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STATEMENT OF MICHAEL PENFOLD, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR LANDS AND 
RENEWABLE RESOURCES, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF 1~HE INTERIOR, BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL 
PARKS, FORESTS. AND PUBLIC LANDS OF THE COMMITTEE ON NATURAL 
RESOURCES, ON REHABILITATION, REFORESTATION AND REINVESTMENT ON 
PUBLIC LANDS AND NATIONAL FORESTS OF THE PACIFIC NORTHWEST. 

, 
appreciate the opportunity to appear here today to discuss 

the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) forest management in the 

to set forth the BLM's programs and 

Pacific Northwest. Coming as it does just a f~w days before the 

Forest Conference, this hearing presents an excellent opportunity 
, 

to correct some 

misconceptions. 

The SLM manages approximately 2.2 million acres of forestland in 

western Oregon. This land, referred to as the Oregon and ' 

California Railroad Grant Lands, or O&C lands, is valuable for 

many resources, including timber, wildlife and fisheries habitat, 

water, and recreational uses. The O&C lands are managed under 

authorities in 1::he Federal Land Policy and Management Act, the 

O&C Act of 1937, and the Coos Bay Wagon Road Act~ 

We believe, as do the 18 ~estern oregon counties that share 

receipts from these lands with 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! Q&C Act provides for 15 percent of receipts to 

go to the counties. However, since 1952, the counties have 
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returned 25 percent of the receipts, amounting to oVer 

$1 billion, to the Federal Government to be reinvested in 

development and management of these lands. 

From 1937 until the early 1980'sl the O&C lands were managed 

using the 25 percent government share and the 25 percent 

returned funds from the counties~ This method of funding 

worked well, but was subject to the normal market cycle of 

the forest products industry and resulted in unacceptable 

fluctuations and uncertainty in funding. The congress 

determined that the long-term nature of forest investments 

could not tolerate such fluctuations and in 1982 started 

directing appropriations for the management of these lands. , 

Since then, thl~ returned portion of the ObC Fund is deposited i~ 

the United States Treasury. 

We consider the reforestation and forest development programs to 

be of highest priority and are proud of the outstanding success 

we have had in this area. Our silviculturists and technicians 

are highly trained and have some of the most advanced adaptive 

reforestation research at their disp,0sal. 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 

much standing forest volume today as there was when the first 

inventories were completed in the 19408. 
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Recent news stories and testimony by the Inspector General (IG) 

for the Department of the Int~rior have charged the ,BLM with 

mismanagement of these lands, and claimed a large backlog in tree 

planting and other forest development practices. These stories 

and testimony are based on a 1989 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 oreqon, Our tree planting is current and we have 

condu~ted more than enough forest growth enhancement treatments 

to support the timber sale offerings under the 19S0s timber 

management plans. 

The IG found that the ELM, 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. The fo~est development program concerns 

centered around the build-up of a treatment backlog of 108,000 

acres of plantation maintenance, 43,000 acres of precommercial 

thinning, 127,000 acres of fertilization, and 3,200 acres of 

stand conversion. The eLM concurred, in g~neral, with the 

findings, although we did take same exceptions to parts of the 

report~ 

Even before the 1989 IG audit of our western Oregon forestry 

program we recognized that we had problems and concerns. 
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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 

1099in9 t~ 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 6 years and for the next few years 

to come~ 

Also at that time, contracts that had been extended as part 

of the contract Modification Act 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. 

Additionally, in 1984 the BLM was enjoined from using herbicides 

to manage competing vegetation. This required us to use mora 

expensive treatments, thereby reducing the acreage that could be 

treated within existing budgets and causing us to defer loyer 

priority treatments. 
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The IG stated that it would take a one time appropriation of 

$48.2 million and 2 to 8 years to eliminate the backlog. The 

BLM never received the $48 million appropriation, but did 

receive some aid. Congress recognized the severity of the 

backlog problem in tne FY 1990 Appropriations Act by providing 

that 50 percent of the Federal share of O&C receipts above 

the estimate of receipts in the President's Budget would be 

returned to BLM to invest in forest management and forest 

development work. This funding and the dedication'of our 

people have enabled the BLM to make significant progress 

since the publication of the IG's report. For example, over 

430,000 acres -- an area equivalent to 20 percent of our land 

base -- received on-the-ground treatment over the three year 

period, includlng 99;000 acres of reforestation, 49,000 acres 

of site preparation, 151,000 acres of plantation maintenance, 

42,000 acres of precomrnercial 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 out treatment of 430,000 acres. 

About 3 percent was used to conduct inventories and maintain 

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 5 percent was used for 

research and development I planning , and environmental assessment. 

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

I point out that 45 percent of our expenditures. or nearly 

$51 million l was paid to private contractors to accomplish 

a major portion of the on-the-ground project. Our forest 

development program is, and will continue to be, an important 

source of jobs for the private sector. The IG recently announced 

a follow-up audit of this program. We welcome this updated 

examination by the IG. 

The success of our projects is significant. We have been 

able to treat sufficient acres to support the timber offered 

for sale oVer the past decade. However, I do not want to infer 

that we are ahle to treat every acre prescribed for treatment 

by our silviculturists. We are limited to our annual budget 

capabilities and must prioritize treatments to those that give us 

the greatest return. Our first priority is to assure that 

harvested or burned areas are prepared for planting, are planted, 

and that maintenance work necessary for seedling survival is 

conducted. We never anticipate that we can complete all of this 

work in anyone fiscal .. year. We normally defer acres needing 

treatment into future fiscal years. Much of the carry-over is 

anticipated and not considered backlog. 
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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 fundinq 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 were prescribed for treatment based on assumptions made 

in the 19805 timber managoment plans where a rotation age of 80 

to 100 years was assumed. 'The uncertainty of restrictions on 

land use based on northern spotted owl protection and the outcome 

of new ResourcG Management Plans made it unwise to invest in 

treatments for forestlands that may not be harvested or will 

be managed on longer term rotations where timber is not the 

overriding objective~ 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 treatments planned for 

accomplishment in FY 1993 1 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 t,hinning, and 162 t 370 acres of fertilization. 
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The President's Economic stimulus Package includes over 

$15 million for western oregon management. Approximately 

$9.4 million of this is slated for much needed road maintenance 

work, with the remaining $5.6 million for reforestation 

practices. We anticipate that if this package is passed and 

implemented, 70 to 80 percent of our pre-commercial thinning 

treatment needs will be met. 

We have experienced lower bids for treatment 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 jobs. We expect. that this will result in an additional 

$1 million worth of work being contracted. 

Forest development work is more than investing in the visible 

program that results in acres treated. It is an extremely 

complex program that requires hundreds of foresters, technicians l 

and administrative staff~ We have had to establish and maintain 

seed orchards to produce the seed for reforestation. We have 

gigantic freezers to store seed collected from hundreds of seed 

zones and elevation bands for several different species of trees. 

We have large coolers to store seedlings from the time they 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 I disease resistant planting stock in the future. 
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All of these items are expensive, but necessary to maintain a 

program as large as ours. 

Another 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 to practitioners. Two highly effective programs have 

been the Intensified Forest Research (IFR) program and the 

Coastal ore~on Productivity Enhancement (COPE) program. The 

now completed 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 is 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, industrYJ and local governments. 

We have also recently established a cooperative research center 

at Oregon State University that will be addressing forest 

management problems. 

Finally, 1 would like t~ address methods that we believe would 

improve the funding processes for our treatments. Forest 

management is a long-ter~ investment. stand treatments are not 

prescribed day to daYI but over an entire rotation~ There needs" 
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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 Appropriations Act included a provision 

establishing a Forest Ecosystem Health and Recovery Fund. This 

fund returns the Federal share of timber receipts from salvaged 

'timber to the BLM for forest health treatments. This will assist 

the BLM in more rapidly responding to forest health problems 

betor,e they escalate into ~pidemics. 

reiterate that investment in our forestlands is necessary if 

the BLM is to fulfil its statutory role of managing for sustained 

yield for community and industrial stability. The practices used 

by BLM are the most 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 displayed much 

of this in graphs and other visual charts that I will submit for 

the record. 

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

questions. 
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STATEMENT OF'MICHAEL PENFOLD, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, LAND AND 

RENEWABLE RESOURCES, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, BEFORE THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PAR~S, FORESTS AND PUBLIC LANDS, 

COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, ON 

R.R. 643, A BILL liTO RAISE GRAZING FEES ON PUBLIC LANDS, AND FOR 
OTHER PURPOSES" AND H.R. 1602, A BILL "TO REFORM THE MANAGEMENT 
OF GRAZING ON THE PUBLIC RANGE LANDS". 

appreciate the opportunity to appear here today to provide the 

Admi~istration/s views on pUblic rangeland grazing fees and 

management of the rangelands by the Department of the Interior~ 

As you know from Secretar.y Babbitt's February 16 "Qrientation" 

hearing before the full Comnittee, he is keenly aware that 

manage~ent of the public lands for livestock grazing continues to 

be a soqrco of controversy--both with regard to the fee charged 

for such use and the condition of the public rangeland. This 

Administration is committed to finding a workable and equitable 

solution to the grazing fee debate. To further this cause, the 

secretary has scheduled a series of upcoming grazing meetings in 

the West to hear ideas on a fair and sensible policy from all 

. affected parties. 

We must receive a fa·ir' return on our rangeland resources. and do 

so in a way that is sensitive to the impacts not only to 

taxpayers, but to the affected communities, and to the lands 

owned by the public. We must explore the needs of the s~all 

ranchers, the Ones who a~a out there trying to feed their 

families 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 is improving, so~e critical 

areas are still in poor condition and improve~ents must be 

accelerated. We appreciate all congressional efforts to focus on 

the full 4ange of grazing issues. 

Today. grazing fees are based on a formula established by the 

1978 Public Rangelands Improvement Act (PRIA). The PRIA 

stipulated a fee formula that would provide "a fair market price ll 

for grazing privileges and would also IIprevent economic 

disruption and harm" to the western livestock industry. While. 

the PRIA grazing fee formula was originally enacted for a 7-year 

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 Bureau of Land Management (BLM) administers livestock grazing 

on approximately 165 million acres of public lands~ More than 

19,000 farmers and rangers graze l~vestock on these lands, 

comprising 21,600 allotments. About 90 percent of these 

permittees have small--less than 100 head--or medium--100 to 

500 head--operations. Over the past several years permitteest 

have used an average of 10 million ADM's annually. Of these. 

large operations--over 500 head--account for nearly half of the 

AUM's. 
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In response to the ongoing congressional debate over the existing 

fee system, the Departments of the Interior and Agriculture are 

continuing to examine the viability of an alternative l'incentive­

based ll fee. The basic idea would be to set 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 

offet:ed a means to accomplish several objectives. It can be used 

to more closely align private and public land grazing fees, 

promote good land stewardship while sustaining local economies, 

and perhaps even quiet the century-old debate that has divided so 

many interests in the West. 

secretary Babbitt has deemed it critical to meet with 

individuals, State and local officials, and interest groups that 

want to provide their views on grazing policy issues. Four 

meetings are currently scheduled in the West to provide an open 

forum for such discussions. These meetings are planned for the 

next 3 weeks .in Bozeman, Montanai Grand Junction, coloradoi Reno, 
, 

Nevada; and Albuquerque, New Mexico. We anticipate that issues 

raised at these meetings will include: 
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methods for deternining" fair market value; 

whether fee increase will be phased in over a period of 

time; 

subleasing of grazing pcrmitsi 

how best to evaluate range conditions; 

possible components of a range stewardship incentive 

program; 

whether and how to differentiate between large and 

small opera.tors l and those who rely solely on ranching 

income; 

broader land and ecosystem ffianagement 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 I those that will have to live with the outcome must be part 

of the process. Only after these meetings are held and the 

issues fully addressed, will we be in a position to provide 

specific views on rangeland legislation introduced in the l03rd 

Congress. 

would ,like to thank Chairrr:an vento for scheduling this hearing 

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

questions. 
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT ARMSTRONG, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, LAND AND 
MINERALS MANAGEMENT, DEPARTNENT OF THE. INTERIOR, BEFORE THE 
SUBCOKKITTEE ON ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES, AND THE 
SUBCOKKITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS, COMMITTEE· ON 
NATURAL RESOURCES, UNITED STATES HOUSE OP REPRESENTATIVES 
AT A HEARING ON UNRECLAI~D HARDROCK MINES. 

