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H.R. 2638 TO DESIGNATE CERTAIN PUBLIC 
LANDS IN THE STATES OF IDAHO, MON­
TANA, OREGON, WASHINGTON, AND WYO­
MING AS WILDERNESS, WILD AND SCENIC 
RIVERS, NATIONAL PARK AND PRESERVE 
STUDY AREAS, WILD LAND RECOVERY 
AREAS, AND BIOLOGICAL CONNECTING 
CORRIDORS, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES 

TUESDAY, APRIL 12, 1994 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES, 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, FORESTS 
AND PuBLIC LANDS, 

Washington, DC. 
The subcommittee met at 10:05 a.m. in Room 1324 of the Long­

worth House Office Building, the Honorable Bruce Vento, chairman 
of the subcommittee, presiding. 

STATEMENT OF BON. BRUCE F. VENTO, A U.S. REPRESENTA-' 
TIVE FROM MINNESOTA, AND CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON PARKS, FORESTS AND PUBLIC LANDS 
Mr. VENTO. The Subcommittee on Parks, Forests and Public 

Lands will be in order. 
We're meeting today to take testimony on H.R. 2630, the North­

ern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act of 1993, introduced by our 
friend and colleague of New York, Congresswoman Maloney. 

This bill has been long anticipated in terms of hearing, although 
this has been touched on at other hearings on various individual 
state and forest wilderness proposals. 

The bill itself covers five states. Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Wash­
ington, and Wyoming. It would designate over 16 million acres of 
wilderness over almost 15 hundred miles of wild and scenic rivers 
and millions of additional acres in different categories of protection. 

Nearly 25 million acres of land in these states is classified, re­
classified, and extended in a new policy under the provisions of 
Congresswoman Maloney's measure with a wide coalition of con­
servation and environmentalist and 57 cosponsors in the House of 
Representatives. 

It's an important initiative. 
The Northern Rockies ecosystem truly is a national treasure. It 

includes the largest block of wilderness lands outside of Alaska, 
(1) 
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spectacular mountain scenery and an abundance of wildlife and 
fish. 

Clearly, we need to do all we can to provide for the sustained 
function of this ecosystem under the constraint of what is politi­
cally feasible and administratively practical. 

Of course this is the third hearing we've held in this Congress 
on legislation that would address the management of its roadless 
lands. And of course we have had in the past, and in this session 
again, hearings on the management of wilderness research, wilder­
ness management techniques, all of which impact the policies with 
regard to lands such as we are discussing in this measure. 

Congressman Williams of course introduced the important bill, 
H.R. 2473, the Montana Wilderness Act, which was marked up in 
Committee ju. t this year. 

And the Idaho Wilderness measure also of course was introduced 
and heard this year. It's an important measure that deals with his 
Congressional District, which was introduced of course by Con­
gressman Larry LaRocco. 

At both of these considerations, and in the past, as I said, the 
Coalition for the Rockies Wild Lands have testified and presented 
views concerning the broad measure of concept presented in the 
Northern Rockies Ecosystem Act. 

Frankly, I find much to agree with in the testimony and concepts 
presented, but note the specifics of the legislation and proposed pol­
icy are open to question to deliver as promised. 

In my view, the science and goals espoused are not necessarily 
well-served by the wilderness land classification, or the casual 
guidance provided in the measure before the Committee. 

I admire certainly the optimism and encourage my colleague and 
friend from New York, Congresswoman Maloney, a new member 
who is fearlessly pursuing this policy, but I must suggest that a 
positive, caring spirit must be wedded and welded to a sound policy 
and pragmatic reality. 

And therefore, of course, I will look through the legislation. 
I might add that I've written a part of this statement myself. I 

might add that as the staff notes, in terms of concepts presented, 
but many of the ideas in terms of connecting corridors, the issue 
of ecosystem, which is espoused in this, and many other concepts, 
we'd note in the legislative process, there are no copyright laws, 
and many of these ideas put forth by the Wild Rockies Coalition 
have worked their way into the cutting edge of land use policy and 
classification and the whole concept of land class. 

So I think in a very real sense the work that has been done by 
the coalition has been utilized and reflects, as I said, today's base 
of where we're going. 

The question is whether we can do five states at once or not is 
another matter, and that's what possibly is being examined today 
in terms of what we do. 

So I don't think the ideas, while dramatic in totality, have on a 
piecemeal basis been put to a lot of good use in terms of issues like 
the Pacific Northwest or other areas where we're doing land classi­
fication. 

So, in any case, I do look forward to this hearing. I think we're 
going to hopefully enjoy it and learn something from it, and have 
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the benefit of the testimony and hearing as we move forward on 
important land classification bills. 

My colleagues probably are stunned to silence by my opening 
statement, and couldn't add much to it, but we'll give them the op­
portunity in any case. 

[H.R. 2473 appears at the end of the hearing.] 
Mr. VENTO. Congressman Thomas? 

STATEMENT OF HON. CRAIG THOMAS, A U.S. 
REPRESENTATIVE FROM WYOMING 

Mr. THoMAS. I have to say I find less to be enamored with appar­
ently than you do with the bill. I'm a little interested in these bills 
that come before us. 

We just marked up one that cost the Forest a billion and a half 
dollars in land acquisition when the backlog is already over a bil­
lion and the budget is $64 million. 

So it seems to me that we ought to attend more to the kinds of 
things that we're seeking to do, such as the Montana Wilderness 
and the Idaho Wilderness and deal with the kinds of things that 
have some practicality, but I suppose it's fun to play with these 
kinds of ideas. 

This bill, as I understand it, is opposed by every member from 
Oregon and Washington and Idaho and Montana and Wyoming, 
the states that it most directly affects, which is all right. Certainly 
anyone has an opinion, they're entitled to it. But it doesn't deal 
with the realities of what we've done over time. 

Every state, other than Montana and Idaho, have passed wilder­
ness bills and they've done it in a thoughtful way, and put aside 
substantial amounts and released the others for multiple use. 

Here we deal with a bill that talks about 15 million acres and 
deals with it from a distance. The costs are open-ended. The re­
serve water right question is dealt with differently than the painful 
process that's been gone through before and sort of ignored. 

I understand that if you're not accustomed to dealing with states' 
water rights, I suspect it makes a great deal of difference. I don't 
know that we need to take a lot of time on it. I'm a little bit sur­
prised that we see all these issues, Mr. Chairman, when we have 
so many other things to do. But nevertheless it's useful and I look 
forward to the testimony. 

Mr. VENTO. The gentleman from Pennsylvania, Mr. Murphy. 
Mr. MURPHY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
As you stated, you said it all. I am here to learn from those west­

em experts. The lady, are you from Westchester County. I'm here 
to hear the testimony and learn of the necessity of placing these 
lands and rivers into our national treasures. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. VENTO. Congressman Williams? 

STATEMENT OF BON. PAT WILLIAMS, A U.S. REPRESENTATIVE 
FROM MONTANA 

Congressman WILLIAMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Carolyn, welcome. I'm glad to have you before the Committee. As 

the Chairman can tell you, I've asked both him and the Full Com­
mittee chairman to hear this bill, and I'm pleased with your leader-
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ship on what is a major far-reaching piece of environmental legisla­
tion. 

As you know, I'm not in full agreement with everything that 
you're trying to do, nor is any member of any of the delegations in 
those states in which you're trying to do it. But nonetheless, it's a 
big country and the lands belong to all of us, and I appreciate your 
willingness to take the time and step forward and dedicate an ef­
fort to this. 

Even though, after 16 years of working with it, I can assure you 
that you are dead wrong, and I say that who joins you in environ­
mental concerns and has proven it, vote after vote here in the Con­
gress. 

But I do commend you and commend those who have worked on 
this legislation because they have brought, it seems to me, the Con­
gress and perhaps are beginning to bring the country to a new 
level of recognition of the importance of the remaining wild places 
in the Northern Rocky Mountains. 

Under the leadership of the Northern Rockies Alliance folks, we 
have crossed a threshold, and we probably will never go back. And 
the threshold that we've crossed has brought us to a place where 
we are beginning to have an understanding that in order to prop­
erly legislate and manage the lands, we have to consider them as 
a system, often called an ecosystem. 

Put another way, I think . the Alliance is correct that America has 
to set aside the political boundaries, the lines which divide states 
and counties, and consider management of the land by giving full 
recognition, not to the political boundaries, but to which way the 
water flows, which way the animals migrate, where is their habi­
tat. 

That is the great benefit of what the Northern Rockies consider­
ation brings to the United States. 

I'm particularly pleased today, and I want to encourage my col­
leagues to listen to a leading expert who is here to talk on behalf 
of this legislation, legislation which is wrong, but to talk about the 
protection of the Grizzly in the lower 48 states. 

I want my colleagues to pay particular attention because Mr. 
Craighead is and comes from a family of the nation's experts, in 
my judgment, on the appropriate way to preserve this important 
species. 

