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BTATEMENT OF MICHAEL PENFOLD, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR LANDS AND
RENEWABLE RESOURCES, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, UNITEL STATES
DEPARTHENT OF THE INTERIOR, REFORE THE SUBOOMMITTEE ON NATIOHAL
PARES, FORESBTS, AND PUBLIC LANDE OF THE COMMITTEE ON HRATURAL
RESOURQES, ON REHABILITATION, REFPORESTATION AND REIRNVESTHENT ON
PUBLIC LANDE AND NATIORAL FOREBRTE OF THE PACIFIC NORTHWESY.

T appreciate the opportunity to appear here today to discuss

the Bureau of Land Managemént's (BI#) forest management in the
Pacific Northwest. Coming as it does just a few days before the
Forest Conference, this hearing presents an excellent opportunity

to set forth the BLM’s programs and to correct some

misconceptions.,

The BIM manages approximately 2.2 million acres of forestland in
western Oregon. 7This land, referrad'ta as the COregon and -
California Railrcad Grant Lands, or 0&C lands, is valuable for
many rescurces, including timber, wildlife and fisheries habitat,
water, and recreational uses. The 0&C lands are managed under
authorities in the Federal Land Policy and Hanagement Act, the

O&C Act of 1937, angd the Coos Bay ¥Wagon Read Act.

We believe, as do the 18 western Oregon counties that share
receipts from these lands wiih the Federal Government, that, in
general, these forests are healthy and productive. Key factors
contributing to this have been good stewardship and public
investment. The 0&C Act provides for 7% percent of receipia o

go to the counties. However, since 18352, the counties have



returned 25 percent of the receipts, amounting to over
81 bkillion, to the Federal Government to be reinvested in

development and management of these lands,

From 1837 until the early 1980’s, the 0&C lands were managed
using the 25 percent government share and the 25 percent
returned funds from the counties. This method of funding
Qorked well, but was subiect to the normal market cycle of

the forest products industyy gnd resulted in unacceptable
fl&ct&ations and uncsriainty in funding. The Congress
determined that the long-term nature of forest investments

would not tolerate such fluctuwations and in 1982 started
directing appropriations for the m?nagement of these lands.
Since then, the returned portion of the 0&C Fund is dega$itaﬁ in

the United States Treasury,

We consider the reforestation and forest developnent programs to
be of highest priority and are proud of the outstanding success
we have had in this avea. Cur silviculturists and technicians
are highly trained and have some of the most advanced adaptive
reforestation research at their disposal. Their skill and
dedication are evidenced by the fact that, despite the harvest of
48 billion board feet of timber since 1938, there is at least as
nuch standing forest volume today as there was when the first

inventories were completed in the 1%40s.



Recent news storiss and testimony by the Inspector General (IG)
for the Department of the Interjor have charged the BLM with
miémanaq&mant of these lands, and claimed 2 large backlog in tree
planting and other forest development practices. These stories
and testimony are based on a 198% report by the IG that has not
been updated. We do not believe the lands are mismanaged and are
emphatic that the BLM does not have a tree planting backlog in
western Oregon., Our tree planting is current and we have
conducted more than enough forest growth enhancement treatments
to support the timber sale offerings under the 19803 timber

managemant plans.

The IG found that the BIM, during the Fiscal Years (FY) 1987 to
1989, did not perform the planned level of intensive forest
practices and did not place proper emphasis on seeking access
into timbered areas. Tﬁa forest development program Concerns
gentered around the bulld-up of a treatment backlog of 108,000
acres of plantation maintenance, 43,000 acres of precommercial
thinning, 127,000 acres of fertilization, angd 3,200 acres of
stand conversion. The BLM concurred, in general, with the
findings, although we did take some exceptions to parts of the

report.

Even before the 1883 I6 audit of our western COregon forestry

program we recognized that we had problems and concerns,



These problems and concerns resulted from several factors that
increased our program needs beyond our budget and work force

capability to respond.

In 1987 and 1988 severe wildfires swept through southwest
Oregon. These fires created an immediate need to reforest
thousands of acres which had not been programmed. Salvage
logging to recover fire~killed timber over the next few

years also added unanticipated work to our planned
reforestation efforts. The fires also increased our workload
in plantation maintenance =~~ that is, practices to manage the
competing vegetation to maintain survival and growth of the
seedlings —- for the past & vears and for the next few years

Lo oome.

also at that time, contracts that had been extendsd as part

of the Contract Modification ket were near termination and the
lands had to be logged. This, coupled with high lumber prices
supporting logging of newer timber sales, added acres in need of

treatment beyond our expectations.

additvionally, in 1984 the BLM was enjoined from using herbicides
o manage competing vegetation, This reguired us to use more
expensive treatments, theveby reducing the agreage that could be
treated within existing budgets and causing us to defer lower

2

priority treatments.



The IG stated that it would take a one time appropriation of
$48.2 million and 2 to 8 years to eliminate the backloé. The
BLM never received the $48 million appropriation, but qdid
receive some alid. Congress recognized the severity of the
backicg problem in the FY 1990 Appropriations Act by providing
that 50 percent of the Federal share of 05C receipts above

the estimate of receipts in the President’s Budget would be
returned to BIM to invest in forest management and forest
development work. fThis funding and the dedication of our
pecple have enabled the BLM te make significant progress

singe the publication of the I67s report. For example, over
430,000 acres -~ an area eguivalent to 20 percent of ocur land
base -« received on~the-ground treatment over the three year
period, including $%,000 acres of reforestation, 49,000 acres
of site preparation, 157,000 acres of plantation maintenance,
42,000 acres of precommercial thinning, and 85,000 acres of
fertilization., Today there is no reforestation backlog and the
extent of the backlog in other treatments has been significantly

reduced.

We also believe that the approximately $113 million invested

in the Oregon program over the past three years has been used
in a prudent and effective manner. Approximately 76 percent of
these funds was used to carry ocut treatment of 430,000 acres.
About 3 percent was used to conduct inventories and maintain

Ed

the complex records associated with this program. Approximately
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16 percent was used for program management and support activities
such as training and procurement. About § percent was used for
research and dsvelopment, planning, and environmental assessment.

I will discuss research in more detail later in this statement.

I point out that 45 percent of our expenditures, ©r nearly

551 million, was paid to private contractors to accomplish

a major portion of the on-the~ground project. oOur forest
developnent program 1s, and will continue to be, an important
source of jobs for the private sector. The IG recently announced
s follow-up audit of this program. We welcome this updated

examination by the I6.

The success of our projects is significant. We have been

able to treat sufficient acrez to support the timber offered

for sale over the past decade. However, I do not want to infer
thalt we are able to treat every acre prescribed for treatment

by ocur silviculturists. We are limited 10 our annual budget
capabilities and must prioritize treatments to those that give us
the greatest return. QOur first priority is ¢o assure that
harvested or burned areas are prepared for planting, are planted,
and that maintenance work necessary for seedling survival is
gonducted., We never anticipate that we can complete all of this
work in any one fiscal year. We normally defer acres needing
treatment into future fisgcal yvears. Much ¢f the carry-over is

anticipated and not considered hacklog.



Intensive practices such as precommercial thinning and
fertilization increase the growth and timber value of young
stands. These practices are very cost effective. The excess
funding we received made it possible for us to accomplish these
practices. However, under funding for FY 1992 and FY 1993 we
were able to do only a small amount of fertilization and
thinning. This resulted in a larger carry-over into FY 1994

than we would like. However, we emphasize that these intensive
practices wera prescridbded for treatment based on assumptions made
in the 1980s timber management plans where a rotation age of B0
to 100 years was assumed. The uncertainty of restrictions on
land use based on northern spotted owl protection and the cutcome
of new Resourcs Management Plans made it unwise to invest in
treatments for forestiands that may not be harvested or will

be managed on longsy term rotations where tinmber is not the
overriding objsctive. We are beginning to get a clearer picture
of what areas may be available for future timber management and

will start to treat these areas, consistent with applicable laws.

. Based on a recent assessment of tresatments planned for
accomplishment in FY 1993, the expected carry~over of acres,
and pipeline needs, we anticipate that the FY 1994 program
need will be 45,559 acres of maintenance, 63,832 acres of

precommercial thinning, and 162,370 acres of fertilization.



The President’s Economic Stimulus Package includes over

513 million for western Oregon management. b&gpraximately

*$9.4 million of this iIs slated for much nesded road maintenance
work, with the remaining $5.6 million for reforestation
practices, We anticipate that if this package is passed and
implemented, 70 to B0 percent of our pre~commercial thinning

treatnent needs will be met.

We have experienced lower bids for ireatment contracts than we
estimated. This is resulting in contract savings that we are
using for more contracts to reduce our unmet needs and to provide
for local 4dobs., We expect that this will result in an additional
$1 million worth of work being contracted,

Forest deévelopment work is more than investing in the visible
program that results in acres treated. It ig an extremely
complex progran that reguires hundreds of foresters, techniciang,
and adminigtrative staff. We have had to establish and maintain
seed orchards to produce the seed for reforestation. We have
gigantic freezers to store seed ¢ollected from hundreds of seed
zones and elevation bands for several different species afxtra&$¢
We have large coolers to store seedlings from the time tﬁay are
lifted in the nursery to the time they are planted in units. We
also have a large cooperative tree improvement program to provide

fast growing, disease resistant planting stock in the future.



All of these items are expensive, but necesgsary to maintain a

program as large as ours.

Ancther important use of the funds appropriated for forest
development is research. The BLM has invested several million
dollars over the past 15 or more years in research programs
that have provided a model for adaptive research and technology
transfer ¢ praatitiana%$( Two highly effective programs have
been the Intensified Forest Research (IFR} program and the
Coastal Qragcﬁ Productivity BEnhancement {(COPE} program. The
now complefed IFR program resulted in state of the art
reforestation practices in southwest Oregon. This returned to
the timber base over 100,000 acres of BLM lands that had
previously been withdrawn because they presented reforestation
problems. The COPE program iz continuing to study forest
management programs in coastal areas. Both of these programs
were cooperative efforts among the BLM, Forest Service, State of
Oregon, Oregon State University, industry, and local governments,
We have also recently established a cooperative reséarch center

at Oregon State University that will be addressing forest

management problenms.

Finally, I would like to address methods that we believe would
improve the funding processes for our treatments. Forest
managenent is a long-term investment. Stand treatments are not

prescribed day to day, but over an entire rotation. There nesds-
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to be a better mechanism to help maintain funding levels equal to
treatment needs., Several mechanisms have been suggested over the

past few Congresses.

The FY 1993 Interior Apprepriations Act included a grvvisién
establishing a Forest Ecosystem Health and Recovery Fund. fThis
fund returns the Federal share of timber receipts from salvaged
"timber to the BILM for forest health treatments. This will assist
the BLM in more rapidly responding to forest health problems

before they escalate into epidemics,

I reiterate that investment in our forestlands is necessary if
the BIM is to fulfil its statutory rele of managing for sustained
yield for community and industrial stability. The practices used
by BLM are the nmost scientifically advanced practices- available,
and are highly cost effective when implemented timely. We are
proud of our programs and the excellent and innovative techniques
we use in the management of our O&C lands. I have displayved much
of this in graphs and other visual charts that T will subnmit for

the reoord.

This concludes my prepared statement. I would be happy to answer

gquestions.



APR Ly I99a

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL PENFOLD, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, LAND AND
RENEWABLE RESCGURCES, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, BEFORE THE
SUBCOMMITTEEY ON NATIONAL PAREKS, FORESTS AND PURLIC LANDH,
COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES, HQUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, OR
K.R. 643, A BILL ""TO RAISF GRAZING FEEZ ON PUBLIC LANDS, AND ¥OR
OTHER PURPOSESY™ AND H.R. 1602, A BILL YTO REFORM THE MANAGEMENT
OF GRAZING ON THE PUBLIC RANGE LANDEY. ‘

I appreciate the opportunity to appear here today to provide the
Administration’s views on public rangeland grazing fees and

management of the rangelands by the Department of the Interior.

Ag you know from Secretary Babbitt’s February 16 “orientation®
hearing before the full Committee, he is keenly aware that
management of the public lands for livestock grazing continues to
ke a source of controversy-~both with regard to the fee charged
for such use andfthe condition of the public rangeland. This
Administration is committed to finding a workable and equitable
solution to the grazing fee debate. To further ﬁhis causs, the
Secraetary has schedulsd a series of upcoming grazing mestings in
the West to hear ideas on a fair and sensible pslicy from all

.affected parties.

We must receive a fadr return on our réngeland resources, and do
80 in a way that iz sensitive to the impacts not only %o
tgxpayers, but tg the affected communities, and to the lands
owned by the public, We must explore the needs ©of the small
ranchers: the ones who are out there trying to feed thsir
famiii&§ and support their communities, and see how they can
participate in the process of improving range condition for

maximum productivity.



While the condition of grazing lands 1ls improving, some ¢ritical
areas are still in poor condition and improvements must bes
accelerated. We appreciate all congressional efforts to foocus on

the full range of grazing issues.

Today, grazing fees are based on a formula established by the
1978 Public Rangelands Improvement Act {PRIA). Ths PRIA
gstipulated a fee formula that would provide *a fair market price®
" for grazing privileges and would also "prevent sconomic
disruption and harm" to the western livestock industry. While
the PRIA grazing‘ﬁee formula was originally enacted for a 7-vear
trial period, Executive Order No. 12548 has continued the fee
formula since 1986. The 1993 fee is $1.86 per Animal Unit Month

(AUM) .