I appreciate the opportunity to appear here to discuss the 
problems relate~ 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 problems they have generated. Included 
among them are the seoping study Inactive and Abandoned Coal 
Mines prepared by the Western Interstate Energy Board for 
the western Governors' Association Mine Waste Task Force in 
August 1991 t B.l,lrden of Gilt issued by the Mineral Policy 
Center in June 1993 and Deep 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 seriousness of the problems related to 
abandoned hurdrock sites, and identify the need for additional 
investigation and study. 

The'Oepartment 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 001 are already developing 
the data and information necessary to address the problems in a 
comprehensive manner. 

For instance, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has 
established an UAbandoned Mined Land Inventory Task Force. 't 
To date, the magnitude and extent of abandoned mines on public 
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 BLM lands. At present funding levels, 
the BLM contemplates completion of its inventory about 
September 30, 1997. 

The BLM inventory is designed to identify physical l 

environmental, and potential hazardous materials problems 
at abandoned mine sites~ Physical hazards at abandoned 
mines may· include open pits, shafts, and adits or unstable 
slopes. Environmental 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 Mlnes has developed a way to screen its comprehensive 
minerals data base for problem abandoned mine sites and is field 
testing this approach in BLM/s winnemucca District, Nevada. The 
Bureau of Mines has also used this approach to inventory 
abandoned mine sites on all National Forests in the State of 
Washington. BLM has an agreement with the Idaho Geological 
survey to compile a data base and GIS maps of known mine sites on 
BLM-managed lands in the state. In addition, the BLM Utah state 
Office is currently conducting a pilot project utilizing spot 
imagery, aerial photography, and videography to identify 
potential areas for field investigation. On-the-ground data 
collection in the study area will test the use of global 
positioning systems for site location and a draft field checklist 
under development. Sites which are inspected in the field will 
be evaluated for future reclamation or closure. Coordination 
with other agencies and efforts will continue throughout the BLM 
inventory effort. 

Several other 001 agencies have developed abandoned hardrock mine 
site inventories, or are working on the development of inventory 
information. These agencies include: the National Park Service I 

(which has the most complete data on abandoned mine sites on the 
lands it manages); the U.S. Geological Survey, and the Bureau of 
Mines. Appended to my statement are short descriptions of the 
work of these agencies. 

Clearly, Mr. Rahall and the other members 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 provision 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 diminish further I as large mines go 
to patent. The Department continues to advocate the imposition 
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of a gross royalty on mining operations on public lands. The 
fact that current law requires us 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 expeditious enactment of reform 
legislation I including the termination of the patenting 
provisions. However, we recognize that/ in the short term, the 
diminishing federal royalty base may be insufficient to fund 
needed restoration activities at the thousands of abandoned 
hardrock mine sites across the land. Because We agree with the 
authors of H.R. 322 that this problem simply must be addressed, 
we believe it is appropriate to consider alternative funding 
mechanisms~ 

Chairman Miller and Representative Rahall have voiced their 
support 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 hardrock sites on public lands. 
Rather. any abandoned hardrock mine site in the states affected 
by the bill, and which meets the criteria set out/ would be 
eligible for reclamation. 

zquity considerations argue that funding a broad clean-up program 
through a revenue mechanism that only affects mining operations 
on public lands may arbitrarily burden some mining companies or 
operations, as well as unnecessarily limit the funding base for 
the reclamation effort. In many cases~ the only difference 
between those who pay into the fUnd and those who do not may be 
that one operator on public lands has successfully acquired a 
patent to those lands, While a second operator has not. A broad 
reclamation fee mechanism, which would apply to any hardrock 
mining operation [in the states eligible for reclamation 
expenditures from the fund], would more closely emulate the model 
of other dedicated reclamation programs, such as those under the 
Surface Mini~g 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 questions~ 



NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Mining and Minerals Branch 

. ABANDONED MINERAL LANDS PRQGRAM 
August S, 1993 

Over 147 National Park System units are currently encumbered with abandoned 
mine sites (AML). The growing National Park SeIVice (NPS) inventory currently 
identifies 2,124 AML sites contalning 10,655 hazardous adits and shafts, 727 abandoned 
oil and gas wells, and 995 abandoned sand and grave! pits. A variety of resource impacts 
exist as a 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. [0 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 issue, and 
has coordinated a seIVicewide AML program designed to accomplish five basic goals; 

.. jnventory and prioritize sites 

.. eliminate safety hazards 

.. mitigate impacts to NPS reSources 

.. preserve and interpret historically 
and culturally significant sites 

• manage sites for wildlife babitat 

In 1984, NPS initiated tbe first someewide abandoned mine inventory. To date, 
largely through tbe 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 siles, and some parks may need 10 make a'more diligent effort in 
compiling a comprehensive iriventof}\ the servkewide inventory is representative of the 
magnitude and scope of AML in the parks, and is sufficiently detailed to make 

. reasonable projections ior the cost of mitigation. NPS is currently entering the 
seIVieewide invemory into an automated database designed to record detailed 
information and prioritize the sites for closure. 

NPS staff work directly with the parks and regions in addressing AML issues. 
These efforts are largely initiated througb regional mineral coordinators. Over the past 5 
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 ""cd help in 
the inventory and characterization of siles, 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 planning 

" documents, NPS. comments often relate to AML planning. 



NPS bas made many efforts to heighten awareness of AML selVicewide. NPS has 
incorporated AMI.. presentations into annuaJ minerals management courses and travels 
to parks to provide specific training to personnel wbo regularly encounter AML issues. 
In an innovative cooperative agreement with the Environmental Policy and Management 
Division of the University of Denver, NPS produced tbe "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 bazards and resource impacts. To complement this 
documen~ NPS plans to draft a selVicewide mitigation and reclamation program 
statement outlining tbe program's goals, pbilosopby, 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 wbich 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 witb 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 witb the Colorado Mined Land· 
Reclamation Division in recommending suitable mine closures which would not 
compromise 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 
Enforcemen~ 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 mineral rights (e.g., sand and gravel) in park units. 

'.:.... 
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United State. Bureau 01 Mine. 

The Bureau of Mines maintains a comprehensive data base ot mining and mineral 
processing sites which is serving as a starting point to inventory problem 
abandoned mined lands sites. This automated database. with over 200.000 
mineral sites, is the most comprehensive database of its kind, with information on 
metallic and nonmetallic occurrences. prospects. mines, both past and present 
producers. geothermal wells, and mineral processing plants such as mills, smelters. 
and refineries. Supplementing these data. the Bureau of Mines maintains mineral 
property files covering primarily past mining operations. These files contain 
information such as extent of workings, milling methods [an indicator of what 
chemicals may have been usedt, ore and waste minerals I and years of operation 
that are important to evaluating Abandoned Mined land (AMLI sites. These data. 
enhanced with data from state and other Federal agencies, provide the 
informational framework upon which a comprehensive inventory 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 
Handbook to promote consistent inventories of AML sites across agency 
jurisdictions and geographic Breas. Proper ways to conduct an on~sjte initial 
investigation Bre described and data collection forms are provided to promote 
consistent. technically accurate assessments of abandoned mil)e land sites and 
hazards, 

Efficient. cost-effective remediation on mining and mineral processing sites requires 
accurate site characterization on which to plan remedial action. The Bureau of 
Mines has on~going programs to assist 001 and other Federal agencies with site 
characterization and to develop better techniques for performing comprehensive' 
and reliable site characterization. Techniques commonly applied to 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 at the abandoned Midnight Uranium Mine located 
on the Spokane Indian Reservation, Washington, poses signiflcant 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 01 Indian 
Affairs and the Bureau of land Management into Lake Roosevelt. which is 
managed by the Bureau of Reclamation and has recreational facilities managed by 
the National Park Service. The lake is also a source of drinking water, The Bureau 
of 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. 
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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 ~Iready proven the value of the site-specific design of 
engineered wetlands to treat acid mine drainage; the development of liquld­
emulsion 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 techniques to eliminate the generation of contaminants at the 
source, thus providing a permanent and "immediate" solution to the problem. 



U.S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 


• 	 fhe U.S. Ganlu9h:al StH'Ye-,V (H~r.~) has UQVE'IOflftd flxlensfve !?\(pnrUu lu 
I oel1t 1 fy ~ r:harae:ter Ize~ and rpml!d II t ~ '!'lIvll"nMllI'!nh1 probil!.m!! A$~t)t hted 
wHh prtunUy uJlp.rlltlng /lnrl ,.hllnduneu mlne!C. litis e)(pert.he hu b~en 
gained In the courSfl of mel!ttng th~ USGS t'esponsfbl1ltJU for assessing 
the quantity and qual Hy of UI. H... Uon'!C minerai, enftrgy, and water 
r9sflurc:es. USGS sctenUsts help solva f1itlvlronmenUl hsutts by (1) 
IIflth!rstandlng and predir.t1ny the eU\lfrnfU"I!ntal effects of rflSout'ce 
development, (2) tdentHyll1q .no dIal'act..rlllng cnnhmln.ted hnd't (1) 
dp.veloptn!f und~rslafld'n9 or Pf'OC'ftSSfHt that affect cuntamlnants tn he 
environment. and (4) conducting r~s~arch thilt appl tn an earth .. sclence 
fuwspec:the to developnffiut of bau I imH' as references tnr I!HUtUment of 
envtronmental changes dUE! to nAlural at' human c'wse!. 

Some informat'on on envtrnnmfmtal problems Al mtne sites has b@e-n 
obtatned as part of USGS iIS"~S$m@nt studies and related fp.$eln:h 
projects. for example. the U~GS hn5 begun geo$t;tencft 
fnvRstlgat1on5 of ~nvtronmenLi1l consequences of minIng aud ore 
processtng at tht Summltvll'e mine tn Colorado. 

ht 	 some cases. USGS assC!>hllcp. is being· provided to regulatory or 
h.nd-manag1ng agp.nr.fes. Exalfl1llu are USGS studtes nf lead 
contamination In the Jordan River, Utah, and distribution of 
smeller conlamlnatlon over t.ho landscape In the Hlmbr.s BlH 
resource area, Hew Hexico. 

USGS work at snme lotaUo.. w", .tarted u a rA,"a or USGS 
Invol.ement under CERClA as • potent, tally <e.po•• lbl. rarty dUI to 
tJefensl'-relahd 'mJne-ral~r~snurr,e studies and admInistration of 
government explor~Uutl us:htance flrograms. Examples Ira lh, 
Blackbtrd mtM, Idaho. and thp thrk's rork Supp.rrund SIte, 
Honhn3~ 

• 	 II•• USGS also tenders advhe til r.d.,·,II.v I'u.ded ••••areh efforls lnd 
the National HI •• land Rod 'mot ion Ce.. I.,· (conhr.d at Wesl Vlrglnll 
Untvp,r~lt.Y) and lhR Gt"Ut!f'ic Hlnqnl 1Pt:h'UJlufj,Y (e-Ater (or Mlfleral 
Industry Waste Trtatmonl .nd R.cov~'·.v (r.•nlorod al th_ tlntv.r.Hy of 
NO.Bel.·Reno) • 

,
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Hard Rock Mining Claim. 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 l AZi and Sheldon, Nv). Fish and 

Wildlife Service contaminant reviews have not found contaminant 

problems of concern with abandoned mine sites at those refuges. 

Nine refuges in Alaska -- Arctic, Kanuti, Koyukuk, Nowitna, 

Selawik, Tetlin, Togiak, Yukon Delta and Yukon Flats -- have a 

total of 115 current and 140 abandoned mining claims. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service has identified contaminant probl~ms 

with some of. the active mines, and'is currently in the early stages 

of field checking the abandoned sites to determine if contaminant 

reviews are warranted. The service believes it likely that some 

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 
STATES DEPARTIIEII'l' OF THE III'l'ERIOR, BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
MINERAL REsOURCES OEVELOPIIEII'l' AND PRODUCTION, COMMITTEE ON ENERGY 
AND NATURAL RESOURCES, UNITED S~ATEB SENATE, ON S. 1170, A BILL TO 
AIIEND THE MINERAL LEASING ACT TO PROVIDE FOR LEASING OF CERTAIN 
LANDS FOR OIL AND GAS PURPOSES. 

