoring data are
necessary to make grazing decisions. In particular, the EIS fails to
explain if and why available data are inadequate, and why such data
cannot be extrapolated to make necessary grazing decisions as soon as
possible in similar allotments lacking such data. Without such
explanations, the public will never know which data are "acceptable*
to support actual grazing decisions, and such decisions may be
deferred indefinitely. See 43 C.F.R. § 4110.3-2(c) (1982). Finally,
the EIS lacks specific information about all wildlife other than
grizzly bears. For the most part, it fails to describe specific
conflicts between wildlife and livestock in particular areas, and
instead presents aggregate estimated numbers of wildlife and acres of
wildlife habitat. Nor does it describe specific critical habitat
areas. Without such detailed information, the reader cannot assess
whether the proposed action or the alternatives would adequately resolve
existing resource problems.

*The EIS also announces Ewo possible prioritization schemes for

category I allotments, as well as "final® management priorities. {App. E).
is unacceptable for "final decisions to be made prior to public

corment and selection of the preferred alternative., To establish
"final" decisions at this stage of the process makes a mockery of

NEPA's requirement of full disclosure and public participation prior

to agency decisions.
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S. Comprehensive Impact Analysis
a land use planning document, the Headwaters RMP/EIS begins
well by recognizing that its purpose is to provide a comprehensive Mr. Dem Lechefsky
framework for managing and allocating public land and resources by Project Manager
resolving particular resource problems. (EIS, p. 1.) Unfortunately, Butta District Office
the document does not follow through with this approach in its
analysis of range management. The EIS lacks any cumulative analysis
of the consequences on range, wildlife, and other resources of Bucte, MT 59702
implementing the diverse aspects of the proposed plan, such as oil
and gas leasing, land disposal, and livestock grazing. The EIS only RE: Headwaters Resource Management Plan Draft EIS
analyzes the impacts of particular types of activities on various
resources, without considering cumulative and synergistic effects. Dear Mr. Lechefsky:
Nor does it analyze the extent to which certain activities, such as
leasing and land disposal, may preclude the agency from implementing In reference to the above document, we support the BLM's slternative to
other activities, such as wildlife or livestock use. In short, the use land exchange an the primary method of land adjustmant. We are,
environmental analysis is too fragmented to be very useful in formu- however, disappointed that the Plan did not identify the landa Burlington
lating a coherent, comprehensive land use plan. Northern has offered to dispose of in the Headwaters area. (The list was
presented to you in October of 1982.) By identifying these parcels, the
6. Proposed Action public has an opportunity to comment on the proposal
In addition to the above-mentioned deficiencies of the Headwaters We alsc request that the Plan emphasize the benefits of consolidating
RMP/EIS as an analytical and planning document, its proposed action land owmership by showing how public and private coats can be reduced
for range management is also inadequate in several ways. The EIS 1f lands are blocked up.
acknowledges that the "initial proposed action” is *no action.® (p. 15).
Such an approach is unaccdptable given the resource problems that Thank you for considering our comments.
admittedly exist in the area. Moreover, additional monitoring is not
needed to make adjustments in existing grazing use where, as here, Sincerely,
available range information clearly demonstrates the need for such X
changes. Nor is livestock monitoring required before making planning /
decisions that are needed to protect important resource values, like
endangered grizzly bears (pp. 91-93), that should take precedence over rke:
livestock grazing. In such cases, livestock reductions or modifica— District Supervisor
tions should be implemented as soon as possible. To delay needed Land Planning
modifications in existing menagement under the circumstances contra-
venes the Bureau's obligation under FLPMA to "take any action necessary JAB/wc
to prevent y or undue degradation” of the public lands.
cc: W. J. Parson
Finally, the proposed action will produce a relatively small number D. D. Wnitesitr
of additional AUMs at a very high cost. The EIS fails to justify this
large expenditure, which in large part consists of a subsidy to the
livestock industry. Given recent budget reductions, it is very question-
able whether many of the "range improvements” that inure primarily to
the ranchers should be implemented.
Thank you for considering these comments.
Sincerely yours,
MB%\—\ ﬂ” v 'H LJ IBRE
David B. Edelson Johanna H. wald
O Sou e W - Msscuo Moriang 980 - 406726560
.

255



R santain
Oil & Gas Association, Inc.

APPENDIXES

45 PETROLEUM BUILDING » DENVER, COLORADO 80202
300/2334-8261

June 22, 1983

Mr. Dan Lechefsky, Project Manager
Sutte Distriet Office

Bureau of Land Hanagement

P.0. Box 3388

Butte, MT 59702

Dear Mr. Lechefsky:

L am writing on behalf of the Rocky Movntain Oil and Gas Asavcistion (RMOGA),
3 trade of y 800 large end small, involved
in all aspects of oil and exploration, production, and tramsportation sctivities
throughout the Rocky Mountain West. We sppreciate this oppoxnmlty to comment
on the Resource Plan (RMP) Topac! (EI8) for
the Headwaters Resource Area. Following are issuee we woeld Lixe to have caken
into considerstion during developmenc of the Plan and EIS.

It is eacouraging that both oil and g d developwent, and mineral
exploration and development are listed as u]ot pl-nlnng issues in the docusent,
indicating that the BLM ha col\udered these values in the planming process.
However, it appears that some plan recommendations would effectively preclude
il and gas development in areas of the Rocky Mountain Front that have very
high potential.

While none of the five areas under comsideration would be recommended for
ignati d that four areas along the Rocky Meuntain
n, Chute Mountain, Deep Creek/Battle
are recommended for Outstanding Matural Area deaigoation. Statements
in the plan such as the following illustrate the reason for this concern
"Special designation will permit essencially the sume level of p!ote:tlon for
acenic, vecreational, and other values that wilderness designation would provide.”
Such stringent would obviously energy development. The
areas recommended for ONA status are believed to have very high oil and gas
potential, and should not be effectively closed to development.

Shell Oil Company

2.0, Box 831
Houston, Texsa 77001

Bureau of Land Management

Butte District Office

ATTN Dan Lechefsky, Project Manager
P. 0. Box 3388

Butte, MT 59702

Gentlemen:

PUBLIC COMMENT

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN (RMP)
HEADWATERS RESOURCE AREA
BUTTE DISTRICT, MONTANA

Reference is made to your recent request for pub)ic comment on the subject
matter. As we understand it, the RMP will be an all encompassing plan
which directs a course of management for use and protection for all re-
source values which cover the entire Resource Area.

In any alternstive selected in tnis plan, two critical points should be
addressed: (1) In what way will the agency gather information in order to
adequately evaluste "the energy and mineral resource potential within the
planning areas, and (2) In areas where there is moderate to high potential
for deposits of energy or minerals, how is the agency going to develop land
use allocations which will be compatible with possible exploration for the
development of these resources.