The Burcau of Land Management {BLM} administers livestock grazing
on approximately 165 million acres of public lands. Morse than
19,000 farmers and rangers graze livestock on these lands,
comprising 21,600 allotments. About ée percent of these
permittees have small--less than 100 head--or medium—-100 to

500 head-—oparationé. Over the past several years, permittees
have used an average of 10 million AUM’s annuwally. Of thess,
large operations--over 500 head--account for nearly half of the

AlM’s.,



In response to the ongoing congressional debate over the existing
fee systen, the Departmeﬁts’af the Interior and Agriculture are
continuing to examine the viability of an alternative “incantive;
baged" fee. The basic idea would be to sef a market-value
grazing fee for public land ranchers and give them credits for
good land stewardship--for improving the range and enhancing

riparian-wetland areas,

The idea behind the concept was to study a fee system that
afferad a meang to accanplish several abjéativeg. It can be used
to moye closely align private and public laﬁﬁ grazing fees,
promote gaﬁdﬁland stewvardship while'sustaining local economies,
and perhaps even gulet the century-cld debate that has divided so

many interests in the West.

| Secraebary Babhkitt has deemed it oritical to meet with
individuals, State and local officiale, and interest groups that
want to provide thelr views on grazing éali&y issues. Four
meetings are currently scheduled in the West to provide an open
\ferum for such discussions. These meétinqs are planned for the
next 3 weeks in Bozeman, Montana; Grand Junction, Colorado; Reno,
Nevada; and Albuguerque, Hew Mexico. We antlicipate that iss@es

raizsed at these meetings will include:



- mgthods for deternmining fair market value;

- whether fee increase will be phased in over a pericd of
time;

s subleasing of grazing permits;

- how bhest to evaluate range conditions;

- possible components of & range stewardship incentive
prograw; ‘

- whether and how to differentiate between large and
gmall operators, and those who rely solely on ranching
ihcone;

- broader land and ecosystem management issues, including
suggestions for how we can do a better job of managing

the public’s land.

In order to construct a fair and reasonable policy on the grazing
issue, those that will have to live with the outcome must be part
of the process. Only after these mgetings are held and the
issues fully addressed, will we be in a position to provide
specific views on rangeland legislation introduced in the 103rd

Congress.

I would like to thank Chairman Vento for scheduling this hearing

today on this important topic. The health of America’s



rangelands are of vital concern to the Administration, Congress,
and the American public. You have the Secretary’s pledge that
the Department will work with all interests to achieve improved

public rangelands, as a legacy for future generations.

This concludes my statement. I will be happy to answer

guestions.
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT ARMBTRONG, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, LAND AND
MINERALS MANAGEMENT, DEPARITMENT OF THE. INTERIOR, BEFCORE THR
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES, AND THE
S8UBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS, COMMITTEE- ON
NATURAL REBOURCEE, UNITED BTATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

AT A HEARING ON UNRECLAIMED HARDROCK MINEH.

I appreciate the opportunity to appezar here to discuss the
problems related to unreclaimed hardrock mines and what is
being done to address and alleviate those problems.

Several important reports have addressed the scope of abandoned
hardrock mines and the proeblems they have generated. Included
among them are the scoping study lnactive and Abandoned Coal
Mines prepared by the Western Interstate Energy Board for

the Western Governors’ Assocliation Mine Waste Task Force in
August 1991, Burden of Gilt issued by the Mineral Policy
Center in June 19%3 and Dgep Pockets, the report prepared

by the majority staff of the Subcommittee on Oversight and
Investigations of the House Committee on Natural Resources,
and released in July 1993. All of these reports stress the
great magnitude and sericusness of the problems related to
abandoned hardrock sites, and identify the need for additional
investigation and study.

The Departmant of the Interior (DOI} is concerned about the
threats to public¢ health and safety caused by hardrock abandoned
mines, and many of the agencies in the DOI are already developing
the data and information necessary to address the problems in a
comprehensive manner.

For instange, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM} has
established an “Abandoned Mined Land Inventory Task Force."

To date, the magnitude and extent of abandoned mines on publiec
lands managed by the BLM are simply not known. The task force
established by the BLM will seek to identify all abandoned
locatable mine sites, mineral material sites, and non-energy
leasable mine sites on BIM lands. At presant funding levels,
the BLM contemplates completion of its inventory about
Septamber 306, 1997,

The BLM inventory is designed to identify physical,
environmental, and potential hazardous materials problems

at akandoned mine sites. Physical hazards at abandoned

mines may- include open pits, shafis, and adits or unstable
slopes, Envirconmental problems may include acid mine drainage,
unsuccessful vegetation, erosion, and stream sedimentation.
Potentially hazardous materials at abandoned mine sites include
old processing chemicals and electrical transformers.

In addition, the inventory will assist BLM in future remediation
efforts and serve as a tool in BLM's land use planning process.
Knowledge of the locations and on-site conditions of abandoned



mine sites will enable BLM to reach a more informed decision on
the sensitive land use issues facing the Bureau today.

BLM also is conducting several pilot studies to identify useful
field and information collection techniques. For example, the
Bureau of Mines has developed a way to screen its comprehensive
minerals data base for problem abandoned mine sites and is fieéeld
testing this approach in BLM’s Winnemucca District, Nevada. The
Sureau of Mines has also used this approach to inventory
abandoned nine sites on all National Forests in the State of
Washington. BLM has an agreement with the Idaho Geoclogical
Survey to cownpile a data base and GIS maps of known mine sites on
‘BiMd~managed lands in the state. In addition, the BLM Utah State
Office is currently conducting a pilet project utilizing spot
imagery, aerial photography, and videography to identify
potential areas for field investigation. On-the-ground data
gollection in the study area will test the use of globkal
positieoning systems for site location and a draft field checklist
under develaopment, Sites which are inspected in the field will
bhe evaluated for future reclamation or closure, Coordination
with other agencies and efforts will continue throughout the BLK
inventory effort.

Several other DOI agencies have developed abandoned hardrock mine
site inventories, or are working on the development of inventory
information. These agencies include: the National Park Service,
{which has the most complete data on abandoned mine sites on the
lands it manages); the U.5., Geological Survey, and the Bureau of
Mines. Appendsd to my statement are short descriptions of the
work of these agencies,

Clearly, Mr. Rahall and the other nmembers who have been working
on hardrock mining reform legislation over the past several years
have recognized the importance of beginning the clean-up and
restoration of abandoned hardrock mines. The Interior Department
supports the commitment, contained in H.R. 322, to establish a
legislatively mandated reclamation program for abandoned hardrock
mines, and we applaud the foresight of the leadership of the
Committee in incorporating this provzszcn into the reform
legislation,

The issue of how best to fund such a reclamation program is
currently under discussion among many of those interested in
comprehensive mining law reform, in the Administration and
within the leadership of the House Natural Resources Committee.

It is important to bear in mind that the potential gross receipts
base for a federal lands hardrock mining royalty is currently
declining, and is expected to dininish further, as large mines go
to patent. The Depariment continues te advocate the imposition



of a gross royalty on mining operations on public lands. The

© fact that current law reguires vs to continue giving valuable
lands away through the patent system -- ensuring that the
existing royalty base will continue to diminish -- is, in our
view, all the more reason for the expediticus enactment of reform
legislation, including the termination of the patenting
provisions. However, we recognize that, in the short term, the
diminishing federal royalty base may be insufficient £o fund
needed restoration activities at the thousands of abandonsd
hardrock mine sites across the land. Because we agree with the
authors of H.R. 322 that this problem simply must be addressed,
we bellieve it is appropriate to consider alternative funding
mechanisns,

Chairman Miller and Representative Rahall have voiced their
suppeort for one option for funding an abandoned hardrock
reclamation program, that is a dedicated fee, which would
supplement the revenue from the royalty proceeds of existing
public lands mines. The reclamation program proposed in H.R. 322
would not be limited to abandoned havdrock sites on public lands.
Rather, any abandoned hardrock wmine site in the states affected
by the pbill, and which meets the criteria set out, would be
eligible for reclamation.

Zgquity considerations argue that funding a broad clean-up program
through a revenue mechanism that only affects mining operations
on public lands may arbltrarily burden some mining cowmpanies or
operations, as well as unnecessarily limit the funding base for
the reclamation effort. In many cases, the only differencs
between those who pay into the fund and those who do not may be
that one operator on public lands has successfully acguired a
patent to those lands, while a second operator has not. A broad
reclamation fee mechanism, which would apply to any hardrogk
mining operation (in the states eligible for reclamation
expenditures from the fund], would more closely emulate the wnodel
of other dedicated reclamation programs, such as those under the
Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977, and the
superfund laws. The Administration is evaluating this option.

In summary, we agree that the thousands of abandoned hardrock
mines on public lands that are causing pollution represent a
severe environmental problem --- one that for too long has been
put on the back burner with very little in the way of real action
being taken to deal with it,

I will be pleased to answer qusstions.



NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Mining sad Minerals Branch

5, 1993 b

Over 147 National Park System units are currently encumbered with abandoned
mine sites (AML). The growing National Park Service (NPS) inventory currently
identifies 2,124 AML. sites coniaining 10,655 hazardous adits and shafts, 727 abandoned
oil and gas wells, and 995 abandouned sand and gravel pits. A variety of resource impacts
exist as & result of these AML sites, including soil erosion or contamination, vegetation
loss, acid mine drainage and salt contamination of aquifers from oil wells, to name a few.
Many sites contain hazardous wastes, chemicals or explosives. In addition to resource
impacts, these abandoned sites pose safety hazards to park staff and ‘isitors,

The NPS realizes that AML in the National Park System is a serious issug, and
has coordinated a servicewide AML program designed to accomplish five basic goals:

» inventory and prioritize sites

» eliminate safety hazards

» mitigate impacts to NPS resources

» preserve and interpret historically
and culturally significant sites

» manage sites for wildlife habitat

Inn 1984, NPS initiated the first servicewide abandoned mine inventory. To date,
largely through the efforts of park staffs, the NPS has amassed an inventory of over 3,000
mine sites with over 10,000 openings and other hazards, encompassing 147 park units in
all ten regions of the National Park System. Whereas more detail needs to be obtained
on many of these sites, and some parks may need to make a more diligent effort In
compiling a comprehensive inventory, the servicewide inventory is representative of the
magnitude and scope of AML in the parks, and is sufficiently detailed 1o make
- reasonable projections for the cost of mitigation. NPS is currently entering the
servicewide inventory into an automated database designed to record detailed
infarmation and prioritize the sites for closure.

NPS staff work directly with the parks and regions in addressing AML issues.

These efforis are largely initiated through regional mineral coordinators. Over the past $
years, AML has been a substantial workload to NPS, involving at least seven staff
“members spending a portion of their time on AML projects, Where parks need help in
the inventory and characterization of sites, NPS has provided the technical assistance of
engineers, geologists, and reclamation specialists to inspect AML sites. These specialists
_ then provide the parks with options for closure and reclamation, and where funding is

available, arrange contracts to get the work accomplished. In reviewing park planaing
documents, NPS comments often relaté to AML planning,



NPS has made many efforts to heighten awareness of AML servicewide. NPS has
incorporated AML presentations into annual minerals management courses and travels
to parks to provide specific training to personnel who regularly encounter AML issues.
In an innovative cooperative agreement with the Environmental Policy and Management
Division of the University of Denver, NPS produced the "Handbook for the Remediation
of Abandoned Mineral Lands." This handbook is currently being distributed for field
review, and will serve as a definitive technical guide to park managers throughout the
system for mitigation of AML safety hazards and resource impacts. To complement this
document, NPS plans to draft a servicewide mitigation and rectamation program
statement outlining the program’s goals, philosophy, strategy, and direction.

NPS’s involvement in promoting AML awareness is not limited to the NPS.
Efforts are underway to produce a brochure this year which will heighten public and NPS
awareness of AML issues. In the 1991 Annual Department of Interior Safety
Conference, NPS staff made a presentation on safety hazards associated with AML. For
the last 4 years NPS has attended and presented at the Annual Conference of the
Association of Abandoned Mine Land Programs. On a voluntary basis in 1992, NPS
staff made three AML safety presentations to approximately 200 volunteers for the
Colorado Division of Wildlife, who work in conjunction with the Colorado Mined Land-
Reclamation Division in recommending suitable mine closures which would not
comprornise habitat for threatened and endangered species of bats.

Since the NPS has no specific budgetary allocation for AML mitigation, NPS has
attempted, and in some cases succeeded, in procuring funding and technical assistance
from a number of sources, e.g., the Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and
Enforcement, Bureau of Mines, Mine Safety and Health Administration, the
Environmental Protection Agency, state AML programs, and private sources. NPS has
also set aside a small portion of its own base funding (when available) toward specific
projects. Over the last 20 years, $2 million has been spent to mitigate about 400 AML
sites. Realizing that it will be some time before all sites in the system are mitigated, the
NPS designed and produced several signs to warn visitors of the hazards inherent to
unaddressed AML sites, and have provided these signs to the parks.

To ensure that future AML problems do not develop, NPS assists the parks in
enforcing hardrock mining regulations. This includes requiring operators to submit
adequate plans of operations with reasonable reclamation bonds, regardless of the size of

the operations. NPS has proposed new regulations to enable effective management of
all other federal and nonfederal minerai rights (e.g., sand and gravel) in park units.
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Linited States Bureau of Mines

The Bureau of Mines maintains a comprehensive data base of mining and mineral
processing sites which is sarving as a starting point to inventory problem
abandoned mined lands sites. This automated database, with over 200,000
minegral sites, is the most comprehensive database of its kind, with information gn
metallic and nonmetallic occurrences, prospects, mines, both past and presenmt
producers, geothermal wells, and mineral processing plants such as mills, smelters,
and refineries. Supplementing these data, the Bureau of Mines mairntaing mineral
property files covering primarily past mining operations. These files contain
information such as extent of workings, milling methods {an indicator of what
chermicals may have been used), ore and waste minerals, and years of operation
that gre important 10 evaluating Abandoned Mined Land {(AML) sites. Thease data,
gnhanced with data from state and other Federal agencies, provide the
informational framewaork upon which a comprehensive inventary can be built.

With BLM, the Bureau of Mines is field testing a prototype screening methodology
on selected AML sites in Winnemucca district, Nevada. The Bureau of Mines has
also developed an Abandoned Mine Land Inventory and Hazard Evaluation
Hangbook 10 promote consistent inventories of AML sites across agency
jurisdictions and geographic areas. Froper ways to conduct an on-site initial
investigation are described and data collecton forms are provided 16 promote
consistent, technically accurate assessments of abandoned mine land sites and
hazards.