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 r will refer to as the Reserves) in 

Garfield County, Colorado for oil and gas exploration, 

development and production. 

The 	Department of the Interior supports the concepts proposed in 

S. 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 propos~l soon. 

S. 1170 would amend Section 17 of the Mineral Leasing Act by 

adding a new subsection to change the management of these Reserve 

lands in 4 ways. It would: 

(1) 	 Authorize the secretary of the Interior (Secretary), in 

conSUltation with the Secretary of EnergYI to lease the 

Reserve lands for oil and gas exploration. development 

and production; 

(2) 	 Direct that the Secretary, through the Bureau of Land 

Management (BLM) I shall hereafter manage the surface 



2 

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 royalty 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 oil 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 contradict the purposes 

for which the Reserves were established and have been operated. 

The formal withdrawals would not be revoked and the DOE would 

still have the same responsibilities for management of the oil 

shale resources. We believe the handling of the Reserves' oil 

and gas resources can be managed without conflicting with present 

or future oil shale programs. 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 DOEts continued research of the oil shale P?tential 

of the Reserves. 

We also concur that the Department of the Interior, through the 

BLM, should have surface management responsibility for the 

Reserves. The eLM is presently managing the surface resources of 

the area under a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the DOE. 

However, our management efforts through the MOU are best 

described an limited or custodial, with most of the active or 

enhancement work being done by individual and group volunteers. 

Formal tranE.fer of management jurisdiction would greatly 

facilitate management of the surface resources. It would 

eliminate dual agency responsibility and, through the BLM's 

preparation of comprehensive planning and environmental 

documents, would address, among other things, sensitive natural 

resources, ecosystem ma~agementf and grazing administration. 
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As for the handling of oil and gas in the Reserves, if they are 

to be leasE~d, transfer of the leasing to the aLl'! would be 

consistent with the BLM's present authority to issue oil and gas 

leases on other Federal public and acquired lands, including 

Forest service lands, military lands~ etc. 

Having the Federal mineral leasing program administered by one 

entity is nonsistent with the recommendations of Vice President 

Gere/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 sense to use this 

expertise when a new leasihg program is planned. 

In addition, the Energy policy Act of 1992 includes a provision 

requiring any agency 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 action is also an indication that Congre~s feels that 

mineral leasing activities for any Federal lands should be 

administered by the secretary of the Interior. 

The BLM t because of its eXperience' in leasing and managing oil 

and gas resources and the capability it has developed to manage 

the significant oil 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 additional funding. 

This concludes my prepared statement. "I would be pleased to 

respond to your questions. 

,. 
\• 
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STATEMENT OF 

MIKE DOMBECK, ACTING DIRECTOR 


Bureau of Land Management 

H.R. 1713, The Livestock Grazing Act 


House Resources Commitu:e 

Subcommltu:e on National Parks, Forests and Public Lands 


July II, 1995 


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

H.R. 1713 would change many provisions of existing law and essentially replace the BLM', new 

cooperative relations and grazing administration rules. The Department would default on its 

responsibility to the thousands of Western dti7 ..n, woo helped to shape BLM's regulations, if 

we did not voice strong opposition to H.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. Over 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 1.0 pass on sustainable resources to OUf children. because: 

• Millions of acres of public land remain in poer condition; 

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



• 	 Too many soils condnue to lose fertility; 

• 	 Poisonous, exotic weeds are a "biological nightmare· that reduce the land's ability to 

sustain itself; and 

• 	 Too many streams and riparian areas are still degraded. 

The BLM's strategy 10 improve rangeland health is built on the collective wisdom of 60 years 

of applied science. It was shaped by over two years of public discussion. Our program will 

improve rangeland health through a balanced and practical approacb that demonstrates how 

collaborative stewardship can meet the basic needs of both people and nature. 

We have prepared a detailed comparison and analysis of BLM's old livestock grazing 

regUlations. our new regulations, and the provisions of the Livestock Grazing Act) H.R. 1713 

that [am submitting as part of our written testimony. Our analyses make clear our many strong 

objections to,the bill. I am also including in the written record a piece entitled "]ustthe 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', healthy 

rangeland strategy. 

First, 	the grazing bill 

• 	 focuses public rangeland management on the single use of livestock grazing - de· 

emphasizing other uses and values of the public lands such as mining. hunting1 recreation 

and wildlife. 

In comparison, our strategy focuses on maintaining the hcalth and productivity of all public land 

resources and values. Experience has proven that we cannot emphasize a single use of the 

public lands wiUlout compromising other uses and values. 
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Where H.R. 1713 CQnci;ntrates exclusively on livestock proouclion, our approach enCQurages 

collaborative management to sustain the land', overall proouctivity to meet the needs of not only 

public lands ranchers, but other public lands users such as hunters, campers~ and recreatioolSLS. 

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 land,. 

Second, the bill would 

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

Over the past 20 years, it has become clear that the most effective stewardship - for hoth 

natura! resources and people - OCCurs when the many public land interests work together for 

what President lbeodore Roosevelt called ·common solutions to common problems for the 

common good•• 

We must move beyond public land users sitting 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 land, 

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 - • voice in the process ­

would be a major step backward. In contrast to the bill, our program to improve public 

rangeland management would assist all who value the public lands to work in a CQllahorative 

manner to define a common vision for their health, 

In order to bring together all of those who use and care for the public lands, we have met with 

western Governors, or their staffs, to select a model for creating diverse and ,balanced dtizen 

advisory councils. We intend for loca1 citizens to be in the lead, Our Resource Advisory 

Councils are tailored to best meet the needs of all those who use and appreciate public lands, 

be they families on oulings~ ranchers, anglers, or oil and gas developers. 
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Over time, our approach will 

• restore the productivity and diversity of 100,000 acres of riparian areas; 

• bring 20 million acres of uplands into properly functioning condition; 

• benefit most plant, fish and animal species, including Uvestock; and 

• enhance recreational opportunities such as fiShing, hunting, hiking, tourism, and wildlife 

viewing. 

The health of our watersheds is what ultimately sustains livestock production in the West. Yet, 

we cannot meet the needs of the people if we do not maintain the health of Ihe land. 

ELM'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 to local 

managers and public land users. We believe that those who live closer to the resources bave a 

better understanding of how to meet people's needs within the limits of ,ustainability. 

This bill is a departure from traditional multiple use management in that it appoars to elevate one 

use over other uses of public lands. It changes the standards that courts apply and creales the 

polCntial for disruptive litigation for years to come. 

We cannot allow lawsuits, judicial injunctions, and top-down remedies to impede our 

stewardship responsibilities. Good stewardship mu,t provide managers and loeal communities 

with the tools and flexibility to develop lasting soiutions for all public land uses and vaiues. 

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

4,. 
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For example, H.R. 1713 eliminates a rancher's ability 10 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 narrow circumstances. 

As you know, the Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee plans to mark up their 

grazing bill, S. 852 on July 19. I sincerely hope that the House will choose not to use the 

Senate's preliminary mark which the Senate Committee has shared with us. It makes a bad bill 

far worse. 

Allow me to speak 10 the three provisions of the Senate', mark that particularly concern BLM. 

First, the Senate preliminary mark of S. 852 deletes all "affected interest" provisions 

effectively eliminating the meaningful opportunity for OIfYone who does not graze livestock on 

public land to participate in grazing planning and management. Grazing is conducted on 

approximately 95% of public land in the lower 48 states. Lands owned by all Americans. The 

only recourse for those who do not graze livestock, but who do care for pUblicly.owned lands, 

and who are affected by grazing, is litigation. 

Such. policy is contrary to law, precedent, and common sense. We should be working together 

to involve more people in collaborative decision-making - not cutting them out. 

BLM resolves multiple use conflicts at the allotment plan level. Here, closest to 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', new regulations. 

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

working together 10 resolve local issues. 

Second, the Senate's preliminary mark prohibits BlM from using monitoring and inspection data 

5
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unless the livestock operntor has been invited and allowed to participate. BLM agrees that 

conducting monitoring with permittees is most effective. Requiring the permit~'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 legislation. 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 aJX)litica1 prOC<".ss. Certainly, State Governors need to be heard, In fact, in recent months, 

our BLM State Directors have worked with all the western Governors to forward to the 

Secretary nominations for diverse and balanced Resource Advisory Councils. We already have 

in place a process thaI works by representing the full range of opinions - be they from the 

general public. commodity interests, recreation users, or conservationists. 

Limiting public partiCipation in public rangeland management would fail both tile land and those 

who depend on it. I assure you tIlal if we: 

• limit tile tools available to managers and ranchers; 

• narrow peoples' ability to participate in public land management; 

• emphasize a single use of tile 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 

chUdren 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. 
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Testimony of Maitland Sharpe 

Assistant Director, Renewable Resources and Planning, Bureau of Land Management' 


Before the Subcommiuee on Livestock, Dairy, and Poultry . 

House Committee on Agriculture 


September 17. 1997 


Mr. Chainnan, members of the Subcommittee,! appreciate the opportunity to come before you 

today to discuss the Bureau ofLand Managementls (ELM) range management program, 

The Department of the [oterior has a long history of managing livestock grazing on the public 

lands. In response to widespread overgrazing and environmental degradation on public lands m 
the West, Congress passed the Taylor Grazing Act in 1934 to regulate the occupancy and use of 

. 
the public land, preserve the land from destruction or unnecessary injut)'. and provide for orderly 

use, improvement, and development. For morc than sixty years the Depaliment 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 to achieve 

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

A couple afyears ago, the BLM made some important revisions to its regulations that affect 

livestock grazing on the public lands. Among other things. 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 (RAe.) have provided to BLM 

managers. The role of the RACs is to provide advice and local perspectives to the BLM. RAe 

members must reside in the State oftheir' jurisdiction. Each RAe has focused on the ful) array of 

multiple use issues associated with public lands within its area ofjur1sdiction, In terms ofgrazing 

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 to achieving 

consensus on improvement to the health of the public rangelands. The ELM and the RACs~~in 

I 
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plose consultation with permittees, lessees and interested members of the public-have compieted 

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 in keeping with 

the characteristics of a State or region, such as climate 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 ELM is very grateful to the many RAe 
members, permittees. lessees and interested members of tile public who devoted many hours to 

making the standards and guidelines a success. 

Eight often States have completed standards and guidelines and received approval from the 

Secretary of the Interior to proceed with implementation {Arizona. Colorado. Idaho, Montana. 

Nevada, Oregon, Utah, and Wyoming}. AJI State Directors arc making standards and guidelines 

implementation plans. New Mexko and California are still developing standards and guidelines. 

Fallback standards and guidelines wilt be in effect until specific New Mexico and California 

standards and guide1ines are comp!ered and approved by the Secretary. 

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

working. in accordance with the 1995 re!;,rulations, to achieve a program that has broad public 

support. The way to encourage public support is to provide a mechanism for meaningful public 

participation. Meaningful participation not only pennits ranchers to hear the views of others, but 

it also helps l1on~ranchers to better understand ranchers and the benefits they bring, such as open 

space-·~m issue that increasingly resonates throughout the West with people ofalmost aU 

backgrounds, Through the RACs and, public participation provisions of the 1995 regulations, 

more and more Americans are participating in the process. We strongly prefer upfront 

participation to paralyzing lawsuits and injunctions. Only with significant public participation and 

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

Tu ensure that the 1995 regulations dieJ not create unintended effects, we have been performing a 

l_ review ofhc)w the regulations are being implemented and what their impact has been. The 

2 




r .~ 

• 

purpose ofthe review is to gather infonnation about the effectiveness oftlle regulations. including 

a 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 identity existing or potential problems and inefficiencies and aid in the 

search for effective and innova.tive solutions. The review will occur this fall with hopes that we 

can compile the infonnation 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 

(NEPAl provides liS. NEPA has greatly facilitated our dialogue with the public and coordination 

with Federal, Slate and local agencies. This dialogue and coordination has led to better 

cooperation in !:eeking to reach our common goals ofbetter range management. 

