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PO Box 4457
Jackson, WY 83001
May 14, 2003

Prill Mecham

Pinedale Field Ottice

432 East Mill Street

PO Box TR

Pinedale, WY 82941-0768

[Decar Ms, Mecham:

| have reviewed your Snake River RMP, and have listened to the JH and Trust's
proposal for assisting in the disposal of the public resources you are charged managing
in Teton County. 1 offer the following input for your review.

I 1. These lands are owned by the public, and the tederal government as a
responsibility to manage the lands they are charged with protecting.
In the past survey research done by your office, I believe that
something like 85% of your public responses asked that these lands
be kept in the public trust, and managed by the federal government
mainly to provide wildlife protection and recreational access. Your
many alternalives constdenng disposal of your responsibility appear
very selt-serving, and go against what the Amencan public has asked
vou to do, Any attempis to shift these lands to private ownership are
detnmental to the resources you are charged with managing and
protecting. These lands must remain in the public trust. and he
managed to the levels required by your national policies, or by
another apgency like the Forest Service. The parcels and the nver may
alzo be managed through a management agreement with a local river
orgamzation willing to manage the parcels that have a stake in
watcrshed management and recreation administration, such as the
Snake River Fund, Once again, any attempt to take these lands into
private ownership through highly discounted sales or auctions in this
area is poor management by you, and will be met with a great deal of
opposition!

Your plan speaks very little o the outstanding features of the sectiop.
of river where your parcels are. You give a passing acreape .
description in a couple lines of text, and hittle else. Each of thes
parcels must be analvzed and evaluated so that social mana
¥ssues can be deternmned to ascertain what is best managemen
preseription for each parcel beyond dumping it on the first "\ ot T
unsuspecting grecdy private organization that desires to make a pﬁﬁl i F
'3 ot of it. Your plan also fails to address overall river health, the =~ o
impacts that have been caused by the past 40 years of BLM et g
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"management by not managing” technique, The past, present and
foreseeable impacts of the condition of the river and purcels caused
by your agencies lack of management actions must be studied and
evaluated: not just described in a couple of sentences.

. The Jackson area has numerous organizations that would he

interested in helping with land management functions if they were
approached by the BLM. Most would be interested in participating
without the need 1o have land deeded over to them. Not fully
evaluating these issues on your part would be a termible mistake!

. This section of nver that the federal government owns all the public

aceess to, talls victim to more and more significant problems each
yerr as more commercial and noncommercial river users attempl to
float this section. Federal guidelines require that all commercial
operations doing business on public lands must be evaluated and
placed under special use permit if permissible. Your failure o follow
tederal management guidelines has led te many impacts on the river
including frequent conflict between users on BLM parcels, negative
impacts on the unregulated commercial float fishing industry, and
problems with perceptions of overcrowding that ruin the river
experience for many. Fulure by you to manage and preserve these
parcels and waters will lead to more and more problems. River use
will continue to rise, and if still unmanaged and unregulated, impacts
will affect neighboring landowners and others. This 1s not an
acceptable option for anyone. The current lack of management
personnel on duty on this part of the river has already led 1o violent
confrontations, excessive human waste on some private land parcels
next to the nver, and has created a huge health and safety problem
with an unregulated rafting and fishing industry that may or may not
have adequately trained puides, insurance, sate boating skills and
vehicles, and is not compensating the federal government for this use
as mandated.

. You parcels on this scction of niver are the only public acccss

available. It is imperative that these parcels remain in public
management! If not, access to this section of river can be lost! These
situations frequently allow greedy landowners to be able to charge
excessive fees to people desinng access through private lands, getting
on and off the river. This is an atrocious issue to think about coming
to fruition! Even 1f you dumped these parcels on to Teton County to
manage, there could be great mequities that Teton County could
charge the public. Some rivers in California and on the east coast
have counties that chunge over $6/person 1o launch from their
properties. This must not be allowed to happen. These lands must
rémain in the public trust, and any financial gains that come from
river management must go back to taking care of the river and federal
lands.
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? &. It appears at this time that you nor other groups with big plans for the
nver have not adequately studied or drawn up adeguate plans to
implement any possible alternative. We will not endorse any plan that
does not speak to how every aspect of every alternative will be
managed in the future. At this time, you nor the county or JH Land
Trust are able to answer questions relating to how use will be
managed in the futire, how public access will be maintained, how the
management planning for this section addressing the high levels of
use will be completed, who will manage the commercial use on the
public access, what puarantees there will be that access will not
become a prohibitively high priced fee proposition that keeps the
public from being able to afford to use the river or their public lands,
what are the current and future impacts of the levels of use on the
river to the niver system and wildlife, ete. Your failure to do this
research 18 appalling, and nothing should move torward until
everything is adequately addressed and you can make guarantecs on
these issues into the next few decades.

8 7. You must not take any management options that are based on profit
motives! Doing this is not what you have been charged to do in public
management, nor is that your only solution! Anything that requires
transfer of public lands to any organization must be a public process,
and should not be considered if a profit motive is required repardless
who the proceads are given to in hopes of making this coime appear
abovehoard. These lamds should, now and in the futurc be for all the
American people. The JH Land Trust proposal will solve many of
your problems as an agency, but you will be serving only the super
wealthy of Teton County at the cxpense of the common taxpaying
citizen. Thes must not happen. You need to go outside the box and
search for every possibility and group that would be willing to help
with the management without needing to make a few million off their
proposul. The Land Trost only offers pure parcel management. It
would be much less expensive and public lands would not be lost if
you merely placed your parcels with a local real estalc management
agency as if the parcels were merely sparc condominiums as this
proposal mikes them look.

9 . There are river management programs upstream of you in the park,
downstream on the forest, and further downstream below the dam by
the Idaho BLM. Obviously, savings can be realized by working with
other programs that have existing management infrastructure in place.
1 have called both the Forest Service and the Jdaho BLM and found
out that you have never come forward with any type of co-
managemeni proposal beyond trying to pawn the parcels and the 40
vears of problems you have created by not doing vour job, onto other
agencies with littlc money to adequately manage what they currentiy
have. This does demonstrate your willingness and ability to make no
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attempt to do what 15 nght by the American public you work for. It is
very apparent that you do not care to participate in land management
in Teton County, nor do you care what happens afier you sign the
property over to anyone who is willing to take it. That is quite sad,
and speaks volumes aboul your agencies desire to do serve the people
who have trusted them with caring for our public treasures!

A real environmental evaluation must be done an this section of river
leoking at the river system, and not just individual parcels. Although
it will cost a great deal of money to put an allocation system in place,
you must do that before moving any further with your plans. Merely
signing over parcels to others will not achieve this necessary process.
Tuming your back on the problems you have created is unsceeptable.
Some organization or agency down the line will have to do this when
its becomes completely unmanageable on the river, and current
neganve impacts continue to the point of sertous damage that nobody
can any longer ignore. Each year a specitic plan on use, access
assessments and formal river management planning does not occur,
more problems and impacts will eecur on this section of river and the
public parcels of land, and the ability to regain order and tumn this
mess around will slip further away. The propoesed "cut and run”
alternatives in your document show a huge lack of taking responsibly
on vour part. Merely passing the buck to some other poor slob, is not
what good public stewardship is about.

. ¥ou have incredible opportunities at this time to improve the river

expertence for nver users. Please consider management
implementation of things the public currently desires such as:
providing more river access poinis to spread use and people out, the
providing things like camping opportunities and meal sites {which
currently are not provided on any section of this river in Wyoming),
and employing personnel to keep the peace on ramps where verbal
and physical fights are frequent. Your document reveals that you have
no iden what the actual use levels, both commereial and
noncommercial, are on this scction of fver, nor have you even taken
the time to observe how this use moves down the river or what people
feel about their experience. Your failure to even care enough to look
at this issue and work with the public is very apparent, and tragic.
Please do what is right, and follow your missions bevond where the
line where is says you can dispnse of useless property.