I'm often asked by people what's the difference between the Alli­
ance proposal and the legislation which this subcommittee and the 
full Committee has voted on in the past, and my legislation. 

And I guess the simplest way to put it is that my bill is the prod­
uct of 16 years of discussion, consideration, amendment, and is 
good policy. 

This bill is a political talking point, a wish list. And if it were 
enacted, it would create bad policy. It's easy for all of us to specu­
late on what the world ought to be if there weren't a lot of various 
kinds of considerations. And this bill, it seems to me, is speculative 
to that degree. 

I want to summarize by making two-let me make three critical 
points. 
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First, I'm a friend of the environment. I resented the full page 
ad that appeared in the New York Times indicating that my bill 
would create a chainsaw massacre in the Montana Rockies. 

That's simply not so. And the supporters of this bill are going to 
have to do something other than rely on bad facts and conspiracy. 

I'm a supporter of the environment. My bill does no such thing 
as that very expensive ad in the New York Times indicated. 

Second, I do .not condemn the sponsor or the cosponsor of this bill 
for being concerned about .land in other places than where they 
live. I'm concerned about .federal land where many of you live. I 
.voted on federal land where many of you live. I have voted dif­
ferently than some of the members of .Congress wanted on federal 
land in their district, so I have no great difficulty with that. 

It's just that people from other places who haven't sat for the 16 
years and tried to work out how to best protect, in our instance, 
the best of the last best place, it's just that folks that haven't sat 
and worked with it make mistakes and end up with wrong legisla­
tion. 

And that's true in this instance. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. VENTO. I thank the gentleman. Without objection, his writ­

ten statement and his own written statement, as the Chairman 
said, and all of the statements will be made part of the record. I 
appreciate the gentleman's work. 

I might add he has been very effective in working and advocating 
from a position I might say that is more difficult than that which 
some of us face. I · greatly respect him for his work and his results. 

Mr. LaRocco? 

STATEMENT OF BON. LARRY LaROCCO, A U.S. 
REPRESENTATIVE FROM IDAHO 

Mr. LARocco. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I approach today's 
hearing with an overwhelming ambivalence. 

I am ambivalent because this Committee is so productive on ac­
tual resource issues. It considers serious legislative proposals of 
many shapes and sizes; it gives them a fair hearing. 

However, this bill belies the very tradition of Committee where 
every attempt is made to recognize the legitimate efforts of mem­
bers whose states and districts are impacted by proposed legisla­
tion. 

But here we are. 
Last week, I participated in a conference celebrating the public 

service of that great Idahoan, Senator Frank Church, one of the 
principal authors of the National Wilderness Act and the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

These organic acts have been the foundation for some of the 
greatest protections given our nation's natural resources, including 
much of Idaho. In fact, the largest wilderness in the lower 48, some 
2.2 million acres is in Idaho and is named for him. The Frank 
Church wilderness. 

Frank Church was indeed a great and serious legislator for natu­
ral resource issues. As my mentor and former boss, I have tried to 
follow his lead. 
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If he were alive today, I believe he would consider this legislation 
ill-conceived and counterproductive to the serious matter of protect~ 
ing our nation's environment. It should be obvious that anyone can 
draft a bill, but to accomplish a serious purpose requires serious 
legislation. 

For example, my colleague from Montana, Pat Williams, has 
been working for many years to resolve Montana's roadless areas, 
and he is about to succeed with the passage, in the House, of a 
Montana Wilderness Bill. It will be a great legislative achievement. 

I, myself, have drafted legislation entitled the "Wilderness Eq­
uity Act of 1994," which would declare the 14th Congressional Dis­
trict of New York, including Central Park, as wilderness. 

The New York Post had kind of a funny diagram of this legisla­
tion. I'm particularly interested in the Republican precincts in 
Carol Maloney districts where it has the elephant here and a little 
moose down there in central park. 

I spoke to Frank Church's son the other day, who is the minister 
at all-souls unitarian church. He was concerned--

Mr. VENTO. This elephant's a little out of its range, isn't it? 
Mr. LARocco. But this is not serious legislation, Mr. Chairman, 

but I drafted it to make a point to my colleagues, to Congress, to 
people back home. The point is that I've been working on a wilder­
ness bill for Idaho my entire second term in Congress. 

I've held literally scores of town meetings and several hearings 
where thousands of Idahoans have testified. As a result, I've intro­
duced the Idaho Wilderness Sustainable Forest and Communities 
Act of 1994, which would add some 1.2 million acres of wilderness 
to my district alone, with a possibility of a similar amount being 
added in the second district, all of this in a state which is nearly 
two-thirds owned and managed by the federal government. 

So, Mr. Chairman, we Idahoans do not look kindly on outsiders 
carving up our state, especially when we are the in process of 
working out a delegating balance between wilderness protection 
and sustainability of ecosystems and communities and the new 
adaptive management policies. 

For these reasons, I have a number of questions I propose to ask 
the bill's chief sponsor, Representative Maloney. 

I will also have written questions which I will submit for the 
record. 

In closing, I would just like to make the point. I wasn't the sub­
ject of the New York Times I had recently, but I been the subject 
of many barbs by the Alliance for the Wild Rockies which are not 
very much appreciated by this member, calling my wilderness leg­
islation destruction legislation. 

It's deceitful, it's intemperate, it's not right, it's not accurate. 
Declaring that members in our region are loyal to corporate in­

terests and their PAC money, not the land, is not fair to Pat Wil­
liams and me and my other colleagues from the area. So we should 
have this hearing and we should get on with our serious business. 
I'm capable of doing unserious stuff just like I believe is embodied 
in H.R. 2638. 

Thank you. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Farr, do you have any opening words of wisdom 

for us this morning? 



7 

We're pleased to see you back, and regret that you were ill for 
a time, but it looks like you're doing well and looking well today. 

STATEMENT OF HON. SAM FARR. A U.S. REPRESENTATIVE 
FROM CALIFORNIA 

Mr. FARR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I'm not a mem­
ber of this subcommittee. I'm sitting in and I appreciate the ability 
just to say a few things. 

I've become a cosponsor of this bill respecting the concerns of leg­
islators from respective states. But I just want to tell you one little 
story. 

When I first got into politics, my honorary chair of my campaign 
was Ansel Adams. Ansel told me a story about coming to Congress 
and showing the pictures that he did so well. Showing the King's 
Canyon area and some other areas that this House and the Senate 
made into national parks. 

It was interesting and reflected upon his view that these things 
are always controversial, and you must, as this Committee so often 
does, really push the envelope on the issues. 

And I think the reason that I'm interested in this is that many 
of the aspects of this bill, except for the fact that it covers five 
states, I'm very interested in. I have wilderness areas in my dis­
trict, but I think putting together wilderness areas by logical con­
necting corridors, wild and scenic river designations, cultural re­
source protection, Native American uses, water and other surveys. 

Essentially what you're talking about is the sustainability of eco­
nomics of a region that is so important to this country and to the 
world. 

What we are, I think, teaching the world is how we can, with 
good planning and good management, sustain, over a long period 
of time, an economic base for our industry. 

That's why I'm here today. Because I think this bill, one would 
ask why a Congresswoman from New York would introduce a bill 
affecting the West, the states of Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Washing­
ton and Wyoming. And why a California would join as cosponsor. 

I think it's because there's an opportunity with the leadership to 
really pull together a sound management plan that will allow plan­
ning and balancing of various interests for the time to come. 

And I appreciate the efforts of this Committee to help create this 
legislation. . · 

Mr. VENTO. Without objection, the gentleman will be allowed to 
participate. There's no objection. 

With that all said, we're pleased to welcome the witnesses. 
By previous request, all the statements in their entirety will be 

made part of the record, so that you can summarize or read the rel­
evant portions of your statement and/or add to it. We'd like to try 
to keep that within a certain amount of time so that we can move 
through the list today, as we have business on the floor in a couple 
of hours with some measures that are being considered from the 
subcommittee. 

We are pleased to welcome the gentlewoman and friend from 
New York, Carolyn Maloney from the Fourteenth District. 

Carolyn, your statement, as I said, has been made part of the 
record. 
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You may proceed. 

STATEMENT OF BON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY, A U.S. 
REPRESENTATIVE FROM NEW YORK 

Mrs. MALoNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the 
Committee for holding this hearing. I'm very, very appreciative. 

The Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act now has 57 co­
sponsors from 21 different states. It is supported by the Sierra 
Club and a former president, and has deep support from the af­
fected areas. 

This year, New York will celebrate the 100th anniversary of the 
creation of the Adirondack State Park, the largest state park in the 
nation and the country's second largest park, after Yellowstone. 

The park is protected by an article in the state constitution de­
claring that the Adirondacks should be preserved, and I quote, "for­
ever wild." 