The doomsday scenarios painted by some in tbe West concerning the regulatory revisions ofa 

couple ofyears ago have not come true. Instead, ranchers, enviro.nmentalists and other interests 

are sitting around tables talking and making progress on specific issues rather than hurling rhetoric 

at each otheL Many environmentalists and ranchers are realizing that they have a Jot more in 

common than they originally thought. All ofus want better wildlife habitat, improved water 

quality) open space, and healthy rural economies, Ranchers and environmentalists learned this by 

talking and working together on a v:ide variety ofissues. Consensus and cooperation, I believe, 

are the future ofpublic 1and management~~not protests. appeals and lawsuits. With aU due' 

respect, a lot ofwhat aU ofus do back here in the nation's Capitol seems somewhat dull when one 

experiences the ex.citement ofseeing people sitting around a table or walking around a grazing 

allotment honestly and respectfully sharing their views on how to. solve a site~specific prQblem­

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 concerning the status ofDLM's range management 

program. 

( 
\" 
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Testimony ofMaitland Sharpe 

Assistant Director, Renewable Resources and Planning 


Bureau ~fLand Management 

Before the Subcommittee on National Parks and Public Lands ofthe House Resources Committee 


Oversight of the Bureau of Land Management's 

Range Management Program 


September 30, 1997 


Me Chairman, members of the Su~ommittee, I appreciate the opportunity to come before you 

today to discuss the Bureau of Land Management's (BlM) range management program. I wish 

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

authorized grazing on BLM-managed public lands. 

Let me begin with a brief overview ofthe BU,,1's grazing program, The Department of the 

fnterior has a long history of managing livestock grazing on the pub!Ic lands. rn response to 

widespread overgrazing and environmental degradation On public lands in the West. Congress 

passed the Taylor Grazing Act in 1934 to regulate the occupancy llnd 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 sixty years, we have worked with pmuees. lessees 

and interested members of the public to develop partnerships to achieve these goals. A great deal 

ofprogress has been made, We look forward to continuing to work with aU these parties to 

achieve additional improvement in the health of the public rangelands and to sustain the health of 

the fivestock industry. 
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In 1995, the BLM finalized important revisions to its grazing regulations. Among other things, 

the revisions sought to provide tools to achieve 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. RAe members must reside in the State within the Councirs geographic jurisdiction, Each 

RAe may focus on the full arra~r ofmultiple~use issues associated with public lands within its area 

ofjurisdictjon~ In tenns ofgrazing management, the Mes have been instrumental in the 

preparation ofState or regional standards and guidelines for assuring healthy rangelands. 

The BLM nnd 'the RACs-in close consultation with permittees, lessees, nnd interested members 

of the public~~have completed standards and guidelines for most western States. The standards 

and gutdelines are designed to provide specific measures of rangeland health and to identify best 

management practices in keeping with the characteristics ofa State or region, such as climate and 

vegetation typt:s. The standards and guidelines provide a consensus view ofhow to maintain and 

seek additional improvement in the health of the public rangelands. The BLM is very grateful to 

the many RAe 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 Month, (AUMs) of forage use to approximately 20,600 
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lessees or pemlittees. In 1991 that figure had decreased to slightly over 9.6 million Amis 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 tbat shows a year~by-year 

breakout of this information from 1977 to the present. 

A review ofour grazing records reveals that overall, restrictions having significant negative 

impacts on livestock operations are tbe exception. Tenns and conditions for grazing livestock on 

an al10tment are designed, wherever possible, to strike a balance between public expectations of 

rapid improvements to resource conditions and the needs ofpermittees to have access to adequate 

amounts of forage. 

There have been site-specific reductions or restrictions that have been put in pJace to better 

manage rangeland resources, Tbe BLM is required to protect the public lands from degradation 

and seek to improve the condition of the range, while managing these lands for a full range of 

use:t 

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 of1ands~ 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 it temporary nature due to drought or wildfire 

emergencies. 
{
""-... 
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Let me give you. couple ofexamples, Between 1991 and 1997, BLM in Nevada completed a 

series of land I!x:changes to restore threatened Lahontan cutthroat trout habitat in order to 

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 

ofwet meadows, marshes. and riparian habitat, and 60 miles of public access, In this series of 

land exchanges, 62,897 acres of public land was transferred to private entities, primarily livestock 

pennittees. local ranchers. and mining operators. As a result, public land grazing use in Nevada 

was reduced by 14,977 AtJl\..1s. In many cases grazing continued on these former public lands, 

However, because these lands are no longer in public ownership a reduction in AUMs in Nevada 

is reflected in our records. 

Another example ofhow land exchanges can affect the available number of AUM:s can be found in 

the recent Delaware and Rio Bonito Land Exchanges in southeastern New Mexico. Through this 

exchange BLM acquired important habitat along the Delaware and Rio Dottito Rivers that 

contains important biological resources and offers enhanced pub1ic-access opportunities. A.I) a 

result ofthe exchange, about 20,000 AUMs went into private ownership and so no longer 

counted as AUMs on public land in New Mexico, 

An example of AUM reductions in order to protect the habitat of endangered species i~ the 

BLM's- management actions to protect the threatened Desert Tortoise in 1992. The BLM had to 

reduce seasonal grazing on a number ofallotments in Northern Arizona, Southern Utah. Southern 

Nevada and Eastern CalifomJa because 1t 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 ifwe failed to ensure that BLM authorized actions were consistent with conserving 

impOIlant biological features of the American West such as the Desert tOlloise. 

The BLM has made adjustments in some allotments where weed encroadunent has reduced the 

forage supply. 8.5 million acres ofBLM-managed public lands suffer from the invasion of 

noxious, or exotic plants and weeds. These weeds continue to spread at a rate of more than 

1.000 acres a day, These weeds have little value to livestock and contribute to the loss offorage 

availability, 

Additionally. lhere are occasional, but rare, reductions taken for willful, repeated violations of 

rules or terms and conditions of permits. Over the past five years. the BLM has had to impose 

such reductions against about 46 operators, These 46 cases represent approximately two-tenths 

of 1% (.2%) ofourtota! 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 necessary. the BLM does restore to active use or increase 

AUMs as conditions allow. Between 1992 and 1996 about 140 operators received increases 

totaling approximately 43,800 AUMs. 

In dose consultation with pennittees, lessees and interested members of the public. we wiD 

continue to strive to meet public expectations ofimproving the health of the public range1ands, 
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and continue to work to foster a healthy public land livestock industry. Livestock grazing remains 

a centra) component of multiple use management and lhe BLM is working to achieve a program 

that has broad public support One way to encourage public support is to provide a mechanism 

for meaningful public participation. Meaningful participation oot only permits ranchers to hear 

the views of ':lthers, but it· also helps non-ranchers better understand ranchers and the benefits they 

bring. such as open space-an issue that increasingly resonates throughout the West with people 

of almost aU backgrounds Through the RAes and pubtic~participation provisions of the 1995 

regulations, more BLM stakeholders are participating in the process and learning our programs 

and responsibilities. We strongly prefer upfront participation to paralyzing lawsuits and 

" 

injunctions. Only with significant public participation and support can we achieve the stability 

that public-land ranchers want and deserve. 

To ensure that the 1995 regulations did not create unintended effects, we win be perfonning a 

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

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

a 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 use<1 to idemity existing or potential prohlems and inefficiencies and aid in the 

search for effective and innovative solutions. The review will occur dus wintcr with a scheduled 

completion date of late spring. 

We will also continue to make use of the tools that the National Environmental Policy Act 
f
\,
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(NEPA) provides us. NEPA has greatly rncilitated 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. ofgood range management 

The fears ~eld by some in the West concerning the 1995 regulatory revisions have not come true, 

Instead. ranchers, environmentalists and other interests are sitting around tables talking and 

making progress on specific, local issues j rather than shouting 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 v.;Jdlife habitat, improved water quality. open space, and 

healthy rural economies, Ranchers and environmentalists learned this by talking and working 

together on a wide variety of issues, Consensus and cooperation, I believe, are the future of 

public land management--not protests, appeals and lawsuits. 

The bottom line is that the Bureau's grazing management program is working. People are sitting 

down together, at State and loca! levels, to find shared solutions to real problems. Diverse' 

interests are forging a shared vision ofwhat the public rangelands should look like and produce 

and they are finding ways to put old conflicts aside .. The result will be healthier, more productive 

rangelands and a more stable future for the public land livestock 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 ofthe day. 

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

would be happy to answer any questions. 

7 

I 



,
" 

FINAL COPY 


WRITTEN STATEMENT 

OF 


BOB ARMSTRONG 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY, LAND AND MINERALS MANAGEMENT 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TilE INTERIOR 


BEFORE TilE 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, 

I'RODUCTION ANI) R~:GULATlON 


COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

REGARDING MMS' PROPOSED OIL VALUATION RULE 


U.S. SENATE 

r 

June II, 1998c. -. 



Mr. Chainnan. I am pleased to be here today to provide a status report on the DepaI1ment ofthe 
Interior's (Depanmcnt) efforts to revise regulations for valuing crude oil produced from Federal 
leases. 

Two and one4 halfycars ago, the Department embarked upon a modification of its Federal and 
Indian crude oil. valuation regulations. This was necessary because changes in the crude oil 
market had evolved to the point where many royalty payments to the Federal Govenunent, based 
on the regulations in effect, no longer were calculated on the market value of the production. 
These regulations, which were dl1lfled in the mid-1980's and published in 1988, are still in effecl 
today and are used by the industry to calculate royally payments on Federal production. 

The current regulations rely heavily on so-called IIpostoo prices" for valuation. Because of this 
reliance, as 1will present later, these regulatioHs need to be revised to ensure that the American 
public receives a fair return on the mineral resources extracted from its lands. The'waming signs 
of a crude on undervaluation prohlem have surfaced from severa] individual sources -­
interagency task force studies, significant royalty underpayments. numerous lawsuits across the 
country, and, finally. the aHention this issue has received from Members of Congress and the 
press. 

L:~'" .t. This is a serious problem that needs:1 cure quiCkly. Every day that royalties are allowed to be 
;: ... computed and paid under thc current system, taxpayers arc losing hundreds of thousands of 

dollars. It is imperntive that the Department's Hew regulations be implemented and reflect the 
fair market value of Federal production. Fedcrallands and the oil that is produced from them 
belong to each and every American. In his statement On the 1998 Supplemental Appropriations 
and Rescissions Act, which prohibited our publishing a final rule until October 1, 1998, the _ 

President stated. "I am very concerned about the limitations placed on the Government's abilifY 
10 ensure a fair return for oil and gas resources extnlcted from Federal lands. My Administration 
will oppose any efforts to make these limitations. -permanent" 

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

As i stated earlier, the Department l 
:; 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 rule01aking errort to revise its regulations on valuing oil produced 
from Federal leases. We have gone to great lengths to work with our constituency in the 
ruicmakiog process, We have requested public comment in five separate Federal Register 
notices and have held l4 public meetings or workshops in five States and the District of 
Columbia Lo get input 00 tbis issue. In addition, we hired five consultants and talked to 
numerous other expcl1s in the industry to obtain advice on this matter and have worked closely 



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

. infonned during this rutemaking, by providing numerous staff briefings over the past 21/2 years. 

I believe we have exerted an extraordinary effort to indude our constituents in developing a rule 
that would reduce reliance on posted prices for royalty valuation, reflect true market value, 
provide certainty to all Involved, simplify roya~ty valuation, reduce the need for audit, minimize 
royalty disputes, a.nd provide maximum flexibility to adapt to changing market conditions> and 
a<isure that the taxpayers of this nation get a fair retum for their oil and gas resources. 