Efficient, cost-effective remediation on mining and mineral processing sites requires
accurate site characterization on which o plan remedial action. The Bureau of
Mines has on-going programs to assist DOl and other Federal agencies with site
characterization and to develop better techniques for performing comprehensive
and reliable site characterization. Technigues commonly applied o exploration for
mineral deposits, such as geophysics, geochemistry, geostatistics, etc., are now
directed at identifying and delineating the extent of contamination on past.mining
sites. ‘

For example, contaminated water 8t the gbhandoned Midnight Uranium Mine located
on the Spokane Indian Reservation, Washington, poses significant environmental
risks which are being identified and assessed by the Bureau of Mines. Nearly one-
half billion gallons of contaminated water have collected in two large pits. Should
pit water escape, it would flow across lands  controlled by the Bureau of Indian
Affairg and the Bureau of Land Management into Lake Roosevelt, which is
managed by the Bureau of Reclamation and has recreationa! facilities managed by
the National Park Service. The lake is 81s0 a source of drinking water. The Bureau
ot Mines has spent nearly $1 million to investigate the local hydrology,
geochemistry, water treatment alternatives, contaminant migration, and metal
reactivities of the site under its base program and through limited funds provided
by the Bureau of Indian Affairs.



Bureau of Mines researchers are developing innovative techniques to both reduce
the cost and improve the effectiveness of treatment of contaminated waters,
Such research has already proven the value of the site-spacific design of
engineered wetlands to treat acid mine drainage; the development of liquid-
emuision membranes to recover metal contaminants in streams; and the
development of porous, organic beads that can absorb low concentrations of
metals from water and are reusable. More important, progress is being made in
development of technigues to eliminate the generation of contaminants at the
sowrce, thus providing a permanent and “immediate” solution 16 the problem.
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U.S.GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

Unrectaiimed havdrack mines

fhe U,5. Ganlogleal Survey {USHS) has dovelopad axtensive expartise Lo
tdentify, characterlze, and romadlate envirnnmentel problems sscociated
with presently opersting and abmndorned alnes. This experiise hax been
gained in the course of mesting the USUS responstbiiities for assasxlag
the quaniity and gquality of the Malinn’s minerald, enargy, and watsr
rasources. USBS scipntists help solva anviveumenlal fssues by (1)
urdarstanding and prediciing the envirammantal effecls of rasource
development, (2) identifying and characlertsiug contaminaled lands, (3)
developinyg understamiing of procasses that affeclt contaminants in the
pnvironment, and (4) conducting research that applies an carth-science
parspective to developmant of baselinas as references for assessment of

environmental changes due Lo natural or human causes.

- SXome information on enviranmenta] problems al mine sites has besn
obtained as part of USAS assessment studies and related research
projects. Far example, the USGS has begun geosclience
fnvastigatfons of environmenlal conseguences of mining and ore
processing at the Summitville mine tn Colorade.

- In some cases, USGS assistance is being provided to re?niaiory or
land-menaging agencies. Examples are USGS studles of lead
contamination in the Jordan River, Ulah, and distribulion of
smeller contaminalion over the landscape In the Mimbres BLM

resgurce grea, New Mexicn,

- USGS work st some locallons was started ss a result of USGS
involvement under CERCLA as a potentially respontible party due to
defense-related mineval-resaurce studiss and administration of
gayarnment exploration assistance programs. Examplies are Lhe

lackbird mine, Idaho, and the £lark’s Fork Superfund $ite,

Hontans.

the USGS also renders advice in Vederally funded resesrch efforts and
the Natfonal Mine Lsnd Reclamation Cenler {centered at West Virginis
Unfvarsity} and Lhe Geaeric Hineral fechnnlugy Center Tor Hinersi
Industry Waste Trealmenl amd Hecovery {contared al the Universily of

tievada-Reno}.
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Hard Rock Mining Claims on National wildlife Refuges

Three National Wildlife Refuges in the lower 48 States that were
withdrawn from the public domain have active or abandoned mining
claims {Cabeza Prieta, Az; Kofa, Az; and Sheldon, Nv). TFish and
Wildlife Service contaminant reviews have not found contaminant

problems of concern with abandoned mine sites at those refuges.

Nine refuges in Alaska ~~ Arctic, Xanuti, Koyukuk, HNowitna,
Selawik, Tetlin, Togiak, Yukon Delta and Yukon Flats -~ have a

total of 115 current and 140 abandoned mining <laims.

The Fish and Wildlife Service has identifled contaminant problems
with some of the active mines, and is currently in the aagly stages
of field checking ths abandcngﬁ sites to determine if contaminant
reviews are warranted. fThe Service believes it likely that sone

contaminant problems will need to be resolved at abandoned sites in

Alaska.
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STATEMENT OF JIM BACA, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, UNITED
BETATES DEPARTMENT OF THEE INTERIOR, BETORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON
HINERAL RESOQURCES DEVELOPHMENT AND PRODUCTION, COMMITTEE ON ENERGY
AND NATURAL RESOURCES, UNITED STATES B8ENATE, ON 8. 1170, A BILL TO
AMEND THE MINERAL LEASIRG ACT TO PROVIDE FOR LEASING OF CERTAIN
LAKRDE FOR Q1L AND GAS FPURPOBES.

I appreciate the opportunity to appear here today to discuss

s. 1170, a bill to provide for the leasing of the Naval Oil Shale

Reserves 1 and 3 {(which I will refer to as the Reserves) in
Garfield County, Colerade for oll and gas exploration,

development and production.

The Department of the Interior supports the concepts proposed in
§. 1170, However, we note that there may be alternative
approaches that could accomplish the same objectives., The
Administration will review these alternatives and transmit to

Congress a legislative proposal socon.

S, 1170 would amend Section 17 of the Mineral Leasing Act by
adding a new subsection to change the management of these Reserve

landg in 4 ways. It would:

{1) Authorize the Secretary of the Interior {Secretary}, in
consultation with the Secretary of Energy, to lease the
Reserve lands for oil and gas exploration, development

and production;

{23 Direct that the Secretary, through the Bursau of Land

Management (BLM), shall hereafter manage the surface



estate in these lands pursuant to the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976, and other laws

applicable to the public lands;

(3) Provide that a lease of the lands by the Secretary. be
conditioned upon payment of a réyalty pursuant to
subsection (b) of Section 17 of the Mineral Leasing
Act, except that the Secretary would be allowed to
establish a sliding scale royalty of not less than
12.5 per centum or more than 25 per centum in amount or
value of the production removed or sold from the lease;

and

(4) Allow the Secretary, when leasing the Reserve lands, to
include the transfer, at fair market value, of wells,
gathering lines, and related equipment owned by the
United States on the Reserve lands that are suitable
for use in exploration, development or production of

hydrocarbons on such lands.

As a special area, we believe it may be appropriate to look at
alternatives for the handling of ©il and gas in order to achieve
a process which best recognizes the special nature of the area as

well as the best interests of the Federal government.
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Enactment of S. 1170 would not change or centradict the purposes
for which the Reserves were established and have been operated.
The formal withdrawals would not be revoked and the DCE would
still have the same responsibilities for management of the oil
shale resocurces. We believe the handling of the Reserves’ oil
and gas rescurces can be managed without conflicting with present
or future oil shale programs. A&And, to the extent practical and
to the benefit and encouragement of the Federal government’s
interest in new technology, we endorse any program that would
support the DOE‘s continued research of the oil shale potential

of the Reserves. :

We also concur that the Depariment of the Interior, through the
BLM, should have surface management responsibility €for the
Reserves. The BIM is presently wmanaging the surface resources of
the area under a M&ﬁorandum of Understanding (MOU} with the [OE.
However, our management efforts through the MOU are hest
described as limited or custodial, with most of the active or

enhancement work being done by individual and group voluntesrs.

Formal transfer of management jurisdiction would greatly
facilitate managenent of the surface rescurces. It would
elininate dual agency responsibility and,'through the BLM’s
preparation of comprehesnsive planning and environmental
documents, would address, among other things, sensitive natural

resources, ccosystem management, and grazing administration.



As for the handling of ¢il and gas in the Reserves, if they are
to be leased, transfer of the leasing to the BLM would be
consistent with the BLM’s present authority to issue oil and gas
leases on other Federal public and acguired lands, including

Forest Service lands, military lands, ete.

Having the Federal minsral leasing program administered by one
entity is consistent with the recommendations of Vice President
Gore’s National Performance Review which calls for the
elimination of duplication of effort within the Federal
government. The BLM has 70 years of experience in leasing oil
and gas on Federal lands., It makes good &anse’ta use this
expertise when a new leasing program is planned.

In addition, the Energy Policy Act of 1892 includes a provision
requiring any agenscy or department of the United States
government that administers land acquired with mineral leases to
transfer the authority to the Secretary of the Interior to
administer and collect revenue from the leases. This very recent
legislative actibn is also an Indication that Cangreé& feels that
mineral leasing activities for any Federal lands should be

administered by the Secretary of the Interior.

The BLM, because of its experience in leasing and managing oil
and gas resources and the capapility it has developed L¢ manage

the significant o0il and gas resources on Federal lands, could
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undertake leasing and management of oil and gas resources on the

Reserves without the need for additicnal funding.

This concludes my prepared statement. I would be pleased to

respond to your guestions.



STATEMENT OF
MIKE DOMBECK, ACTING DIRECTOR
Bureau of Land Management
H.R. 1713, The Livestock Grazing Act
House Resources Commitise
Subcommitiee on National Parks, Forests and Public Lands
July 11, 1995

I appreciate the opportunity to testify on H.R. 1713, the Livestock Grazing Act.

H.R. 1713 would change many proirisicns of exis;ting law and essentialfy replace the BLM’§ new
cooperative relations and grazing administration rules. The Department would default on its
responsibility 1o the thousands of Western citizens who helped to shape BLM's regulations, if
we did not voice strong opposition to HL.R, 1713 and support of BLM’s "healthy rangelands*

strategy.

However, H.R. 1713 would tum back the clock on public rangeland management. Livestock
grazing is a traditional use of the public lands. Qver the last several decades, BLM has managed
the public lands for grazing along with other multiple uses such as recreation, hunting, logging,

and mining.

As stated many times by the BLM, in many places the public rangelands are in better shape
today than they were fifty years ago. This is due, In part, to a deeper understanding of range
ecology and improved grazing practices implemented by ranchers and the agencies that manage
these public lands.

£

But, we must do more to pass on sustainable resources o our children, because:

¢

» Millions of acres of public land remain in poor condition;

. Too many watersheds are not producing their full range of benefits;



* Too many soils continue to lose fertility;

o Poisonous, exotic weeds are a "biological nightmare® that reduce the Jand’s ability w

sustain itself; and
. Too many streams and riparian areas are still degraded.

The BLM's stratcgy 0 improve rangeland heakth is built on the collective wisdom of 60 years
of applied science. It was shaped by over two years of public discussion. Qur program will
improve rangeiand health z}zr;augh a balanced and practical approach that demonsirates how
collaborative stewardship can meet the basic needs of both people and nature,

We have prepared a detailed comparisen and analysis of BLM's old livestock grazing
regulations, our new regulations, and the provisions of the Livestock Grazing Act, H.R. 1713
that T am submitting as part of our written testimony. Our analyses make clear our many strong
objections to the bill. Iam also including in the wrilien record a piece entitled “Just the Facts, ™

to clarify the effects of our new regulations.

I would like to speak to two of the principal differences between the bill and BLM's healthy

rangeland sirategy.
First, the grazing bili

. focuses public rangeland management on the single use of livestock grazing — de-
emphasizing other uses and values of the public lands such as mining, hunting, recreation

and wildlife.

In comparison, our strategy focuses on maintaining the health and productivity of all public land
resources and values. Experience has proven that we cannot emphasize a single use of the

public lands without compromising other uses and values.

2



Where H.R, 1713 ccfzc:eatratas exclusively on fivesiock productien, our approach encourages
collaborative management to sustain the land’s overall produciivity 1o meet the needs of not only
public lands ranchers, but other public lands users such as hunters, campers, and recreationisis,
I firmly believe that our approach is more appropriate in meeting our stewardship responsibilities
and will better serve all of those who use and value the public lands.

Second, the bill would

. severely limit public involvement in the management of the public lands,

QOver the past 20 years, it has become clear that the most effective stewardship — for both
natural resources and people — occurs when the many public land interests work fogether for
what President Theodore Roosevelt called "common solutions o common problems for the

common good.”

We must move beyond public land users sitling at opposite ends of the table arguing over the
use of shared resources — waiting for court ordered "solutions.” H.R. 1713 is a lawyer's dream
— a recipe for polarization and litigation. If we regress to such management, the public lands

and the people who depend on them, suffer most.

H.R. 1713 limits the ability of anyone who does not graze livestock to have a say in public land
management and planning. To deny citizens a seat at the table — 2 veice in the pwceés -
would be a major step backward. In contrast to the bill, our program (o improve public
rangeland management would assist all who value the public lands to work in a collaborative

manner to define a commaon vision for their health,

In order to bring together alf of those who use and care for the public lands, we have met with
western Governors, or their staffs, to select 3 model for creating diverse and balanced citizen
advisory councils. We intend for local citizens to be in the lead. Our Resource Advisory
Councils are tailored 1o best meet the needs of all those who use and appreciate public lands,

be they families on outings, ranchers, anglers, or oil and gas developers.

3



Qver time, our approach will

e restore the productivity and diversity of 100,000 acres of riparian areas;
- bring 20 million acres of uplands into pmpt;riy functioning condition;

» henefit most plant, fish and animal species, including livestock; and

. enhance recreational opportunities such as fishing, huntiag, hiking, tourisem, and wildlife

viewing.

The health of our watersheds is what ultimately sustains livestock production in the West, Yet,
we cannot meet the neds of the people if we do not maintain the health of the Jand.

BLM’s healthy rangelands approach moves resource decision-making from Washington D.C. to
the western rangelands. In contrast, H.R. 1713 offers 93 pages of top-down direction 1o local
managers and public land users. We believe that those who live closer to the resources have a

better understanding of how to meet people’s needs within the limits of sustainability.

This bill is 2 departure from traditional multiple use management in that it appears to elevate one
use over other uses of public lands. It changes the standards that courts apply and creates the
potential for disruptive htigation for ygars to come,

We cannot allow lawsuits, judicial injunctions, and top-down remedies to impede our
stewardship responsibilitics, Good stewardship must provide managers and local communities

with the tools and flexibility to develop lasting solutions for all public land uses and values,

BLM's approach provides this flexibility; H.R. 1713 does not.