Shifting land ownership to the Land Trust who will only be
working with their wealthy benefactors is wrong. Ifsome land is
going (o end up m private hands, making wealthy landowners
wealthicr is not what the rest of the tax paying public desires. Before
any lands are considered for transfer, you need 1o do a thorough
analysis of the highest and best usc of these parcels, Taking the firsi
proposal that comes through the door that you can make money on
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would be a travesty. [ know there has been very little public
participation in this latest process put on by your agency. That is very
likely due to how many times you have held meetings and made
noises like you might actually step up to the plate and follow your
agency's management guidelines. The reality in Teton County is that
many people are very interested in what becomes of the river and
thesr public lands, You have merely lured people into believing that
no matier how many meeting they attend, or how many thoughtful
letters they write, that nothing will ever get your office into formal
river management actions. Many people complain a great deal. You
have left most of the public believing any participation is futile, and
nothing con be done to get you to not sell their lands o save your
agency the trouble of doing what they are paid 1o do. The lack of

l 3 federal funding affects all agencies. Not having the money needed to
do the job well is also a problem the National Park Service and the
Forest Service both suffer from. They both still do ther best to
manage their lands and rivers in spite of these barriers. The Forest
Service has gone as far as working with the rver community 1o
procure private donations to make things happen. Neither agency has
ever merely tried to give land and rivers away to whomever will take
it and run away from the issues as you have over the vears, You
should be too embarrassed to be trying these underhanded things!
You look that much worse when other federal agencies continue to do
whal they are mandated to regardless of budgel problems, while
Pinedale BLM really has not ever even tried to

12, As more and more information is reaching river users about your
unannounced close-door mectings with the JH Land Trust, you will
find that there 15 a large amount of interest in the river and what
happens to it. Even though cilizens that quit coming to vour public
meetings years ago because they tired of listening to empty promises
and management inaction, [ promise there will now be a very
conecerned group of people who will tuke notice in your process and
decision making.

In closing, please do not make any rash decisions about absolving yourself of

being land managers in Teton County, WY Please extend your comment period to allow

14 the public to let you know how they feel about the Land Trust's 11th hour plan. Spend
the time needed 1o do a real analysis that considers the bealth of the aver as a whole and
cach individual parcel, evaluates the fish and wildlife concems in the corridor, deals
with management prescriptions at access point on the river that set allocations and
implements o permit system needed to provide great experiences for all rver users and
protects all natural resources and public lands and niver access under vour care and on
the river.

Sincerely,
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May 16, 2003

Ms. Kellie M. Roadifer

Planning & Environmental Coordinator
Bureau of Land Management

P.0. Box 768

Pinedale, WY 82941

Re: Snake River Rezsource Management Plan DEIS dated January 2003
Dear Ms. Roadifer:

I am writing on behalf of the Jackson Hole Land Trust (JHLT). The JHLT has
reviewed the DELS referenced above and supports the “Preferred Altornative,”
subject to the following comments.

Chver the past several weeks the JHLT has discussed an idea for
implementation of the Preferred Alternative with a number of different
individuals and organizations in Teton County. The concept includes the
possibility of the JHLT purchasing some of the BLM parcels, subject to
restrictions on development of the parcels and provision for continued public
ACCLSS. '

Our concept includes provisions for the resale of some of these parccls to
private individuals. Such sales would be made subject to the terms of the
BLM conveyance and perpetual conservation easements to be retained by the
JHLT insuring preservation of the wildlife, scenic and public recreational
values of these lands. Our idea is that the Grand Teton National Park, Teton
County and the JHLT could share the proceeds of these sales for conservation
work in Teton County. Implementation of this concept could also gencrate
funds to the federal treasury. '

While many of thuse with whom we spoke were supportive of this concept,
others raised understandable concerns about the potential for change in
ongoing uses of these lands. The JHLT shares these concerns and supports
continued public access and use of these lands in a manner that is consistent
with their unique natural values.

The Preferred Alternative specifically includes the possibility of transferring of
some of the lands to private, non-profit land preservation entities (such as the
JHLT). The JHLT believes that the BLM's final decision should allo e
sale of appropriate parcels by a land trust to private owners, subj :
conservation easements insuring public access and the preser n of natur
resources. The [HLT recognizes that not all of the BLM parcefﬁﬁhgr]@%}
managed in this fashion; however, allowing some private ownerst s
described offers important opportunities for public benefits with “"51’1[ ész{? :
! % é“' Al
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RO S public cost, and we believe that it should be considered as a possible
JACESL alternative for the BLM.

The JHLT looks forward to working with the BLM in the future as you

il oot n implement your Resource Management Pian for the Snake River.
LANID TRUST

Thank you for your consideration of our commenis.

Sincurulf,

Leslic Mattson
Executive Director
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jimmyslanford @earthli Too pinedalewymail &bim.goy
kel cc:

To whom this may concern,

Hi, my name is Jim Stanford, and T am a Jackson resldent concerned about the
future of BLM parcels along the Snake River.

I urge the BLM to find the best way to preserve thess lande For their sceaic,
wildlife and recreation walwe. The Spake River corridor through Jackson Hole
ig ane of the most spectacular stretches of riparian habitar in America, and
the BLM should do everything in its power Eo kesp the corridor as priscine as
pogsible,

nder no circumstances should these parcels be aold o adjacent landowners or
developers. Feep the snakes away from the Snake, and keep the Snake nacural
and free, And, please, keep public lands in the public's hands,
"Improvementa® should be kept Lo a minimum. Beoat ramps and toflecs ae wilson
and South Fark, and perhaps an overnlighbt camping site or Ewo are needed. The
propozal to relacate the South Park hoat ramp co the up'pﬂs]_l‘_e bank af che
river, oo a BLM parcel, is a smart idea.

Thank you for consldering my loput.

Sincerely,

Jim Stanford

o
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Ref:  BEPR-M May 15, 2003 _,-1" ’“}"-‘* »
Priscilla Mecham. Ficld Managecr i E’E :
Srake River Resource Management Plan .
Idieresint oxl gandd |\-‘:|.'ll!:|.g¢ll!lu1ﬂ L
0

Pincdale Ficld Office
PO Box 768
Pinedale, Wyoming 82941

Re:  Draft Envirarmental Impact Statemeny for
the Snake River Resowrce Monagemens Mo
January 2003; (1610 (930) Snake River RMPI

Dear Ms. Mecham,

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Poliey Act
(NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the Region 8 Office of the United States
Eavironmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draff Enviranmental Impact
Starement (DELS) for the Shake River Resource Management Plan (RMP), dated January 2003,
Section 309 of the Clean Aar Act directs EPA to review and comment in writing on the
environmental impacts of any major federal agency action. EPA recognizes the ellort and
resources that are commuitted to the preparation of documents of this nature and hopes to
facilitate the NEPA process with general commenis described below and additional enclosed
comments. [t is our intent 1o identify and provide information on issues which EPA believes
should be further considercd and potentially addressed in the Final EIS..

EPA recognizes the value of developing a RMP for the Snake River planning area and
agrees with the overall goals of the preferred alternative to manage land uses lor public access,
precreation wse, open space, and wildlife habitat. The chosen altermative for the RMP will outline
the first management npproach for BLM-administered public lands in the Jackson Hole area,
Criven the ever-incrcasing pressurcs on resources in the planning area, it is eritical that the BLM
take every opportunity lo improve or recover stressed ecosystem components. Development of
an RMP for the Snake River puts the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in a unique position to
establish a repewed cflont o address environmental impacts to the river’s aquatic and riparian
ecosyslems. [mproved conditions will greatly improve the resiliency of the ecosystem to provide
for increasing demands of lood plain resources,

£
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The DEIS indicates that the Snake Kiver 1s not at proper functioning condition (PFC),
I'he complexity of the river system and irs impacts require that @ single restoration stratepy for
the entire river scgment is necded o eventually improve the condition of the B Maadministersd
paicels. Winle LI'A recogimees the muitigle-use mamdate on BLM-admimistered lands, our
comments on this DEIS are mainly targeted 1o ensure that this RMP results in ccological
tistad nability swvhile mceting multiple-nse objectives. I ecosystenm (unctions ave not maistadomed.
mahy of the resources that draw the public to visit the BLM parcels or that are used for
development purposes may become further impured or lost altogether.