In this effort, we have' acted within our fuH authority under applicable statutes and lease terms to 
develop and issue proposed regulations for valuing Federal oit. Section 32 of the Mineral 
Leasing Act of 1920 (MLA) 30 U,S,C 189, authorizes the Secretaiy to prescribe rules and 
regulations that arc necessary 10 carry out the requirements ufthe MLA relating to leasing of 
onshore Federal lands, including the provision that royalties "be nol less than 12 V2 per centum in 
amount or value urtbe production removed or sold from the !ease." The Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act of Ai,lgust ·7, 1953. has similar provisions relating to the OCS at 43 U.S.C. 1334, 
Finally, most Federal oil leases provide that the Secretary shaH 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 to ascertain market value for federal oil and gas. Posted 
prices are set by the marketing Dr refining arms of oil companies as an offer to buy crude oil. 
Posted prices arc not an obligation to buy, but merely a referencc point or starting point for 
negotiatlog a market price on the open market. Frequently, premiums arc paid above posted 
prices in non-affiliated transactions. Based on our analyses Dfcompany transactions. we know 
that these premiums can range rrom $0.25 per harrcl to $2.00 per barreL However, when the 
producing anns of large integrated oil companies (the Jessce) transfer oil in-house to their 
marketing or refining anns, they typically pay royalties on their posted price. In other words, 
some oil comparties have been selling oil at one price and paying royalties on a lower price, 
This is unfair to lhe American taxpayer. and it violates the basic principle that royalty must be 
paid on no less than gross proceeds. 

Investigations by an assortment ofconcerned parties have confinned the inadequacy of posted 
prices as a basis for valuing production for royalty purposes. A number of States (~> Alaska, 
CalIfornia, New Mexico, Texas, and Louisiana) have brougbt suit against several major oil 
companies primm·iJy for basing royalties, severance t.axes, and other payments on posted prices 
that arC below market value, and have received settlements ranging from tens of millions to 
billions ofdol!ars. At least seven class actions against the industry have been filed on behalfof 
private landowners over the past two years. One of these has been seUled for several million 
dollars. 

(~~~ In February, the Dcpartn}~nt of Justice (DOJ) announced it would intervene in gill tam suits 



against four major oil companies accused of undervaluing 011 production from Fedcmllcases 
and, in May, DOl added a fifth company to its investigation, In addition. the Department of tile 
Interior, has issued bills for $257 milhon as a result ofaudits for the period 1980 - 1995 on 
undervaluation of crudc oil royalty payments in California alone, We arc currently auditing oil 
roya.lty payments on an other Federal lands, 

This is what our proposal docs with respect to arm's-length s.:.les ofcrude oiL Our proposed 
rulemaking continues to accept the actual price paid under a contract as the best indkator of 
market value and ilS acceptable for royalty purposes. This is precisely the guidance we received 
from industry commenlcrs carlyon. Further, we have twice modified our proposallo respond to 
comments that we should expand the use of aml's-Iength sales prices where actual sales occurred. 

However, the situation becomes extremely complex when no actual saJe occurs, This occurs in 
many ways, such as oil volume exchanges between oil producers and in-house transfers to 
marketing or refining anns. To address these valuation problems, our proposed rulemaking 
relies on publicly~avni1able spot market "'index" prices, to establish royalty value in those 
instances. These index prices are established in the open*market and have become widely 
accepted by industry as a pricing mechanism in crude oil contracts. OUf 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 to make infonnation about the value ofcrude oil more 
publicly accessible, 1n the i 980's, there were changes in the crude oil market, and as a result, a 
futures market developed to deal with the volatility in crude oil prices. As in the international 011 
market. trnders, ceseHcrs, and brokers began to take on an increasingly important role in the 
Uniled States crude oil market. The trend in'the domestic market was away from long~tcnn 
contracts and toward the spot market as a means ofbuying and selting crude oiL 

Based on advice we received from crude oil brokers, refiners, commercial price reporting 
services, companies that market oil directly, producer marketers, and private consultants 
knowledgeable in the crude oil market, our first proposed rule issued in January of 1997 . 
proposed using the Alaska North Slope spot price for crude produced in California and Alaska 
and the New York Mcrchantile Exchange (NYMEX) for all other areas gftlle country. tn 
response to comments from industry and Stales, our current p-roposed rule remains the same for 
California and Alaska. but relies on various geographic spot prices. rather than NYM EX, for all 
other areas of the country. 

In general, index prices, adjustcd for location and quality differentials. have the foHowing 
distinct advantages over posted prices for valuing crode oil in those instances where no ann's 
length transaction exists: 

(1) 	 There is certainty in dctcnnining value: Royalties will more likely be paid right the first 
time. 

(2) 	 Unlike posted prices, they arc dctennined by willing buyers and sellcrs active in the 
marketplace. As sach, they reflect the true market value ofoil. 
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(3) 	 They are readily available and known to all participants. 

(4) 	 Their use will reduce audit burden and litigation for both industry and the Department, 
because audits would he confined to reviewing only the adjustments the index price, not 
to the sales price used (or 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 fannula for future production. 

As you know, the oil industry is opposed to our proposal. However. the rule would not affect the 
independent companies that sell oil at ann's-Iength. 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 those affected companies would owe an additional $66 million 
dollars each year by using index instead of posted prices. 

The Slates, 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 parties 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 Rclated Agencies, Committees 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 oil produced from Federal lands prior to finalizing the regulation. The Department 
was prepared to ~;ubmit 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 I, 1998. 
The accompanying report (House Report 105-504), requested additional infonnation 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. Chainnan, 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 Fedcrallands 
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. Chaimlun, that concludes my prepared remarks. I would be happy to entertain any questions 
that you or other Members of the Subcommittee may have. 
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Madam Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I appreciate the opportunity to appear here 
today to discuss "Proposed Federal Mining Policy Changes and Their Effect on the Mining 
Industry and 011 State and Local Revenues: I am joined here today by Nancy Graybill, Regional 
Forester, Region. 

My teslimony will focus on Ihe handling of the application for a cyanide heap leach mine filed by 
Battle Mountain Gold for ils Crown Jewel mine - an 118 acre open pil gold mine on Buckhorn 
Mountain in northern Washinglon State. 

Department of Interior Solicitor John leshy has testified before this committee and also before 
the Senate Energy Committee on the legal basis for the mill site opinion. 

-respective BLM-FS roles in process 

March 26 joint denial of plan of operation 

Congress has acted: directed approval of ROD: which has occurred on June: plan currently held 
up by appeal to IBlA. 

Mill site issue, beyond Ihe parameters of Crown Jewel subject 10 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 handle in standard fashion 

delays, lawsuits 

firm's expectations 

Misconception #3 in John Leshy's 6115 testimony: BlM and the Forest Service specifically 
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approved the crown Jewel mine's use of excessive mill sites, only to 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 1997, for the proposed Crown Jewel mine without looking at 
the underlying mill site issue. In approving the ROD the agencies specifically stated that their 
"(a)pproval of the Selected Alteinative 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. I will be pleased to answer questions. 

This pape was Cfeated t~ the 
U.S. Sura.;!\..! Qf Land Managem(;flt. 
Office Qt Public Attain> 
1649 C Street, Room 4Q6.t.S 
Wnsnington, DC 20240 
Ption(f: (202)452·5125 
Fax: (2021452·5124 

This is a U.s (;Qyemment Compu~ Sysle:m. 
Before COfltin\..!ing. please read this 

d'W.aimer and ~ statement 
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Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, I 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 Committee on this important issue. 

Invasive plants have been called non-natives, exotics, aliens, weeds, and a host of other names. 
BlM defines invasive plants as plants that have been introduced into an environment in which 
they did not evolve and thus have no natural enemies to limit their reproduction. Whether plants 
are transported across an ocean to a new country or across a mountain 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 ail. Whether we live on a farm, in the suburbs. 
or in the. city, invasive nonnative plants affect our lives. Most infestations threaten the productivity 
of rangelands, wildlife habitat, and adjacent agricultural land. They occur 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 
most 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 Utah, Squarrose knapweed has spread from a few plants in 1954 to cover 140,000 acres 

in 1996. 
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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 northern 
border of the state. 

• 	 In northern California, yellow starthistle has spread from one to 10 million acres in just 15 
years. 

• 	 In Idaho, rush skeletonweed has spread from 40 acres to 4 million acres from 1964 to 1995. 
• 	 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: 

• 	 Egonomic effects: Weeds from non-native plants affect local 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 
estimated to exceed $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 
Infestations of leafy spurge, and was sold at auction for about ten percent of its 
pre-infestation value. 

• 	 Leafy spurge on grazing and wild lands in Montana, Wyoming, and the Dakotas counts for 
$129 million negative impact annually and represents a potential loss of 1.433 jobs. 

o 	 Weeds have caused the abandonment of wild land recreation sites and trails. Hunters 
and bird dogs are reluctant to use land infested with thistles, and weeds diminish the . 
enjoyment of recreatlonlsts near established BlM campgrounds. 

• 	 Native Plant communities: Non-native plants displace native plants and cen spread quickly 
into natural areas, monopolize resources, and push out native flora 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 species endangerment in the 
United States. The proliferation of non-native plants is particularly problematic, and is 
starting to affecl valuable big game species in addition to many endangered species. 
Studies in Montana, for example, show that spotted knapweed invasions reduced available 
winter forage for elk by fifty to ninety percent. 

• 	 Ecosvstem function: Natural fire regimes can be altered by weed infestations. An invasive 
plant commun~y will have different fuel 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 point where native plants cannot survive. Erosion, another impact 
of invasive weeds, is due to non-soil binding tap rooted weeds replacing native fibrous 
(OCted 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 forst challenges -- and perhaps a prerequisite 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 control 
remain economically feasible. 

Although our BlM budget for weed management has increased slightly over the past several 

years, its present level at $3.7 million is not adequate to prevent and control the spread of 

invasive plants and noxious weeds. Despite this fact, the BlM has emerged as a leader in the 
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fight against non-native weeds on public lands. In 1996, the BLM completed "Partners Against 
Weeds", which outlines a widely accepted invasive weed management strategy. I have listed in 
Appendix "A". for the record, specific examples of cooperative partnerships in the fight against 
non~nattve weeds. 

Some examples of cooperative non-native weed control efforts among private parties, state 
officia.ls, and BLM include the following: 

• 	Last Spring in Juab County, Utah, a BLM seasonal-spray crew spent two weeks treating 
thousands of Scotch thistle ptants in an area that had burned the previous summer, In late 
May of this year BLM staff found only a dozen plants, The successful control of this weed, in 
this area was a result of vigilance and timing. Had they missed this window of opportunity 
last year, repeated control measures would have been required for the next 20 years. This 
project saved the BLM thousands of dollars. 

• 	Again in central Utah, during the "Cove Fort Weed Day", the BLM, and several hundred high 
school and middle school students volunteer to dig thistle. The result 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-Agriculture 
instructor, successfully introduced the use of the horned beetle to reduce the spread of leafy 
spurge. Starting with a modest 200 beetles, the students successfully reproduced millions of 
insects. This project is believed to be the only one that has succeeded in reproducing these 
beeUes in large numbers. 

• 	 In Montrose, Colorado, the BlM and Ihe Sierra Club have received national recognition for 
Iheir weed partnership. Members from across the country pay money 10 attend a service 
vacation where they work along the Dolores River, digging and pulling non-native weed 
species ,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 1999 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 total of 7 million 
acres of public land for weed occurrence. In addition, the BLM plans to fund new cooperative 
weed management projects 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 Pilot Project.- Weed pilot projects are cooperative partnership efforts to help prevent 
the spread of weeds at the local community level. 

• 	Weed Prevention !l.ad Early Detection - Development of strategies for educating, 

preventing, and early detection of new infestations. 


• 	Control Treatments - A successful weed management program must include aggressive 
control measures. 

• 	 Invento[y- To find new infestations, vegetative inventories are needed. Cooperative 
'inventories involving State, tocal and private partners continue throughout the areas BLM 
manages, These partners improve the cooperative relationships needed to combat a 
common problem which crosses ownership boundaries. By the end of 1999, the BlM seeks 
to have cooperative management agreements 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.O. 13112, February 3,1999) 
establishes a framework in the fight against weeds and other invasive species. This Executive 
Order calls for a coordinated 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 threat. Additionally 
S,910, ''The Noxious Weed Coordination and Plant Protection Act", recently introduced, along 
with an amendmen! codifying the entire Executive Order on invasive species, by Senator Craig 
and supported by the administration, would strengthen our authority to protect native plant 
species, The increasing awareness and understanding of this growing problem by legislators at 
the national level, is welcomed by the BLM, 

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

Thank you, Mr, Chairman, I would be happy to answer any questions you may have, 

LINK TO MORE INFORMATION ABOUT BLM'S WEED PROGRAM 
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U.S. Department of the Interior 

•• For immediate release: May 31 , 2000 

Conlact: Mike Gauldin/john Wright (202) 208·6416 

Babbitt makes monument recommendations to President Clinton 

Four landscapes proposed for protection as national monuments 

Secretary of the Interior Brvco Babbitt today sent recommendations to Prosident Clinton that four unique areas of 
federal land be considered tor protection under the Antiquities Act. 