As you can imagine, 5.9 million acres of protected wilderness is 
not without controversy. In 1976, there was a strong movement in 
the state constitutional convention to remove the forever wild sec­
tion from the state constitution. No one knew for sure whether the 
new amendment would pass until one delegate from Brooklyn got 
up to speak, Dolly Robinson. 

She said that she'd never been to the Adirondacks or heard or 
a loon or seen a lake and that she felt that it was imperative that 
the state continue to protect the park for all those people who had 
never seen the rarest beauties of the Forest Preserve for them and 
their children. 

In large part because of that speech, the amendment was ulti­
mately defeated and one of the nation's greatest ecosystems was 
saved for another generation. 

Quite honestly, when I first heard about her speech, there were 
millions more acres of untouched national forest lands then there 
are today. 

That rapid depletion of forest disturbs me and it frightens me. 
For example, some of the incredible forests that I saw outside of 

Yellowstone many years ago are not there today for my children to 
see. 

Before anyone gets their dander up, let me say that I recognize 
and appreciate that some of these forests had to be cut. America 
needs labor and there are many jobs that depend upon industry 
like timber and mining, but far fewer than in past years. 

But it is woefully simplistic to think of wilderness protection as 
jobs versus trees. We all recognize and agree that as far as logging 
on federal lands goes, it only provides jobs because the government 
and the taxpayers provide millions of dollars of subsidy to the tim­
ber industry. And the forest covered in this legislation, according 
to the Congressional Budget Office, federal expenditures exceed re­
ceipts by a three-to-one ratio. 

Even when federal road-building is excluded, these forests are 
money losers. Hundreds of millions of dollars in deficit spending 
might not, in and of itself, be a reason to protect these lands, but 
it does cause me to reject the notion that Congressional debate on 
forest management is somehow government interference with the 
independence of local residents. 
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It is, after all, only on the sufferance of all American taxpayers 
that logging can continue in these particular federal forests. 

The question that the subsidy really raises is this. Should all 
American taxpayers be subsidizing the destruction of those forests? 
At what point to we say that the remaining untouched wilderness 
is too valuable to allow Japan to turn it into plywood? 

Many scientists argue that further logging of these wilderness 
lands will result in irreparable damage to our remaining popu­
lations of indigenous mammals, fish, . and birds or to . our pristine 
rivers and streams and to our unique old world forests. 

Mr. Chairman, I tend to· agree with that overwhelming independ­
ent scientific opinion. I believe that our management policies 
should be guided by the need for preservation rather than by the 
small possibility that all of these scientists may be wrong. 

It was for these underlying reasons that I introduced HR 2638. 
The great American writer, Nathaniel Hawthorne, said, and I 

quote, "that the biggest obstacle to becoming heroic is the doubt 
that you may instead prove yourself to be a fool." 

I have to admit that I thought a lot about Hawthorne's comments 
as I found myself in the center of a firestorm of controversy over 
the introduction of the NREPA bill and the tremendous controversy 
surrounding it. · 

But we're not here just to go along with the status quo. Some­
times it's important to challenge conventional wisdom, be the one 
that says the emperor has no clothes, or more appropriately that 
pretty soon our forests will have no trees. 

Let me briefly discuss some of the things that NREPA would and 
wouldn't do if it were enacted. 

First and foremost, the bill does not change the status of a single 
acre of private or state-owned land. It only deals with forest land, 
which is held in trust by the government for the benefit of all 
Americans. 

NREPA would not designate lands that are currently open to 
timber and mining. Now since the legislation was introduced last 
July, some of the exact boundaries of the wilderness areas may 
have changed slightly, and when this bill does go to mark-up, I'm 
confident that appropriate adjustments will be made to reflect any 
reduction in the amount of roadless lands. 

In fact, timber receipts from all the federal forests in all of the 
states in the Rocky Mountain region account for only lfls of total 
federal timber revenues according to the Congressional Budget Of­
fice. 

So since this bill only deals with a small percentage of the total 
number of western forests, we are truly speaking about a negligible 
percentage of U.S. timber harvests. 

But though we are discussing only a small percentage of U.S. 
timber P!!>duction, I do not mean to diminish the scope of the legis­
lation. NREPA will designate over 16 million acres of new wilder­
ness, but most of the land is not suitable for timber harvest or min­
ing. In fact, according to Dr. Thomas Powell, the Chairman of the 
Department of Economics at the University of Montana, only 20 
percent of the land designated in NREPA is suitable for timber 
harvest. 

But here are some of the things that NREPA will do. 
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It will protect the habitat of the only woodland caribou herd in 
the continental United States. The woodland caribou has been 
called, by some scientists, the most endangered mammal in the 
United States. There are only 50 left. 

NREPA will protect the rivers and streams that are the last 
habitat for many of America's wild trout stocks. NREPA will estab­
lish a program to help rehabilitate the Snake River which has been 
called by many as one of the most environmentally threatened riv­
ers in America. 

And most importantly, NREPA attempts to emphasize that all of 
these places, all of these forests are linked together in the most 
vital of ways. 

The best scientific minds in the nation increasingly tell us that 
you can't realistically try and protect these unique lands and every­
thing that lives within them without thinking of the entire eco­
system. 

In order to make wilderness protection make, we need to protect 
enough land to sustain the animals and plants that live within 
them. And sometimes those biological boundaries cross the political 
boundaries that we've established. 

It would be wonderful if an eagle in Montana could look at a tree 
in Idaho and say, well, I'm not going to fly over there. But what 
it does is look at the natural habitat of plant life and animals. 

So this legislation seeks to accomplish the goal of protecting 
enough land to sustain the plant and animal populations. 

Some critics question whether a representative from New York 
City could possibly know enough to propose wilderness designa­
tions in western states. Quite frankly, I categorically reject the idea 
that just because someone is from an eastern state, they shouldn't 
have ideas about federal policies that cost all American taxpayers 
hundreds of millions of dollars every year. 

And I'm proud to follow in the tradition of New Yorkers like 
Theodore Roosevelt who gave American the National Forest Sys­
tem. And I'm proud to follow in the tradition of Congressmen like 
Mo Udall, who lived as far as away from the Alaska wilderness his 
legislation protected as I do from the public lands designated in HR 
2638. 

I know that this bill contains many controversial aspects. I truly 
hope that by having this hearing, and the others scheduled for 
later this spring, we'll be able to provide members of the public 
with a wise and considered debate on the merits of these issues. 
If nothing else, the American people should take comfort in the fact 
that we are debating how much land to protect instead of whether 
to protect land at all. 

As two supporters ofNREPA who live in Manhattan, Manhattan, 
Montana, that is, wrote me. "We feel there is a little ray of hope 
for the incredible but dwindling wild lands we are so lucky to live 
near and love." 

We all have a responsibility to sustain that hope. 
Thank you very much. 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Carolyn, for your testimony. 
We've been joined by our distinguished chairman. I'll be happy 

to yield to the Chairman at this time. 
[No response.] 
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Mr. VENTO. As I said in my: opening comments, Carolyn, I do 
think that in looking specifically, and I read last night again the 
relevant parts of the legislation that you've introduced, that is, the 
substantive parts of it. So I have some questions, but I'm going to 
save those for those that follow lou and of those that are the advo­
cates and have some backgroun on these issues. 

But ·I do agree with you in terms of putting forth the ideas, as 
I said. I think that we're dealing_with five states. Usually we break 
this down into further pieces. When we deal with it, we deal with 
wild and scenic rivers, park designations, wilderness designations. 
And one of the things that does happen here in the legislation is 
that you advance some concepts because you believe that wilder­
ness is the only way that we can achieve the proper management. 

But given the fact that the Forest Service, at least in the fact 
that there's a new Forest Service chief that was a principal sci­
entist and so forth, there is obviously the direction of some policy 
changes that are taking place and that ought to be factored into 
the consideration of questions before us. 

Wouldn't you agree? 
Mrs. MALONEY. Yes. 
Mr. VENTO. Well, let me just reserve my right. We'll invite you 

to sit with the panel when members have concluded questioning. 
Mrs. MALONEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much. 
Mr. VEN't'O. But you'll have to have a few questions from the 

members. 
Congressman Thomas, did you have any questions? 
Mr. THOMAS. Very briefly. 
Would you help me understand how do you define an ecosystem? 
Mrs. MALoNEY. This bill was written by scientists and biologists 

from the Rockies, from the Northern Rockies, and they drew natu­
ral boundaries, not political boundaries. 

Mr. THoMAS. Watersheds, what are they? 
Mrs. MALONEY. Watersheds, natural habitat of the animals 

where they migrate, where they live. A bird in one state doesn't say 
I can't fly to the other state where they naturally live and maintain 
their life support system. It's a natural boundary as opposed to a 
political or artificial boundary. 