Crovernmental and non-governmental entitics are initiating collaborative watershed
restoration cfforts for the broader Snake River Watershed, with the Teton Science School acting
as the initial convener of the collaborative process, This initiative is just beginning and BLM
could parmicipate w heip adaress snake fiver esioranon necds. Within this context. EPa
recommends modifying the preferred alternative o indicate that BLM retain the parcels and work
with other Federal agencies (such as the US. Army Corps of Enginesrs), adjacent landowners,
local governmental agencies, and non-governmental organizations to develop a corridor-wide
management plan {please see the enclosed General Comment #4 for further explanation). Such a
plan should be developed that meets the following criteria: 1) ensures long-term public
ownership of all parcels, 2) contains specilic actions 1o restore losses in ecosystem functions, 1)
identifies resources to implement land-use manugement and necded restoration activities, and 4)
was developed through o comprehensive planning process with broad stakeholder input. This
would allevinte the problem of managing disconnected parcels and could bring about a greater
chance for syslem-wide environmental improvements and movement toward PFC.

A less desirable, it improved, option for inclusion in the Preferred Altemative would be
to defer the decision to dispose of the parcels, and to which entity, until it is evident that a
landownership adjustment would offer the best opportunities for implementation of a multi-
agency/stakeholder management and restoration plan described above. Landownership of the
BLM parcels should become a mechanism to achieve planned goals of a broadly developed plan.

Transfer of the parcels 1o another entity prior to the development of a specific
management and restoration plan would only transfer the unsolved management issues 1o a
different orgamization, The Preterred Alternative presently indicates that the recciving entity will
3 have few restrictions in managing the land wses, as long as the basic requirernents of public
access, open space, and wildlife habitat are met. These requirements are very general and if
solely relied upon, could lead to unanticipated eavironmental degradation.

Based on the procedures EPA nses to evaluate the potential cffects of proposed actions
and the adequacy of the information in the DEIS. EPA will rate this DEIS in the category of
EC-2 {Environmental Concerns - Insullicient Information). This rating means that the EPA
review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order wo provide adequate
protection for the environment, and that the DEIS does not contain suflicient informaltion to
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fully assess environmental impacts. We have enclosed a summary ol EPA’s ratings eriteria and
detinitions.

We we enclosing addibona geaeral and specitic conmcins regarding this DS (or your
congideration to assist BLM in preparing a document that mects the tull intent of NEPA. and (hat
resulis in the best decision possibhe 1o proteet the environment. {1 vou hgve anv GUOStioHs
concerning these comments, please contact Peter isimert at 303 312-62135 or

I5Im T,
sincerely,
Cynthia Cody
Dircetor, NEPA Program
Office of Ecosystems Protection
And Remediation
Enclosures

ud
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EAVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY REGION B
COVIMENTS ON
PrarT ENPIRONUENTA? furic T STATRVENT
FOR THE SNAKE RIVER RESoOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
JANUARY 2003

Cencral Comments

One of the four Planning [ssues identified i the DEIS is landownership adjusiment. 'This
planning 1ssue 15 imporiant from a environmenial perspective because landownership
changes can bring about varying levels of environmental impucts. The Prefermed
Alternative focoses o this isgoe by franeferdine the R M-administercd nareels in the
planning area w a Federal, state, or local governmental agency, o non-governmental
enfity to carry out ulure land-use management activitics. With the different types of
ownership possibilities comes the potential for dillerent resource-use management
approaches and environmental vutcomes. The Preferred Alternative indicates that
management sgreements, easements, or other institutional controls would be put in place
prior to sale, exchange. or transfer, These mechanizms should be evaluated for their
ability to withstand legal challenges or changes in land-use codes. Lacal land-use
manapement principles could eventually override these controls o meet other unforesecn
needs, changimg the expected environmental impacts. BLM should further evaluate
potential environmental effects of landownership adjustments,

I'he DEIS indicates that management of the parcels is dillicult because of the sporadic
location of the parcels within the planning arca. Management of resource wses and
land-use practices 15 difficult for smaller, unconnected parcels of property, like the
BLM-administered parcels, particularly within an active river system like the Snake
River. Dispos:l of some or all of the pareels would le=ad to even more disconnceied
ownership patterns, particularly if several entitics acquire differcnt BLM parcels.

Criven the likely monetary value of the lands, it is unlikely that a single organization
would purchase the parcels, even at a somewhat reduced price. If a single organization
was ablc 1o obiain the parcels, its ability to dedicate resources o manage the uses of the
parcels should be evaluated prior to alternative selection. Local povernments have ability
tor manage land for public use and environmental benefits, but information on this in the
DTS 1= lacking,

EPA rccommends that BLM retain the parcels and manage the lands in partnership with
local povermments and non-governmental entitics as cooperating partners. A watershed
approach effort being indtiated by the T'eton Science School, which is focusing on
netwaorking and envirenmental cducation. may provide a good mechanism to explorc
potential partnerships. A successiul example of this is the Arkansas River Headwaters
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Recreation Aren (AHRAY) in central Colorado. BI.M, the Colorado Division of Parks and
Cutdoor Recreation (CDPOR), the USDA Forest Service (F8) and the Colorado Division
of Wildlife (CDOW) entered into 2 cooperative management agreement 1o cstablish a
patinership belwoen the entities for the management of (e public-land resources in the
Arkarssas River comridor, In addition to the responsibilities cach agency has for the lands
thay coovn, the BT A sl the C1DIMOE aret thee Lo tie s FI-"_"iJ"I.‘I'IC':iI"'!I.' for il
management ol recreation within AHRA. CDPOI provides the on-ground preseace and
“lead™ agency responsibility in managing recreation activities on the public lands and
watcrs within the AHRA., BLM continues to manuge all resources in the AHR A, other
than recreation. on BLM-administered lands within the AHRA. The partnership
maintains a Citzens Task Force sponsored by the Colorado Department of Natural
Resources compriscd of no more than 14 members (0 serve as representatives of seven
l.“.l.illlL' LEICTES LS,

Although the landownership patterns may be different in the Snake River corridor,
this partnership provides an excellent model of how differcnt entilies can work together
to meet multiple goals and objectives. BLM should evaluate this approach for
applicability (o the Snake River corridor. It provides an alternative to disposing the
purcels outright in the preferred altermative and provides a framework for managing the
lands in other alternatives as appropriate, For more information about the cooperative
management agreement, please view the following website:
hittpz/fwww, parks statc_co.us/arkansas/management.asp

Specific Comments

Purpose and Need, Page 2: The overall purpose ™. is 1o provide comprehensive and
environmentally adequate framework for managing and allocating uses of the
BLM-administered public land and resources...” As indicated in the DEIS, the Snake
River 15 an environmentally degraded system and is not at its “proper [unctioning
condition™ (PIFC). Because the Snake River in the Jackson Hole area is a nationally-
recognized and environmentally unique river, the purpose and need of developing the
Resource Management Plan (RMP) should include identifying and restoring impacts to
the river system. Given impacts from the levees, PFC may never be reached. [lowever,
actions should be included that would move the condition toward PFC. The alternatives
in the Diraft Environmental Tmpact Statemeat (DEIS) should have been developed under
the concept of managing land-use activitics and implementing restoration activities 1o
focus more on improving the enavironmental condition of the Snake River. This would
include stating actions in the altemnatives designed to improve, 1o the extent possible,
degraded ecosystem functions,

Planning Issues, Page 4: Uses of the river system depend upon the quality and the
resiliency to resource wse. Because of this, maintenance and improvement of the
environmental conditions should be considered az a separate planning issuc.

2
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Environmental protection and restoration should be an underlying theme across all
alternatives, regardless of the predominant land-use approach.

linning lssues, Landownership Adjostment, Page 5: 1his PIENING 15508 Secing uul
ol place in the document. Landownership would be more appropriatcly introduced in the
deseripiron of allermatives since il s a mechanism to achicve a destred mitcome.
Emphasis on detenmining which entity should own the land detracts from the purpose and
meed ol how activities on the land should be managed. Landownership is important, but
15 a “means o an end’. not necessarily an “end’ felf

Landownership is an important indirect environmental stresser that should be
evaluated in the alternative analysis. For example, the leveess were installed to protect
private land from Jooding. An increase in the amount of private land in the flood plain
dillax '-."'H“.-l HvlEuse lll'i-' liure Jl'.!mi.lnu T ks oo ok S Inomd levees or ITHR Y LTI
ol existing levees inward, further constraining the river channel.