The proposed national monuments would be located on lands currently managed by the federal government in 
Arizona, Colorado, OrQgon and WashingtOn, 

"These are priceJess natural landscapes that have somehow remained almost untouched by exploitation, 
devQlopmont and urban sprawl.' saki Babbitt ~SUI we are losing open spaces ever day. Protection of several ol 
these areas, In ona form or another, has been d(scussed for years, but no action hasbeeo taken, We may not have 
another chance before they are lost, so I am urging the President to protect these unique landscaPfJ$ nQW for future 
generations of Americans," r 

Ironwood Forest -The proposed IronwooD Forest National Monument is 25 miles from Tucson, Arizona, and west of 
Saguaro NaMna! Park~West. It encompasses approximately 134,750 acres of public land managed by the Bureau of 
Land Management, . 

Canyon, of the Ancients- Part of the Four Corners region of southwest Colorado, the proposed Canyons 01 the 
Ancients National Monument is in Montezuma and Dolores counties, Colorado, about 45 miJes west oj Durango and 
9 miles west of Mesa Verde National Park, It includes approximately 164,000 acres 01 public land managed by the 
Bureau of Land Management 

Cascade-Siskiyou· The proposed Cascade~Siskiyou National Monument is located in south central Oregon, 
twenty·five mHes southeast of MGdford along the Ca!lfomla border, It includes Soda Mountain and encompasses 
approximately 52,000 acres of pub:iC land managed by ~ha Bureau 01 Land Management. 

Hanford Reach· The proposed Hanford Reach National Monument is loca:ed in southeast Washington along the 
Columbia Rwer. 11 encompasses approximately 200,000 acres of public land within the borders of the Department of 
Energy's Hanford Reservatien. 

In the paS! few months. Secretary Babbitt has visited each area and discussed protection options with local elected 
officials and residents. 

The nature and extent of protection to be provided to each area -wand the types '01 uses thaI would conHnue to be 
permitted •• would 00 specified at the time 'Of m'Onument deSignation, should the President decide to accept the 
Secretary's recommendation, 

The Antiquities Act authorizes lhe President te create national rPonuments on iederalland 1'0 pr'Otect eblects Of 
historic and scientific interest. 

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

tJltO:/fwww.dOi.Gov/d.Oipre-sslproposedmonumerls.hl.11l 

Fact Sheets: 

f'!'QQQ~ed CanYOnS of the Ancients National Monuments 

Proposed Cascade-Siskiyou NatIOnal Monuments 
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DOl Speech..: Babbitt on Prescribed Wildland Fire, 5/9196 Rediscover YOUR Public Lands 

Engaging Stakeholders To Reinvest in Prescribed Wildland Fire 

Remarks bv Interior Secretarv Bruce B~lbbiH. . 
Tall Timbers Conference, Boise, Idaho 
May 9,1996 

I'm pleased to take pa!1 in this 20th Tall Timbers Conference, and eager to bring my voice to a 34 year 
conversation that hus brought fire ecology from the footnotes of academia to the forefront of land 

management 

Since your first meeting. back in 1962, researchers have built a mountain of evidence demonstrJ.ting 
thm our national policy of fire suppression ~~ "pUI 'em out by 1 0 a.m. the next morning" -- has brought 
many unintended consequences in the West: 

In the high country. thickets of doghair pines arc crowding the once parklike ponderosa stands. Aspen 
groves, which tuke root in the first successiona! stage after fire, arc declining throughout the Rocky 
Mountain Wt~st. 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 or grassland. 

Many of these changes are reducing the nalUml diversity and vitality of our plants and wildlire and, in 
many cases, too many trees 'must compete for scarce nutrients and water. causing serious problems of 
forest health, 

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

Y,ct despite stl'ong evidence of its benefits to our forests and rangelands, prescribed wildland fire still 
has not been widely used on multiple use public lands in the West. 

Consider: from 1984 to 1993. on 270 million acres of Bureau of Land Management lands. wildland fire 
burned an average of 950.000 acres per ycar~ on 191 million Forest Service acres, fire consumed an 
aver--dge 842.000 ueres per year. At Ihat rate. a given aCre of BLM land would burn once every 287 
years; a Forest Service acre would burn once every 237 years. 

By contrast, studies show the vast majority of western public lands, including rangelands, chapafT'.!l. and 
ponderosa forests, burned histOrically every 10 to 50 years, Unless we want to build up an 
unproductive national tinderbox. fire cycles should be brought closer to historical levels, So why haven) 
they? 

Apart from a shortage of money -- which. as I 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\ tolerate smoke filled skies. Others complain it's too risky; they don't want to gel 
blamed. Still others say there's no political support or guidance from the top. 

I don't buy it. 

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

In a recent poll, American Forests magazine confinned this trend toward support of controlled fire. For 
example, in California, fifty-five percent favor controlled 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 gennination and growth of longleaf pines. Southern Californians 
now know it's a bigger risk NOT to have regular prescribed bums 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 I released our Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy and Program 
Review, directing managers to usc 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 doesn't 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 names. 

How do we do this? 

First we must reexamine 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 Saridhills 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 to create better habitat for deer, elk, wild turkey and game birds -- the usc 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. 

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 multiple 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 widespn:ad consensus behind their use of the drip torch. With so many stakeholders asserting 
their interest in multiple use lands, it is difficult to generate 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 rangelands, where the 
livestock industry is a key resource user. Most ranchers acknowledge the potential for prescribed fi.re 
as a tool for range improvement and, indeed, 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 bum in the Malpai Borderlands. But on the whole, practical obstacles remain. 

For example, ranchers need to know how long a prescri bed bum 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 forag~ production will be allocated between livestock and wildlife. Bum 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 confli,cts -- and opportunities -- and agree 
upon prioritie:i. 

The Resource Advisory Councils (RACs) that havc 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\ provide the 
funds until we consolidate broad political support behind wildland fire management on the range. And 
we can\ build that support until all stakeholders find consensus and approach their representatives-­
state and federal -- with a unified voice. 
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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 re-storing fire to western pine forests is equally strong. The dilemma facing forest managers. 
however, is how to thin forests and reduce ground fuclloads that have accumulated since the advent of 
fire suppression at the turn of the century. For without good fuel management, fire can burn too hot, 
laddcring 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, lire maintained forest. 

The trouble with preparing and maintaining forests 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 rcsuhing 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 togcther for a common purpose. 

History oftcn offers lessons to guide us in the process of reform, and that is true in the case of fife 
policy, where there is an instructive precedenl.ln 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 willing 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 timber 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 pr<?cess of partnership and consensus building that created 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 Mectitig 

Remarks by Secretary Bruce Babbitt 

Phoenix, Arizona, Mareh 24, 2000 


rve been wanting for some time to come talk dircct[y with the BLM staff to 
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 secn for many years: the 
opportunity for multiple. majoT: lasting land conservation achievements. The 
BLM now has an'opportunity to playa lead role in this moment ofconscrvation 
history, and f want very much to work with you to make sure that we do not let 
thls opportunity slip away. 

Before getting started, howevert 1 want to retire that bureaucratic mule that 
I trotted out in my Denver speech a few weeks ago. My scrambled metaphor 
brought not a lillie criticism; including onc BLMer who told me, ·'That dog 
won't hunt Put it away," which [ hereby do. Although I am going to return 
throughout this speech to the important issues behind the metaphor - the 
institutional history of the BLM and, more importantly, its future in 
generations to como. 

The public lands, more than six hundred million acres in all, are a unique and 
priceless part ofour American heritage. Of the public land agencies, the BLM 
is the largest - it manages nearly twice as many acres as the Forest Service, 
threc timc:; as many as the Park Service or the Fish and Wildlife Service, 

The BLM is the steward of many of the great landstapes of the American West. 
·Having such an extraordinary set of resources under its care requires us to 
think far into the future about managing those resources. 

In the 21 st century. the BLM [aces a choice, It can become the greatest modern 
American land management agency. the one that sets the standard for protecting 
1andscapes. applying evolving knowledge and social standards, and bringing 
people together to live in hamlOny with the' land. Acting with public and 
private partners, the BLM can be the paradigm of the Interior Department's 
I 50th anniversary motto: Guardians of the past, stewards of the future, 

Or it can become a relic, a 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 alannist, I invite you to consider the record of the 
past half ccntUlY: 

Unlike the National Park Service with its beginning around the mythic campfire 
in the heart ofYcllowstone, and unlike the National Wildlife Refuge system 
initiated by TheodQre Roosevelt at I'eliean Island in Florida, the BLM began 



life at a bureaucratic confluence. As most of you know, the BLM came to 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 gencral 
mandate derived from an organic act, the BLM simply carried forward under a 
new name the old resource exploitation traditions of the nineteenth century. 

Practically from the beginning, a pattem developed ~ each time a local 
movemcnt sprang up to protect a piece of the BLM landscape, the ncwly 
discovered crown jewel was eventually pried away from the Bureau and pasted 
onto the crown of the National Park Service. For haif a century. from 1946 to 
1996, every single large new national monument established under the 
Antiquities Act was taken away from thc Bureau of Land Managemcnt. 

Forty~fivc years ago the BLM managed more than 500 million acres of public 
domain. Today. two generations later, that number is down to 264 million 
acres, Were this process to continue at the rate oflhe recent past, the BLM 
would b~ out of business in the year 2047. 

I think it's time to think more dircctly about the land conservation mission 
of the BtM, about systems and approaches that can bring together the agency's 
specially-protected units across the landscape in a way that is appropriate 
for these lands, lhis agency, and this time in history. It's not only 
appropriate - it's an absolute necessity that this be done. The incscapable 
truth is this - for the BLM to keep its special areas within the agency and 
not ultimately have them transferred to others, the BLM must show it is 
<=ommitted to! and capable ofdelivering on the conservation part of its 
existing legal mandate, The American people are, after all, the ultimate 
arbiters ofwhether a vast expanse of America's greatest heritage and crown 
jewels shaH remain and flourish with the direct descendent ofthe old General 
Land Office. 

The search for a vision comes down to this ~ the landowners, 'the American 
people, want their lands held and managed for clean water, the protection of 
endangered species. for ahundant wildlife, for productive fisheries, 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, ifnot 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 it system that both protects our own crown jewels and interprets 
them to the public. It is a system that stands proudly alongside parks and 
refuges as part of our national heritage, And this system of BLM conservation 
units is the main.subjcet of my remarks to you today. 

Thc idea o( a BLM system of specially protected areas is hardly ncw. In fact 



it is already taking shape. Witness the establishment ofnew BLM national 
monuments, National Conservation Areast wilderness, wild and scenic rivers. 
and other designations. OUf task is to 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 ofa BLM land protection system were planted in 1970 when Congress 
created King Range National Conservation Area On the Pacific coast of northern 
Califomla. Then in 1988 Congress created another important NCA - the San 
Pedro River National Conservation Area in southern Arizona. Congress has 
created seven other NCAs including such areas as Red Rocks in Nevada and the 
Birds ofPrcy NCA in Idaho. In many cases these areas came to the attention of 
the Congress thwugh the inspired efforts: ofBLM managers ~ such as the 
leadership of Ed Hastey and Jim Ruch in the California desert and the 
initiative of Dean Bibles jn assembling the San Pedro l\CA 

With these designations a pattern emerged - the NCA is a special area where 
conservation and restoration of the landscape and its biological diversity is 
the overriding objective, The lands are withdrawn from mineral entry, grazing 
is subordinated to biological restoration, and appropriations are authorized 
(if not always made) to provide for more intensive management. visitation and 
interpretation, 

It remained for President Clinton to give this evolution a dramatic push 
for,...,ard, with the bold stroke ofestablishing the first national monument 
administered by the BLM and the largest national monument in the continental 
United States ~ the Grand Stajrcase~Escalante Monument. Although jt~ 
beginnings were controversial, the monument has proven to be a great success 
by almost every measure, Consider what happened within three short years or 
its creation: 

.. ExtensIve dev~lopmcnt rights within the monument have been purchased, 
trndcd or cancelled. 