Areas which contain these resource values should be allocated to lands uses
which would minimize the restrictions placed on exploration and development
of these resources. Shell 011 has the following areas of specific concern,
although we do not presently have any active operations therein:

Blind Horse Creek M1-075-012
Chute Mountain MT-075-105
Deep Creek/Battle Creek MI-075-106
Black Sage MR-075~115

All of the above listed areas have considerable potential for ofl and gas
being located within the Montana Folded Belt. We would Support any alter-
native which would not preclude these oreas from hydrocarbon exploration
and production.

Shell 011 appreciates this opportunity to express our concerns and views in
this matter. Also, we wish to be updated on your progress in this area.
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Dan Lechefsky, Project Manager
Butte District Office

Bureau of Land Mansgement

June 22, 1983

Page Two

Regulation of oil and gas operstions would apparently increase under the
Preferred Alternative. While all the alternatives considered mesume a contin-
uation of 0il and gas leasing as recommended in the Butte District Oil and Gas
Environmental Assessment, the level of leasing and stipulations would likely
differ due to more protective management practices. Under the Preferred Alter—
native, Federal minerals located along the Rocky Mountain Front would be admin—
istered with more specific lease stipulation guidance. In fact, the Preferred
Alternative represents a change from current management direction because
additional no surface occupancy vestrictions within the boundaries of proposed
Outstanding Hatural Areas would be established. The recommended course of
action would result in a decrease of 9,960 acres in land available for occupancy
lessing. This decrease in availsbility is proposed for 4 region — the Rocky
Hountain Front -- which has high oil and gas potential. While the BLM argues
that ONA designation is intended to preserve future management options while
providing full protection for surface values, this reatricted access makes
exploration and development potentially more coatly and time—consuming.

erta that the Preferred Alternative would result in no change
from l:urrent management direction with respect to mineral exploration .nd
development, as all public land would remain available for entry, unless pre-
viously withdrawn. in sddition, some exi. z.n. withdravale may be revoked in
the future Hovever,
stipulations applied to activities vuh\n Ipecnllly designated areas may make
1 i i not

The Preferred Alternative would make all Pedersl coal within the Great
Falls Coal Field avai 1 leasing,  How-
ever, only wnderground coal mining methods would be perwitted, and 10755 “acres
would be recommended for no surface occupsncy to protect public roa
of-vay, and wildlife habitat.
Thank you for consideration of our vievs.
sincerely,
/((uux/ -

Alice I. Frell
Lands Direcror

ATF/dar

Bureau of Land Management

Please place Shell 0i1 Company, at the above address, on your mailing Tist
for al) communications and notices pertinent to this subject.

Yours very truly,

La:rry 3 Séab

Land Depal
Rocky Poumtain Division

LGS: 1bh
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June 14, 1983

Mr. Dan Lechefsky
Project Manager

District office, Butte
Bureau of Land Management
P.0. Box 3388

Butte, Montana 59702

SUBJECT: Draft EIS of the Headwaters Resource Area

Dear Mr. Lechefsky,

As you may remember, I have corresponded regarding this
subject with you before, also as the president of the Sunny
vista Homeowners Association. Having reviewed the Draft EIS
I feel compelled to repeat and expand upon some of our views
that were apparently not, in my opinion, considered important
enough as factors for your EIS.

The primary, overwhelming concern of our members is the
mineral leeching processes utilized by some individuals/
corporations in the Scratchgravels. All of our homes are
supplied with water deriving from the underground streams/
water table in the Hills, and many of our homes sit directly
beneath mineral leeching operations which occur on our hill-
sides. It is a very sobering and frightening situation to be
a homeowner, who bought or built a home near the hills prior
to the leech pads installation, to look up and see a lleching
operation immediately above your home and immediately above
your only water supply for you and your family.

As you have been advised, the leeching operations utilize
a process involving hydrous cyanide, a poison. While the users
state that everything is under control with their operations,
the operations are contained only by a "pad”, what.I can only
describe (for lack of better words) as a rubberized blanket
between the cyanide and the ground surface. But despite the
pature or extent of the protections provided by these operations,
they are still operating directly above our only source of
water -- and a primary source of water for the entire Helena
area, since these springs invariably feed into Three Mile and
Ten Mile Creeks. Contamination for whatever reason -- rupture
due to the pad's age or a defect, rupture due to earthquake,
human errox, etc. =- will have the same results.

SUPERIOR O
July 11, 1983

Dan Lechefsky

Project Manager

Butte Diatrict Office, BLM
P.0. Box 3

Butte, Montana 59702

Mr. Lechefsky:
Following up to our phone conversation of late June, I'm

writing to comment on a
the DRAPT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT.

1. Seasonal Exploration Restrictions: Table 2-2 indlcates that

an area that 1s both a Grizzly Bear spring and summer range
and a Elk and Mule deer winter range would have seasonal
restrictions during the period 12/1-9/1. This would allow
unresteicted work only during the period 9/1-12/1. This

few of the items we discussed concerning

would, in may cases, be a stipulation that would make work on
a lease imposaible, If the seasonal restrictlons were such
that certain types of activites were allowed durlng the period
12/1-9/1, then the impact of this potential problem would be
lessened.

Seasonal Producticn Restrictions: Producing wells generally
require daily attention in almosat all cases and need periodic
major work to keep them producing safely and efficiently. The
seasonal restrictions placed on a lease must allow for work of
this type. Acceptable restrictions might be to limit viaits
to daytime hours only and limit the number of vehicles and/or
people allowed at & producing well at any one time.

occupancy of this nature is not allowed, then leases would
probably not be attractive for exploration or development.,

011 and Oas Leasing and Development: Overall, the guidelinea
stated in Alternative A appear to be much too restrictive to
allow for development of the oil and gas which may exlst in
certain areas. 1 think, howsver, that it, and Alternative D,
could be blended into one that would allow development. The
restrictive nature of disallowing surface occupancy (and
leases) over such wide area is the problem. A compromise
might involve restricting well locations to one per section,
restricting distances between surface locations to a fixed
distance (e.g. 2000'), and formalizing road location
guidelines.