Again, these lines were drawn by scientists and biologists. 
Mr. THoMAS. I just asked you to define it. 
Mrs. MALONEY. Natural boundaries. 
Mr. THoMAS. Bird flows, then. 
Mrs. MALoNEY. That support the habitat and natural life of ani­

mals and plant life in the region. 
Mr. THoMAS. How would you handle the reserve water right 

question. 
Mrs. MALoNEY. The reserve water right question? 
Water rights for each state? 
Mr. THoMAS. Yes. 
Mrs. MALoNEY. I would have the scientists explain that to you 

later. 
Mr. THOMAS. Thank you. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Murphy? 
Mr. MURPHY. I have no questions. Thank you, Mrs. Maloney, for 

your testimony. We appreciate it. 
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Mrs. MALONEY. Thank you, Mr. Murphy. 
Mr. "E~. Mr. VVilliBins? 
Mr. VVILLIAMS. Carolyn, thank you. VVelcome again. 
Mrs. MALONEY. Thank you, Pat. · 
Mr. VVILLIAMS. I fully recognize the effort that you're making to 

provide leadership, although it sometimes makes my life a little 
complicated. I commend you for wanting to assure that federal land 
is approrriately protected. 

VVe al love the Adirondacks. The Adirondacks are a mess. If you 
want to take care of something, take care of it at home. Ask the 
conservationists in this room, Carolyn. The state is not taking care 
of the Adirondacks. There's too much timber harvesting going on. 
Species are disappearing. 

VVe're all elected to worry about a lot of things, including federal 
land, but I Wlluld encourage you, if you really want to focus on 
something cloa, to home and take care of something, take care of 
the Adirondacks, they're a damn mess. 

Now in my legislation, where your interest is, and I'm glad to 
have it, you placed thousands of patented mining claims in wilder­
ness. I guess the taxpayers union is here today because they're 
supporting this bill. 

Do you have any idea how many hundreds of millions of dollars 
that's going to cost the taxpayer to take those claims? 

You confiscate the claims, Carolyn, you condemn the property. 
VV e're going to get our shoes sued off by these mining companies. 
And Carolyn, they're going to win. It's going to cost hundreds of 
millions of dollars. 

Carolyn, take care of the Adirondacks; leave the taxpayer alone. 
In our part of the country, Carolyn,_ you and I have a little dif­

ference in an area called Quigg Peak. You want to place the whole 
thing in wilderness; I want to place all of it in wilderness except 
a small portion because the Forest Service plans to plant mountain 
sheep and environmentalists in Montana want that done. Hunters 
in Montana want that done. People that go out and look through 
binoculars want it done, and we ought to do it. 

The rest of the place, yes, it ought to be wilderness, but we have 
reason to put the sheep back where they once were. You can't do 
it if you make it wilderness. 

Carolyn, pay attention to the Adirondacks. VVe want to put sheep 
in this area. VVe're right to put sheep in this area. Your bill would 
stop us from doing that. Sportsmen and environmentalists in Mon­
tana don't want that. They want to be able to plant sheep in this 
area. 

There's a world fBIOous snowmobile trail, Carolyn, that runs out­
side of Yellowstone Park. Every single elected official that has to 
deal with this bill want to continue to allow people to snowmobile 
in this area because they do no damage. They get to see some of 
the great scenic areas in America. They do no dBIOage. There's no 
dBinage proposed to be done in this area. It's not going to be timber 
harvesting, it's not going to be mining. It's just that in the winter, 
Americans, including folks, bless their hearts, from Manhattan, can 
come down there and can snowmobile. 

You take that snowmobile trail away. There's no reason to take 
it away. I preserve all the land around it. There's nothing that's 
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going to happen when those people snowmobile. Americans have 
the right to get on a snowmobile and go up there. And every single 
person that's looked at it says yes, that it shouldn't be wilderness. 

Carolyn, take care of the Adirondacks. You know more about it. 
And besides, the Adirondacks are a mess. Our area out our way is 
doing okay. We've been fairly good stewards of these lands we're 
talkinf! about in this bill. Some other of the lands out there we 
haven t been quite so good at. 

Finally, I've got a list of 25 things, but I sense I'm being a little 
harsher than I want to appear toward you personally. 

As you know, Carolyn, as you and I share a concern about pro­
tecting the rights of America's first people, the Native Americans, 
there is a wonderful renowned tribe. We have quite a number. We 
have seven reservations in Montana, but there is a wonderful and 
world renowned tribe called the Blackfeet in Montana in an area 
not far from Glacier Park. 

The Blackfeet have undeniable treaty rights over an area called 
the Badger-Two Medicine. It's a great area just south of Yellow­
stone. · 

The Blackfeet have asked me not to take the arrogant action of 
declaring that wilderness. They want their tribe, they have asked 
me to find some unique legislative way to allow their tribe some 
jurisdiction over the area because they have treaty rights in it. 

And so I found the way to do that. It will stand constitutional 
muster. The Blackfeet people are pleased with it. The tribe sup­
ports what I'm doing. I protect the Badger Two Medicine and cre­
ate a commission made up of both people from the federal govern­
ment and the tribe to come back to you and to me, Carolyn, and 
to recommend to us what this area ought to be. 

I personally believe it should be wilderness, but above all, we 
should protect the treaty rights of these Blackfeet people and not 
be so arrogant as to have the Congress of the United States stamp 
wilderness over the top and create one more arrogant white man's 
action over the Native American people. 

Your bill declares it wilderness over their objection. 
Carolyn, take care of the Adirondacks. 
Mrs. MALONEY. Thank you, Pat, for your questions. 
First of all, our bill protects all Native American claims and 

rights, and we have some Native Americans here to testify today. 
Second, the Wilderness Act of 1964 would grandfather all pro­

tected mining claims. The bill does not affect any mining claims. 
Third, many members of Congress from · the affected states have 

criticized me for having introduced this bill, as you just did, ridi­
culed me for having introduced this bill. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Not for having introduced it, Carolyn. I'm ridicul­
ing the bill, not you. I've commended you for your leadership. 

Mrs. MALoNEY. But when many residents from the affected areas 
came to see me and said that they had a bill that they thought was 
important, that scientists and biologists from the region had 
worked many years to develop, and at the very least an ecosystem 
bill should be discussed before the United States Congress. 

Now I think all of you agree that ideas deserve to be discussed 
and this bill begins debate. As I said before, there is a great deal 
of support from the area. It's important that the feelings of the 
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residents in these areas that their point of view is likewise dis­
cussed and debated. 

And I felt it was important that ideas should come before Con­
gress and not be bullied out of existence. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I don't disagree with that, Carolyn, and again, I 
think everyone understands this, and I'm sure you do too. I com­
mend you for your leadership in sponsoring this bill and in seeking 
and getting cosponsors. 

I take no umbrage about that. It's your land and my land. Mon­
tanans land and New York is land. I understand that. I'm just say­
ing the bill is bad, and it really is. But thanks for being here. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. LaRocco? 
Mr. LARocco. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mrs. Maloney and I serve on the Banking Committee so we have 

lots to agree on. 
I want to read from a headline from a fax alert from the Alliance 

for the Wild Rockies. It alleges seven million acres of wilderness 
set to be destroyed by House of Representatives before Easter. 

Mrs. Maloney, do you think that Pat Williams and I would actu­
ally propose legislation that would destroy our own districts? 

Mrs. MALONEY. We're not here to discuss your legislation; we're 
here to discuss this particular bill. 

Mr. LARocco. I would disagree with that because I've worked 
hard in my district to listen to those residents, the handful that 
made their way to your office. Just like you, I have half a million 
constituents. I have people that are trying to work out the wood­
land caribou habitat up in, I'm sure you know what county it is, 
Boundary County. 

Mrs. MALONEY. That's encouraging. 
Mr. LARocco. Glad I could give you some encouragement. 
In the same fax alert I mentioned earlier, the Alliance asserts 

once again, politicians hooked on federal timber pork are preparing 
to sacrifice the Northern Rockies in exchange for minimal forest 
protection on the northwest coast. 

Do you think that adequately describes Congressman Williams 
and me in terms of our approach to our districts'! 

Mrs. MALONEY. I learned a long time ago not to answer or speak 
for any other group. I'm not here to speak for any other group or 
any advertisement or any item that you're referring to. 

I'm sure that you have done what you think is best. I'm here 
about the ecosystem bill. That's why I'm here today. 

Mr. LARocco. Then you don't support these statements by the 
Alliance for the Wild Rockies and their attacks? 

Mrs. MALONEY. I'm not here to speak for or answer for another 
group. They are here. They are totally capable of speaking for 
themselves. 

One of their representatives will follow me and you can discuss 
your questions. 

Mr. LARocco. On an every member basis, I think it's important, 
as we work through this process, you made a statement that 
NREPA would not designate lands that are currently open to tim­
ber and mining. There are 220 timber sales that are planned in 
wilderness areas in Idaho. 