• Every aere of!itate lands within its borders (some 180,000 in all) have 

bi.~n 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 unified land conservation strategy in the fonn ofa comprehensive 

management plan has been developed after an intensive public 

participation process. 


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

To build on this success, the President asked me in 1998 to recommend to him 
other areas ofpredominanUy public land that might be suitable for special 
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conservation protection. As you know, J responded in December of 1999 with a 

recommendatlon for three new BLM national mOl1umcnts - Agua Fda National 

Monument, an archaeological wonder just north of Phoenix; the Grand 

Canyon-Parashant National Monument on the western part of the North Rim or tile 

Grand Canyon; and the California Coastal National Monument. a string of rocks 

and islands off the coast of Calif om in of prime importance for nesting 

seabirds and other wildlife. While we continue to cast a careful eye: ucros.s 

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 a manager of National 

Monuments. History is being written and all eyes are upon you. 


While to some extent the management of each of these areas is craficd 

individually to fit the needs of protection and longstanding communhy uses of 

that place, BLM conservation areas share some common themes: 


As with parks and refuges, the designation of a BLM conservation area removes 

that location from the operation of the Mining Act of 1872 and variolls other 

general lands laws that are incompatible with long term protection of our 

natural environment And similar to parks and refuges, the designation makes 

pennancnt the primacy of conservation ofnatural 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 c.an be compatible with good wildlife management, protection of 

biodiversity and natural values. 


As we all know, the proliferation of roads and use ofoff road vehicles is 

increasingly rC\:ognized as a major cause of the degradation of fragile arid 

western lundscapes, We can expect monuments and conservation arcas 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 Outside such area5l the maintenance of roads and usc of motor 

vehicles will be carefully regulated and off road usc prohibited to prevent 

the destruction offragile soils, riparian areas and other plant communities 

and wildlife habitat. 


A BLM monument (and its legislative cousin, the National Conservation Area) 

will be managed in partnership with surrounding communities. The BLM will not 

provide food, lodging and visitor services within the monument. Instead, 

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

and tradition of the entire region, 


Yet the filet remains, although much ofBLM's land is today in some kind of 

special conservation status, that reality is not reflected tnthe 

organization, the budget, or sometimes eyen the self identity of thc agency. 


In order to guide and shape this emerging system of conserva1ion 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 tbe paramount 
importance of the conservation principles for whicb the place has been 
recognIzed. 

Special areas also necd special budgetary recognition jfsufficient support is 
to be provided. And they need backup and support all the way up Ihe chain of 
conunand. 

In short, the BLM must reflect the importance ofthis growing part of its 
portfolio in tbe organizational management and structure. Accordingly today 1 
am asking BLM Director Tom Fry to create an office of special areas to 
coordinate the management of the monumcnts. National Conservation Areas and 
other important conservation areas, It is time we fonnally recognized. in 
BLM1s institutional structure. that you have a system of land that can be 
m,!lnagcd in a 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 its other lands, ~ather it 
recognizes that the BLM has a special opportunity and responsibility for areas 
that have been designated for conservation pu·rposcs. The orfice of this 
national landscape conservation system will report directly to the Director of 
the BLM, and will ensure consistency between special areas where appropriate, 
ensure that special areas receive appropriate budget consideration, ensure 
that problems and issues particular to these areas have an advocate~ and 
increase the profile and recognition of the areas, 

An annual meeting fur conservation unit managers is c-!early appropriate, and I 
understand that one is currently scheduled for the first week of June, 
Establishment of "friends" groups and separate donation accounts is also an 
idea whose time has come. Finally. now may also be a good time to review the 
management plans for all existing National Conservation Area units, and other 
special categories, to be sure thejr quality reflects the reasons t11ey were 
established and that the promise is being carried out on the ground, 

The creation of an office of special areas is important to BLM's conservation 
system, but is not nearly as important as lhe actual management which will be 
done in your states, your area offices, your communities. The Djrector and his 
coUeagues in Washington can set the tone, pull people together, provide 
encouragement, direction and support. But each of these places is diffcrelH, 
and each oftbe State Directors needs to provide leadership and accountability 
to meet the (cst of time, to fullill the aspimtions and expcctlltions of the 
public and supporters of public land everywhere. 

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



• 

proved it can be done, and rbelieve BLM can prove that it can be counted on 
to protect the marvelous landscapes it has been entrusted with. In the long 
sweep ofhistory, the BLM is just beginning to meet tbe challenge. As you do 
so, you need tu keep some sense ofurgcllcy about selzing the opportunity that 
is before YOtl, so that one day everyone in America and around the world will 
know and appreciate your skills at managing conservation systems. 
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United States Department of the Interior 

OFF!CE OFTHE SECRETARY 
W~Il;nlilur:. Q,C. 201.;0 

MEMORANDUM 

FebrJ." 6,1997 

Toc Secretary ,. . . 
From: .BcbAnnsrrcng N.BcbArm"!mH" . . 


ASSlSt~1.t Se:retaty, Land and AAme~s Manage~~nt 


Sylvia V. Beca lsi Sylvia v. Baca. . . 
A::tin-g Director. Eh::eOlu of Land ManJ.gement 

Subject: t~pg:adtn:s Ha:-drock ~bing Envircnment<ll Regula.::ons 

This is in respo .. se 'to your !"'.le:-r:orancl.:..':l dated Jan'.larl ,6, .1997.: ':Upg:adbg Ha:Cicck :"lining . 
E:t'lirot.r:1e:'ltal R~g:.:!o.~;ons," You aske~ 1.:5 :0 re;eft ~o you by F~bruary 6 \.vh..1.: 'a pta:: fer 
rcv:,Sing and ui=dati::g the Bu:eau of Lar.d Managerr.c:n! (3LM) regulaticr.s govcr...L'1& bard :oc~ 
!:lining operaticr.s Q:i ;..:blic lar:.ds (43 CFR 3809 ~~. 

The r:.a'run: a.'1ci s;o;e"ofth: changeS yeu have ?roposed-is a."ttbttiou~ and :eprese:1ts a mejer sttp 
fcn.....e.rd ir. OU~ effcr::£ :0 lr;:proVe. public !ar.d r::':<lnagemer".:. A."!lO:1g othe::- :.hitigS', we :ul~ma.1cing 
wili likely ne-'.:~ssiuHe prep<:.raticn of an e:..vircir..rr;e::tai ir:'lpac:. ststenl'::1t (ElS)., Conseo:;nendy, 
t;1e t~:nefra.t":le fbr ::omp!e!ton ~ftnis e(for:: wm oe criven by the National El':viron..T.e:1ta~ ?olicy 
Act (NEPA) precess. Mcreove:, \'Ile ex-peer a sigr.:ticant ~r::ct1nt of public bte:-est lr. ::he 
pro;:osals, espec!aHy fror:: th~ r.:ining indt:.s!0' an': environm~ntal corr..rr.uni:y. A?p:ap'ria;:e 
opporn:nities for public corn.ment and agerJ:c')- :eview of that public i;o:nrne::t wi:! be built l:l to 
tbe process. Vl e tb::efore ar.t:cipate rn;.1t the tim:efeJ:ne fOi c~mplet:on cf!his cEo\; , ..ill t~ke 
z.;proxirnarety' 13 to '1 ~ m.on:::b. 

In 'order to. accornplis'h the chzt::ges you r.<lse pro~csed v..-ithin this time frame, we arc -snggesticg 
'a "two.. prongeci'· ..pprcacr.: 

(1) Regu Iatut')' T;181.; Foree; \Vc-wili CO!1v~n~'n reg\:latorj dcve:lcpme:-:l tilSK fcrce comprised of 
6 to 1 0 lndiyil~!.!~!:S from the BLM. the Offic~ orth~ Solicitor (SOL) .-:nd the Office of Pl';:I:Y 
A:<alysis (PPA) who or~ f:tn;ili;\( whh v:::ious ~spec.s of ~he Sf..;\t["s h:lrd ;:oc\.:; ·progr:lln. \VI! wil! 
nlso inVOlve 05M p..:r$onnel. as YOli h:tve! sLggeS(~r:!, eith:;: as consultants :0 the prcC'<!'Ss. or as 
tnsk for~e mr.:mbe::L We ~nt:c ;p~'!te designating ~am leac from B LM field staff f:lJlli1~..r with­
the "3809" progr:,r.l. 

t4J 005/007 
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Thr.: t.:::sk fo;-ce wm lnitially review your directive and promptly prepnre. by March 10, a ce!iiled 
s:rategy ~I~d explicit time line for completing ~ proposed draft rule that ir:corporates the revisions 
you h::::.ve stlggested and other conco!ms that <lre identified by the team. Upon the proposed draft 
rut~·,s comp!etioil. we will consuli witb you ilnd with the SolIcitor to ens\:!e that our proposed 
effort meets yom e-xpectattons and tc receive a:lY additional guidarrce you wish or the: Solicitor 
m.<l.y wist! to provide. The task force will then draft the rule. We";"m subsequently conSult with 
you at key rr.ilestones throughouHhe process. 

(2) NEPA Teom: We recommend that a separate Nj;PA tearn be ass.mbl~d afte, the regulatory 
. task force h.a5 develo'ped some initial recommendations. THis will er.5ure'that the NEPA team's 
work can be c1ea:ly foeu~('d on the effectS from the ~llcy .;haJ.lgC:3 under co"n:stdenuJon. ' [n' 
addition to its re:sponsibiHties for prepa.---ing the EIS~ t~e NEPA team will also be respoosible for 
prepari!lg any other su,;:porting docurr.entS that ate req"uired in conjunction with the.rulemaking. 
such as benefit...<;os~ or regulatory flexibility a.?talysis. Tllls will em\ble us to use persoMel moSt 
effective~y. and help"e':lsur¢ that the L"lalyses a:-e c:crisis~e:1.t, rigorous and informative. 

cc; lohn Leshy " 
Bonni'e,Cohen 
Kay Henry 

'. 

bee:. "Sec Su..."'D.ame 
,Sec RF (2) , 
Exec Sec (2) 
AS/LMChron (2) , 
PPA-Larry Finf.,,, 
BLM-IOO; 101. 300 

~SILM:DAlbe"'w."''':208-4n lIPPA:t'Finfer:208-77S6;2/6l97 

http:h::::.ve
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Tip. 

'Here ate the ":;809:1' task force members:: 
i'Sn'",,,,~,,, CA ,(Y".~,c . '. . 

Bob Anderson (Team Lead). Torn Lesllen<!ock (NV). Tim Bozarth (MT). Alan RabiJioff (UT). 
Jinx Fox (WO). Pal Boyd (WO). Mike Schwartz (WO). Lm:y Finfer (PPA). Joel Yudson (SOL). 
I will serve as an Hex officio" member. - , 

rn addition to the"; indi,idual •• Bob Anderson' suggested reC1Ui!ing a NEPA ;"q,ert, and having
C:.''''' v'" - Helen Hankin. serve either on the ta.sk for".. or in • co!ISUltOllt capaoity. Bob wants to get this 

started with a conference call among the task force members sometime next week. 

Sylvia has aSked that you r:Wce the appropriate contact! to get the BLM: persoIUlel asstg:led to tl:le 
task force prior to Friday's convetence call, . , 

c: Sylvia B.ca 

http:febr.,.,y..ll


1/. 
j(ongrt55 of tht 1!l niltll 

l.!)ousr of l'\rpr"Stnt,lIWts 

lflI,lSIJlngJoll. DC 2:.'1;'1:' 

Till' 11t)f1\)r~lbk' Brucl' Babbitt 

S~l'rc!ar~' 

V.S. Dep'lrtrl1':ll! ui'[ht' !nrerior 

\V'L..hingt(\J;, D C ,:o:;-Iq 


\1' 1),)11 '\lw~lr\):;\!, 
':\s~;:>tan! ~el'n:lilfy L.mti and ~lill'.'I'J!' 