1888 Sherman St., Suite 600
Denver, CO 80203
The Superior Oif Company Denver Production District (303) B36-2600
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Aside from the obvious financial result if the Sunny Vista
source is i which would reduce the area

from a viable residential area to a "ghost town" area due to
lack of potable water, consider the other results. As studies
have concluded, the Scratchgravel Hills area is honeycombed with
ground/rock fractures, and contaminant leakage into the ground
will certainly spread. The Scratchgravels alone will not be
affected, the leakage will extend into Helena and the remainder
of the Valley. How long the effect would exist ia unknown. But
consider the extent of the problem were this area to be struck
again by an earthquake of the magnitude of that which struck
Helena in the 30s. What would occur to the populace if, on top
of the destruction of the guake, they also had to contend with
groundwater contamination from these leeching operations? The
prospect is sufficent grounds for concern, even if it is only
a possibility,

What should then be done? An obvious alternative would be
removal of mining operations from the Scratchgravels, but I
have no illusions that you have not been bombarded with the
viewpoints of the mining concerns on that issue {as looking at
the list of contributing businesses and organizations on pages
160-161 in the EIS will show). I therefore see little prospect
of success in urging such a Quixotic notion as that embodied
in that portion of your Alternative C. However, we do believe
that you should implement a revision of your Alternative A to
provide for off-site processing of extracted mineral ores, and
thereby placing the Scratchgravels off-limits to leeching
operations and the like in order to protect and preserve th
water resources in the area. Merely require the mining concerns
to process their ores elsewhere rather than directly over the
water supply. Certainly it will cost a little more, since they
will be transporting the ores rather than merely the actual
minerals removed from the ores, but the alternative is a form
of gambling that has not yet been approved by either the people
of Montana nor the Legislature. And the mtakes at present ars
the lives of our families ve. higher profits for the mining
concern:

We ask that you consider our families as the more urgent.

Our previous letters to you adequately express our views on
the remaining issues addressed by the Draft EIS. We wish you

luck in your decision, and only ask that you make such a decision
as will provide a level of safety to ue where we will not feel
that we have been sacrificed to a few gold-seekers. Thank you
for your attention and consideration.

- H =
Sunny Vista Homeowners Association

Existing leases: I think the Impact Statement should make a
atrong statement that existing leases within the area
described are not subject to the surface occupancy and lease
atipulation, nor any other statements described in the Draft
Statement,

We at Superior 01l are working hard to establish a good
working relationship with all of the regulatory agencies involved
with our Blackleaf Canyon Unit. We are very willing to conduct
the development work within the unit as best we can to minimize
the impact on the area wildlife. The Environmental Impact
Statement and the Orizzly Bear Study, which we are helping to
aponaor, is providing us with valuable insight into how we can
operate in such a sensitive area. If I can be of additional
asslstance, please feel free to call me at (303) 863-2620.

Sincerely youra,

Wby € A i f
WILLIAM E. PRITCHARD

Engineering Manager
WEP/ ime




APPENDIXES

39a

39 b Bob Marshall llisnce comments--page two
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July 15, 1983 Box 288 Misso R G A
2083

Mr. Mike Penfold, State Director
Bursau of Land Management
Box 30157
Billings, MI 59107
EMY, ED___ AN
ADM__FILE__ACTION
Dear Mr. Peafold, LAN - _—

Pleass consider the following comments of the Bob Marshall Alliance conceming
the draft Headwaters Resource srea Management Plan. The Bob Marshall Alllance is
a coalition of 32 organizations, representing sportsmen, cutfitters, backcountry
horse users and conservatlonists.

Our interest with the plan lies 1y with the wild
recommendations for the BLN study areas that are contiguous to the Bob Marshall
¥ildemess. As you may know, the Bob Marshall Allfence hes sutmiited a proposal
for sdditions to the Bob Marehsll Wildemess in respanse to the Congresaional
attempt to resolve the RARE II lssue, and several of these sreas lle along the
Rocky Hountain Front. Since the RARE II issue involves National Forest lands, no
BLM lands are part of the current proposal, but the BLM areas have been dlscussed
By our organizatlon on several occasion and we support their designation as
wildemess.

The Bob Marshall Alliance's criteria for what areas should be part of the larger
Bob Marehsll Wildemess include contiguity, rel 1p to the and
traditional use of the area bty recreationists. The three BLM wildemess study
aress along the Rocky Mountain Front--Blind Horse Creek, Chute Mountaln and Deep
Creek-Battle Creek--are all sdjacent to National Forest lands the Bob Marshall
#lliance has proposed for wildemess, thus they ars sll contiguous. Furtter, in
terms of 1 these BLM wild study areas are particularly
critical, ss they contaln transitional habitat between the nowntains and prairie,
and are especiglly critical for the wildlife populations that use the Bob Marshall.
Finally, these three BLM areas have traditionally been used by Tecrestionists for
hiking, hunting, etc.

Ve are pleased that the BLM recognizes the specisl vslues of these three areas, as
signified by the proposed Outstanding Natural rea deslgnation. But at the same time

we this is only , and it lacks the permsnence

and force of law a Congressional designation would have. We'Te partlcularly concemed
about the potentisl impects of 01l and ges exploration snd development, and the ONA
designation gives us 1ittle security fron that threat. Even with these aTess as
wildemess, snd portions of the ¥ront recommended for no leasing or no surface occupancy,
the mgjority of lands aleng this portion of the Overthrust Belt, which 1s still

unproven as to oil and gas reserves, will still be avallable for oll and gas
developnent.

Ve would urge the BLM to take s more conservative route and protect the important
Tesources which sre already known to be present. The Bob Marshall #llisnce recommends
the final BLM recommendation for these three wilderness study areas be changed

Save the Bob.

. 40a

July 15, 1983

Michael Penfold, State Director
Bureau of Land Management

Post Office Box 30157

Billings MT 59107

Lyle Fox, Area Manager
Headwaters Resource Area
Bureau of Land Management
Post Office Box 308
Butte NT 59701

Dear Mpars. Penfold and Fox:

Thank you for the opportunity to present views on behalf of Wildlande and
Resources Association concerning the Headwaters Resource Area Resource

an. WRA rep. a group of con tion-minded people from
Great Falls and the surrounding area. The major areas we wish to address
are: (1) Management areas along the Rocky Mountain Front, (2) estimated
potential timber yield, (3) motorcycle and other off roed vehicle use, (4)
oil and gas leaasing and drilling, (5) Headwaters Resource Area land dis-
posal plan's draft environmental impact statement. We recognize that in
some instances these areas are interrelated.

The Rocky Mountain Pront is a unique ecosystem in many regarda. It is an
ecological, economical and mesthetically important region. Since wildlife
do not understand manmade boundries, it is important for man to recognize
that wildlife along the front migrate from winter to summer grounds without
regard for boundries between wildernese arems, Forest Service lands, BLK
snd public lands. The Rocky Mountain Front is a rich habltat for Grizely
Bear, Big Horn Sheep, Elk and many other species of animals.