Criteria for Analyzing Environmental Consequences, Page 6-7: Undersianding
riverine flood plain functions and characteristics are important when discussing the
environmental condition of river systems. Flood plain functions Lypical of northern
Rocky Mountain river svstems include: surface-groundwater storage and flow: nutrient
eyeling: retention of orgamc and inorganic particles, characteristic plant communities,
aquatic invericbrate food webs, and vertebrate habitats: and flood plain interspersion and
compcetivity. Evaluating altematives against important functions and characteristics
would provide a better analysts of envirconmental conseauences. A good refercnce
resource for understanding and asscssing flood plain functions is “A Regional Guidebook

tor Applying the Hydrogeomorphic (HGM) Approach to Assessing Wetland Functions of

Riverine Floodplains in the Northern Rocky Mountains”, August 2002, by the US Ammy
Corps of Engineers. This document can be found at:

hetp/Swww.wes army.milel/'wetlands/pdfs/rel02-21.pdf. Although performing an HGM
asscssment at this stage in the RMP process may be dilficult to complete in a timely
fashion, this document provides useful information about evaluating effeets on important
flood plain functions.

Criteria for Selecting the Preferred Alternative, Page 7: This seclion lists the criteria
o guide the selection of the preferred alternative, Because environmental condition is o
primary consideration in selection of land-use activities, it would be appropriate lo
include the ability of the alternative to restore degraded riverine functions or other
important environmental outcomes that can be accomplished.

Alternative Formulation, Page 8: An active approach to move the condition of the
riverine system toward PFC should be included in the preferred altemative or evaluated
lor use in one of the other of the aliernatives, Alternative C emphasizes environmental
bencfits through land use restrictions. but does not include dircet restoration activities.
The best restoration activities would be ones that begin to restore ecosystem lunction

1
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Tablc 2-1, Comparison of Alternatives: The (irst column in this @bbe s iitded “Land
Lise or Kesource™. Separute sections about [lood plain habitat types and functions should
he inchuded vnder this title, Seerions currently exist tithed “Watershed Manogement™ and
“Wildiiie and Fish Habitat Management™, but these sections are broad and don't allow for
difterentiation between habitat types that would likely be affecied. For example, sguatic
habitat is an important component of the Nood plain ccosystem and 15 not adequately
covered in this section. Habitat types that could be evalualed separmely include aquatic,
riparian, tpland, backwater, decp water. ood plain wellands, sidechanncls, ete. The
cffects to these habitat tvpes evaluated in the environmental conseguences section {Table
oL ] UL TGS SYSICIN CHICCLS Wil INPACT Lhe Ay nie Sustnaminy of we habital

types.

Table 2-1, Page 21: The description of the preferred altemative on this page of the 1able
indlicates that conservation easements would be used where appropriate. Howcever, in
Table 4-1, page B7, the corresponding section indicates that conservation easement would
not be hikely. These sections should be checked for consistency. Please see General
Comment #1 and the comment about landownership adjustment criteria in the cover lefter
for additional recommendations.

Table 2-1, Page 21: The last row in the table on this page discussed designation of the
cortidor as a Special Project Area to allow for use of the Land and Water Conservation
tFund. It seems appropriate that any alternative that does not dispose of all land, or has
options for refaining land {including the preferred alternative) should include this action.

Table 2-1, Page 24 and 36, Livestock Grazing Management and Vegetation
Management: Cottonwood regeneration should be a primary goal for maintenance of the
remaining riparian functions and habitat diversity. Because of the levee system, limited
cottonwood regeneration is occurring. BLM should evaluate the remaining cottonwood
regencration polential within the cormidor and develop actions 1o promete regeneration, or
at least reduce impediments to regeneration. One example would be 10 manage prazing
sa that collunwoods would have a greater chance of survival. This could mean allowing
grazing 1o vccur only in areas where cottonwoods are not likely to germinate.

Table 2-1, Recreation Management, Page 33: The Preferred Alternative discusses the
actions under the Recreation Management category. Several of the actions defer the
management decisions to the land recetving entity. This provides uncertainty in
detemumning environmental effects. An analysis of eavironmental impacts can not be
adequatcly understood until recreation management plans are developed. BLM should
attempt to wlentily the gencral scope of such plans o help determine environmental

impacts.
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Table 2-1, Fish and Wildlife Habitat and Managemoent, Page 39: 1) The Preferred
Alternative deseribes habitat improvements as the goal of the management action. | his
will help odd or improve habilal ureas. A reasonable improvement 1o the Prefemed
Allernanse and Alternative © would be e address the baprovement of flood plain
functions. Some of these functions are identified in Specific Commaent £4. It is
indersioon] that twe leves svstem i the primary stpessor o the these Dmctions, Howeser
the alternatives would be improved by including a management approach that identifies
these shorcomings amd seis actions and goals that would improve the existing condition.
Table 4-2, Comparison of Environmenal Alternatives, conld subsequently contain
environmental effects of cach alternative on the important flood plain functions. 2) The
description of the Preferred Alternative and Alternative C indicate that the acquiring or
recelving cnbity would “make decisions regarding sctions necessary 1o maintain wildlife
UL L LIS PROVIGUS UWETRILY 108 GCeTIDTENG SOvViFommenal mipacts. Allemps
should be mude to determing future wildlife habitt decisions to better understand the
environmental consequences.

Page 71, Vegetation, Condition and Present Use: This section deseribes the vegetation
comdition within the Spake River corridor. Tt would be helplul to include more
iformation about the vegetation trends based on responses to the post-levee
geomorphological regime, This would be uscful for determining how each altemative
would effect these trends, either positively or nepatively.

Page 75, Wildlife and Fisheries: Additional descriptions are needed for the trend in the
condition and amount of flood plain wetlands, connected and unconnected backwaters,
side channels, and oxbows, Once this information is included, the alternatives could be
developed to improve the condition and maximize system functions that maintain or
ercate (within the constraints of the leves sysiem impacts) these resources.

Table 4-2, Page 99: Table 4-2 describes the environmental consequences of the
alternatives by land use or resource usc type. For some of the categories, the
consequences described are impacts to the land or resource use, not necessarily
environmental consequences from the use itsell. However, these sections provide a
better description of how the allemative would be implemented.

Oiher sections in the lable, such as vegetation, visual resources, watershed
management. and wildlife/fish habitat management begin to specifically address
environmoental consequences. When selecting the final alternative for the RMP, these
latter sections should be relied upon when weighing environmental impacts of cach
alternative.

Table 4-2, Page 140: The first row in the ahle on this page discusses environmental
comsequences of landownership changes. The analysis in this category could be
cxpanded for the alternatives where the property will be disposed. Ownership chanoes
bring about dilferent management approaches, causing differem environmental impacts.

2
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For example, selling propenty 1o private individuals would most likely increase home
construction, pudging from existing practices on private land in the planning arca. The
environmental impacts of how a receiving entity will use (or manage the uses ol (he

land shwesild be better cvaluabed.

Cumulative Impaets of the Altermatives, Page 154, Second paragraph: 1) The second
paragraph on this page indicates that the BLM-admiistered parcels only cover less than
10%% of the length of the Snake River between Grand Teton National Park and the South
Park Bridge. It is unclear if this cquates to the amount of “between the levees” riparian
ared of if this amount refers to the total land in the planmng area. On Map #1, it appears
the BL.M-administered land is greater than [ 0% *between the levees”. The land between
the levees is of locus here because it is a different environmental resource from the land
wrlltsinia: thie levees anad siasia e evalmked diij-l:l'n::uzi:,-'_ .l_] s PArAgraph seems W
discount the incremental effects of resource-use management on the BLM parcels, The
effects from each incremental impact arc considered together o understand the
cumulative impact. Euch alternative should be evaluated under this concept. For
example, Alternative [ indicates that all parcels will be disposed of without management
restriciions. Sale of land to private individuals would result in more homes being built
within the planning arca. The environmental effects of these additional homes should be
evaluated as an increase in effects from cxisting homes in the planning area. Reasonable
assumptions could be made on the desire t build additional homes on the disposed of

property.

Cumulative Impacts of the Alternatives, Page 154: This scction contains the
cumulative impacts analysis for each altemative. | lowever, for cach alternative, very
little analysis of environmental impacts cxist, Most of the writeup for each alternative is
about how various resources will be used or the land-uses will be managed, Actions
within each alternative should be evaluated to determine if incremental impacts arc
contributing to overall cumulative impacts from other land-use management practices
within the planning arca, particularly within the riparian corridor. Small incremental
mmpacts could be significant depending on the importance of the overall cumulative effect
and should be considercd during tinal alternative selection.