For example, H.R. 1713 eliminates a rancher’s ability to apply for conservation use of public
rangelands. It also prevents managers from placing decisions in immediate effect in order to

avert resource degradation except in extraordinarily parrow circumstances,

As you know, the Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee plans (0 mark up their
grazing bill, S. 852 on July 18. 1 sincerely hope that the House will choose not to use the
Sepate's preliminary mark which the Senate Committee has shared with us. It makes a bad bill

far worse. .
Allow me to speak to the three provisions of the Senate's mark that particularly concern BLM,

First, the Senate preliminary mark of S. 8352 deletes ali "affected interest” Provisions -
effectively eliminating the meaningful opportunity for anyone who does nor graze livestock on
public land to patticipate in grazing planning and management. Grazing is conducted on
approximately $5% of public land in the lower 48 states. Lands owned by all Americans. The
only recourse for those who (o not graze livestock, but who do care for publicly-owned lands,
and who are affected by grazing, 18 litigation,

Such a policy is contrary to law, precedent, and common sense. We should be working together
w0 involve more people in collaborative decision-making — not culting them out.

BL.M resolves multiple use conflicts at the allotment plan level. Here, closest © the ground,
livestock operators, sportsmen, recreational users, conservationists, and others work together to
find common solutions to common problems. The process works and will work even better with

BLM’s new regulations.

Top-down legislation from Washington D.C. simply cannot take the place of local people

working together to resolve local issues.

Second, the Seﬁaw’s preliminary mark prohibits BLM from using monitoring and inspection data

5



unless the livestock operator has been invited and allowed to participate. BLM agrees that
sanducting monitoring with permiltees is most effective. Requiring the permittes’s participation,
however, is akin to allowing the uncooperative operator veto power over needed monitoring,
This would essentially eliminate our ability to conduct effective trespass inspections,  Most
public land ranchers are good and responsible stewards. This legisiation, however, would
insulate irresponsible and uncooperative operators from management actions that keep the land
healthy and productive.

Finally, the Senate preliminary mark would require that all Resource Advisory Council members
are selected from a list submitted by the Governor of the state.  This politicizes what should be
an apolitical process. Certainly, Siate Governors need 10 be heard, In fact, in recent months,
our BLM State Directors have worked with all the western Governors 1o forward to the
Secretary nominations for diverse and balanced Resource Advisory Councils, We already have
in place a process that works by representing the full range of opinions — be they from the
general public, conunodity interests, recreation users, O conservationists.

Limiting public participation in public rangeland management would fail both the land and thow

who depend on it. 1 assure you that if we:

L limit the tools available (o managers and ranchers;

. narrow peoples’ ability to participate in public land management;

. emphasize a single use of the public lands at the expense of other uses and values;

we will have failed as stewards of the public land. More importantly, we will have betrayed our

children by diminishing their natural resource legacy.

For these reasons, and for those set forth in the attached analysis, the Department of Interior and
the Bureau of Land Management strongly oppose H.R. 1713, the Livestock Grazing Act,

6
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Testimony of Maitland Sharpe
Assistani Direcmr Renewable Resources and Planning, Bureau of Land Management
Before the Subcommittee on Livestock, Dairy, and Poultry
House Comunittee on Agriculture |
September 17, 1597

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, [ appreciate the opportunity to come before you

today to discuss the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) range management program,

The Departinent of the Interior has a long history of managing livestock grazing on the public
fands. In response to widespread overgrazing and eavironmental degradation on public fands in
the Weat, Congress passed the Taylor Grazing Act in 1934 te regulate the occupancy and use of
the public land, preserve the Jand from destruction or unnecessary injury, and provide for orderly
use, inprovement, and development. For more than sixty years the Department has worked with
permittees, lessees and interested members of the public to achieve these goals. A great deal of
progress has been made. We look forward to continuing to work with all these parties 1o achieve

additional improvement in the health of the public rangelands, particularly in riparian areas.

A couple of years ago, the BLM made some important revisions to its regulations that affect
livestock grazing on the public lands. Among other thiags, the revisions sought to provide tools
to achieve consensus, A very important success story in achieving consensus has been the
invaluable guidance that the Resource Advisory Councils (RACUs) have provided to BLM
managers. The role of the RACs is to provide advice and local perspectives 1o the BLM. RAC
members ynust reside in the State of their jurisdiction. Each RAC has focused on the full array of
multiple use issues associated with public lands within its arez of jurisdiction, In terms of grazing
management, the RACs have been instrumental in the preparation of State or regional standards

for rangeland health and guidelines for grazing administration.

The standards and guidelines, as well as the RACs, are a central component 1o achieving

consensus an improvement to the health of the public rangelands. The BIM and the RACs--in



close consultation with permittees, lessees and interested members of the public—-have completed

many of the standards and guidelines. The standards and guidelines are designed to provide
specific measures of rangeland health and to identify best management practices ia keeping with
the charactenstics of a State or region, such as climmate and vegetation types. They seek to
provide a consensus view of how to maintain and seek additional improvement in the health of the
public rangelands, particularly riparian areas. The BLM is very grateful to the many RAC
members, permittees, lessees and interested members of the public who devoted many hours to

making the standards and guidelines a success.

Eight of ten States have completed standards and guidelines and received approval from the
Secretary f}f the Interior to proceed with implementation (Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana,
Nevada, Oregon, Utab, and Wyoming). All State iﬁirecwrs are making standards and guidelines
implementation plans, New Mextcoe and California are still developing standards and guidelines.
Fallback standards and guidelines will be in effect until specific New Mexico and California

standards and guidelines are completed and approved by the Secretary.

Livestock grazing remains a central component of multiple use management and the BEM is

working, in accordance with the 1995 regulations, 1o achigve a program that has broad public
support. The way to encourage public support 1s 1o provide a mechanism for meaningful pu!:lic
participation. Meaningful participation not only permits ranchers to hear the views of others, but
it aiso helps non-ranchers to better understand ranchers and the benefits they bring, such as open
space~-an issue that increasingly resonates throughout the West with people of almost all
i}aﬁkgraa;zds( Through the RACs and public participation provisions of the 1995 regulations,
more ard more Americans are participating in the process. We strongly prefer upfront
participation o parglyzing lawsoits and injunctions. Only with significant public participation and

support can we achieve the stability that public Jand ranchers want and deserve.

To ensure that the 1995 regulations did not create unintended effects, we have been performing a

review of how the regulations are being implemented and what their irmpact has been. The
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purpose of the review is to gather information about the effectiveness of the regulations, including
2 review of the program’s costs and benefits, an assessment of the extent to which the regulations
and goals are being accomplished and a measurement of the consistency of their application. The
information will be used to identify existing or potential problems and inefliciencies and aid in the
search for effective and innovative solutions. The review will occur this fall with hopes that we

can compile the information this winter and complete a report by February or March.

We will also continue to make use of the tools that the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) provides us. NEPA has greatly facilitated our dialogue with the public and coordination
with Federal, State and local agencies. This dialogue and coordination has led to better

cooperation in seeking to reach our common goals of betier range management,

The doomsday scenarios painted by some in the West concerning the regulatory revisions of a
couple of years ago have not come true. Ingtead, ranchers, eovironmentalists and other interests
are sitting around tables talking and making progress on specific issues rather than hurling rhetoric
at each other, Many environmentalists and ranchers are realizing that they have a lot more in
common than they originally thought.  All of us want better wildlife habitat, improved water
quality, open space, and healthy rural cconomies. Ranchers and environmentalists learned this by
talking and working together on a wide variety of issues. Consensus and cooperation, I believe,
are the fidure of public land mzaagme;ﬁ-»-mi protests, appeals and lawsuts. With all due -
respect, a lot of what all of us do back here in the nation’s Capitol séems somewhat dull when one
experiences the excitement of seeing people sitting around a table or walking around a grazing
allotment honestly and respectfully sharing their views on how to solve a site-spacific problem-~

especially considering that they were shouting and threatening each other a few years ago.

We at the BLM appreciate the Committee’s interest in the BLM’s range management program. I
would be happy to answer any questions concemning the status of BLM's range management

program.
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Testimony of Maitland Sharpe
Assistant Director, Renewable Resources and Planning

Bureau of Land Management

Before the Subcommittee on National Parks and Public Lands of the House Resources Committee
Oversight of the Bureau of Land Management's
Range Management Program
September 30, 1897

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity to come before you
today to discuss the Bureau of Land Management’s (BL.M) range management program. I wish

to address some of the concerns that the Commuttee has raised concerning possible reductions in

authorized grazing on BLM-managed pubhc lands,

Let me begin with a brief overview of the BLM s grazing program, The Department of the
Interior has a fong history of managing livestock grazing on the public lands. Inresponse o
widespread overgrazing and environmental degradation on public lands in the West, Congress
passed the Taylor Grazing Act in 1934 (o regulate the occupancy and use of the public land,
preserve the land from destruction or unnecessary injury, and to provide for its orderly use, |
improvement, and development. For over siaty years, we have worked with permittees, lessees
and 1nterested members of the public to develop partnerships to achieve these goals. A great deal
of progress has been made, We look forward to continuing to work with all these parties to |
achicve additional improvement in the health of the public rangelands and to sustain the health of

the livestock industry.



In 1995, the BLM finalized umportant revisions to its grazing regulations. Among other things,
the revisions sought to provide tools to achisve consensus among public land users on how to

best achieve and maintain healthy public rangelands, A very important success story in achieving

- that consensus has been the invaluable guidance provided by the Resource Advisory Councils -

(RACS) to BLM managers. The role of the RACs is to provide advice and local perspectives to
BLM. RAC members must reside in the State within the Council’s geographic jurisdiction. Each
RAC may focus on the full array of multiple~use issues associated with public fands within its area
of jurisdiciicat In terms of grazing management, the RACs have been instrumental in the

preparation of Stale or regional standards and guidelines for assuning healthy rangelands,

The BLM and the RACs~in close consultation with permittees, lessees, and interested members
of the public--have completed standards and guidelines for most western States. The standards
and guidelines are designed o provide spec:%fic measures of rangeland health and to identfy best
management practices in keeping with the characterist ies of a State or region, such as climate and
vegeiatiw types. The standards and guidelines provide a consensus view of how 1o maintdin and
seek additional improvement in the health of the public rangefands. The BLM is very grateful to
the many RAC members, permittees, lessees, and interested members of the public who devoted

many hours to making the standards and guidelines a success.

Mr. Chairman, the invitation letter for this hearing indicated the subcommittee’s interest in
grazing reductions on BLM-managed public lands, Twenty years ago, the BLM authorized

approximately 10.8 million Animal Unit Months (AUMg) of forage use to approximately 20,600
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lessees or permittees. In 1991 that figure bad decreased to slightly over 9.6 million AUMSs to
19,482 lessees or permittees and by 1996 that number was up to about 9.75 million AUMS and
18,800 lessees or permittees. I have attached a chart to my testimony that shows a year-by-year

breakout of this information from 1977 to the present.

A review of our grazing records reveals that overall, restrictions having significant negative
impacts on hvestock operations are the exception. Terms and conditions for grazing livestock on
an allotment are designed, wherever possible, to strike a balance between public expectations of
rapid improvements 1o resource conditions and the needs of permitiees to have access to adequate

asnounts of {orage.

There have been site-specific reductions or restrictions that have been put in place to better
manage rangeland resources, The BLM is required to protect the public lands from degradation
and seck to improve the condition of the range, while managing these lands for a full range of

UEes.

There is no one single reason for the gradual reductions in AUMs that has occurred during the
past twenty years. The reasons are many, including land lost to grazing through exchange or
disposal of lands, reductions for diminished forage supply; adjustments for riparian area
improvement (usually temporary); and reductions in order to protect threatened or endangered

species. Also, there are fluctuations of a temporary nature due to drought or wildfire

emergencies.



Let me give you a couple of examples. Betwsen 1991 and 1997, BLM in Nevada completed a
series of laad exchanges 1o restore threatened Lahontan g:;zittzf‘oat trout i;abitat in order io
implement the Marys River Riparian/Aquatic Habitat Management Plan and the Recovery Plan for
this species. Through these exchanges BLM was able to acquire 79 miles of stream, 10,635 acres
of wet meadows, marshes, and riparian habitat, and 60 miles of public access. In thig series of
land exchanges, 62,897 acres of public land was transferted to private entities, primarily livestock
permittees, local ranchers, and mining operators. As a result, public land grazing use in Nevada
was reduced by 14,977 AUMs. In many cases grazing continued on these former public lands,
However, because these lands are no loager in public ownership a reduction in AUMs in Nevada

1% reflected s our records.

Another example of how land exchanges can affect the availsble number of AUMSs can be found in
the recent Dielaware and Rio Bonito Land éxchaages in southeastern New Mexico, Through this
exchange BLM acquired important habitat along the Delaware and Rio Bonito Rivers that
contains important biological resources and offers enhanced pubhic-access opportunities. As a
result of the exchange, about 26,600 AUMSs went into private ownership and so no longer

counted as AUMs on public fand in New Mexico,

An example of AUM reductions in order to protect the habitat of endangered species is the
BLM’s management actions to protect the threatened Desert Tortoise in 1992, The BLM had to
reduce seasonal grazing on a number of allotments in Northern Arizona, Southern Utah, Southern

Nevada and Eastern California because it was determined that livestock grazing had adverse
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impacts on Desert tortoises during certain seasons, We would be poor stewards of the publics
lands if we failed to ensure that BLM authonized actions were consistent with conserving

important biological features of the American West such as the Desert tortoise.

The BLM has made adjustments in some aliz;tmems where weed encroachment has reduced the
forage supply. 8.5 million acres of BLM-managed public lands suffer from the invasion of
noxious, of exotic plants and weeds. These weeds continue to spread at a rate of more than
1,000 zcres a day. These weeds have bttle value to fivestock and contribute to the loss of forage

availability.

Additionally, there are oceasional, but rare, reductions taken for willful, repeated violations of
rules or terms amd conditions of pez-mizs: Dver the past five years, the BLM has had to impose
such reductions agamnst about 46 operators. | These 45 cases represent approximately two-tenths
of 1% {.2%) of our ratal operators. Most of our operators are good stewards of the land and care

greatly about the health of the land.