WRA hes opposed and continues to oppose incompatible uses such as
commercial timber harvest and oil and gas activity. Not only is there
irreparable damage done by woodmaking on unstable aoils, but also there is
andangerment to the natural inhabitante of the area-

Basically WRA questions hov the areas designated along the RHF as
Cutstanding Natural Aress would be managed. Will these areas be managed
similar to wildernese? Would oil and ges leasing be peraitted? We are
opposed to 01l and gas lemsing in these arsas and other areas on the front
when it would interfere with the wildlife habitat, recreational and
economical values of the area.

We question why oil and gas has been given the "right of way" over other
possible management plana and we question wiay oil and gas explaration has
been acospted by the agency as the higheat use of these landa. The poten—
tial yield of oll and gas along the front would be very small compared to
the "natural need". Why destroy these important lande forever for a few
years use of oil and gas? We support alternative emergy uses, such as
conservation and exploration into possible new renevable eneragy sources
inatead of perpetrating the use of this non-renevable resource.

The RMF area alao has a current and long standing stable economy based on
recreational and tourist uee of these landa., If o0il and gas exploration and
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to a positive recommendation. The Headwaters Resource Area plan presents all the
t:-s:na for why these areas should be wildemness) I would urge the BLM to re-exanine
e issue.

Sincerely,
G Conts

Jas « Curtis, President

cct Sen. Jotn Melcher
Sen. Max Baucus
Rep. Pat Williams
Rep. Fon Marlense

- 40b

drilling were more freely allowed in these areas the characteristics of the
land that draws this type of business would be lost forever. After the oil
and gas i gone there would be nothing left for the wildlife or the
residents of theee areas.

In regard to the Preferred Alternative eetimmted potential timber harvest,
it is noted that the potential timber yield for the area will remain at
26.45 million board feet per decade. This 18 26 times the mctual current
harvest rate of ! million board feet per decade. We question this spread
of potential yield and current harvest and believe it would be devastating
to this resource area if the potential timber yield were met within &
single decade.

Some of the forested areas aouth of Rogers Pass (Head of the South Pork of
the Deerborn) is occupied by Grizzly Bear habitat. The increased timber
harvest potential expressed in the Plan contemplates a much increased
potential harvest over the historical harvest. Does this harvest goal take
into account possible impact on Grizzly Bear habitat? Would increased
harvest endanger the Grizzly which is protected under the Rare and
Endangered Species Act?

WRA is opposed to increased designation of areas for motorcycle and other
off road venicle use. Is allowing motorcycle events good utilization of
our energy resources? We do mot think mo. We do not believe this practice
demonstrates good land husbandry, we believe thers are already enough areas
open for motorcycle use and other off road vehicle use. We urge you to
recommend no new areas be opened to motorcycle use. We believe that cur—
rent menagement plans for motorcycle use and off road vehicle use need to
be strengthened and more specific within the management plan.

Wildlands and Resources Assoclation is opposed to the sale of public lands.
We ask that BLK recognize its authority tc adopt alternatives to sals of
public lande under 1ta jurisdiction. These alternatives include reassign-
ment of jurisdiction to appropriate state and federal land management
agencies such as the Montana Department of Pish, Wildlife and. Parks and the
U.S. Forest Service. We are opposed to any relemse of BLM lands to the
Department of State Lands because of that agency's history of poor manage-
ment of the natural résources on lands under ite jurisdiction. We also ask
that & substantiml portion of the landa listed for possible diaposal be
retained by BLM and better managed by your agency. We are not opposed to
exchange of BLM landa vith low public values for lands with higher public
valusa. Wildlende and Resources Association is strongly opposed to
release, trade, sale or exchange of any lands with moderate to high public
values for the purpose of promoting subdivision of these lands.

We thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Headwaters Resource
Area, DEI3 and compliment the staff on the time, energy and work they have
put into this plan.

Sincerely,

7 o
Patty/ Busko, President

¥ildlands and Resources Association
5414 Fourth Avenue South

Great Falls MT 59405




Milcon L. Allen
89 Lishask{ll Road
Albany, New York

Nay 21, 1983

United States Department of the Tnterior
Bureau of Land Management

Districe Office, Box 3388

Butte, Montana 59702

Pollowing are my comments germane to planning for Headwaters Resource
Ates, Butte Digtrict lsnde and ssset management.

As present and inpending litigation demomstrates, United States policy
requires that public lands be held in perpecuity and managed exclusively
under the stewardship of classified Civil Service employees.

ALl public lands must be retained; no such lands may therefore be con-
sidered for ssle or subject to any other method of disposal.

As I previously commented in rejecting proposed "dispossl care-
gories” my rationale is based on federal lav expressing Congressional
1ntent.

sincerely,

Milton L. Allen

(Typed for reproduction in the final RMP/EIS)

BrRUCE BOWLER

BosE.ibAno 83702

May 24, 1983

Jack A. McIntosh
District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
Box 3388

Butte, Montana 59702

Re: Resource Management Plan
Headwaters Area

Dear Manager McIntosh:

1 appreciate your letter of May 16, 1983, and copy of
your map for land ownership adjustments together with
your draft land use plan.

First, I must say that yours is the most intelligent
methodology I have seen in connection with asset management
administration. You really appear to be following the basic
law for sale of isolated tracts as emacted by the Congress
in the late 60's while I was on the BLM National Advisory
Board. The philosophy of this law is as good today as it
was then. If all agencies would follow your intelligent
example, the extreme rhetoric attending as set management
should be avoidable. Of course, massive public land
sales are not authorized under the isolated tract laws. The
stupid mentality that goes with the concept of paying
national debt with public land sales is main source of the
problems. Your office is commended for not indulging
this monkey business.

Many thanks.
Sincerely yours,
ép«,l, é«——//ﬁ‘
Bruce Bowler
BB/knk
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) 458 August 4, 1983

¥irgalls fioute
Loms, Montane 59460

Dan Lachefeky, Project Ramegar

Outte Dlstrict 8ffice, BN

P.0, Bex 3388

Butte, Montans 59702

Dear Mr. Lechefekys

I have studied the AAP/EIS fer Meadwatars Reseurcs Ates end offar my comments
for the record, 1 am a farmer—rencher froa farther down the wetercourse at
Virgella,

I believe your Rocky Rountain Front wildernsss stwdy units sheuld receive
 vildernass cecommendstion and should continue ts be sensged as wilderness,

Ve will ses what FS areas are designeted, but regardisss, ysu camnet justify
a1l and gas as the highest was of this land. On public lands along the Frent,
in Dutstanding Netural Arsas and ACECs their sheuld be 'ne surfacs scowpsncy®
for o1l and gas. .