U5, EnviFonmental Protection Agency
Rating System for Dralt Environmental Impact Statements
Defimitions and Fallow-Up Action*

Environmental Impact of the Action

Lt - -k of Objoctmsns: Che lanvimonmental Prosection Ascncy (EI'A ) sevaew bis o sdentidied any poteniial
environmental impacts requiring substantive changes o the proposal. The review may hive disclosed opportuities
tor apphication of mitigation measures it cotld be sccomplished with no mare than minor changes to the proposal,

EC - - Environmental Concerns: The EPA review has idemtilicd envirenmental impacts that should be avoided in
orcher to fully protect the cavironment, Cormective measures may require changes to the prefered altemative o
apyplication of ouitigation measurcs thil can nehice thess impacts.

ELF - - nvironmben ial Chijections: | no BFA reveesw bas pseniiied significo eovirmnmental impacts that showld
b avpided in order to provide sdequale protection for the environment. Correclive measures may FegELne
substantial changes to the prefemred alternativee of consideration of sume other project ahariative {meluding the no-
actmm alecrnative or a new alternative). EPA infends o work with the lead ngency to reduce these impacts,

ELl - - Environmentally Unsatisfactory: The EPA review has bdentificd adverse environmental impacts that are of
sufficient magnnude that they are unsabisiactory Trom (he standpoint of public health or welfare or environmenstal
quality. EPA imends to work with the lead agency o reduce thise impacts. IT ihe potential unsatisfactory impacts
are not corrected at the fnal E1S stage, this proposel will be recommended for relfcmal to the Comncil on
Envirenmaental Cuality {CEQ).

."|.|l-|:~|||.|.uc'u ol il Im pact E'itﬁlﬂ:ﬂl

Category 1 - - Adequate: LPA believes the draft E1S advquately sets forth the environmental impactis) of the
preferred altemative and those of the allematives reasonably available o the project or action. No further analysis
of data collection is necessary, bl the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying langunge or information.

Category 2 - - Insufficient Information: The drafl 115 does not contain sufficient informuation for EPA to fully
assess environmentil impacts that should be avosded in ander to fally protect the enviroament, or the EPA reviewer
has identificd new reasonashly available alternotives thit are within the spectrum of aliernatives anshyzed in the draft
E15. which could reduce the environmentnl impacts of the action. The identificd additional information, data,
analyses or discussion should be incleded in the finnl EIS.

Category 3 - - Inadequate: EPA docs not believe that the draft EIS adequarely asscsses potentinlly significant
environmental impacts of the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new. reasomably available allematives that
are outsede of the spectium of allematives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the
potentially sipmificant covirgumental impacts, EPA belicves that fhe sdentified acdditional infurmation, data,
analyscs, or discussions are of such a magnitude thal they should have full public review al a draft stage. EPA does
e belicve that the draft E1S is adeguate for the purposes of the National Environmental Folicy Act and or Section
309 review, and thus should be formally revised und mode available for public eomment in a supplemental or
revised drafi EIS, On the basis ol the polential significant impacts invelved, this proposal could be i candidate foe
relarral to the RO

* Frem B Rlamial 644 Policy and Proceduees Tor the Review of Federl Actions Impacting the mvironment. Febouary,
1987
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Snake River RMP

Rellic Roadiler. 1'eam Lesder
Pinedale Field Ot

PO Hox 768

Pineshale, WY K2041

Re:  Snake River Resnarce Management Plan-DEIS
Stase laentificr Sumber: 1999164

[hear Ma Hoadilc

This olfice his reviewed the referenced Urall Lnvironmental Impact Stalement on behalf
of the State of Wyoming This (OfTice alse distributed the referenced document to all affccled
st nEencies for their review, in accordance with Stae Clearinghouse procedurcs. Altached
arc comments from e Wyoming Game and Fish Department, State | listone Preservation
Offeee and the Department of Apricaliure.

The State of Wyoming has no abjection 1o the proposed preferred aliernative provided
tha attachcd agency comments receive vour doe consideration.

Plesise continue a provide this office with cither (4) four bard copies or electronic copy
(subnut to S0 state wy. s ) of continued information Tor review amd diseribugion to interested
ageneies. Thank you for the opperunily o comment,

sincerely,
1

R Tt A A
Tracy L. Willinms
Palicy Analyst

ALY

Lnelosures: (3]

Wyoming Game and Fish Deparbineint
Siate [storic Preservation Oiftice
Depariment of .ﬂﬂrmullure
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WER 9611

Burcau of Land Management

Pinedale: Field OiTice

Dralt Environmental Impact Statement
snike River Resource Management Plan
stmte [edend i fer Mumbers | 099 ] id

Oifice of Federal Land Policy
Herschler Building, 1W

122 W, 25" Sires

Chovenine, WY B2002

Deur Sir/Madam/Stafl:
The staff of the Wyoning Game and Fish Department has reviewed the Draft
Ernvironmental lmpact Statement for the Snake River Resource Management Plan within the

Pincdale Field Office aren. We ofTer the following comments.

1 errestrial Considerations:

W suppuorl the preferred aliernative to transfer parcels to another public land
manggement agency or private non-profil land preservation enlitics, As we stated in our
previous letlers dated January 28 and May 31, 2000, the Snake River Comidor is a valuahle
wildlife and habilat resource, and is also important [or public access.

From a habsial perspective, the BLM parcels along the Snake River Cordidor frorm Grand
Teton National Park to South Park Bridge are extremely important habitat for many wildlife
species, ncluding bald eaple, peregrine falcon, trumpeter swan, osprey, moose, elk, and mule
decr. Vartous parcels provide crucial winter ranges, nest sites, and foraging arcas for these
wildlife species. 1M these parcels were placed in privale ownership, they would likely be
devetoped within a very short lime, resulting in the irretricvable loss of these habitat valucs.
These parcels also provide important public access points and casements to the Snake River for
recreation, hunting, fishing, hiking, and pholography.

While we support the preferred alternative, we have concerns regarding the langrage in
the Dralt Environmental Lipact Statement (DELS) relating to the [uture management of wildlife
habitat on these parcels, For wildlife and other resource impact analyses, the DEIS assumes that
“the entities acquiring these pareels or taking over management responsibility would be
obligated under the terms of the transechion lo apply management prescriplions (o maintain them

IBcimlynarters: 3400 Hiship Teaakevimb, Chosvnno, WY H2 -0
B (ST 740000 W Siee: buip-pF sk vy i
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B/ MadumeSialt
May 35, 20603
Page 2 — WER 9611

b walsdini Gmdeea” Qigge Zho O poige 134 mndey ool e L o the Alernanves, o
15 stated “While no specific restnctions for management would be placed on {he parcels as they
are translered, acquirng agencies or entities would be required 1o manage the parcels (o
preserve public access, recreation use, open space, and wildbie habag values.”

Il the parccls were translerred to public or other entitics without specific restrictions
tiered to wildlife and public values, the transfer may have serious consequences for wildlife, Ttis
dilficult to determine how future transactions might affoet waldlife within the context of this
docoment. For example, under “Actions commeon to all alternatives” for BLM-designated
sensilive species, 11 s statod: “the appropriate mitieation would be applicd 1o prevent
annecessary and undue degradation, Mitigation would be consistest with the accepted
mianagement objectives and best practices for managing those speeies, where known.™” (D138,
Tabie 2-1, page 16). The statcment that appears in Table 2-1, Com parison of Altermalives (page
41, scems Lo contradict this by stating “The acquiring or managi ng agency or enlily would make
decisions reganding actions necessary to maintain wildlife habitat™ Also, under Wildlife and
Fish Habitat Management in Table 4-1 (DEIS, page 96), the assumption for analysis under the
preferred altemalive states: *The lands would no longer be subject ta the Wyonnng Standands
and Guidelines afler transler or sale.”

We recommend the Final EIS (FEIS) adopt specific restrictions for each of the 23 BLM
purcels, in order W protect spect/ic existing valuss. Some of the parcels have extremely high
value for wildlife die to their size, diversity of habitat, location in relation to bald caple nests,
use as lrumpeter swan winlering habitat and unguolate migeation roules or winter ranges while
other parcels have high reereation value and human use, By rating cach parcel as to its highest
and best value, the FEIS could clearly identify the best future management oplion for each
parcel,

Environmental conscquences listed for Wildlife and Fish Habiwt are listed on pages 135-
153, Some of these arc benelicial and some are adverse to wildlife, and 1t ig not ¢lear how the
preferred alternative will affeet wildlife on the specific parcels over time.