In addition to make reductions where riceessary, the BLM does restore to active use or increase
AUMs as conditions allow. Between 1992 and 1996 about 140 operators received increases

totaling apprc;ximately 43,800 AUMs,

In close consultation with permitiees, lessces and interested members of the public, we will

continue to strive to meet public expectations of improving the health of the public rangelands,
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and continue to work to foster a healthy public land livestock industry. Livestock grazing remains
a central component of multiple use management and the BLM iz working to achieve a program
that has broad public suppost. One way o encourage public support is to provide a mechanism
for meaningful public participation. Meaningful participation not only permits ranchers to hrfar
the views of others, but 1 also belps non-ranchers betz'ef understand ranchers and the benefits they
bring, such as open space—an issue that increasingly resonates throughout the West with people
of almost afl backgrounds.  Through the RACs and public-participation provisions of the 1995
regulations, more BLM stakeholders are particii}ating in the process and learning our programs
and responsibilities. We strongly prefer upfront participation to paralyzing lawsuits and
injunctions. Ondy with significant public participation and support can we achieve the stability

that public-land ranchers want and deserve.

To ensure that the 19935 regulations did not create unintended effects, we will be performing 2

review of how the regulations are being implemented and what their impact hag been. The

‘purpose of the review is to gather information about the effectiveness of the regulations, including

a review of the progran's costs and benefits, an assessment of the extent to which the regulations

and goals are being accomplished, and a meagurement of the consistency of their appiicéiion‘ The
information will be used to identify existing or potential problems and inefficiencies and ai;i inthe

search for effective and tnnovative solutions. The review will occur this winter with g schledui&‘ci

completion date of late spring.

We will also continue to make use of the tools that the National Environmental Policy Act
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{NEPA) provides us. NEPA has greatly facilitated our dialogue wath the public and coordination
with Federal, State, and local agencies. Thig dislogue and coordination has led to better

coaperation in seeking to reach vur common goals of good range management,

The fears held by some in the West concerning the 1995 regulatory revisions have not come true.
Instead, ranchers, envirommentalists and other interesis are sitting around tabies talking and
making progress on specific, local issues, rather than shouting at each other. Many
environmentalists and ranchers are realizing that they have a lot more in common than they
originalfly thought. Al of us want berter wildlife habitat, improved water quality, open space, and
healthy rural economies. Ranchers and environmentalists learned this by talking and working
together on a wide vadety of issues. Consensus and coaperation, I believe, are the future of

public land management--not préteszs, é;}peals and lawsuits.

The bottom line is that the Bureaw’s grazing management program is working, People are sitting
dc;wn tagether, at State and locat levels, to find shared solutions to real problems. Diverse
interests are forging a shaved v%sit;n of what the public rangelands should look tike and émdat:e
and they are finding ways to put old conflicts aside. The result will be healthier, more prm%uctive
rangelands and a more stable future for the public land fivestock industry. Does this mean that all
issues between permittees, environmentalists and the BLM have been resolved? Of course not.

But by and large collaboration rather than confrontation is becoming the order of the day.

We at the BLM appreciate the Committee’s interest in the BLM's range management program. I

would be happy to answer any questions,
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Mr. Chairman, | am pleased 10 be here today (o provide a status repor on the Depariment of the
Interior's {Deparument) efforts to revise regulations {or valuing crude oil produced from Federal
leases,

Two and one-half years ago, the Department embarked npon a modification of its Federal and
Indian crude okl valnation regulations. This was necessary because changes in the crude oil
market had evolved (o the point where many royalty payments to the Federal Government, based
on the regulations in effect, no longer were caloulated on the market value of the production.
These regulations, which were drafied in the mid-1980's and published in 1988, are still in effect
today and are used by the indusiry to calculate royalty paymentis on Federal production.

The current regulations rely heavily on se-called *posted prices” for valuation. Because of this
reliance, as 1 will present later, these regulations need (o be revised to ensure that the American
public receives a fair retumn on the mineral resources extracted from its lands. The warmning signs
of a crede ofl undervaluation problem have surfaced from several individual sources -
interagency task force studies, significant rovalty underpayments, numerous lawsuits across the
country, and, finally, the attention this issue has received from Members of Congress and the
press.

This is a serious problem that needs & cure quickly. Every day that royallies are allowed 1o be
computed and paid under the current system, taxpayers arc losing hundreds of thousands of
dollars. It is imperative that the Department's new regulations be implemented and reflect the
fair markct value of Federal production. Federal lands and the oil that is produced from them
belong to cach and every American, In his statement on the 1958 Supplemental Appropnations
and Rescissions Act, which prohibited our publishing a final rule until October 1, 1998, the
President stated, “1 am very concerned about the Himitations placed on the Government’s ability
1o ensure a fair return for oil and gas resources exiracled from Federal lands. My Administration
will oppose any efforts to make these limitations permanent.”

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, consistent with this clear position of the President, legislation carrying
a provision that will prohibit the Department from moving forward with the.final rule on oil
valuation would be unacceptable.

As 1 stated earlier, the Department’s rule was not done overnight. In fact, it has evolved over
several years. Beginning in December 1995, under my guidance, the Minerals Management
Service began an extensive rulemaking effort to revise its regulations on valuing oil produced
from: Federal leages. We have gone to great lengths to waork with our constituency in the
rulemaking process. We have requested public comment in five separate Federal Register
notices and have held 14 public meetings r workshops in five States and the District of
Columbia to get input on thig issuc. In addition, we hired five consultants and talked to
numerous other experts in the industry o obtain advice on this matter and have worked closely




wiE .

-i'n'

with the States of Louisiana, Wyoming, New Mexico, Colorado, and California. We asked for
comments on whether the milemaking should proceed under n negotiated rulemaking, but
received a negative response from industry. We have also beers mindful to keep Congress

“informed during this rutemaking, by providing numerous staff briefings over the past 2 V% years.

I believe we have exerted an extraordinary effort to incinde our constituents in developing 4 rule

. that would reduce reliance on posted prices for royalty valuation, reflect true market value,

provide certainty to ali involved, simplify royalty valuation, reduce the need for audit, minimize
royalty disputes, and provide maximum flexibility to adapt to changing market conditions, and
assure that the taxpavers of this nation get a fair return for their ¢il and gas resources,

In this effort, we have acted within eur full anthority under applicable statutes and lease terms o
develop and issue proposed regulations for vatuing Federal ol Section 32 of the Minersl
Leasing Act of 1920 (MLA) 30 U.S.C. 189, authorizes the Secrelary to prescribe rules and
regulations that are necessary 1o carry out the requirements of the MLA relating fo leasing of
onshore Federal lands, including the provision that royalties “be not less than 12 V2 per centum in
anrount or value of the production removed or sold front the tease.” The Quter Continental Shelf
Lands Act of August 7, 1953, has similar provisions relating to the OCS at 43 US.C. 1334,
Finally, most Federal oil leases provide that the Secretary shall establish the value of production.

In addressing this matter, it is important to understand the nature of posted prices and the
problems posed by using this measure (o ascertain market value for federal o1l and gas. Posted
prices are st by the marketing or refining arms of oil companies as an offer to buy crude oil,
Pasted prices are not an obligation to buy, but merely a reference point or starting point for
negotiating a market prics on the open market. Frequently, premiums are paid above postad
prices in non-affiliated ransactions. Based on our analyses of company (ransactions, we know
that these premiums can range from 50,235 per barret to 32.00 per barrel. However, when the
producing arms of large integrated ol companies {the lessee) transfer ol in-house to their
marketing or refimng arms, they typically pay royalties on their posied price. In other words,
some oil comparnies bave been selling o1l at one price and paying royaliies on a lower price,
This ts unfair to the American laxpayer, and it violates the basic prnoiple that royalty must be
paid on no less than gross proceeds.

Investigations by an assortment of concerned parties have confinmed the inadequacy of posted
prices as & basis for valuing production for royvally purposes. A number of States (g.g., Alaska,
California, New Mexico, Texas, and Louisiana)} have brought sult agamst scveral major ail
companies primarily for basing royalties, severance taxes, and other payments on posted prices
that are below market value, and have received settlements ranging from tens of mithions (o
billions of dollars. At least seven class actions against the industry have been filed on behatf of
private landowners over the past two years. One of these has been scttled for several million
dollars,

In February, the Depariment of Justice (DOJ) announced it would intervene in qui tam suits
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against four major oil companics accuscd of undervaluing oli production from Federul leases
and, in May, DOJ added a fifth company to its investigation. In addition, the Department of the
Interior, has issued bills for $257 miihon as a result of audits for the period 1980 - 1995 on
undervaluation of crude otl royalty payments in California alone. We are currently auditing oil
rayalty payments on all other Federsl lands.

This is what our proposal does with respect to arm's-length sales of erude oil, Qur proposed
rulemaking continues 1o socept the actual price paid under 2 contract as the best indicator of
market value and gs acceptable for royalty purposes. This is precisely the guidance we received
from industry comunenters carly on. Further, we have twice modified our proposal (o respond to
comments that we should expand the use of amm's-length sales prices where actual sales oocurred.

However, the situation becomes extremely complex when no actual sale occurs, This occurs in
many ways, such as oil volume exchanges between oil producers and in-house transfers to
marketing or refining arms. To address these valuation problems, our proposed rulemaking
relies on publicly-available spot market *index” prices, 1o estabdish roysity value in those
instances. These index prices are established in the open-market and have become widely
accepted by industry as a pricing mechanisn: in crude ol contracts. Our audits show that these
index prices are being referenced in many oil contracts. Index prices were developed as a direct
result of demands in the marketplace 1o make information about the value of conde ol more
publicly aceessibie. I the 1980, there were changes in the crude oil market, and as a result, a
futures market developed to deal with the volatility in crude ot prices. As in the international il
market, traders, reseliors, and brokers began (o take on an increasingly important role in the
United States crude o1 market, The trend in'the domestic market was away from long-term
comracts and toward the spol market as 3 means of buying and selling crude oil,

Based on advice we received from crude oil brakers, refiners, commercial price reporting
services, compartics that market oil directly, producer marketers, and private consultants
knowledgeable in the crude il market, our first proposed rule isswed in January of 1997
preposed using the Alaska North Slope spot price for crude produced i Califorsia and Alaska
and the New York Merchantile Exchange (NYMEX] for all other areas of the country, In
response to comments from industry and States, our current proposed rule rensaing the same for
Californta and Alaska, but relies on various geographic spot prices, rather than NYMEX, for all
other areas of the couniry.

In general, index prices, adjusted for location and quality differentialy, have the following
distinct advantages over posted prives for valuing crude oil in those instances whore no anmn's
length transaction exists:

{1}  There is certainty in determining value: Royalties will more hikely be paid right the first
ume,

{2} Unlike posted prices, they are determined by willing buyers and sellers active in the
marketplace. As such, they reflect the true market value of oil.

.
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(3)  They are readily available and known to all participants.

(4)  Their use will reduce audit burden and litigatton for both industry and the Department,
because audits would be confined to reviewing only the adjustments the index price, not
to the sales price used for valuation.

One testament to the validity of index pricing is that several of the oil litigation cases mentioned
earlier were settled using an index-based formula for future production.

As you know, the oil industry is opposed to our proposal. However, the rule woulid not affect the
independent companies that sell oil at arm’s-length. This group makes up about 95% of the
producers who pay Federal royalties. Because about two-thirds of Federal oil is produced and
refined by large, integrated companies, these companies would be affected by the revised
regulations. We estimate that thosc affected companies would owe an additional $66 million
dollars each ycar by using index instead of posted prices.

The States, on the other hand, support the use of index pricing and our proposed rule. In fact, the
States of New Mexico, Wyoming, Alaska and Louisiana specifically commended our efforts to
develop oil regulations that are fair to all partics in a difficult and litigious environment.

Finally, with the Committee's approval, I would like to submit for the record a copy of the report
requested by the Subcommittees on Interior and Related Agencies, Committces on
Appropriations. House Report 105-337 on the Department of the Interior and Related Agencies
Appropriations, 1998, requested a report describing the Department’s rulemaking efforts on
valuing crude o1l produced from Federal lands prior to finalizing the regulation. The Department
was prepared to submit this report last month prior to finalizing its rule. However, before it
could do so, the Supplemental Appropriations and Rescissions Act was signed on May 1, 1998.
The accompanying report (House Report 105-504), requested additional information on the
rulemaking process. Therefore, we redrafted the report to respond to the second request and
submitted it to the Committees on June 3, 1998.

Mr. Chairman, our new oil valuation rule brings “value” certainty to the oil industry and more
importantly, it is the right thing to do for the millions of Americans who own the Fedcral lands
and associated oil resources. They are entitled to a fair return on their resources and our ability
to finalize this rule quickly will guarantee that.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my prepared remarks. [ would be happy to entertain any questions
that you or other Members of the Subcommittee may have.
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AND THEIR EFFECT ON THE MINING INDUSTRY
AND ON STATE AND LOCAL REVENUES

September 11, 1999
Madam Chairman and members of the Subcommiliee, | appreciate the opportunity to appear here
today to discuss "Proposed Federal Mining Policy Changes and Their Effect on the Mining
industry and on State and Local Revenues.” | am joined here today by Nancy Gravbill, Regional
Forester, Region .
My testimony will focus on the handling of the application for a cyanide heap leach ming filed by
Battle Mountain Gold for its Crown Jewel mine - an 118 acre open pit gold mine on Buckhorn
Mountain in northern Washington State.

Depariment of Interior Solicitor John Leshy has lestified before this committee and also before
the Senate Energy Comimittee on the legal basis for the mill site opinion,

sespective BLM-FS roles in process
March 26 joint denial of plan of operation

Congress has acted; directed approval of ROD; which has pccurred on June ; plan currently held
up by appeal to 1BLA,

Mill site issue, beyond the parameters of Crown Jewe! subject 1o the proceedings of the FY 2000
interior Appropriations Bill - Senate barring application of opinion; House by vote of 273-151 on
Rahall amendment supporting opinion,

EIS, cost, duration was it handie in standard fashion

delays, lawsuils

firm's expectations

Misconception #3 in John Leshy's 6/15 testimony: BLM and the Forest Service spacifically
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approved the crown Jewel mine's use of excessive mill sites, only {0 reverse course years later.
BLM and the Forest Service approved the Record of Decision (ROD} on the environmental impact
statement (EiS) under NEPA in early 1887, for the proposad Crown Jewel mine without [ooking at
the underlying mill site issue. In approving the RGD the agencies specifically stated that their
"(aipproval of the Selected Alternative will not now | nor in the future, serve as a determination of
ownership or validity of any mining claim to which it may relate .*

This concludes my statement, | will be pleased to answer questions.

This page was ¢reated by the This is a W.5. Government Compuler System.
1.5, Bureau of Land Management, Befere conmtinuing, [Hease read Pis
Otfins of Public AHairs gisciaimar and privacy statament.