Thair should be ne tisber harvast in ocoupied grizzly hebitst. Menegement
wnit #5 north of Rogers Pass o the wper Oserborn is occupled grirsly habitet,
Some forast arsas south of Rogers Pase is scowpisd prizaly habitat and forest
manugement units 26 and 26 Reer Maryeville shewld not gat high prierity for
timber harvast. And they definitaly should not bs made svailable for off-read
wotoroycle uss,

1 epposs the public Tunning areund the hills in off=roed vehiclss. In the
Sesuss discuesion yeu identify sn ORV preblem, then go on te promote it, You
shouls ot fesl like you need te give “special attention...te identify sotorcycis
uas arees, . Nhy do you fesl this way? ORV use does not centribute anything
to goed land stewardship snd for SN to promots it is wrong, wrong, wreng.

Menegement unite #9 should not be aveilable for metercyule wes, This includes
Devila Kitchen which sheuld #leo be spared from wtility cerriders.

Seunds like the land disposal program s desé fof goy. I opposs St mostly
becaues of proposed criteris for disposal. I can eupport some sxchanges. The
EIS really dida't address intur—sgency land trensfer. Weuld you please kesp
9o informed when sales ur exchengss of public lend ere planned in the ressurce
area?

Thenk yeu.

Sincerely yours,

Ju: Berner
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4366 Wead Dr.

Helena, Montana 59601
June 14, 1983

Dan Lechefsky

Project Mansger

Butte dtacrice Office

BLA

P.0. Box 1388

Butte, Moncana 59702

bear ¥r. Lechefaky;

1 am writing to inform you that after carafully reading the
Draft Resource Management Plan/ Enviromental Impact Statement
for the Headwaters Resource Area, Butte District, Montana I
strongly support Alternative "C". This slternative provides
the most sactisfactory overall enviromental protection while
still allowing adequate resource productioa.

I am a resident of the scratchgravel hills area in Helema.
Although 1 prefer altermative 'C" I would recommend several
changes to the other options Lf they are adopted.

s. No organized motorcycle svents should be allowed in the
Scratchgravel Hills area. The land, vegetation and vildlife

in che area are too fragile for a motorcycle event and the
increased year round use of the ares by motorcyclists thae

would result. Hatorcycle races are also facompatable with

many of the other recreational uses of the area such as horse-
back riding snd are incompatable with the geacral rural resident-
fal actmosphere of the surrounding areas. Alternacives "8" and
D" should be amended to exclude organized events.

b. Mining and removal of sand, gravel or other materials should
be restricted In the scratch gravel hills area because of the
fragile enviromant, the incompatability of mining with surrounding
residential use and the possibility of ground water contamination.
At a minimum, & buffer zome of land should be withdrawa from
mining activity as proposad in alternative "C" (Map on page 44

of drafe). Also, onsite processing of the ore and in particular,
che use of Cyanide should not be allowed. Page 57 of the draft
states that 'Groundwater originating im the Scratchgravel Hills

18 used for domestic purposcs Ln nearby rural subdivisions.

There is some potantial for groundwater contamination from mining
activities in the recharge area. Of particular concern is the
use of cyanide for oansite processing of ore.' Due to the large
amount of fractured rock and the large number of faults runnlag
through the Scratchgravel Hills area, the chance of grouadwater
contamination {s very high 1f ea accident or mishandling of the
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cyanide was to occur. Therefore, I would recommend that
Alternatives “A", "B" and "D" be ended to withdrav the
Scracchgravel Hills froa mining or at lesat creste a buffer
zone batween the reeidential aress and the mining. Also,
that no onsite processing of the ores be alloved anywhere in
the scratchgravel hills.

c. MHotorized vehicle use in the Scratchgravel Hillm ares

should be rastricted to designated axisting roads in the area.

The enviroment in the area is too fragile for off-road venicle
There are nuwerous axamples in the hills where off-road

vehicles have trav d an ares only once and several yesrs

later the tracks are still evidemt, These tracts teand to

channel raiowater which results fa aven greater erosion and

distruction of tha natural vegetation. Therefare plans *

and "D" whould be amended to restrict motorired vehicle use

in the Scratchgravel Hillas Ar

Thank you for your of these

Stacerely
Zoandyina A hptrn_

Barbara A. Chariton

55a

2235 Skyway
butte, NT 59701

Juae 15, 1983
Jack A, NcIntosh
MUK Discrice Menager
Butce, MT
Dear Me. Nclncosh;
In reference to the Headwaters Resourse Ares plan, s a genersl statement, I
am totally opposed to any further of Federsl lands. Even the smsller plots
might provide refuge for birds and variows other wildlife. Thess valess
would quite eoon bs lost to the public 1f they fall into private hands.

looking over the Hesdwaters map you snclessd I can sea that some
Ceaneiidetion aight be n ovder with Nuctoasl Tarest lende. Also I vosld
probably not be opposed to some axchange of lasde geusrally lecking
public veluas for Tener baceer swited lands.

Agatn, T am sbeolutely opposed to any oucright sales of seid public lands.

Stnceraly,

ATt T

Mortimer L, Nart
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Dan Lechefsky
Project Manager
Butte District Office

Subject: Headwaters Resource Ares Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Sir

The preferred -uemmu doss oot farly consiiar the vildermess valuos
out of Wilderness Study Ai s. On page 52 of the EIS, the rationsl for
7ot Tacoumending wilderness protection Ln that the srees sasll size

Pposes management problems and the area may be underlain by gas and oil
The EIS also states that oil and gas leasing will be permitted on 97% of
the Yederal lands in the Resource Ares.

The total area being for wildern 1s only 17,197
acres, only 67 of the study area. We recowsend that Alt. C be the
preferred alternative so that all intarests can be more fairly satis-
fled. The possibility of oil deposita ia weighad Eo heavily againat
known vilderness values. Size is & poor criteria for assesing wilder~
ness recomaendations as very little maintemance would be requived
anyvay. The small size is {rrelevant when the area {m adjacent to an
existing wilderness.

Sincarely yours,

David W. Cough & Linule P. Cough
1263 Bighotn R4
Helena, Montans 59601

(Typed for reproduction in the final RMP/EIS)

Dan Heinz
919 W. Silver
Butte, Mt.
July 5, 1983

Dan Leschefsky
Project Manager

Butte District Office, BLM
Box 1388

Butre, Mt. 53702

Pollowing is my opinion on how wording {n "Mansgement guidance common to
all alternacives” should be handled:

Strong direction 1s needed in this type of plan to asaure comtinulty
betveen transfering line managers.

We strongly support stromg clear mansgement directfon without guali-
flers.

The direction under water on page 19 fs a good example. The direction
18 good up to the qualifier which says "to the extent practuble”. This
essentially megates the whole direction snd leaves riperfan ueility
location to the discretion of the line officer. If a Tesource rates
special comment and direction in a resource management plan, then it
rates strong direction.