In Chapter Three (Aftected Resources), the DEIS states incorrectly that winter habitat for
trumpeler swans 15 primarily located downsiream from the Wilson Bridge. Trumpeler swans
also winter norih of the bridge, with an cspecially imporant concentration in BLM parcel # 7 af
the conlluence of the Gros Ventre and Snake Rivers. Our Department has designated the entire
streich of the Snake River from Moose south a8 trumpeter swan wintering hahital,

Information on the bald eagle should include that active nest siles oceur on or adjacent lo
muny of the BLM parccls. Also for bald cagle, the BLM Mitigation Guidelines for Surlace-
Disturbing and Disruptive Aclivities (Appendix 2, DEIS) state that the seasonal restriction for
important raptor and prouse nesting habitat is February 1o July 31, As the bald eagle i5 the
mast important raptor nesting along the Snake River corridor in Teton County, seasonal
restricions in the Greater Yellowstone Bald Eagle Manasgement Plan {Greater Yellowstanes Bald
Eagle Working Group, 1995 update) should be incompornited for managing cagle nests in the
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May 5, 2003
Page 3 WER 901
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activity should be nunimal from February | through August 15, or two weeks following
iledping

Adqquatic Considerations:

? The Department’s concemn that public use and sccess be maintained has been addressed
in the Preferred Alernative of the Drall Environmental Impact Statement { DEIS). Disposal o
ather agencics, jurisdictions, and non-profit preservation entities would prubably be the best
avenue o retain fns use

Additional agquatic commenis pertaining Lo the DEIS are:
8 Page 41, Table 2-1 Comparisons of Altermatives. We rccommend that the Jast comment referring
to prohibiting surface disturhance during spawning also include prohibiting surface disiurbance

during egg incubation,

Page 43, 1™ paragraph of Climate and Meteorology, Elevation should be used in conjunction
with slope cxposure, nol altitude.

J.D Page 55, 2™ puragraph of Minerals and Metcotalogy and repeated on page 57, 2" parugraph of
Geothermal, In reference to Boyles Hill and Abercrombic Warmi Springs, ownership may be

wrongly wentified, Boyles ITill is now in private ownership, and Abcrerombic’s old Warmm
Spring Ranch s n Grand Teton National Park.

l | Page 81, 1" ling, the Bonneville redside shiner is corrently identificd as redside shiner.

Simecercly,

a

BILL WICITERS
DEPUTY DIRECTOR

BW:T( a5
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Ly Uopallimei o blale Ferks and Cullural Resuurces
State Historio Presarvation Offlce
FES
g i T |-|!E
Biwrpedl Bolledioe, 3 Floo
Cheyenpe, WY 2002

[y SAF-Tany
FAK (2005 AA 50421

April 16, 2003

(Mice of Fedaral Land Podicy
Herschler Building, 1 Wies
122 Wost 25th Sereet
Clacycome, W'Y $2002 {0

RE: CLP Project TD#: 1999-164. BLM-Pinedale, Snake River Resource Management Plan (RMP), Drali
Enwironmental Impact Sistement {DEIS). Teton County, (SHPO File # GO0 LO0GS )

[rear Sir or Madam

W have reviewed the referenced document as requested by vour transmitial better of Feb, 14, 2003 {commen
deadling May 5, 2003) and offer the Tllowing commens.

i 2 Cultural Resources, in accond with the Mabional Historic Preservigion Act (NHPAY and other related laws and
regulations, are sdequately addressed wnder ol of the proposed Snoke River RMP aliernatives.  Hlowever,
alternatives “C™ or "E” (reference DEIS pp. 13, 17 & 18) appear 1o be most in accord with the spirdt and

objectives of the NIPA.

Please refer o the above SHPO project control number 0100RLCOAS in future communications dealing with this
project. 1Fyou have questions, please do not hesiiate 10 contact Robert York of our staft at 307-742-3054, or me
o 307-TT7-6311.

Sinecrily,
TN f ek
. ".'-‘I' :::.J;- "I1 (-‘":-' e o "/
A S
K. Walf- ¢

Heview and Compliance Progrom Manager

Dave Freudenthal, Governor |h-:§§'h;,:l Iohn 7, Keck, Interim Directos
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Respurce Management Plan by the Pinedale Field Office of the Bureau of Land Management Districe 7
(1999-1 64}, wlems Brown

Ohar caomments are specifio to WDA's mussion within staie povernment which is 1o assist the eilisens of
Whyaming to live safe and healthy lives, promole and preserve our agriceltural community, be responsible
stewards of our oatursl resources, and wckhieve intcgry in ihe market place. As this proposed project
affects the wellure of vur eitizens, our agnieuliure indusiey, and our natural resources, we belicve it's
important that we be kept informed of proposed actions and decisions and that we continue Lo be
provided the opportumty b cxpress perlinent 19sues and concerns.

We support the preferred alternative, but wath sn important sugeestion.

l We apree with the justification ol the BLM 10 transfer these scattered parcels of BLM lunds slong the
Snake River o amnothoer peblic lamnd managing agency within 15 vears with the ALM reteniion of maneral
reghts, We also agree wath their option of aetual land surface being retained by the BILM iF pariners
could be found to 1ake over manapgement of public uses of these pureels.

1 4 We czpecially understand the need that “ennities acquinng these pareels or taking over managenent
responsibility would be obligated wader the terms of the transachon W apply munagemsent prescriptions
fer retain bonds, snd mamiain them for public acecss, recrestion use, open spoce, and wildlite habi-
LY P However, we sttongly recomimend thatl this last phraze and similar phrases used throughowt this
DTS be shiphtly medifed e read *,open space, livestock grazing, and wildlite habitat™ in the Final LIS
and in the final Smtke River Resource Munagement Plan.

We helieve the mmntenance of livestock prazing on these parcels provides land managers an inportint
additional tool and an sdded fAeabudity o better mantzin the world-class natural resource valiuvs of this

e,

I'he BLM officials acknowledge in several references m the DEIS the importance of retaining fivestock
grazng on these purcels. The Monapement Obpective for Livestock Grcng Muanspement on page 235
notes “Mamtain or improve conditions for the benefit of hvestock use, wildlife habitat, watershed valucs,
and riparian areas.” The Management Objective for Yegetation Management on page 37 states
*Muntwn or wnprove the diversity of plant communitics 1o support wildlile kabitat, walershed protee-
tiom, seeme resources, amd livestock praemg; control noxious weed infeststions provent their spread,”

e e s e §hur enassion oo assisd fhe citeens ol Wyniiing i) se———————— -

v Al o Sl & it el e e cun epefaiensd conmmimany @ e resgoneilic siewiils
—_—— = _ me it a0 eeces I pohreve ieferrity e e ke vy — —————— e —ee
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Page 2
PDEIS - Snake River RMP
May |2, 20613 Papc 2

pege TTR wnder the Comparison af Ervissmmendal Consequences or Sacio-Eeanomics, the DETS
reparts, * Given The impartines of land disposad essues, protection of wildlite habvtat, livestock grasing.
minerals mamagement, and the management of recrcation o the Willingness to Pay considerations, "

Thiz acknowledgment by the BLA of the importance of hivestock grazmg s aporopnale. Livestock
prazing posscsses the ability, under proper management, to improve or enhance ceosyslems as an integral
part of those systems, Properly managed livestock and other sgricultural practces can maintzin or
improve natural resources. Peor revieweil science snd research has proven thal proper priceing inereascs
plianl viger, Improves nulrieni and wolr eycies, and i vital bo e swrvavil ol puil commumlies, 1'ants
have evolved with prazing. Gramng maintamns s proper ecological balanee by mereasing plant diversity.
Gruzmg exclosures stalewide clearly dllustrate thot in the absence of graging, planl commumities become
shifled, less vibront, and slewly dic oul.