1848 < Sireet, Room 40845
Washington, DG 20240
Pihgne: (202) 452.5125
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS AND PUBLIC LANDS
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

CONCERNING NOXIOUS WEEDS AND INVASIVE PLANTS
June 24, 1989

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, | appreciate having the opportunity to appear
before you on the subject of invasive plants, specifically noxious weeds. The Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) welcomes Congressional interest in invasive plants and we look forward to
working with the members of this Commiltee on this important issue.

Invasive plants have been called non-natives, exolics, aliens, weeds, and a host of other names,
BLM defines invasive plants as plants that have been introduced into an enviranment in which
they did not evolve and thus have nc natural enemies to limit their reproduction. Whether plants
are transported across an ocean to a new country or across a mountam range into a new valley,
there is always the potential that they will locate to another habitat that will encourage their fast
growth and high reproductive rates allowing them to “invade” their new habitats.

Invasive plants from non-native sources affect us all, Whether we live on a farm, in the suburbs,
or in the city, invasive nonnative plants affect our fives. Most infestations threaten the productivity
of rangelands, wildlife habitat, and adjacent agricultural land. They ccour on many public land
areas throughout the western United States, and pose health hazards to grazing animals,

Weed infestations from non-native plants are spreading at a high rate. In fact, they represent the
maost rapidly accelerating threat to the long-term health of our nation's public lands. Non-native
weeds have invaded approximately 17 million acres of public rangelands in the West, Untreated,
the rate of spread can increase exponentially.
Consider the following effects of non-native plants on various regions of the country;
« In Lltah, Squarrose knapweed has spread from a few plants in 1954 {0 cover 140,000 acres
in 1996,

Q8312000 €:59 AM
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Medusahead has seen explosive spread in western public land states within the last ten
years. First discovered in northern Utah about 5 years ago, it is now crossing the northemn
border of the state, .

in northern California, yellow starthistle has spread from one 1o 10 million acres in just 18
years.

In idaho, rush skelgtonwesd has spread from 40 acres to 4 million acres from 1864 to 1595,
In Colorado, spotted knapweed, leafy spurge and Canada thistle now occupy over 1 million
acres of land where 18 years ago there were minimal infestations.

A few examples to illustrate the harmful impacts of weed infestations on the public lands include:

Economic effects: Weeds from non-native plants affect iocal communities financially by
reducing opportunities for public land recreation. Weeds reduce land values and cause
damaging economic impacts to local communities. Their economic impact has been
gstimated to excead $35 billion annually, ..

Each year for example, weeds reduce yields of Utah's eight leading crops by an amount
valued in excess of $34 million, ,

In Klammath County, Oregon, a 1,300-acre ranch was recently abandoned due to
infagtations of leafy spurge, and was sofd at auction for about ten parcent of ilg
pre-infestation value.,

Leafy spurge on grazing and wild lands in Montana, Wyorming, and the Dakotas counts for
$128 mitiion negatlive impact annually and represents a potential loss of 1,433 jobs.

o Weads have caused the abandonment of wild land recreation sites and frails. Hunters
and bird dogs are reluctant to use Iand infested with thistles, and weeds diminish the .
gnjoyment of recreationists near aesiablished BLM campgrounds.

Native Plani communities; Non-native plants displace native plants and can spread quickly
intg natural areas, monepolize resources, and push cut native florg and fauna.

Wildlife habitat: Americans place a great deal of importance on the ability of public lands to
provide quality wildlife habitat. Recent studies published in Science and Bioscience have
shown that non-native species are the single biggest cause of gpecies endangerment in the
United States. The proliferation of non-native ptants is particulady problematic, and is
starting to affect valuable big game species in addition to many endangered spgcies,
Studies in Montana, for example, show that spotted knapweed invasions reduced available
winter forage for elk by fifty to ninety percent.

Ecosystem function: Natural fire regimes can be altered by weed infestations. An invasive
plant community will have different Tuel characteristics which affect how often and the rate
at which an area will burn. Soil, the basic building block of all vegetative communities, can
be altered chemically by invasive plant litter. Salt cedar litter contains enough salt to
increase soil salinity to a pont where native plants cannot survive, Erosion, another impact
of invasive weeds, is due to non-soil binding tap rooted weeds replacing native fibrous
rooted grasses.

To be fully successful in the fight against non-native invasive plants, any effort must bring
together a complex set of stakeholders that include government agencies, private land owners,
and industry. One of the first challenges - and perhaps a prerequisiie to success ~ is to increase

public awareness of this issue. A further challenge is to focus public and private resources in
partnership to deal with specific non-native weed species problems while prevention and cantrol
remain economically feasible,

Although our BLM budget for weed management has increased slightly over the pasi several
years, its present level at $3,7 million is not adequate to prevent and control the spread of

invasive planis and noxious weeds. Despite this fact, the BLM has emerged as a leader in the

0873112000 6:59 AM.
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fight against non-native weeds on public lands, In 19986, the BLM completed "Pariners Againsi
Weeds", which outlines a widely accepted invasive weed management strategy. | have listed in
Appendix "A", for the record, specific examples of cooperative paringrships in the fight against
non-native weeds,

Some examples of cooperative non-native weed control efforis among privale parlies, siats
officials, and BLM include the following:

+ Last Spring in Juab County, Utah, a BLM seasonal-spray ¢rew spent two weeks treating
thousands of Scoteh thistle plants in an area that had burned the previous summer, in late
May of this yvear BLM sta¥f found only a dozen plants. The successful control of this weed, in
this ares was a result of vigilance and fiming. Mad they missed this window of opportunity
last year, repeated control measures wolld have been required for the next 20 years. This
project saved the BLM thousands of doliars,

« Again in central Utah, during the "Cove Fort Weed Day”, the BLM, and several hundred high
school and middie school students volunteer to dig thistie. The resuit of their efforts has
been an increase in the quality of elk habitat within Millard county.

= Four high school students from Columbus, Montana, along with their Vocational-Agriculiure
instructor, successiully infroduced the use of the horned beetle 16 reduce the spread of lealy
spurge. Starting with a modest 200 beetles, the students successfully reproduced millions of
ingeets, This project is believed 10 be the only one that has succeeded in reproducing these
beeties in large numbers.

« In Montrose, Colorado, the BLM and the Sigrra Club have received national recognition for
their weed partnership. Members from agross the country pay money to attend a service
vacation where they work along the Dolores River, digging and pulling non-native weed
specias from some of the most heavily used boating stops along the river.

In support of its goal to increase the acreage treated to control non-native weeds in 1989 by 40
percent, the BLM Is treating weeds using an integrated management approach. This method uses
chemical, cultural, biological, and mechanical means in an integrated approach on nearly 300,000
acres, By the end of the year 2000, the BLM anticipates being able to inventory a totat of 7 million
acres of public land for weed cccurrence. In addition. the BLM plans to fund new cooperative
weed management projecis in each of the public land states. BLM Field Offices have submitted
approximately 200 detailed proposals for high priority work in their states. Available resources for
this effort in 1999 have been directed toward the following areas:

» Weed Pilat Projects - Weed pilot projects are cooperative partnership efforts to help prevent
the spread of weeds at the local community level.

preventing, and early detection of new infestations.

+ Control Treatments - A successiul weed management program must include aggressive
control measures.

+ Inventory - 76 find new infestationg, vegetative inventories are needed. Cooperalive
inventories involving State, local and private partners continue throughout the areas BLM
manages. These pariners impeove the cooperative relationships nesded to combat a
commen problem which crosses ownership boundaries. By the end of 1839, the BLM seeks
o have cooperative management agresments for the control of invasive weeds in place
with 46 percent of the counties that have invasive weed programs.

President Clinton's Executive Order on invasive species (E.0, 13112, February 3, 1998}
astablishes a framework in the fight against weeds and other invasive species. This Executive
Order calls for a coordinaled federal effort and the creation of an Invasive Species Council and an
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advisory committee comprised of non-federal stakeholders that will develop, by September, 2000,
a comprehensive plan to address the growing economic and environmental threal. Additionally
8.910, "The Noxious Weed Coordination and Plant Protection Act”, recently introduced, along
with an amendment caodifying the entire Executive Order on invasive species, by Senator Craig
and supported by the administration, would strengthen our authority 1o protect native plant
species. The increasing awareness and understanding of this growing problem by legisiators at
the national level, is welcomed by the BLM.

In conclusion, the BLM is working with other federal, state, jocal, and tribal governments and with
private landowners to keep relatively uninfested land from becoming sericusly infested. Future
generations of Americans deserve to inherit ecologically healthy and productive wild lands, not
vast landscapes infested with non-native weed species that make the public lands unfit for
paople, livestock, and native wildlife. We must be committed to implementing weed parinerships
s0 that the spread of non-native weeds can be prevented or controlled

Thark you, Mr. Chairman. | would be happy fo answer any questions you may have.

LINK TO MORE INFORMATION ABOUT BLM'S WEED PROGRAM
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For immediate release: May 31, 2000
Contact: Mike Gauidin/dJohn Wright (202) 208-8418

Babbitt makes monument recommendations to President Clinton

Four landscapes proposed for protection as national monuments

Secretary of the interior Bruca Babbilt today sent recommendations 1o President Clinlon that four unique areas of
tederal fand be considerad for protection under the Antiguilies Act.

The proposed national monuments wiuld be iocatad on lands currontly managed by the federgl government in
Arizona, Colorade, Qregon and Washinglon,

"These are pricalass natural landscapes hal have somshow ramainaed almost untouched by expioliation,
devetopment and urban sprawl.” said Babbilt. "Bul we are losing open spaces gver day. Protection of several of
these areas, in ona form or another, has been discussed for years, bul no action has beon laken, We may not have
anather charnoe Doiore they are iosl, $0 am yrging tha Prasident o protect these unique iandsgapes now for futurg
generations of Americans.” i

fronwood Farest -The proposed ronwaod Forast Natioral Monument is 25 miles from: Tunson, Arizona, and west of
Saguarc National Park-West. [t encompasses appreximately 134,750 acres of public land managed by the Bursau of
Land Managament .

Canyons of the Ancients- Part of the Four Comers region of southweast Colorado, the proposed Canyons of the
Ancients National Monurmnant is in Montezuma and Dolores counties, Cotorade, about 45 miles west of Durango and
9 miles west of Masa Verde National Park, It includes approximately 164,000 acres of public land managed by the
Bureau of Land Management,

Cascade-Siskivou - The proposed Cascade-Siskiyou National Monument is located in souih central Oregon,
twenly-five mies southeast of Madiord along the California border. It includes Soda Mountain and encompasses
approximately 52,000 acres of puliic land managed by the Bureau of Land Management,

Hantord Reach - The propusad Hanford Reach National Monument is located in southeast Washington along the
Colurnbia River. it encompasses approximatsly 208,000 acras of public land within the borders of the Departimant of
Engrgy’s Hantord Bosarvation.

i 1he past few months, Seorelory Babbit! hus visited sach area and discussed proteciion optiony with iogal alecied
officials and residents.

The nature and axtent of protaction 10 be provided o each area -- and the types of uses thal would continus o he
perrmitisg - woyuls De specifien at the time of monument designation, should the Progident deaide & anoept he
Secrelary’s recommandation,

The Antiquitios AQ! authorizas the Prosident o create national monuments on legaral fand 1o protact obiscts of
higtoric andg soientific interest,

Note: Maps of the proposed monuments can be downioaded at the web page below:

bt e dlod qovideipressiproposedmonuments. himl

Fact Sheeis:

Proposed Canvons of the Ancients National Monuments

Proposed Cascade-Siskivou National Monuments

1671000 3:46 PM
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01 Speeches: Babbilt op Prescribed Wildland Fire, 5/9/66 Rediscover YOUR Public Lands
Engaging Stakchokiers To Reinvest in Preseribed Wikdland Fire

Remarks by Intenor Secretary Bruce Babbitt
Tail Timbers Conference, Boise, Idaho
May 9, 1996

I'm pleased to take past in this 20th Tall Timbers Conference, and eager to bring my voice 10 a 34 year
conversation that has broughi fire ecology from the footnotes of academia to the forefront of fand
management.

Since your first mecting, bouck in 1962, rescarchers have built a mountain of evidence demonstrating
that our national policy of fire suppression - "put ‘em out by 10 a.m. the next morming” -- has brought
many unintended consequences in the West:

In the high country, thickets of doghair pines are crowding the once parklike ponderosa stands. Aspen
groves, which take root in the first successional stage after fire, arc declining throughout the Rocky
Mountain West. Shade tolerant species are edging out stands of pine all over. And lower down, pinon
and juniper and sagebrush, unchecked by fire, are taking over vast tracts of grassland.

Many of these changes wre reducing the natural diversity and vitality of our plants and wildlife and, in
many cases, (oo muny trees must compete for scarce nutrients and water, causing seripus problems of
forest health,

In short, your research has shown conclusively how fire suppression has created a landscape that is
unnutural, unhealthy and less productive. Your research also helps us see clearly how we can prescribe
fire 10 help reverse these disturbing trends.

Yet despite strong evidence of Hs benefits to our forests and rangelands, preseribed wildland fire sull
has not been widely used on multiple use public lunds in the West,

Consider: from 1984 (o 1993, on 270 million scres of Bureau of Land Manuagement lands, wildland fire
burned an average of 930,000 acres per yeor; on 191 million Forest Service acres, {ire consumed an
average 842,000 scres per year. At that rate, a given acre of BLM land would bum oace every 287
years: a Forest Service acre would bum once every 237 years,

By contrast, studies show the vast majority of western public lands, including rangelands, chaparral, and
ponderosa forests, bumed historically every 10 1o 50 years. Unless we want to build up an

unproductive nutional tinderbox, fire cycles should be broughi closer to historical levels. So why havent
they?

Apart from a shortage of money - which, as | will show, is more consequence than cause of our



paralysis -- land managers might answer that the public just doesn't understand the sight of burning
woods, or won toleratc smoke filled skies. Others complain it's too risky; they don’t want to get
blamed. Still others say there’s no political support or guidance from the top.

I dont buy it.

The Yellowstone fires of 1988 catalyzed national opinion into widespread support. Initially hostile, the
press and American public -- after witnessing newly cmergent flowers, purple fields of blooming
fireweed and slopes greening with lodgepole seedlings -- drew the logical conclusion: Fire can and does
renew our landscape.