An EIS sanctified RMP is not etched in stone. If an unusual or unpre-
dictable circumstance arises that needs exception, then an EA or abri-
viated EIS can be prepared to modify the parent RMP. This is a hurdle
chat assures eXtra protection for a particulari resource. It sleo
asaures sdequate public imvolvement.

Sincerely,

Dan C. Heinz

(Typed for reproduction in the final RMP/EIS)
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67 Garfield Street
Cambridge, Mmssachusetts 02136

Dan Lechefsky, Project Manager
Butte Biotrtet Office

BIM P.0.Box

Butte, kontens 39702

Gentlemen:

I select Alternative C - Rmphasizes BEnvironmental Protection

0il and Gas In this a 1y 22,000
acres less are available to 1easing and ﬂlnlomnt along the
Rocky Mountain Pront as compared to Alternative A (Preferred).

In this elternative, approximately24,000 More of federsm mineral
estatewlihin specific portions of the Rocky Mounyain Pron

would not be availablé for leasing because of no surfac

occupancy stipulations that would prohibit leasing and dsvelop—
ment. This ruling is desirable becmuse it gives a large:

of protection to wildlife habitat.

Livestock — This alternative in long term livestock use would de-
crease 10% below current levels as cpmpared to Alternative A ——
6% wbove cwrrent Levels; This is only approximately 5,000 abre
A0Ma but groundwster is taken from Tiparian areas whith ha

an sdverse effect on wildlife habitet.

Wilderness Study - In this a ve, all five
of the arems currenily under wilderness study would be recommended
to Congresg for wilderness e--xgmuon. In the long terw, 17,197
acres in the resource are e maintained under w:u.darnea-
values.%None of the five s Congress
for wilderness dssignation; three areas would be recomanded as
Outetanding Natural Aress and managed as wilderness, * Al%. A.
It's my view, among the most imporiani BIM Wilderness Study Areas
in the Headwaters Rescurce Area are the units scattered along

the mmggificent Rocky Mountain Pront especially those ad jacent

to the Bob Marshall Wilderness.

Porest - Altsrmatives A and C sre mors or less the same insofar ae
forest resources would b la.nﬂg.d esmentislly as they are at
t. Timber interes ven e good priority and resource
-watersheds and ildlife habitat are not overliooked.

Land Ownorship Adjustment - Alternative A and Alternative C are
the same, I have no comments.

62¢c

Alternativee Considered in Detail - Alt. A

Special Designstions - The Blind Horse Creek, Bar Mountain,
Chute Mountain and Deep CrleK/Blttlt Creek areas would be
designated as Outstanding Natural Arems....The Sleeping Giant
Area would be designated ap an Ares of Critical Environmental
Concwrn.

Selection of Preferred Alternative - Alt. A

Bationale (In Pars) - The use of Outstanding Natural Area desig-
nation is preferred in this case because of the management flexi-
bility such designations would allow if significant 0il and gas
Teserves are proven to exist beneath these areas in the future.
During the interim, special demignetion will permit essentially
the same level of protection for scenic, recreational and other
values that wilderness designation would provid

PAGE 3

In the Summary, Alternative C emphasiges envirommentsl protection.
This includes the five areas currently under wildgrness study and
which would be recommenied to Congress for wilderness designetion.
AB @ result, wilderness values would be maintained over the long
%erm on 17,197 acres in the resource area. This designation
would eliminate any problems in management and would prohibit oil
and gas explorations in the future.

Why save wilderness? It provides reoreational opportunities,
wildlife habitat. wildernees mtlctl -#mtersheds mnd prevents
floods. It helps maintain mir guality and water quality. Lastly,
future gensrations will have a silk. in these lands if left in
their natural settings - a wonderful heritage.

Mildred Leonard

LETTERS
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Mineral Exploration & Development - Alternative A and Alternative
the same with one exception,
pproximetely 2,960 acres of public land in
the Scratchgravel Hills would be withdrawn from mineral entry
in an effort to limit future impacts of mining on groundwater

resources
The 11, 587 acres of public land withdrawn from minersl ent:

* Beems very small to me when compared to Alternative A 613,486

acres) and Alternative C (610,526 acres) which would be svailanle
For mineral entry and developaent; thers must be some units

thege aress which would qualify for wildemess dosignati

or Dutatanding Natural Ateas. |(See onolostd cLLPPing which was
published in the Boston Globs—-a local paper--teken from the
Washington Post. I thimk the views sxpressed are very pertinent
on thé isse of oil and gas exploration leasing.

Motorcycle Events — In Alternative C approximately 25,000 acres
more of public land (102,513 acres) including five other aress
would be closed to -otorcycla events as compared to Alterpative
& (77,203 scres) including Scratchgravel and Limestane Hills.
Motorcycles over a period of time would cause soil erosion and
deatroy any wilderness values. I like BIM's plan that applice-
tions fot these events will be evaluated on & case-by-case basis.
on public lands for further consideration.

Motorcycle Vshicle Acceas - My preference for Altomnw c in
this Mansgement Plan is that approximately 6,000

public land (18,037 aervs) as compared to utcmtivo A (12,058
acrex) would be closed yearlong to motoriged vehicle acceas,
otherwise the alternatives are more or lese the samer-minor
differences in acreage sige.

Utility and - Ny p for Altem—
tive C is that it idcntitiel 17 191 acres of public lend @

i lunive avenss Tmote in both Alternevive A tnd ALternative o,
Srolimios sreas would be catablished in Scratchgravel and Lime-
stone Kills and other ¥Xey areas having wildermess quality. In

‘the Preferred Alternative, Management Direction is certainly

not overlooking utllity intor-ltg wherein approximately 238,838 acres
or 77% of the public land would bs available for development

of utility and tm-pon-uen corridors,

Conl - Alternative C would make none of the federal coal

in the Great Falls Cosl Field available for further considera-
tion_of coal lslli.ng wher in Alternative A all federal coal
in the @FCF would be available for further consideration for
coal leasing.

In view of the large scale leasing and planned coal sales in
states in the West and Southwest, I fesl coal will end up being
& ‘glut in the marketi—-rather short-sighted planning, under
exiating sconomic conditionm.

‘Wildlife areas to be leased

signer to streamiine keasi

nservation  vice were
£roups and Interior Secretary t
James G Watt's congreanianal g

The new policy s refieciod in
rules dexwn up by the Buremy of
Land Management that are de-
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Tom Literski
4366 Head Dr.
Helena, Montana 59601

Dan Lechefaky
Project Manager
Butte District Office
LM

P.0. Box 3388
Butte, Montana 59702

Dear Mr. Lechefsky;

1 an wricing to inform you that after carefully reading the
Drafc Resource Management Plan/ Enviromental Impact Statement
for the Headwaters Resource Area, Butte District, Montana I
stroogly support Alcernative "C”. This altermative provides
Ehe momt satisfactory overall enviromental protection while
scill allowing edequate resource production.