Can you address that? 
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You said in your statement that NREPA would not designate 
lands that are currently open to timber and mining, and there are 
about 200 timber sales that are moving through the process right 
now. 

Mrs. MALoNEY. The bill has shifted and changed since it was 
first . introduced. There have been various changes. This specific 
area I'm not aware with. Maybe it's changed since the bill was in­
troduced. 

When it was first introduced, it did not affect them and--
Mr. LARocco. I think that's wrong. It's not an area, it's a state. 
Mrs. MALoNEY. The designation in the bills were made on the 

best available information from the Forest Service at the time · the 
bill was. introduced last July, so if there are problems with these 
designations, perhaps you should take them up with the represent­
ative from the Forest Service. He's here to testify. 

Second, bogging down in an acre by acre discussion of the bill is 
sort of missing the forest for the trees, if you'll forgive the pun. The 
fact that these boundaries are shrinking as fast as you state is all 
the more reason why we need to move swiftly to protect these pub­
lic lands. 

Mr. LARocco. Will grazing and timber harvest and hunting be 
allowed in the Hell's Canyon National Recreation Area, if your bill 
were to pass and put it into park study status? 

Mrs. MALoNEY. A representative from the Forest Service is here 
to answer very specific items for a specific area, specific actions in 
each particular area. 

Mr. LARocco. What will be the impact, do you think, of your bill 
on the forest planning process as they go through the plan revi­
sions? 

Do you support those revisions and the process and overlaying 
this wilderness on it right now? 

Do you think that's a problem as we try and get the citizens of 
the country to comment on revisions and the forest plans as the 
Forest Service moves towards ecosystem management and adaptive 
management, just from a philosophical standpoint, you know. 

I have five national forests in my district, as you know. They're 
all going through revisions right now. If passed, your legislation 
would stop most of that. Do you think that's a good idea or should 
we move forward? 

Mrs. MALONEY. It would be helpful to the revisions. As you know, 
legislation and actions in this country are happening every day, 
and it's all part of our process; it doesn't end another process, it 
contributes to it. 

Mr. LARocco. The problem I've had with the Hell's Canyon Na­
tional Recreation Park, I can't find even a handful of people in my 
district that support that. Frank Church I thought did a good job 
creating the National Recreation area and that was a major piece 
of legislation and very thoughtful back in 1976. 

We've had actually an oversight hearing on the way they're man­
aging that and that's the way I've approached it. There's a dif­
ference in approach here because I really want to make sure that 
the National recreation areas are being managed properly under 
the intent of the law. 
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So I have resisted park study status because a park would not 
allow Idahoans or Oregonians and citizens of the United States to 
hunt in a park. So that's a basic problem. There could be a cultural 
difference between New York and Idaho. We like to hunt out in 
Idaho I know. 

Mrs. MALONEY. You know, Larry, every piece of legislation be­
gins a debate; it's not cast in stone. Everything is open to negotia­
tion and you work through. It's the basic idea of protecting an eco­
system, not any state line or political boundary, but a natural 
boundary. 

And likewise, the idea that Federal funds are being used to sub­
sidize the destruction of forests that never would be destroyed 
without the federal subsidy. 

Mr. LARocco. Well, somebody came to me the other day and 
said, why don't you seek out the seat that Mike Kopetski holds on 
Ways and Means. And that sounds like a good deal because there's 
never been an Idahoan that served on the Ways and Means Com­
mittee, and I said I don't want to do that. I want to stay right here 
on this Committee and work on the issues that are critical to my 
district day in and day out, as long as the good people of the First 
District want to send me back to the House of Representatives. 

I want to work on the timber receipts issues, I want to work on 
deficit timber sales, I want to work on mining law reform and on 
raising reform. I want to work on ecosystem management. I want 
to move into those wilderness study areas that are down in the 
canyon lands and the deserts that are not even touched by your 
legislation and considered. 

I want to just keep working and working and working to achieve 
balance in my district. That's why I don't want to go on Ways and 
Means because this Committee is a major Committee for me and 
my constituents and the work gets done in this Committee. That's 
why I want to stay here, because I like this work. I like working 
on natural resource issues, and it's a tough balance. I would think, 
you know, if I were just asleep at the switch and had my elbow on 
the no button, and was in denial about the federal nature of these 
lands, that I would feel differently about it. 

But I'm very involved in this. Town meetings in Cameot, Bonners 
Ferry, St. Mary's. 

All over my district, people have rigs and go to work everyday 
and produce, and I admit that there have been problems in the 
past in terms of, you know, these pictures that you've got. Maybe 
you haven't seen this, because you deny any association with the 
people that put out this stuff, but you know the pictures that are 
used to raise money and the statements that are used to raise 
money on the backs of Pat Williams' reputation and my reputation. 

We admit that there have been abuses out our way and we're 
trying to correct those. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you. 
Mrs. MALONEY. I can see you feel very deeply, Larry, and I really 

respect your feelings and how deeply you care about Idaho and you 
care about the environment. Hunting and fishing would be allowed 
in the Hell's Canyon, so my staff has passed me a note saying. 
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I wanted to really say something because I can see how very 
angry you are that I introduced this bill, and I wanted to explain 
to you, not only for protecting the ecosystem why I introduced it. 

A group of residents from the affected area came to my office, 
and went through a list of around 20 members of Congress that 
were going to introduce the bill. And then they were bullied and 
threatened until they withdrew their support or withdrew the fact 
that they would introduce the bill. 

And I didn't come to Congress to go along, to get along, or to just 
be rubber stamped. And it seemed to me that if there was that 
much support, including the Sierra Club, the largest environmental 
organization in the United States, many leading scientists and bi­
ologists and ·leading residents from the affected areas, that at the 
very least, it deserved an audience. 

And I thank the Chairman for allowing a hearing today and a 
discussion of how we treat and preserve the last remaining wilder­
ness in the Rockies. 

Mr. LARocco. Let me just respond, Mr. Chairman, if I may. 
All I want to say is that in 1990, I received the endorsement of 

the Sierra Club. In 1992, I received the endorsement of the Sierra 
Club. I may not in 1994. I don't know. 

But the point is, and I'm not really angry, I feel in my bones that 
this is detrimental to the environmental movement in the United 
States that they take such a radical, unbalanced approach to this. 
Because never before, in my memory, has the Sierra Club joined 
with a group that will trample on the reputations of members who 
have been supportive of their overall agenda and goals like they 
have with Pat Williams and me. 

That's what's troubling about it, if you just understand that. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LARocco. Of course. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. If the gentleman would yield. 
Carolyn, I want to take one minute to respond to the thing that 

I know that the Northern Rockies people said to you, and that is 
that others have been bullied not to sign a bill. They lied to you, 
Carolyn. Not an unusual episode from them. They lied to you. 

Nobody's been bullied not to sign this bill. I get accused of that 
all the time by these people. I have never said to one single mem­
ber that I won't sign the bill. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Not to sign the bill. They said to introduce it. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. I get accused of it all the time, Carolyn. I just 

want this to be on the record. I have never said to one single mem­
ber of Congress, don't sponsor the bill or don't cosponsor the bill. 
I have never asked another member to go to a member of Congress 
and stop them. I've never been involved with a constituent in that 
member's district asking them to bully them. 

These people actually accused me of doing that, Carolyn, and 
they're lying about it. 

Mr. VENTO. I think that the gentleman's time from Idaho has ex­
pired. 

I would just suggest that there's no shortage of controversy in 
this subcommittee or full Committee concerning most issues. We 
are pushing very hard and the stakes are very high in most of the 
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bills that come before us that are dealing with Montana, the Pacific 
Northwest, and so forth. 

So it isn't a question of people sitting back and being comfortable 
in here, you know. 

The Chairman and myself and others are in the business of regu­
larly producing lots of anxiety. And obviously I think the question 
here is, if a measure is introduced, and I think the issue here is 
how in the judgment of some, where something comes to the point 
of being polarizing that is, in a sense, destructive. That's a concern. 

Judgments will vary with regard to that, but I wanted to point 
out that we in fact regularly practice and that really is something 
that's been a hallmark of the Committee long before Chairman Mil­
ler and myself were associated with it, certainly with our mentors, 
Udall and Seiberling, and others, and Burton, that was a regular 
occurrence. But we do, and have been successful working on and 
eventually working out legislation. 

The subjects touched by this bill are very much before the Com­
mittee. And I think that not necessarily all together in one package 
like this. 

So these questions are constantly being pushed in the face of 
members who serve on the Committee, so Larry LaRocco is right 
when he says he's got to be here to work on it. In fact, he regularly 
gives me a pretty long agenda. 

I think you should look carefully at what he's been doing in 
terms of the inland west and issues like forest health, as an exam­
ple of I think some positive work. 

Not that I agree with everything he's doing, but some of the posi­
tive work he's done, Carolyn, in those areas are very, very impor­
tant. 