In a recent poll, American Forests magazine confirmed this trend toward support of controlled fire. For
example, in Califomia, fifty-five percent favor controtled burning, as do two thirds of respondents in the
Inland West.

And in the South, timber companies and woodlot owners are already routinely and safely burning back
the hardwood understory to stimulate germination and growth of longleaf pines. Southern Californians
now know it’s a bigger risk NOT to have regular prescribed burns before the seasonal Santa Ana

winds become an uncontrollable bellows.

Finally, any doubts regarding support and direction at the top are now resolved. On February 15,

1996, Secretary Glickman and 1 released our Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy and Program
Review, directing managers to use fire as one of the basic land management tools. Together we have
established this basic policy: "Wildland fire will be used to protect, maintain, and enhance resources
and, as nearly as possible, be allowed to function in its natural ecological role.” But merely stating this
policy doesnl make it so.

In my view, even as we proclaim the merits of prescribed fire, we have failed as Federal land managers
to make a strong, urgent case to all stakeholders, showing them where fire can make the land more
productive and, therefore, why they should support using the restorative flames. ‘

How do we do this?

First we must recxamine our success stories to learn from them, asking why these work and why we
have not been able to replicate them elsewhere -- particularly on multiple use lands.

The common denominator of our best results is that they often come from single purpose land units:
National Parks like Rocky Mountain, Kings Canyon, and the Everglades; National Wildlife Refuges
like Carolina Sandhills or Malheur in Oregon; military bases like Ft. Stewart and Eglin Air Force Base;
and Native American Reservations like the San Carlos Apache in Arizona.

I believe that wildland fire is accepted and routinely and aggressively used on these lands because, in
each case, the dominant stakeholder supports prescribed fire as a method to increase the return on its



"investment,"”

Hunters invest in fire Lo create better habitat for deer, elk, wild turkey and game birds -- the use of fire
to maintain Southern quail plantations is but one example. Refuge managers use fire to combat exotic
weeds, while anglers, tribes and environmentalists all endorse the restorative flame as conducive to
wildlife diversity and healthy native ecosystems. o

In the longleaf pine forests from Texas to Georgia, landowners and managers apply the torch to
maintain habitat for the native red-cockaded woodpecker, an endangered species.

But on mulliple use lands, it is much harder to forge coalitions that will endorse prescribed fire, For
example, BLM and Forest Service managers, despite many individual efforts, have not been able to
build widespread consensus behind their use of the drip torch. With so many stakeholders asserting
their interest in multiple use lands, it is difficult to gencrate agreement on exactly how and when and
where to prescribe wildland fire.

This lack of consensus is often manifest on both BLM and Forest Service ringelands, where the
tivestock industry is a key resource user. Most ranchers acknowledge the potential for prescribed fire
as a tool for range improvement and, indced, some stand at the forefront of prescribed rangeland fire
advocacy. In the Flint Hills of Kansas, for example, ranchers routinely burn back the tall grass prairie
each winter to promote a vigorous new spring growth, while Arizona ranchers recently spearheaded an
equally successful burn in the Malpai Borderlands. But on the whole, practical obstacles remain.

For example, ranchers need to know how long a prescribed burn will take a land unit out of
production; how much flexibility there will be to take up the slack on other range units; and how
increased forage production will be allocated between livestock and wildlife. Burn objectives, the
desired mix of grasses and forbs, need to be carefully worked out. Wildlife managers, both state and
federal, also need to be persuaded that short.term loss will be offset by the increased vitality and
productivity of the land. |

To resolve these conflicts and to form a solid consensus for investing in fire management, stakeholders
must come together on the landscape, assess site specific conflicts -- and opportunities -- and agree
upon prioritics.

The Resource Advisory Councils (RACs) that have been organized within the Bureau of Land
Management in each public land state are a logical forum for the stakeholders -- including federal, state,
and private land managers, ranchers, wildlife managers, and local elected officials -- to formulate plans,
set priorities, and move to execution on the ground.

As I noted carlier, lack of money remains an obvious problem, but Congress simply won't provide the
funds until we consolidate broad political support behind wildland fire management on the range. And
we cant build that support until all stakeholders find consensus and approach their representatives --
state and federal -- with a unified voice.



The message that could be sent is simple: We must reinvest a larger share of the proceeds from public
lands to maintain the health and productivity of those resources. And even as we develop a stronger
and more focused message to Congress, the Resource Advisory Councils can consider whether a
sufficient share of existing range improvement funds is going to support wildland fire management.

The case for restoring fire to western pine forests is equally strong. The dilemma facing forest managers,

howcever, 1s how to thin forests and reduce ground fuel loads that have accumulated since the advent of

fire suppression at the turn of the century. For without good fucl management, fire can burn too hot,

laddering into the big trees, and threatening catastrophic destruction, The problem, then, is that in many

forests, we face a large, labor-intensive investment in fuel reduction as a precondition to returning to a
more natural, fire maintained forest.

The trouble with preparing and maintaining forcsts for prescribed wildland fire regimes is that loggers
and environmentalists don't trust each other. Loggers assume environmentalists would reduce all
valuable board feet into "natural” ashes. Meanwhile, environmentalists assume careful "thinning” by
chainsaw would accelerate into widespread clearcuts of old growth trees once loggers get in the door.
In the resulting stalemate we get the worst of both: overcutting and vigorous fire suppression,

In this time of contention, forging a stakeholder consensus for sustainable timber harvest on multiple use
forests will not be easy. But we must begin, and the place to start is by bringing federal and state and
private land managers together to develop priorities and to coordinate planning across land units. The
statewide conference held last November by Gov. Romer in Colorado is a suggestive example of how
states can take the initiative in bringing land managers together for a common purpose.

History often offers lessons to guide us in the process of reform, and that is true in the case of fire
policy, where there is an instructive precedent. In 1911, a time when fire suppression efforts often failed
for lack of coordination, Congress enacted the Weeks Act. That Act, and successive legislation,
provided matching grants to those states witling to adopt comprehensive fire suppression plans
acceptable to both the state and the Forest Service. This legislation was made possible by a coalition of
the imber industry, ranchers and others who, in the context and science of that era, believed that it
would serve their respective interests.

Nine decades later -- as our scientists, land managers and the public all call for adapting to and
investing in prescribed fire regimes -- the process of partnership and consensus building that crealed the
Weeks Act can be our model for building a new consensus for fire management.

Thank you.
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BLM Interactive Town Hall Meeting
Remarks by Secretary Bruce Babbitt
Phoenix, Arizona, March 24, 2000

Pyve been wanting for some time to come talk direetly with the BLM staff 10
share a few thoughts on the BLM's past, present and future, 1 believe we find
ourselves In a moment the likes of which we haven't seen for many years: the
opportunity for multiple, major, lasting land conservation achievements. The
BLM now has an‘opportumty to play a lead role in this moment of conservation
history, and | want very much 1o work with vou 10 make sure that we do not let
this opporiunity slip away,

Before getting started, however, 1 want {o retire that burcaucratic mule that

I trotied owt in my Denver speech a few weeks ago. My serambled metaphor
brought not a litile criticism, including one BLMer who told me, "That dog
won't hunt. Put it away," which | hereby do. Although | am going to return
throughout this speech to the important issues behind the metaphor - the
institutional history of the BLM and, more importanily, its ﬁ:mrc in
generations to come.

The public lands, more than six hutidred million acres in all, are a unique and
priceless part of our American heritage. Of the public land agencies, the BLM
is the largest - it manages nearly twice as many acres as the Forest Service,
three times as many as the Park Service or the Fish and Wildlife Service.

The BLM is the steward of many of the great landscapes of the American West.
‘Having such an extraordinary set of resources under its care requires us to
think far tnto the fidure shout managing those resources.

In the 21st century, the BLM faces a choice. It ¢an become the greatest modern
American land management agency, the one that sets the standard for protecting
landscapes, applying evolving knowledge and social standards, and bringing
people together to live in harmony with the land. Acting with public and

private partners, the BLM can be the paradigm of the Interior Department’s
130th anniversary motio: Guardians of the past, stewards of the future,

Ur it can become a relic, o historical artifact, its most desirable Jands
carved up and parceled out to other land management agencies, with the
remainder destined for the auction block of divestiture,

Lest anyone think this alarmist, [ invite you to consider the record of the
past kalf century:

Unlike the National Park Service with its beginning around the mythic campfire
in the heart of Yellowstone, and unlike the National Wildlife Refuge svstem
initiated by Theodore Roosevelt at Pelican Island in Florida, the BLM began



life at a bureaucratic confluence. As most of you know, the BLM came o life
in 1946 in an administrative merger of the old General Land Office and the
Grazing Service which came out of the Taylor Grazing Act. Lacking a general
mandate derived from an organie act, the BLM simply carried forward under a
new name the old resource exploitation traditions of the nincteenth century,

Practically from the beginning, a patiern developed - each time a local
movement sprang up to protect a piece of the BLM landscape, the nowly
discovered crown jewel was eventually pried away from the Burcau and pasted
onto the crown of the National Park Rervice. For half a century, from 1946 10
1996, cvery single large new national monument established under the
Antiquities Act was taken away from the Burcau of Land Management.

Forty-five years ago the BLM managed more than 300 mitlion acres of public
domain, Today, two generations later, that number is down 1o 264 million
acres, Were this process to continue at the rate of the recent past, the BLM
would be out of business in the year 2047,

I think it's time to think more directly about the land conservation mission

of the BLM, about systems and approaches that can bring together the agency's
specially-protected units across the landscape in a way that is appropriaie

for these lands, this agoncy, and this time in history. It's not only

appropriate - it's an absolute necessity that this be done. The inescapable
truth is this - for the BLM to keep its special areas within the agency and

not ulfimatcly have them transforred to others, the BLM must show it is
committed to, and capable of delivering on the conservation part of its
existing legal mandate. The American people are, after all, the ultimate
arbiters of whether a vast expanse of America's greatest heritage and crown
jewels shall remam and Hourish with the direct descendent of the old General
Land Office,

The search for a vision comes down o this - the landowners, the American
people, want their lands held and managed for ¢lean water, the protection of
endangered species, for abundant wildlife, for productive fisherics, for open
space, for the protection of our heritage and God's creation. If we manage our
lands primarily for these purposes we will have public support, if not we will
neither have nor deserve their support,

The new BLM must have at its core a system of specially protected and managed
conservation units, including landscape monuments and National Conservation
Areas. It is a system that both protects our own crown jewels and interprets

them to the public. It is a systom that sfands proudly alongside parks and

refuges as part of our national heritage, And this system of BLM conservation
units is the main subject of my remarks to you today.

The idea of a BLM system of specially protected areas is hardly new. In fact



it is already taking shape. Wiiness the establishment of new BLM national
monuments, National Conservation Areas, wilderness, wild and scenic rivers,
and other designations. Our task is 10 recognize what is happening, to embrace
the concept and by our management vigilance, to bring this conservation system
forward for public understanding and acceptance,

The sceds of a BLM land protection system were planted in 1970 when Congress
created King Range National Conservation Arca on the Pacific coast of northern
California. Then in 1988 Congress created another important NCA - the San
Pedre River National Canservation Area in southern Arizona. Congress has
created seven other NCAg including such areas as Red Rocks in Nevada and the
Birds of Prey NCA in Idaho. In many cases these arcas came to the attention of
the Congress through the inspired efforts of BLM managers - such as the
teadership of Ed Hastey and Jim Ruch in the California desert and the

initiative of Dean Bibles in assembling the San Pedro NCA.

With these desiguations a paltern emerged - the NCA 15 a special area where
conservation and restoration of the landscape and its biological diversity is
the gverriding objective, The lands are withdrawn from mineral enlry, grazing
is subordinated 1o biological restoration, and appropriations are authorized

(if not always made) to provide for more intensive management, visiation and
interpretation, -

It remained for President Clinton to give this cvolution a dramatic push
forward, with the bold stroke of establishing the first national monument
administered by the BLM and the largest national monument in the continental
United States « the Grand Staircase-Escalante Monument. Although its
beginnings were controversial, the monument has proven to be a great success
by almost every micasure. Consider what happened within three short years of
its creation:

* Extensive development rights within the monument have been purchased,
traded or cancelled.

* Every acre of state lands within iis borders {some 180,000 in ail) have
been exchanged in the largest such swap in United States history,

* Congress has in effect endorsed the President’s action by making minor
boundary adjustments, and

* A umified tand conservation strategy in the form of a comprehensive
management plan has been developed after an intensive public
participation process.

With a lot of commitment, partnerships, and good old-fashioned effort, BLM i
making it work.

To build on this success, the President asked me in 1998 to recommend to him
other arcas of predominantly public land that might be suitable for special



conservation protection. As you know, 1 responded in December of 1999 with a
recommendation for three new BLM national monuments - Agua Fria National
Monument, an archacological wonder just north of Phoenix; the Grand
Canyon-Parashant National Monument on the western part of the North Rim of the
Grand Canyon; and the California Coastal National Monument, a string of rocks
and islands off the coast of California of prime importance for nesting

scabirds and ather wildlife. While we continue to cast a careful eye across

the landscape, and look at other areas in need of protective measures, the BLM

is already in the spotlight to show what it can do as 2 manager of National
Monuments. History is being written and all eyes are upon you,

While 1o some exient the management of each of these areas is cralled
individually to fit the nceds of protection and longstanding community uses of
that place, BLLM conservation arcas share some common themes:

As with parks and refuges, the designation of a BLM conservation arca removes
that location from the operation of the Mining Act of 1872 and various other
general lands laws that are incompatible with long term protection of our
natural environment. And similar to parks and refuges, the designation makes
permanent the primacy of conservation of natural values. But unlike most units
of the park and refuge systems, BLM areas typically permit the continuation of
such traditional uses as hunting and grazing, recognizing that in many

instances they can be compatible with good wildlife management, protection of
biodiversity and natural values.

As we all know, the proliferation of roads and use of off road vehicles is
ingreasingly recognized as a major cause of the degradation of fragile arid
western landscapes. We can expect monuments and conservation areas to include
within their boundaries wilderness areas and wilderness study areas where

motor vehicles are and should remain excluded under the provisions of the
Wilderness Act. Quistde such areas, the maintenance of roads and usc of motor
vehicles will be carefully regulated and off road use prohibited to prevent

the destruction of fragile soils, riparian arcas and other plant communities

and wildlife habitat.