I am a restdent of the scratchgravel hills area {n Helena.
Although I prefer alternative "C' I would recoamend several
changes to the other options if they are adopted.

a. Mo organized mororcycle events should be allowed in the
Scratchgravel Hills area. The land, vegetation and wildlife

in the ares are too fragile for a motorcycle event amd the
increased year round use of the area by motorcyclists that

would rasult. Motorcycle races are also incompatable with

many of the other recreational uses of the area such as horse-
back riding and are incompatable with the general rural resident-
ial atmosphere of the surrounding areas. Alternatives 'B" aad
“D" should be amended to exclude organized evonts.

b. Mining and removal of sand, gravel or other materials should
be restricted fo the scratch gravel hills area because of

fragile emviromenr, the incompatability of mining with surrounding
residential use and the possibility of ground water contamination.
At & ainioum, a buffer zome of land should be withdvawn from
miniog activity as propascd im alternative "C' (Map on page 44

of draft). Also, onsite processing of the ore and ia parcicular,
the use of Cyanide should not be allowed. Page 57 of the draft
states that "Groundwater originating im the Scratchgravel Hitls
is used for domestic purposes in nearby rural aubdivisiona.

There 1s some potential for groundwater contamination from mining
activities in the recharge area. Of particular concern is the
use of cyanide for onsite processing of ore.” Due to the larza
amount of fractured rock and the large number of faults running
through tne Scratchgravel Hills area, the chance of groundwater
contamination ia very high if an accident or mishandling of the

Susan L. Marsh

P.0. Box 973

Bozeman, Montana 59771
31 July 1983

Lyle Fox, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Butce, MT

Dear Mr. Fox:

1 am writing to comment on the draft management plan for che Headwaters
Resource Area. First, let me commend the BLM for it spparent recogmi-
tion of the importance of land in this area for wildlife habfrat. 1
hope that maintenance and emhancement of wildlife habirat remains a high
priority in this Resource Avea.

Second, 1 wish to express my opposition to any sale of public land, I
support a program of trading parcels that have lirtle value to the
public or to wudufe. which are difficult to manage and could be put to
sgricultural u Such parcels should be traded for more valuable
ilditte nabirac. Although the publicized "asset mansgement” program

has for the moment been abandoned, T urge the BLM to carefully comsider
each patcel that has been identified for disposal n its ongoing prostan
of sales and exchanges, and be certain that all exchanges bemefi

natural resource management, wildlife habitar, and the public incerest.

I do mot belfeve that inabflity to gain access to an isolated parcel of
land is cause for disposal., Thet 40-acre parcel may be a significant
vefuge for upland birds and mammals in an area that has been cultivated
or otherwise made unavailadle to wildlife. If it can be shown beyond
reagonable doubt that such & parcel is mot of value to wildlife thea it
should be traded for one that is, mot sold.

I apprectate the chance to comment on the plan; as I tried to express at
the beginning of thia letter, 1 think you have done a good job in pre-
paring this draft plan, eapecially in relstion to wildlife. My major
concern 1s sales of public lands.

Sincerely,

Susan L. Marsh

(Typed for reproduction fn the final RMP/EIS)
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cyanide was to occur. Therefore, I would rccommend that
Alternacrives "A'. “B” and "D" be amended to withdraw the
Scratchgravel Hills from mining or at least crcate a buffer
zone between the residential areas and the mining. Also,
that no onsite processing of the ores be allowed anywhere in
the scratchgravel hills.

c. Hotorized vehicle use in the Scratchgravel Il1lls area
should be restricted to designated existing roads in che area.
The enviromeat in the arza Ls too fragile for off-road vehicla
use. There are numerous examples in the hills where off-road
vehicles have traversed an ares only once and several years
later the tracks are still evident. These tracts tend to
channel ratnwater waich results {m evem greater erosion and
distruction of the natural vegetation. Therefore plans "B"
and "D" should be amended to restrict motorized vehicle va2

in the Scratchgravel Hills Arca.

Thank you for your comsideratfon of these commante.
Stncerely

‘
Tom L1¥erski

% NEWMAN RANCH

70, Box 12 Chotean, Montana B042% (€08)466-0150r 485-6680

June §, 1983

Mr. Dan Lechefsky
BLM-P.0.
Butte, l‘bntana 59701

Dear Sir:

We have reveiwed the RMP/EIS draft far the
Headwaters Resource Area, and would like to let
you know that we are infavor of Alternative A,
regarding wilderness areas.

We have over the past decade managed closely
with other federal agencies leased and land allotments
clasely related to your study and feel that a great
accomplishment has been made in preserving this natural
resource.

If y
our offfce at 466-5651.

Sincere,

“Breeders of Guality Cattle’

ou have further questions, please feel free to call



642 Honroe Avas
Helena, Mont. 59601
August L, 1983

Buresu of land Mansgement
Headwaters Resource krea

Box 3388

Butte, Montans 59702

Re: Headuater Resource Mansgement Plan.

1 have spent considersble time reading end trying to understand
this plan, and I have slso made phons calls to Butte to clarify
soma details. As per your Tequest, here are ome of my comments

on your draft copy of RMP:
(1) Appendix E: Priority has sasipned nusbera 1 and 2, but
no explanstion of mesning of 1 and 2 piven in text.
(2) Do not kmow what is reslly mesnt by "slternative".
What sre the slternatives being considersd for mpecific
allotmenta?
¥o mention is made of present Ranpe User - B.L
cooperation in ourrent management; i.a., deferred grasing
(a5 defined in sopendix G).
Appendix E seems to sugRest that deferred grasing is the
wronz alternative plan.
The phone calls 41 help to clerify points in the manual.
Stncerely,
SThprea L, S ozreil

Gloris 0'Connell
nch

77a

2110 Eradbrook Court
Billings, MT 59102

July 5, 1983

. Dan Lechefsky, Eroject Manager .
g':aaquarters Resource Area "draft EIS
Butte District Office, BLN
F. 0. Box 3388 -

Butte, Montana 53702

Dear S15:
2 jurce Area
 ome of yous meps of the Eesdguarters Rescurce
B Sec showing the sress snd the compent oo Tho Teverss
N e® T aldn't try to show the exact locabions -7 jus
O e D approximste township locaticns —- bope this 1s
satisfactory.
& tavor "sale,” but trede oT exchange
I a0 A ead sdjacent or near holdings of
Be oonsidered to be dis-
snegine for wildlife- I
i guch dispossl blocks up land for
e 00 long history of breaking land
fers in grass.”