13 ureau I )!' Land .\ lallHgcillcnt 1{llr,':I\, [lfL:ll1d ,\I;lfUgt'Ill~llt 

L'.S DepaHllll'l1I ,}r!ht: lru;>rior .1.' S Dltp;II'lmclH nt'lhc JIllt.'fljII 

\\ ashin:Jhll1. DC :u::::-40 \\'a:-:ilill!;.\ll;\, D {. 211:.i:' 

Dear Secretary Babbitt \Ir. .·\rm:'l(nJlg :lrl(j :'o.!r Shoc'a 

We lIfl..' writing i\1 \\)i,-';,; O\lr \.·\lJh,'l."nt~ n:gardjt1~ Ilk' Hurt'au I,r L;llIil .\hUlagt.'l1ll'llI':' 

("BL~1 s") l'Ufft":1l1 pla:l~!O rl.'\'j,,;.: lht' ;\:gulatip;l gll\Crnil1':: ~ur:;I':C I1hlnug.(,,'I)It:11l \lfh<lHl!'tl(~ 

IlHI'IIlg:....U C.F.R seditlll 3S0l) Ith", ":;SI1<) Kl;';;tuiarions") 

·\t lilt: tJUb\.'!. W~ \\lltdJ like ill l'1l1pbt~lzl..' 111m \\:I;! dl!-:irc 1\ll a":liclllU ;Jc WkJ."l1 till (hi:­

Illath:r Dc.:au:>1! llf any :;if1glc·;n;t·r~~l. \VI..' ilistl wish ntl <!'.:lion taken ,In Ihis mal(~:- thaI \\0'.11d h<: 
incol\~islen[ with ~:.:isting nIh..:;. n..'gl.datilm;, and etlw.:a! =,uldclinc:;. Ill' lila! (lUI:! p():;.~ibly hi.' 
C(Jf~~lful!d as Ul1t~llr \If inappmrriate, 

\\'e u:ldef:aand that BL\l has dl.'-know,cdEed III p~lIlr t,;!emakill.g ;,)itiaii\'cs tliat many of 
[he prop'hed revisions are not needed tu proIect BL:\I lands. In .addition. we afe informed that 
the propo~ed revisions m.IY cont1ict with wcl!~~dltt?d federal polk\' n.!u)gnizil1g thi,: ptlwcr :lIld 
l\ul1H,rlty qf thl! stutes 10 admimst er ft;l?ul atllry rl ()g;-:III1:> g( l\'el !ling lands wilhln their b(lrdcr:>. 
including redt~rallands. 

Arizona. like mnlly other state!'. lUI:; adopted COlt1pTenellsj\'t! milling fl!Llamatioll and 
environmental statutes and niles which lak(!' into 4ccuunl Arizo!13'$ l>1l:qut! interest;; ana 
\!nvin1nmcntal i,;Dtldiiion~, We are ctJlicerncd that BL:'''s proposed revision:; to the 381)1) 
Regtllarions ~ould subjt:ct a mining tacility located on both state and tederal lands It) UI1I:t!(t.:;;:;ar~ 

duplicative regulatinn ;Hlrl. in lac;. could :>lIbject such iJ ta.:ility 10 ':Il!ltlkllng rcgU[lIt:O!b :l1al nul 
t(l take imll account sile~spt:cjtic and :>fate-:ipecitk· cOl1ditinn~L 

We <i:~(' l!n(1t:f~ul:Hj tll:.11 BL\llI;;:> ~ll\!.:!cstt!d !hal il >':llll ~:iSl!l' a dran cll\'in)nnief~tn! imp~1(t 
SU\!CIll~l1t {"OEIS") ir\ I:'month;; and !.'l)ltlpl;l~ 1111: >::ntir< -"EPA prll!.'t::)O~·ror Ihl: prup(lsed 



Th!.: HOllorable BIlK!.' Hah!;;:!. Ih,b ·\I'II\~li':P=. PJ(I'i<.'f, ::11,::: 
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rC\'lsiOTlS to ;he 3ROY Rt;giJlations (a maJO( fl.'dl.'f;11 a":iinn th:n \\'Oliid f<'·"ilh in a n:l!ional nd~ 
app:i;:able!O al! proje.:ts) in arrrn::i:n::ue:y 22 rH<llIh;;. ;\~ ynl! 1.;1\0\\", ir't:i\'ldual PI',,!.!!.'':!:' l;)ld~1 
BLi\l j.J!'i:;diclion typically tiu.:<: :.t NE rJ

:\ r..:vic\\' pi\)t:l',,~ (l1'llldl.' than !I,'iLl' l:i:H p':f1od () t' Iililt: 
Then!t~)('c, wt: believe that.the BL,\l l11:.1y nOI l1a\\: ;t,:th.:Hl<.'d <"Ih}(lgll (jllll.' t,~ en;.;url' !I:' It):: 
compliance tvitll NEPA. 

In addition, we would rcqut:'$[ thaL if BU. I elects to Pf(.)(ccd WiTh lhc 3S!)9 Rcgulalillll.", 
initiative, you suongly consider including a rcpresentative from Arizor.a on the Task Force. 
Arizona produces more {han two-thirds oLdl cOI'pc:' prod:Jced dOIl1<"~!ically:n lilt.' L'nill..!d St:1l<::. 
and p;'ovides more than lHle~halforlhc Un:tl'd Sw:e:; :,llwlt:Jlg capdt:;il~', \101'<,,'0\·<':1". ;!.S W,,' 

previou.sly mCii:ioned. Arizona has adopled cUll1prcilcnsive l'..:damatill;1 rcgulal:\Hl;> and 
environmental t:tatmes specitk to the concern:;: or tht: SUite. [n ljght of thes.t' facts. We bdic\ e II 
would be appropriate that the Tasl\ Furce include a! lca$l one individual who i$ !hmihar \Y!lh 
Arizona's current st.ate raw. 

We appreciate yo,.r ;;nnsid.:rali(ln uftlle issues Llisd ill this !elt~r W<..' res.peClltlih 
request that j'(IU provid~ a timely rcsporiS¢ and, t;'.H1h\.'L wat yuu prm'idc u.s Wilt; 'tl1l' 
documentation that sllpponed the Sl'crctar;/s deCision 10 rt'viSt: lhe ."\81)'1 Rt:gularions as SHlIt'd In 

the Secretary's January 0, 1997 memora:lculll. if appropriate, 

Once Ilgain. pJe2se be assured rnat we wish no action to be taken by you or ~ollr ag(,OCll" 

because ..lfan;; single interest. W\! as.k only iht, ;j:1SUrance thal faimes5 and propriety (Ire \'lJ:><.!n.~>d 
if! \vhatever declsioll you d~I!.'r:l1!ne appropritl1!.' Plea;;e do not hc;;iulte to ;,;a:: ;!'\\\! ..:an be u( 
further aSSiS13!lCC. 

SiHc~r v. 

Jon KyJ 

United States Senator United$tate:-: Sena!Of 


~o~f· 
Member of Congress Member uf Congress 
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D_1Iecnow7 Babbitt: 

W.......'W:I:l your ~ofJ........,. 11. 1999. rct\uiog _ teq1lO$I.lO delay public:oli= of 
1I:uo JIftIIIO'ICd..,.....". fD 1boBut'IIiIIlofLaml ~'• .."..r".,. 10M • ........,' rules (43 c::n 
'on 3109) UDIil aftur_ldionoflh< ~ _damd NlIlioaal AI:acI=>y of Sci_ 
(NAS) SUIdy, 

V_leMr....-- .... ......." abo", lhc .oordi!:IaIlon ~ \be S1WIy ac41b.o 
l'IIhoD"ld.,c ~.. wIam you __...... 11>0 f"bIIc c:mmn"UI pedod ...... \be DLM wiJI 
&ccia ..",""", 12>0 ...... _ ......""" ..,(Al_in&: Ibc Baud ~ lis hJIOI" by lb• 
•rob.,."", ............ BLM willlIawo .....~ fD IWYicw ..... <OUSI4er Iu filIdiDp and . 

..o~.... priarlO 1""'11-... of.. fiaaI ....• 


sum a..-... tbRcIoJa "">' oppcntJmity f« eitI>cr "'" .._ governor" who initially 

roq1O::5lZd the NAS JIDdy. ar tho publi.; "';reriew Ibc study and """' ........""'..,Ibc BIM', 

'prapoAI <_Ihoo II "'j"~ drd ..~ iI'llpoct _>, 1:'hl. _..:h "I'JIC'I'S 

fD be jmonsi...... wjIIIl>cIdllba A~""~ AeI """!beNc!Ic!W ~!aI 

PoJio,y A<:t, _if ..odU wiIb __obj_ toprovld.c ....,~ ....... 110 !he 

:rulemamg~ 

w_
0.:__ wiIb yourd....;=..... fIIrtbot~ u;pon~cwof1ll&]""""'Y II, 1999 

~AoIociaIioIIIcI1aor lIIIll to)Vii ...!hia _11Ib.ioct. They abo -)Vii \'Q 


di:lay public:C!"" oflbo drd rcgWoti......... _ GO 10 _thot "it is neither bcaeficial_ 

d1icieallOr Ibo BLM to ""P""'I oipffiCllllt time liId ...... _ developiDe • "",poud "",conde<! 

~ proll'*"' wbcn 'lbcn...tls 01.... NJIJ.1Ud)' may fiDd SUCh ~ <O!onn 

'Ip.--.:y,~ The W..- 00__ialiol1loaer oIar1y ",i.IIlat.. .-.oz.:om. with 

_,........... B<1i0Jl. W. bopc thatyou wiJI cat<.!UUy oiWWr tlleil <omm-. 


DilI..,_wiIb ~offm=ior officiaIB Uidicaia!bot tbo j>Ubll"""" .r..... 
prvpo_ ~d mining ~will oc:;rrur wUbiD, thctllGXlacven1 ~ Estimating a r:Ud 
l'chrwsry publioalicoD daIo """ & ulDcty day _ pe:iod. tho _dUDiIY lOr public input 

http:teq1lO$I.lO


_ SitC J.A,J.xn 

n... HozIoroblc a.-Babbitt 
1.....".:I9.1999 
P.Two 

......w _ ill. DUd '" We May. Thi.t _ is olrriolllly prier to !he c:oI!Iplo::loft of the NAS 1IlIdy. 
11'"" _ us _the.BLM will .... the ~ 1I>,.....,w!he NAS IIlIdy prier'" tb.1ioal 
l1li.., If'"'" do .... dcIq r~ "",........ !haI iIIIotcsted patti.. ",;/1_ ""'"' the 
"PJICIIIlIbIlty '" fC'IinI "'" NAS SIDrly .. the _I,,",", ofda:iI- ....",..."Is. 

N~,.... 1iiI..",.1IIIi<mofthe ~At:r.,"",~.... the auIhars or 
the ~ """ cl_ ~_liu'" """f'ldi"" of.1hiJd par!y revi_ "" -..blch .. b..... 
judpeat ofwbcIh<r chang,;. _.....w .. !he fedc:al er.-1eYoL n... ptO<CS... we lnTCllded 
ir would _Iva..." _1II<t~ Ihe D<:pa1ma>t .f!he lnt&rlor lUll! the _ So"""",,, 
wIdle ~ ...---..y .....!he....t fw..,y cUIIp '" the ~~•• I, a 0Ilr 

judt;>llcm _ puiIll<:adM ofadI:d role -.Id110'_the NAS "' meoliJlg their ",",rt 
"'""ili.... 11114 -.14 forIIIr:r ___ ta:Ik &-.joe wbe!lu:r tho..,.,..", _ ""'" lIoderal 
I..... _ ......- the _0III2l0II!.~ 

1oiai11a:.",.""" 'lIIiIh tIIo:oo ofthe 'III...." Go_ A.......IIIi .... ""!I.fp1Uly uk you 
10 _1Ii_,.... dn:isi..... poblldo" lind! mi..... rqullIi_ prior 10 ccmpldioA oflbo 
NAJIIIIdy. 

• 

• 
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