Livestock mrazing van and showld conlinue to be used an these parcels as @ management ool Livesiock
should continue to be used to improve natural resources on these lands just as Iire, rest, echnology, and
living organisms are wsed, 1Livestock can be moved on a periodic basis to those lands needing atiention.
Their early seasonal use can be beneticial to increase palatabihty, restrict undesirable plant growth, and
decrease competition for other desirable planiz. Inereasing or decreasimg ther lume of use can atfect
undesirable plant prowth patterns. Heavier stocking rates can change planl composition and encowrage
desirable plant growth. They can atd fire management with the removal of [ine fuels. They can be
infensely managed to obtan desired results. These livestock-grazing capalnlibes enhance our natural
regources and pchieve manggement olyectives,

The facts are that hivestock have amaring ahilities to achieve BLM management objectives, hey can
reduce wildfire potential. They can reduce the threat of undesirable plunts and noxious weeds, They
invigorate and diversi{y our enviconment. They are an impartant commuodily that helps provide food and
fiher for the people of our mition, That fond and fiber i3 an important export e help feed and clothe the
peaple of our world,

Just as important, grazing of hvestock on these public lands allows decded land rancheng to survive and
that Lrings in valpabie dollzrs o owr rural communities and ensures open spaces, scemc vistas, and the
trancuetl ity that's free of developmeni.

Privale Jand ranchers wse public lands rracing as un cssential component of the ranching operation. Their
dreded lands provide indispensuble wildhife winter hubilat and forage, while also contnbuting o the
praservalion of open spaces, the visual beanty of the arcn, amd the tmditional imaze of the hastoric rural
land=capes of Wyoming and the Wesl, Az noted on page 141 under Wildhite Fabitat for the prefemed
altermative, “Lasdowner changes could adversely impact wildlife if there 15 a subseguent icrease n
human presence n arcas previously excluding general publics.” The hivesiock gracne on these B1LM
lamwls allows the agriculiure producer to continue to retaon his deeded lands and thereby allows the
ranclers to continue 0 provide inercasingly valuabbe wildlile babilat, open spaces, and scenic vislas
this important valley,
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The BEM sotes cepearediy throwgehout the DEDS ehe signiflicance of minimizing development and
preserving wildlie and sceme values, They stress the erilcal imperiance of prolecting eagles’ nests and
uther habital for sensitive species. Covernment land manzgers can and should have the fexibility of
using all the necessary tools, including livestock grazing, 10 manage amd protect these enviranmenlal
vitlues m llus arca. I turmn, livestock grazing can be adjusted by these managers and grazing permiiices
Lo meet natural resounce objectives,

Officmls of the BLM oflicials acknowledge that the ability 1o modify livestock grazmyg in the preferred
AEler HE VS U e 20 wileald ey slig, A jusuicis i o deveis o livesiock Qiazing wouikd De nlace 29
a result of monitoning and after consultabion with grasme permttess and other alTected micrests
{including local and state povernment enlitics, ag appropriane.” This siatement provides a erucial
advantage of retaming livestock grazing — e ahility of the BTM range officials (o work with grazme
permittees o determing management strateyrics #nd o fulfill eszental natural resource objectives on
these lands.

Crraming permittees are intimuately famihur with the aren under study and possess replaccable long-term,
on-the-pround knowicdge. They understand that 1175 1n their best interests to continwe to serve o8
stewards for bath the BLM snd deeded lands, They are particularly aware of the impacts upon wildhife
and livesiock habitat of proposed munagement straiegivs, They are capable and willing to help to
determine and fulfill manapement objcetives [or the arca.

Another recommendation. In the mierest of providing the public [and munagers the maximum Dexibiliy
possible to manupe these lands, we bebeve that the wordmg for Allemative A is preferred over the
warding of the Preferred Alternative regarding parce!s nol currently leaged of [vestock oraming, Baifwr
than cloging these parcels for all future applications, as stated in the preferred aiternative, we helieve the
applications to graze should be addressed on o case-by-case basis, a5 mentioned in Aliernative A, There
may be times when the public lands munager may prefer to use livestock prazing as a tool o restrict
undesirable plant growth, reduce fine fire fuels, or, 0 other ways, enhance the natural resources of
idemified parcels. The wording in Alternative A provides that flexibility and should be used in the RMP.

There are uther advantages 10 ensuring that hiveswoek graemg is retuined on these porcels.

The congressional mendaics for multiple use, inclading livestock grezing, would continue to be mel
Certmnly, livestock graging fits the definition of mulliphe use that’s used in the glozzary of the DELS,

* making the most judicious use ol the lands Tr gome or all of these resources...” As noled m the
definition, range is an important renewable resouree that we believe helps meet the present and future
needs of the Amenican people, makes the most judiciows use of these lands, and fils imowith the hamon:-
oug and coordimasted msnagement of the resources of these lands,

The settlement judgment regarding the Wallon Ranch would continue 1o be upheld.

SN
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As notod on pape 87, unduer the preferved altemanive, conservation easements would probably not be
nevessary as public entities would agree 10 manage these lunds sccording wo BLM management
prescriphiens.

Sand and gravel mining woulln 't be affected, as those operations would be occurming aficr the grazing
season hud ended and the mining would be occurming belween the levees. Also, because of the exisience
and extent of the levee svstem, the IELS notes on page 138 that action tken on pubhlic fands will mast
likely have only minor impacis on the channel condition and non-point source reiated qualily,

The environmental and social values ol hivestock grazng are gathering growing significance.  Those
values ol eritical wanter hahiiat for wildlife, the scenie vistas and the open spaces are becoming
increazingly valuahle as developments destray those values. The fackson Hole valley has become a
reluge for citizens Trom ihroughout cur nation 1 escape over-development and 1o seck the tranguility and
beuuly of this arca. Actions that remove livestock grazing from these BLM and deeded lunds ean, in
turm, destroy or mpair these increasingly desirable environmenial 2nd social values.

Dicersions in the proposed plan should allow BLM officials, graing permittees and compony officials the
opportunily o work cooperatively and the flexibility to muke the best site-specific, case-by-case
decisions that arc in the best imterests of the affected resources and citizens,

In recopmition of the aforementioned sdvantiges of livestock grazing, we generally support the preferred
allernative, but with the understandmg thul eotitics sequiring the BLM pareels or taking over manage-
rmenl regpongibality woilld be abligated under the terms of the transzetion lo matntiin them for hvestock
grazing as well as for wildlife habitat, open space, pubhic socess and recreation wse.

In conelusion, we appreciale the spponunily 10 comment on the DEIS, we encourage continued ditention
Loy odr cotierms and recommendations, and we look loreard o hesnng about the actions and decisions

regarding this project.

#Director
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Patnck Huber
721 E. 11" St
Davis, CA 95616

Diear B0

1 am writing in regards to the Snake River RMP. | would like to urge the BLM 10
retain parcels in question in public ownership rather than disposing of them to private
buyers. The Snake River provides essential habitat for a number of species in the area as
well as providing world-class fishing opportunities. These lands should be managed for
their ecological attributes rather than For sand and gravel mining, oil and gas
development, off road vehicle use, or ather detrimental activities Further, in response to
the contention that these scattered lands are difficult 10 manage, & concernted efton should
be made to connect the parcels into a fully protected riparian corridor. In an era of rapidly
diminishing natural areas throughout the West, opportunities such as this should be taken
1o preserve a little of what's feft

Sincerely,

Patrick Fluber
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kaho@ montana,adu Te: pinedale_wymnil @ blmogoy
(Ken A Aho) e
051103 09:38 AM Suject: Keap Lands m the Snake Rieei Resource &qaa in Public Hamds

Eellis Roadifer

tnake Rlver RMP Teoam Leader
.5, Burcau of Land Managenmnenl
pliedase rre_d Qflice

B.O, Dox ‘feH

Pinedale, WY 82941

Noar Mz, Dosadiler:

Thank you Eor prowviding this opportunitcy Lo comment on the ETLS for che Srake
giver Resourco Managemant Plan.

Tha 1.071 acres of aurface lande and 15,1323 acreg of federal mineral estote in
the Snake River Rosource Area provide critical Eish and wildlife habitat,
world-claps river recreation, and include some of Che most spectacular scenmcy
in America. Tt i1s for thase reasoens that I scrongly vrge the HLM Lo maintain

I thﬂan_iﬂnﬂﬂ in public ownership and net to sell chom To a non-goversmental
organlzatlan or privatq interasts.