48 a general rule,
%o block up holdings.

"sodbusters
that otherwise saould have been

Very truly yours,

Afadh wak-
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‘William V. Peterson
213 Holcomb Ave. N,
Litchfield, Minnesota 55355
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Dear Sir:

In reading through Headwaters Resource Area Resource Management Plan/
Environmental lmpact Statement, I thought that you should know that the
Teton County SCS, the Forest Service, and Mr. Newman have the first and
only working joint agreement. This is on the Blind Horse Creek or we
call it Chicken Coulee Allotment.

The trip we took into this area last year was very impressive on de-
velopment of their water sources for better utilization of the range
grass. The range was mot over grazed. Newman was rotating the
pastures. He is trying to improve the vegetation from the time he took
the allotment over.
s a board of supervigors of Teton SCS we are opposed to any more
wilderneas in the area. Tne people in the county camnot afford to
protect people from tae grizzly bears. Also no state nor federal agency
has the man power to do this. S50 why promote the increase in the grizzly
bear population?
We are hoping to have snother joint tour of this area iv August of this
After seeing it last year it will be interesting to see if there
Algo to see how the draws come back from the large
hail storm they had prior to our trip last year. I would be opposed to
eliminating csttle from this allotmeat down the road.

I have not seen the other allotments in Teton County, but would be
opposed to have them in wilderness.

Youra Truly

Charles W. Proff
Chairman, Teton SCS

Will you let us know how the final study comes out. Thank you.

(Typed for reproduction in the final RMP/EIS)
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2621 3E §3rd Stre
LiSttcuse Folot, *eests 33064
ay 1%, 1623

¥r. Don lechefaky

Progpet tomzer

Butte District Office

Bl

Fede box 53€8
Butte, Montsna 702

iar dr. leshefskyt
fsrding the Hrsdusters Fasource ires Fasource o Flaa 533, T support
cpmppast ‘te adoption of alterostlve 3 laclicizg the eatLilis Zive
wildernese sress totaling 17,157 aoress It 43 Liportent thet serteln cress

ressin in priaitive sonditiow to yrotect wildlife, scenio, snd otter valuese

Sineerely,

B Lo, J

Aaed Jecord

G
MAY 2 0 1983

ooy Of Lart Masageme
e Dhte Oy

And remain very much opposed to the sale of sny public lands. As it a
ears to be a felony!
Aloo ve must lcl:ept that when we save wildernes: ve America.

sincerely,

J. R. Svanson

(Typed for reproduction in the finsl RMP/RIS)

264

John R. Swanson

P.0. Box 922

Berkeley, Calif. 94701
July 7, 1983

Mr. Dan Lechefsky

Project Manager

Butte District Offfce, BLM
Butte, Montana 59702

Dear Mr. Lechefsky:
Please accept my comments, as follows, concerning:

Resource Ares, Resource Pl
Impact Statement ~

T have lived and worked in this area of Montana and first became ac-
quainted vith such region of t ate nearly fifty years ago.

And remain of the firm opinion (hl( this area of the State of ¥ontana
contains outstanding wilderness, scenic, wildlife, fish, botanic and
cultural resoures of certain national importance; significant segments
of our natlons ural heritage; and areas that provide a vital refuge
for man and for all life on this endangered planec.

T urge that our public lands be managed as a preserve.

To protect ecosystems, preserve watersheds, save and enhance wildlife
and fiah and their respective habitats, expand and strengthen wilder-
ness, promote biological divereity and to recover and restore used-
damaged lands to their natural environmental condition.

The basic-fundamental-purpose of the pubiic lands is to preserve per-
manently the wilderness, scenic, wildlife, fish, botsnic and cultural
resources found on such land and water areas.

The following areas, with acreage, aa managed by the Bureau of Land
Management, Headvatars Resource Ares, to receive full wilderness clas-
siftcation and to be added to any national wilderness preservation
syste

Blind Horse Creek 6,000
Chute Mountain 3,500
Deep Creek-Battle Creek 4,000
North Fork, Sun River Complex 650
Beaver Meadows Complex 1,700
Sleeping Giant 7,000
Elkhorn 4,500
Black Sage Complex 7,000
Yellowstene River Island 56
Plus, additionsl ares-acreage to be included in our wildernese syatem
and to total some 50,000 acre
For a grand total of some 85,000 acres of Bureau of Land Management
units in this Headvaters Resource Area added to our Natiomal Wilderness
Prumuuon System,
o1l and coal development will surely decimate this resource ares;
both Bureau lande and all other landa.

84a

Ur. Dan Lechefsky, Projan, Project Marager
Butte District Office,

P 0.Bos 3388

Butte, NT 59702

Dear ¥r. Lechefsjy:
We think that Altermative G is the best--or at least the least harmful of the slternatives.

Coal and gas are finite resources and if we d wage the environment the harm which we do will
Probably remain long after the coal, gas and minerals hac been used up and can no longer be
sxnloited. But we eannot exveet the present administration in Washington to consider that
4= all that they can ses 1s today'' monetary profita which are directly before them.

There are many alternative energy sources which are not finits but necause no cne source would
solve the whola nroblem fot too 11“1@ attention has been raid to thew.

Ynury truly, %[ %

Vr. & Mrs, R Poland, Y. & Mrs, L Harwood, Nra. G Nunn, & Mrs, O Penson, %r, & Mrs, ¢ Fyle,
Mr. & Mre. ¥ Colette, Mrs, & Varca, Mr. & drs. N "almn, lr. & ¥ra. T, Oranes, Mr.Grs.T Szabo,

M. kel W, Thoralay
10683 Schoaterr
Dok, Mi 44205
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MONTANA COLLEGE
500 Nortn 30th Sireet
Butlings. Montana 9101-0298

ey 24, 1903

‘EPARTMENT OF S0CIOLOGY
ANO POLITICAL SCIENGE.
(208} 087231172738

Jack A. Mclatosh, Dist, Mansger
¥, 5, Dept. of the Interior
B.LoW., Diat, Office

Box 1)

Butte, Nontana 39702

Dear Mr. McIntosht

T do wot spprove of the of amy public lemds, howe:
the materials you recently sent me, I have received the 4
impect statement on tha Weadvaters Rescurce Ares Rasource Managememt Plan

and the Land Ownership Adjustments map, 1 am workine through the envirommsnt
impact statemsnt and once I have a grasp of what is being said, 1 will offar

wy comments.
urs,

—

Richard Walener, *h.D,
Professor,Boctology
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