A BLM monument (and its fegistative cousin, the National Conservation Area}
will be munaged in partnership with surrounding communities. The BLM will not
provide food, lodging and visitor services within the monument. Instead,

vigitors will be encouraged to sec the landscape in the context of the history

and tradition of the entire region.

Yet the fact remains, although much of BLM's fand is today in some kind of
special conservation status, that reality is not reflected in the
organization, the budget, or sometimes even the self identity of the agency.

In order to guide and shape this emerging system of conservation units, we



must now make some important management adjustments and changes, Interim
guidance is needed immediately, and ultimately new management plans should be
prepared, or existing plans reviewed and updated, to reflect the paramount
imporiance of the conservation principies for which thc place has been
recognized,

Special arcas also need special budgetary recogaition if sufficient support is
to be provided, And they need backup and support all the way up the chain of
command.

In short, the BLM must reflect the importance of this growing part of its
portfolio in the organizational management and structure, Accordingly today |
am asking BLM Director Tom Fry to create an office of special areas to
coordinate the management of the monuments, National Conservation Areas and
other important conservation sreas. [1 18 time we formally recognized, in

BLM's institutional structure, that you have a svstem of land that can be
managed in g special way.

Let me hasten to add that recognizing a system of conservation lands will not
have a detrimental impact on how the BLM manages s other lands, Rather it
recognizes that the BLM has a special opportunity and responsibility for areas
that have been designaied for conservation purposes. The office of this

national landscape conservation system will report directly to the Dircetor of
the BLLM, and will ensure consistency between special areas where appropriate,
ensure that special areas receive apprapriate budgel consideration, ensure

that problems and issues particular 10 these areas have an advocate, and
increase the profile and recognition of the areas,

An annual meeting for conservation unit managers is clearly appropriaie, and |
understand that one is currently scheduled for the first week of June.
Establishment of "friends™ groups and separate donatien accounts s alse an
dea whose time has come. Finally, now may also be a good time to review the
management plans for all existing National Conservation Arca units, and other
special categories, to be sure their quality reflects the reasons they were
established and that the promise is being carried out on the ground.

The creation of an office of special areas is imporiant to BLM's conservation
system, but is not nearly as important as thie actual management which will be
done in your states, your arca offices, your communities. The Director and ks
colleagues in Washingion can set the tone, pull people together, provide
encouragemend, direction and support, But cach of these places is different,
and gach of the State Directors needs to provide leadership and accountability
1o mecet the test of time, to fulfill the aspirations and expectations of the
public and supporters of public land everywhere.

It will take time, and resources, and commitment and good faith. But we've



+

proved i can be done, and | believe BLM can prove that it can be counted on
1o protect the marvelous landscapes it has been entrusted with, In the long
sweep of history, the BLM is just beginning to meet the challenge. As you do
s0, vou need to keep some sense of urgency about scizing the opportunity that
is before you, so that one day ¢veryone in America and around the world will
know and appreciate vour skills at managing conscrvation systems.
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QOFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Wahington. DG, 3074 '

MEMORANDUM
Febeuary 6, 1997

Ta: Seacretary

‘ .
+ From: - .Bob Ammstreng MY Beb Ammerraic: _
Assistant Secratary, Land and Minerdls Management

Sylvia V. Baca ¥/ Sylvia V. Baca
sting Dieector, Bureau of Land Management

Sugjecl: Ungrading Hardrock Mining Envitenmenial Regulations

This is in response W your memorandum dated January 8, _199?,t“Upgrading Mardrock Mining
Envirpnmental Regulations.” You asked us t0 regort to you by February 6 with 2 plan for
revising and updating the Bureau of Land Maregement (3LM) regulations governing hard rozk
raining operations on public lands {45 CFR 380% 20 sag).

The rature and scopeof the changes you have nroposed is ambitious z2nd represents a major stey
forweard in our efforss 1o improve public land managament. Among other things, the rulemeking
will likely necessitate prepacation of an eavirdamental impact staternent (E1S). . Consecuently,
the timeframe for completion of this effort wiil be driven by the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) pracsss. Mereover, we expect a significant amount of pubiic intecast in the
proposals, especially from dis rmining indusiry and anvironmental comrmunity. A;}j:ropriéze
apportunities for public comment and agency review of that public comment will be built in to
the process. We thecefore anticipate that the timeftame for completion of this effort will wke

axproximately 18 w0 21 months.

In orcder 1o aceomplish the changes you have propesed within this tire frame, we are suggesting
atiwgepronged” approach: -
(1) Regulatery Task Forve: Wewill convene'a ragulatory development task fores comprised of
& to 10 individuals from the BLM. the Office ol the Solicitor {SOL) and the Otfice of Potlvy
Analysis (PPA) who ars familiar with various aspects of the BLM's hard sock progran, ‘{v’eﬁwii!
siso inveive O5SM personnel, as you have suggested, sithar a3 conguitants (o e process. oo as
task force members, We anticipate designating aam lead from BLM field staff familine with-

the “3809" program.
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The task foree will initially review your directive and promptly prepare, 5y March 19, & detailed
strategy and explicittime line for completing & proposed deaft rule that incorporates the revisions
you have sug, ested and other concerns that are identified by the team. Upon the proposed draf
rule’s completion, we will consult with you and with the Solicitor o ensurz that o proposed
effort meets your sxpectations and te receive gny additional gwidance you wish or the Solicitor
may wishi to provide. The task force will then draft the rule. We will subsequently consult with
you at kcy milestonas thwl.ghout the process. : -

{2) NEPA Team: Wc recommend that a scparatc NEPA team bc ass:m"lcd after the :cguiatcry
-task force has developed sorhe initial recommendations. This will ensure that the NEPA team’s

. work can be clearly focused on the effects from the policy changes under egndideraton. [n
addition to its responsibiiities for preparing the EIS, the NEPA team will also be responsible for
preparing any other supporting documents that are required in conjuniction with the [fulemaking,
such as benefit-cost or regulatory flexibility analysis. This will enable us to use personne! most
effectively, end 2152;3 ensure that t%zz: analyses are ::..aszsseﬂt, rigerous and m.oma:wc

cc:  John Leshy’
Bonnie Cohen
Kay Henry

bee: - Sec Surname
Sec RF (2) -
Exec Sec (2D
ASAM Chron ()
PPA-Lany Finfer: . . ,
BLM-100, 101, 5000 . T S o

AS/LM:DAlbefswar:208-4731/FPA L Finfer:208-7786:2/6/97
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February 11, 1997
Tip,

‘Here are the “3808" task force members:

Pon-aindRics &4 ;i Vonofrls '
Bob Anderson (Team Lead), Tom Leshendock (NV), Tim Bozarth (MT), Alan Rabinoff (UT),

Jinx Fox (WQ), Pat Bayd (WO), Mike Schwartz (WO) Larry Finfer (PPA), Joel Yndsc:z (SCL).
T will serve as 21 “ex officio™ member. . .

In addition to these individuals, Bob Anderson'su ggested recruiting a NEPA expert, and having -
&tk fm —~Helen Hankins serve sither on the task forge, or in a consultant capacity. Bdb wants to get this
: staz*ed with & conferance call among the task force members sometime next week.

Syivz& has asized %hat you make the appropratc <ontacts to get the BLM persannel assigned to thie
task force przor to Friday's conversnce call.

PO

¢: Sylvia Bacs

/yf’;f

e
fz‘fﬁ W‘ET /5
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Congress of the Hnited Staies i
House of Representanyes E

bashagron., DL 20310
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The Hunorable Bruce Habbig
Sevretary

{15 Deparunent of the interior
\\’:152}23}‘;31(*-22\ DO o4

A Patrichk ~heg

Pivtor

M Baob Armstnong
TAsstant Secreiany Land and Manerals
Buruay of Lixd MNanggenent shireny of Land Management
LS Department of the laterior AN BDepaniment of the Tnierns

Washington, O 20240 ' Washington, D07 204

Dear Secretary Babbit, Mo Armsirong and My Shen

We are witing 1o voice our converns regarding the Burcaw of Land Management's
{BLAMSTY current plans 1o revise the regufation goversing surisee management of hardrock
miapise 43 U F R section 3803 (the “3800 Regulations™

Althe auisel, we woudd BRe o emphiisize that we desire no acnen to be ke on this
matier beeause of any single’interest. Wy alsa wish no avtion taken un this matter that would be
neonsistent with existing rules. reaulabions and ethical goidelmes, o that could possibly he

construed as unlair or inappropriste,

We understand diat BLM has acknowledged 0 prior rulemoking {nitiniives that many off
the proposed revisions are not aeeded 1o proteet BLM fands. n addition, we are informed tha
the proposed revistons mav conthiet with wellesettled federa] policy recogmizing the powsr and
autharity of the states 1o admimster regulatony prograns goversing fands within their burders,
inchuding federal lands,

Arizona. like many other states. has adopied comprehensive mining reclamation and
envirgnmental statutes and rules which take into account Anzona's unigus terests and
emvironmental conditions. We are concerned that BLAEs propused revisions to the 3809
Regulations could subject a mining facility located o both state and tederal lands 1o unnecgssan
duplicative regulation and. tn fact. could subject such a tacility 10 vonfhienng regulations that tal
to take into account sae-speciic and state-specitic conditions.

We glsor understiond that BLM has suggested that it can fssue o deaft environmentat impraant
stitement ("DEIN in 12 months and complete the 2ntite NEPA pracess for the proposed



The Honorable Bruce Bahbin, Bob Srontiong. Painch Shou

Page 2

revisions 1o the 3809 Reuulations (a myor fuderal action thas would result i a onnonal el

appiicable 1o all projectsy in approximarely 22 menubs. As yvou K imDvidual projecns under
BLM nisdiction tvpreally thve o NEPA review peocess ot more than twvive tat pediod ot time
Theretore, we believe that the BLST may not have wovated enocugh time 1o ensure g 1Ll
compliance with NEPA,

In addition, we would request thag, if BLM glects to procesd with the 3809 Regulations
mtiative, you strongly consider including a representative from Arizoma on the Task Foree,
Arizon produces more than two-thirds of all copper produced domesticallv i the United Siates
and provides mare than one-half of the United Seates simelting capacity, Moreover, as we
previously meationed. Anzona has adopted comprehensive reclamation regulations and
eovirormenial statutes specific to the concerns of the state. [n light of these facts, we bebeve o
would be appropriate that the Task 2;3{&: include at least one individual who is tonhsr with

Artzons's current state faw

We appreciate vour consideration of the issues raised &y this fetter We respeattully
request that you provide a timely response and, further, that vou provide us with the
docunientation that supported the Scoretary's decision 1o resise the 3809 Regulations as siated in

the Secretary's January 6, 1997 memorandum, if apprapriate.

Once rgain, please be assured that we wish no action 10 be taken by vou or yvour agencies
because of any single interest, We ask only the assurance that fairsess and propriety are ebzerved
i whatever degigion you determine approprisgte Please do not hesitre to call #we van be of

further assistance.

John MeCaln Jon E\
United ﬁtates Senatar Un%zeé‘ﬁtaw» Senator

: J : Matt Salmin

ohin Shadegg
Member of Congress Member of Congress

ember of CoMgress
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Taxouery 29, 1999

The Honorble Bruce Babbi
Secrotery of the Interior

U.8. Dopmrtment of the Interior
imCMKW, e
Washingten, ).C. 20530

Dear Secretary Babbitt:

We reoelved your laner of Jantay 11, 1999, refusiog our request o delay publicatics of
the proposed revisions to the Bursgy of Land Management’s surfice managesnant rules (43 CFR
Far 3mmmmmﬁmmwm&wxmwmw of Stiances

(NAS) study.

Your lener underscares cur concern about the coordination between the snudy sad the -
rulemaking procesy when you state that “ence the public corumnent pericd closes, the BLM will
begin assesaing the somments secoived . [Alssuming the Board complstes its report by the
sty desdline, BLM will have ample oppartanity to review and consider its findings sad -
mmdaﬁmpiwmwhﬂmhuf&:ﬁwm*

Such & process forecloses any opporiunity for either the western govemers, who initially
requesied the NAS sudy, ar the public to review the stuly end then comment on the BLM's
praposal (and the sceampanying dreft cavirommentul irmpact statament), This approach appears
to be inconsigtent with both the Administradive Procedure Ast and the National Environmental
Folicy Act, and is n%ﬁﬁmmaﬁmwm&*mmms”wm

; miemalking process,

Our conoern with your decision was firther enhunced upon meview of the Jpnumy 11, 1989
Western Governors Associstion letter sent fo you on this same subject. They also asked youto
dalay publicetion of the draft reguletions and went as to stets that “it is nejther beneficial nor
efficiont for the BLM 10 expend sigrificans time aud ressurces developing s proposed smended
mmmguwmwmawu&swmymmmm
uonesnssary.” The Westca Gavernors Association letiey clearly artz:lemuhmzwmm&x
your propased actiop.  We hope that you will carefilly consider their comments.

Discusstions with Department af laterior officials indicae that the publicarion of tha
proposed reviscd mining regulation will oceur within the pext several seeks. Estimating a mid
February publication dats and & nincty day capunent period, the epporunity for public input

iy

- BEGS
PLK EXT AFFAIRS =< @ooz/gas
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would closs in mid to lats May, This dats is obvionaly priss 1o the completion of the NAS study.
You ssgure s that the BLM will bave the apportaaity 1o yeviaw the NAS study prior to the final
meln If you do not delay publication, you also seeqre that intorested portics widl sof have the
oppornity to review the NAS sudy in the fonpulation of their conmments.

Norwithstanding your interpratation of the Appropristions Act Innguage, ad the authors of
the innguage, our clear intent was for the compiction of 1 third party review an which to base x
judgmene of whether changds sre necded 2 the feders] or state level, The process as we intepded
i would resolve sy conflict between the Departiment of the Ioterior and the western governors
while sddressing the controversy over the nred for sny change to the existing regime. Jtis owr
jndgmens tha publicatinn of a draft rule would not assint the NAS in meeting their short
deadline, spd would further complicars: their sk assexsing whethey the current state and federal
o aze sdogquass to protect the environment, -

Joiving ovr vaices with these of the Wegteru Governors Associgtion, we urgeatly ask you
to recopaider your dexisicn to pablish ths drft mising reguiations prior to completion of the
NAS study.
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Mike Exzi Wichac) D, Cespo '