2These lands should be managed primarily for fish and wildlife and low-impack

Ivcrcntiun. not Eor potentially damaging owbtractive activicies such as mining,
2il and gas development, sand and gravel oxtraccion; grazing, and cEf-highway
vahicle uso.

alnsteﬂﬂ of disposing of these valuable lands, T would like to sco the HLM

consolidate them by designaring & Spacial Project Area and working with local
land frusts Lo ¢stablish a contiguous pretected corrideor along the Snake
niver,

Sinceraly,

Hen A Aho

1519 Sourdouwgh
Bozeman, MT 39715
kaholmonLana . oo
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Dmaymard & suriside.n To: pinadaka_wyrmail @ bim oy
el (Richard P, e
Maynard) Subjed: Koep Lands o tee Snake River Resource Area in Public Hands

Da715403 11:31 PM

Hesl1llee Foadifar

Snake Rivor PMP Toam Leadac
Weog. DUt saly ol deind Sosnadeaiilie
Pinedale FPiald Gffice

P.O. Box Tab

Pinedalo, Wy HA941

Désar Mo, Tosmo: far:

I am wrilklL!irng o request chab you periously consider my input zegacding Lbe
Snako Fiwver Heasourca Managoesenl. PlLan.

Of particular importance 5 Lhe exlsring unspoiled figh and wildllife habiiass
Mar's history ropoatedly destroys that which ho yoarns 56 owa and wse. 2leane
do not sell or otheewiae tranafer the land, water, flimber and/or mineral
rights to any private concern.

rlease mapage chess lands as wildlifo habitab and wilderness recreation. Ho
private financvial satsrprise should be allowed to be baped in this area os it
should be declarcd and managed as a contiguous Snake Hiver protected corrldor.

flease remsmeor Aldo Teopold*s words: *"Wilderncss 18 o resourcs wWwhich can
shrink but not grow, TL is only the schalar who underabands why the raw
wildernoss glves detinition and meaning to the huenan entérprise. ®

Sincoraly,

Faichard B. ¥ovmard
131 ngle Sk, FB
Coxta Meoa, Ca 926237
Doaynarddourfride.net
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’-_J,.:"';'.'.'i‘nﬁ Llmheed Seaivs Forest Eridger-Teton 34 M. Cache
it rI hepartmeeat of Service Mational Ferest M Box 1534
e .-!Lin'o ulinre Jacksan, WY KM - 8388

File Coafle: | 57300

L NIt VET, “hfard

Burean of Land Managcowal
Pinedale Freld Office

P. 0. Box 768

Pinedale. WY 52941

Thank von for inviting the Brideer-Teton NMational Foresk to comment on vour slanmine effores
for Bureau ot Land Management (BLM) propertics located in Teton County, Wyoming, We
continue o be interested in the Snake River Resource Management Plan since decisions to be
made as a result will have a dircet and potentially profound effect on National Forest lands
downstream and the river comidor i general. Our comments on the draft management plan are
focused on the preferred altemative.

You are aware that the section of the river in which the BLM properties are located has been
found cligible for potential inclusion in the Nationel Wild and Scenic Rivers system. Somc of
the BLM parcels have become established access points for river recreation. Some are highly
visihle to floaters and other users and therefore have value as part of the natural appesrance and
scenery of Jackson Hole. Many species of wildlife that depend on the river’s riparian corridor
also henefit from continued public ownership and management of these parcels. Each vear the
Snake River cormdor becomes more popular and pressures on hoth pubhic and private lands for
recreation. wildlife use, scenic values, sand and gravel resources, and for high-end real estate
eontinue.

I W believe it would be in the best public interest to retain these [ands in some Kimd of public
ownership and we would offer to assist in a couple of ways, should you be interested in pursuing
a collaboralion mmong state, local, and federal agencies and other inlerested purties. We
encoutrage the formation of zome kind of task group to inclode local citizens, landowners,
ageneics, non-profits and elected officials, with the purpose of helping to erafl a long-term plan
for managing the BLM propertics in question.  There are many people in this valley who value
the river and desire long-lerm acces= to its amenities, and whose vears of experience would be
helplul toward this cffort.

2 In regards to the ultimate disposal of BLM lands in Teton County, it 18 conceivahble that the
Bridger-Teton National Forest could manage, in an interim or longer-term arrangement, some ol
the parcels in question. Teton Counly s another obvious public entity that is a good choice for
eventual owmership and management of ither parcels such as the gun club site and Wilson
Bridge boat launch. Although the forest normally does not acquire land outside ot its proclaimed
boundary, it can be done with Seeretary of Agriculture approval and we would consider such an
arrangement 11 1t appeared that it was the best way to retain and manage the land for public
purposes. We could alse patticipale in a multi-party land adjustment that would result in (hese
parcels remaining in public ownership, although this entails a lengthy process.

@ Caring for the Lamd and Serving People Piiiad on Jivssoed Pape G



67/

i~

Team Leader

[n order to assurc public access for recreation and management of these parcels into the futune
for attributes compatible with recreation and wildlife values of this potential Seeme River, we
believe continuad ownership by 4 local, state, or federal public agemey is advantapenns. We e

w ki b DClp Tniwevdi Wit Labi.

Sincerely,

CARCOLE 'KNIFEY' HAMILTON
[Forest Supervisor



“Eric K. Simpson® Ta: <fiiruictale syl & hlm.govs

cekssimpsanfinangi e "Don Bamey {JH)" =dbarmey @ lelonwyearg=, “The Simgson Ranch®
al.pom. «<lsriwyoming.coms

O5/26/03 07-22 AM Subject; Snake River RMP - BLM Progosals Panding - Adjacen Cwner
Ploase respond lo “Erig Riogiatrates of [aleres)

K. Simpson®

Momday, 2G6th May 2003 PEC

Raference: Subject - BLM Parcel - *Rabbil Ear* Surounded by The Simpson Ranch (TSR)

Bear BLA - Pmadale Ollice:

W just learned of your currently active study an the possible disposition of various BLM parceis on The
Snake River and around the valley. As an adiacent owner, with you, wa have been monitoring this for
BOME yeals, as your likas will show.

Unlortunately it appears we have missed your study’s public comment time frame, bul we agam wish o
update you on our contacts and reqister our interests via this e-mail

I have also just viewed the mapped inleractive web site showing these vanous BLM parce's.,

Wa always welcome any contacts with BLM regarding this piece or other community Inlerast prajects.

We actively help manlain varous ditches, with Gene Linn, i.e. The Linn Ditch, Jarvis Ranch {now TSR} &
Frosperity Ditet water rights, elc. and assist and work with the County and Army Corps and other proparty
owmers throughouwt the year.

We recently worked wilth Don Barney to improve the levee and fish spawning access, and other water
leatures on our ranch and both up and down rivar. We are now waorking with Don and the Army Comp. 1o
adjusl lavee easemenis to refhect those works.

Qur propery, owned by TSA Limited, of which | am the director, includes several small adiacen? parcels,
on the Snake River

Wa also complately surround a vory narrow SLM rabbit ear, connectad inlo the Snake River,

Par the wab site map, your 'In the river battom plece’ & about 200 + acres. This rabbit ear piace however
i5 & sinp piece only abow! 30 leat wide, and there is no other access to this {your) piece, save lor via the
river, and that (il any) easamant does NOT in that location allow access to the river via the levas.

In viewing s map, web sita, it ncorrectly shows Jarvis Lano with a dotted ne 1o this BLM ‘oo placa,
which i3 NOT correct as Jarvis Lane does NOT connect, but stops at another of our prapery lines much
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further back toward ihe kighway, the Village Road.

We would greatly appreclale your keeping us directly updated on this study and your proposals, and

provridinng vour acyine 0 repfy op how we might bale and wnek iooothor,

| am schadulod 1o be at Hg rasch m mid-Jdune, Telephaneg: 307 733 0188.

[ wieonrind wigit yonr oees sy on | nursday or Fiday, 18t or J0th Juna 2003 an your gomngoiengs,

We cowld than in person forther review thie above matiers of mulual interest,
Looking forward i yvour reply, | remain,
Yours Faithfully,

=T

Barbara & Erio Simpson

The Simpson Rarch

4012 Jarvis Lans

Wikson, WY 83014

TSH Limiled, 11 Poliock's Palh, Housa B, The Peak, Hang Kong

E-mail: fsr&wyoming.com or gks @ pacific.nalhk
ekses
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