Let me recognize the Chairman at this time of the Committee, 
Congressman Miller, who would be normally recognized in se­
quence now. 

Chairman Miller? 
Mr. Farr is not a member of the subcommittee so he would go 

last. 

STATEMENT OF BON. GEORGE MILLER, A U.S. REPRESENTA­
TIVE FROM CALIFORNIA, AND CHAIRMAN, COMMI'ITEE ON 
NATURAL RESOURCES 
Mr. MILLER. Carolyn, we welcome you to the Committee. I sort 

of echo, I think, what Chairman Vento has said. That is that there 
is nothing that this Committee does that is not very concrete and 
mostly emotional, because we don't deal in the abstract. We move 
boundaries and tell people what they can and cannot do with their 
expectations on federal lands and, in some cases, even private 
lands. 

Those are emotional issues. 
Also, by defmition, we legislate in one another's districts all of 

the time because in order to get a consensus in this Committee, or 
to get a bill passed even sometimes without a consensus, it re­
quires that those of us from out of state or out of district legislate 
on behalf of those issues. 

There's also been, as you pointed out, a long tradition in this 
Committee of members of the Congress raising issues within this 
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Committee from other areas. I think it's fair to say we were prod­
ded and pushed on the Tongass National Forest by one of your 
predecessors from New York, Mr. Mrazek, who raised that issue 
over and over again until finally we went in and I think did a rath­
er remarkable job in helping to save much of the very valuable for­
est in Southeast Alaska, a long ways from New York. 

And so I think that people should not shy away. I think in fact 
as Mr. Williams and Mr. LaRocco have said, that they don't deny 
anybody the right to introduce that legislation. 

I would also say that on this issue, not just pertaining to Idaho 
or to Montana, but generally on the issue overall of how we handle 
the land classifications and land designation, that many of the indi­
viduals supporting the legislation that yo.u're introducing have real­
ly broadened the debate by the introduction of that legislation. 

And I think, as pointed out again by Mr. Williams and Mr. 
LaRocco, there are some very specific problems with that legisla­
tion, and also in terms of the feasibility of whether much of that 
will happen, but they have clearly broadened the debate. When 
early on they were talking about ecosystems, it was a long time be­
fore this Administration was talking about ecosystems. 

When they asked us to respect and try to look at natural bound­
aries and watersheds and habitats and migration patterns, it was 
a long time before many were discussing that as popularly as it is 
discussed now. 

To them we owe a debt of gratitude. 
That, however, does not give them license to determine what is 

and is not bad public policy and the motives of everybody engaged 
in that public policy. But as you pointed out, you cannot associate 
yourself with all of the actions, or disassociate yourself from all of 
the actions, of those who support the legislation. 

I think the introduction of this bill, the pushing of this bill and 
the continuation to seek cosponsors has helped to broaden the de­
bate of both the Montana bill and the struggle Mr. LaRocco is hav­
ing trying to come up with a bill in Idaho. 

I don't know what's going to happen on the floor with either of 
these bills, but I do know that the public land issues are getting 
tougher and tougher and tougher in the Congress. And as much as 
it's distasteful to those who don't serve here, a pragmatic eye must 
be kept on what is in fact possible in terms of securing the protec­
tions of the lands necessary in both Montana and Idaho. 

That's an important function of this Committee, and so I wel­
come you and I welcome the debate. It's not easy to step into that 
fire but it wasn't easy for me when the majority of the Congress 
voted for base closures in my district or we vote to protect the coast 
of Florida. It all comes back and forth. This is a national body of 
national interest, and we've got to make sure that in fact, certainly 
with respect to the public's lands, those owned by the taxpayers, 
the citizens of this country, that it remain a national debate, and 
that's a very, very important function of the introduction of this 
legislation, that people not be precluded from that debate. . 

So thank you very much. 
Mrs. MALONEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, that was a very elo­

quent statement. 
Mr. VENTO. Congressman Farr, without objection. 
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Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions for the author. I 
saved them for Dr. Craighead later on. 

Mr. VENTO. He will be testifying. 
Carolyn, unless Congressman Thomas, who has sort of been 

waiting, did you have any further questions of the witness? 
Mr. THoMAS. Not really. 
I just wanted to mention that you mentioned, a couple of times, 

that this renews the debate and starts the debate. The people have 
been thinking about this. very thoroughly for a very long time. And 
you mentioned 1964, for example, and so on. 

So perhaps your interest is new. But it isn't a new debate, it isn't 
a new issue, and it's been thought about very thoroughly for a very 
long time. 

So I guess I resent a little the idea that this is a brand new dis­
cussion. It is not. 

Mrs. MALoNEY. Not a new discussion. But it is the first eco-
system bill. 

Mr. THOMAS. I don't think that's true either. 
Mrs. MALONEY. In the Wild Rockies. 
Mr. THoMAS. You talk about state lines always dividing. They 

don't. We deal with them that way, but look at the map. I mean, 
we join Montana and we put it together. It isn't a question of draw­
ing state lines always making the difference, so I understand what 
you're saying, but I do want you to understand people have been 
working on it for a very long time. 

Mr. VENTO. Most of the forests, if the gentleman would just in­
dulge, some forests even cross over state lines already so it's not, 
you know, ecosystem, what is an ecosystem my colleague asked 
you. 

Just to answer him, it's a cognitive construct. There's no prob­
lem, so it's already existed in terms of forests, in terms of how we 
managed forests from the inception really of their designation. 

So the issue is really, I think, an important one. That is to say 
that the other issue that's different here, Carolyn, and I wanted to 
point out to you and I wanted to state it for the record because it 
hasn't been stated, and that is that very often we're on the third 
passage through Montana. I don't know how many times through 
Colorado, for instance. We had three or four different measures 
dealing with Forest Service wilderness, the forests. 

Then there was of course the BLM managed lands which are now 
coming under the studies we're starting to hear before us. Very 
often in fact, we go well beyond, the Committee goes well beyond 
what the Forest Service and/or the BLM recommends as wilderness 
in these areas. 

So it is not a matter of being limited and/or, as I said, it is time 
where there's a lot of consultation, a lot of initiative on the part 
of the members from these areas and from across the country in 
terms of dealing with these. 

A13 good Pat Williams is or Larry LaRocco is, they don't get their 
way in Idaho without Craig Thomas and Bruce Vento and George 
Miller adding some effort and input into the process. 

But they've worked very hard. We're at the point, I think, with 
some of these where we can act on Montana. We're not there in 
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Idaho yet, but we're working towards that goal. So we've got a 
ways to go. 

For instance, Hell's Canyon NRA already which exists is in three 
states. The Congress did act on that. 

When we did the work on Columbia Gorge, it's in two states. So 
we're certainly willing to do that. 

But the way the studies have come through, we've often only 
dealt with one state but not without a concern or recognition that 
the other side of the river or the state line is important. That's for 
sure. 

I invite you to sit with the subcommittee. 
Mrs. MALONEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. VENTO. We want to, and we're pleased to welcome Mark 

Reimers, the Deputy Chief of the Programs and Legislation of the 
U.S. Forest Service. · 

I think probably we should hear from Mr. James Stewart at this 
time, too, and then ask both of them questions rather than proceed 
separately, since one is testifying for the Forest Service and one for 
the Department of the Interior, the Park Service. 

The statements have been made part of the record, Mr. Reimers. 
You can proceed to summarize your statement. 

STATEMENT OF MARK REIMERS, DEPUTY CHIEF FOR PRO­
GRAMS AND LEGISLATION, U.S. FOREST SERVICE, U.S. DE­
PARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
Mr. REIMERS. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, members of the 

Committee. It's a privilege to be here this morning. 
I have worked with this Committee off and on over the last 20 

years as we've looked at wilderness measures, wild and scenic 
measures and when we brought the whole RARE-2 inventory to 
this Committee, and so I look forward to being here today to help 
on this issue. 

The Department of Agriculture recommends that H.R. 2638 not 
be enacted. My statement then has .a number of paragraphs that 
highlight the provisions of the bill to point out its broad scope 
which has already been rather clearly discussed, so I won't read 
those. 

H.R. 2638, I believe, represents a dramatic departure from the 
previous approach to wilderness and other special designations, 
and while it has been pointed out, we understand that the national 
forests are a national resource, we also understand that successful 
management relies upon strong support from the people who live 
near and often depend on the resources of the forest for their liveli­
hood. 

We do recognize the need not only to understand local needs, but 
also the national needs in the broad context. My statement then re­
fers to the state by state approach that's been used for wilderness 
designation and the important work that's gone on both on state 
wilderness bills that have already been enacted for Wyoming, Or­
egon, and Washington, as well as all the effort in Montana and 
Idaho and· the work that has gone on there over a long period of 
time, to look at the balancing of preservation with management. 

We have a concern that H.R. 2638 appears to bypass the existing 
processes and law. This bill would set aside much that we've done 
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under the National Forest Management Act processes which strive 
to strike a balance between preservation and development. 

This would mean that efforts to develop forest plans in consulta­
tion with the public would be set aside in favor of the approach 
taken by this bill. This bill does not seem to consider the hard work 
that has gone on at the state level with local people on these is­
sues. 

We of course share some of the concerns that have been dis­
cussed here. The whole concept of an ecosystem management ap­
proach that was mentioned by the Chairman and others, these con­
cerns and our management experience have led us toward the eco­
system management approach being pursued by the Forest Service. 

The Chief of the Forest Service has stated, before this Commit­
tee, that one of his primary goals is to quickly and effectively im­
plement eco-:•stem management in the national forests. 

As I'm su~ you're aware, we have initiated several broad scale 
assessments as a means to strengthen the forest plans and have 
used this approach in developing the President's forest plan for the 
Pacific Northwest, and for addressing concerns for salmon in the 
West Coast river systems, commonly referred to as PACFISH. 

We've also done a number of things to look at individual species 
in a number of the states involved here, so that we could bring to 
the consideration of forest plans the broad spectrum of individual 
species, groups of species, and water quality concerns across b9und­
aries. 

There is a lot of mention in the bill and discussion of biological 
connecting corridors and we, of course, have talked about this and 
utilized this concept within forests and between forests as we've 
looked at such things as the Greater Yellowstone area, the grizzly 
bear, the migratory birds. We advocate looking at this in a very 
specific way and the bill would raise questions as to the kind of 
corridors, the width of corridors and the purpose of corridors. 

We don't believe there's the kind of crisis in the Northern Rock­
ies that would be portrayed by this bill. We believe that we can 
move ahead with a broad ecosystem approach that recognizes key 
values between forests and across state boundaries and still main­
tain a national forest planning process, still work with this Com­
mittee on designations for wild and scenic rivers, for wilderness, 
and as may be needed, any modifications for the national recre­
ation areas. 

In summary, we find this bill seems to disregard previous legisla­
tion of the Congress. As such, it would circumvent the processes set 
in motion by existing law that address the complex issues of wil­
derness, ecosystem protection, biological diversity, and other man­
agement issues not easily resolved. 

This bill would ignore the processes of forest planning, wild and 
scenic study designations, and research and its application to man­
agement issues. 

While we are supporters of ecosystem management, we believe 
we can work through existing processes to look at the broad scale 
as well as the more specific national forest plans and specific des­
ignations within that. 

Thank you. 
I'll try to respond to your questions. 
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I would point out that we did not participate in any official ca­
pacity in putting together any maps for this legislation. Granted, 
the proponents of the bill could contact individual forests and get 
wilderness area inventories, but we have not prepared or been 
asked to prepare any maps of record in support of the legislation. 

Thank you very much. 
[Written statement of Mr. Reimers may be found at the end of 

the hearing.] . 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you. 
Mr. Stewart, then we'll take questions of both of you after we 

hear from Mr. Stewart. 

STATEMENT OF JAMES STEWART, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR 
PLANNING, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
THE INTERIOR 
Mr. STEWART. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, members of the 

Committee, and other members of Congress that are here. It's a 
pleasure to be here and to provide the Department of the Interior 
views on the Northern Rockies ecosystem protection bill. 

I would also like to mention that Mr. Keith Corrigal, who is the 
Chief, Branch of Wilderness, Bureau of Land Management, is also 
here from the Department of the Interior. 

The Department recommends that H.R. 2638 not be enacted. Be­
cause this bill would affect primarily lands administered by the 
United States Forest Service, we generally defer to the Department 
of Agriculture views on this bill. 

The areas identified in Section 6 for study as possible national 
parks and preserves [Hells Canyon/Chief Joseph National Park and 
Preserve and Flathead National Park and Preserve] undoubtedly 
contain natural and cultural resource values of great significance. 
However, I repeat, they are already administered for conservation 
purposes by the Forest Service. 

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act provides that the United States 
Forest Service is responsible for conduct of river studies on rivers 
flowing over national forest lands. 

We therefore recommend continuation of this practice and rec­
ommend that in Section 8, the Secretary of Agriculture be respon­
sible for conducting the studies on the Smith and the Middle Fork 
Judith Rivers and Rock Creek. The Yellowstone River study, which 
we support, would be a joint study by Interior and Agriculture, or 
should be. 

That concludes my testimony. 
I'll be happy to answer any questions. 
[Written statement of Mr. Stewart may be found at the end of 

the hearing.] 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Stewart, before I leave, this bill designates wilderness and 

BLM lands, which are Department of the Interior. How well do 
these designations correlate with the wilderness recommendations 
of the BLM? 

Mr. STEWART. May I ask Mr. Corrigal to answer that? 
Mr. VENTO. Why don't you introduce your name, Mr. Corrigal. 
Mr. CORRIGAL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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My name is Mr. Corrigal. I am the Chief of Wilderness Land 
Management for the Bureau of Land Management. 

We have not had the opportunity to review the maps of this par­
ticular legislation in any great detail. I'm familiar with some of 
these areas and it does match some of our recommendations that 
were made in 1992. 

We would be pleased to review the maps and submit a detailed 
list to the Committee and subcommittee of those areas that include 
BLM lands. 

Mr. VENTO. I think you might want to look at it more closely. I 
don't know if the maps are going to give you that information. Mr. 
Stewart, the bill protects a lot of land adjacent to Glacier and Yel­
lowstone National Parks, which I think is important. 

What is the status of the ecosystem management plan for Great­
er Yellowstone, which was obviously subject to a lot of controversy 
before. Is that on track, or is it not? 

[The additional text was supplied by Mr. Stewart following the 
hearing.] 

To ensure continued coordination and effective management on a diverse array of 
issues in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, the Greater Yellowstone Coordinating 
Committee meets regularly and officially on a semiannual basis and routinely has 
a working group or task force work in progress at almost any time. This committee, 
which consists ofNPS and USFS line managers, is guided by a Memorandum of Un­
derstanding and A Framework for Coordinatwn of NatWnal Parks and NatWnal For­
ests in the Greater Yellowstone Area. This guideline establishes basic communication 
and coordination actions for land and resource management issues between three 
parks and five national forests. 

Mr. STEWART. Again, as far as the Park Service is concerned, a 
lot of good work was done on the early parts of that. The Forest 
Service had the lead for that study. We participated with them and 
had a joint team captain on it. 

I think various elements are being worked on. 
Mr. VENTO. Well, Mr. Reimers, do you want to respond to that? 
Mr. REIMERS. Yes. As you'll recall, there was controversy over it. 

There was an overall vision for the Greater Yellowstone area. We 
continued to work on improving and strengthening the inventories. 
There's a very active committee that represents the line officers, 
not only from the Forest Service, but the Park Service. 

In fact, they were meeting last week to look at coordination is­
sues that need to be dealt with between the boundaries, and so it's 
an active, on-going activity of coordinating and looking at our man­
agement and those forest plans will, in fact, be subject to revision 
over the next few years. 

Mr. VENTO. How many states are involved? There are three 
states, aren't there? 

Mr. REIMERS. Right. 
Mr. VENTO. So it is a demonstration that there is an initiative 

being prodded by this coalition and groups supporting the measure 
before us but also now internally by the Forest Service. 

Mr. Reimers, the issue of cross boundary or trans-boundary man­
agement and implementation by multi-state, what generally have 
been the responses historically of the Forest Service, and is that 
changing? 

Mr. REIMERS. I think it's changing. There is an historical per­
spective. Obviously, the overall roadless inventory of 1979 looked 
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at an entire inventory of roadless lands across all states and all na­
tional forest boundaries. That inventory still exists and we con­
tinue to look at that as part of the forest plans. 

We have clearly coordinated our recommendations in forest plans 
in working with the delegations across state boundaries. Say, for 
instance, if you were looking at a forest like the Lolo Forest in 
Montana, it's clear they're in communication with the forests across 
the state line into Idaho as you look at joint boundaries. 

If you're looking strictly at a roadless resource on a broader scale 
as we're doing now, and there's greater emphasis, is what you've 
seen occur in the President's plan for the Northwest and in the ac­
tivities dealing with the Pacific salmon and approaches to the wa­
tersheds. 

We're continuing to look at specific species and drawing together 
the best science and what I consider assessment in terms of the 
NEPA process. It would be best described as scoping, where you 
look at issues that cross all boundaries. And if there's a species, 
you would begin to identify any concerns. 

If that broad assessment indicates that you need better guide­
lines, then we've developed guidelines in a broad context as we 
have done for the spotted owl or as we're now doing with regard 
to what this PACFISH we talk about, and then those guidelines 
are, in fact, incorporated in forest plans. 

So that's the mechanism in terms of species. 
If you looked at this area, you'd have to make a determination 

of which of a whole group of important ecosystems that you want 
to look at. If you look at vegetation, there'd be several major 
ecotypes. 

On the other hand, if you look at species, wildlife species, you'll 
be looking at a different framework. So you have to bring each of 
those frameworks to bear. 

Obviously, if you're dealing with the fishery resources, you're 
looking at hydrologic boundaries and quality of water in riparian 
areas. 

Mr. VENTO. Would you say the forests, which of course often 
cross state boundaries, and there's no denying the notion that the 
forest boundaries, the ecosystems, the watersheds, how would they 
initially establish those boundaries? Pretty much in watershed 
areas? 

What would you say? 
Mr. REIMERS. If I characterized the existing national forests? 
Mr. VENTO. Boundaries. If you'd characterize it today, how would 

you say they were established? On a hydrological basis? 
Mr. REIMERS. I don't know if I can really generalize. I can visual­

ize many forests that have quite a bit of integrity in terms of a hy­
drologic boundary. Others that have an integrity based on the geo­
graphic boundary. But of course, in certain cases, those two line up. 

Again, thinking of the Montana-Idaho line, we have forests on 
the Montana side, but that's also the hydrologic divide. 

Mr. VENTO. I would just point out, I think it's inevitable that 
however you begin to put down a construct in terms of where you 
want to build your lines or boundaries, you're inevitably going to 
have to make some delineation or some disjunctive boundary for air 
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or other activities in terms of many species. They range pretty 
widely. 

So I thought very telling was the discussion in your testimony 
about the corridors in terms of their size and depending on what 
you're able to do. 

So these are problematic questions, but I think that it's clear to 
me that it isn't just the Forest Service doing this on its own but 
it's because of suits, because of problems, because of the Endan­
gered Species Act and many other factors that are entering into, 
in fact, pushing the envelope, so the laws are basically in place. It's 
a question of implementing them rather than superimposing yet 
another type of guidance here by Congress. 

I mean, that's at least one point that I would make in review of 
this. 

Mr. Thomas? 
Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Are you familiar, Mr. Reimers, with the biological connecting cor­

ridors? Are there private lands involved in those proposals? 
Mr. REIMERS. No, I don't have maps with regard to this piece of 

legislation. I don't have the maps that would delineate that. I un­
derstand that many of them involve certainly national forest sys­
tem lands and involve other roadless areas, but I couldn't charac­
terize all of them if their intent was only federal lands, and if it 
was only roadless lands. 

Mr. VENTO. If the gentleman would yield to me briefly? 
Mr. THoMAS. Certainly. 
Mr. VENTO. On page 31, I think they discuss roadless lands des­

ignated as wilderness. I think these are the corridors, both of these 
categories. There's two categories, so you have in one case, if I un­
derstand this correctly, you have areas that are basically roadless, 
and then you have others where you have highways running 
through them, so they are private lands in a sense that they may 
be state or other federal highway lands that sort of have to run the 
gauntlet, I guess. 

Mr. THoMAS. I think those provisions which discomfort me a lit­
tle is that the agencies take immediate steps to assure road den­
sities reach, as nearly as possible, zero. Does that contemplate re­
moving roads that are there? Do you know? 

Mr. REIMERS. When I read it, and I had some difficulty knowing 
for sure, but I would envision that there were areas that if it would 
be enacted, we would in fact have to obliterate roads, and there are 
some exceptions for certain roads, so I presume there are some 
roads that would remain. . 

But, again, we didn't have available to us maps of each of these 
corridors. Normally, if we were to move ahead, we would have a 
map of each corridor. 

Mr. THOMAS. You indicated in your statement that you didn't 
have any scientific evidence that these corridors that wilderness 
would move through these corridors or indeed that that was a suc­
cessful way of putting together different areas of wildlife. 

Mr. REIMERS. I think more accurately, if we were asked to des­
ignate corridors for a specific purpose, we would develop those out 
of the research, assessment and background and then we would 
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recommend a kind of corridor for a purpose, as opposed to broad 
corridors that were trying to accomplish all purposes. 

In doing that, we had to look at the other things that were fore­
gone. In some cases, we've been able to use corridors by restricting 
use during the key seasons and not all the time. 

So our preference would be, as we're doing now, to come back 
with specific recommendations to accommodate specific species, as 
opposed to thinking that we could just designate a corridor system, 
you see. 

Mr. THoMAS. Mr. Stewart, just a little off the subject, but per­
haps you're familiar with it. 

When would you imagine that the grizzly teamwork would con­
clude and that those would have reached the goal and perhaps be 
delisted in the Yellowstone area? 

Mr. STEWART. I would have to get that information for you. 
[The additional text was supplied by Mr. Stewart following the 

hearing.] 
In order to most effectively manage, monitor trends and research the grizzly bear 

population in the northern Rocky Mountains, the Interagency Grizzly Bear Commit­
tee (IGBC) was established in 1983 by agreement between the Secretaries of Agri­
culture and Interior, and the Governors of Idaho, Montana, Wyoming and Washing­
ton. Membership has grown somewhat since that time and now includes executive­
level membership from the National Park Service, Forest Service, Fish and Wildlife 
Service, BLM, the four above named States, plus several tribes and the Canadian 
Provinces of Alberta and British Columbia. The committee sets policy for grizzly 
bear recovery in the northern Rockies and Cascades and provides oversight for ongo­
ing agency programs through semiannual executive meetings, and through the rou­
tine meetings of several topical subcommittees (e.g. Research, Information and Edu­
cation) and ad hoc task groups (e.g. Outfitter policy, Landfill problems). 

For the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem (GYE), an entity was created in 1973 to 
perform the primary research functions and is called the Interagency Grizzly Bear 
Study Team. Historically, the IGBST was administratively attached to the National 
Park Service although funding was provided by the NPS, FWS, FS and the States. 
Recently funding and administrative support was transferred to the new National 
Biological Survey. The IGBST receive their program direction from the IGBC 
through specific instructions, and through documents such as the current revision 
of the Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan. This document specifies long term goals and ob­
jectives for the GYE and provides overall direction for research and monitoring ef­
forts. The IGBST produces an annual report, publishes findings in appropriate sci­
entific journals, and provides recommendations for the consideration by the IGBC. 

Grizzly bear management under the purview of the IGBC is viewed as a long 
term effort focused. on survival and recovery of the species as defined in the Endan­
gered Species Act. Management and research currently focuses on understanding 
the population dynamics and trends of the species, minimizing human-caused mor­
tality and bear-human conflicts, and maintenance of sufficient habitat. To ensure 
these objectives are achieved, it is crucial that monitoring and research continue in 
the foreseeable future. 

Mr. THOMAS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. VENTO. I just wanted to point out, this issue on corridors, be­

cause some of the corridors are in fact private lands. If you look 
at page 32, and they make an exception for them, but it is a little 
confusing. Maybe we'll hear more from the advocates about that. 

Mr. THoMAS. The question was raised and I think it's a valid 
one, and that is that there are existing rights there and you have 
a taking problem certainly. This whole thing, as far as I know, no 
one has spoken of the potential cost here. 

Mr. VENTO. The proposed cooperative agreements with private 
state/corporate landholders and sovereign Indian Tribes and the 
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corridors within their membership would be managed in a similar 
fashion as prescribed by the federal lands. 

Mr. THoMAS. · They also say that they prohibit oil and gas explo­
ration and other kinds and do not provide for existing rights. 

Mr. VENTO. Those are I think all on the federal lands and they 
propose the same through cooperative agreement, but obviously 
those won't be willing agreements I wouldn't think. 

Mr. THoMAS. They ,would be expensive agreements. 
Mr. VENTO. Mr. VVilliams? 
Mr. VVILLIAMS. Thank you. 
Mr. Reimers, do you see this ad? 
Mr. REIMERS. No, I haven't, but I see it now. 
Mr. VVILLIAMS. I want you to take a look at it. It ran on April 

7th. That's seven days late for that ad. April Fool's day would have 
been a little more appropriate. 

I just want you to just get a sense of it. I need it back because 
I want to ask a couple of questions about it. 

Mr. VENTO. VVhy don't you send it back now? 
Mr. VVILLIAMS. As you know, Mr. Reimers, the Forest Service has 

endorsed my legislation as I introduced it. It's changed a little. The 
Forest Service hasn't had an opportunity to testify on the changes, 
but I think they're supportive and you certainly were of the bill as 
introduced. And I'm very appreciative, because this is the first Ad­
ministration that has been able to support officially a Montana 
VVilderness bill in this round. 

Congresswoman Maloney refused to associate herself with this 
ad, and is sitting at that table in front of that microphone, she 
wouldn't defend it. 

You're supporting my bill. 
Here's what it says about you and the Forest Service. 
That you are prepared to open a chainsaw blitz on the national 

forests. It says in effect that the Forest Service, by supporting my 
bill, is prepared to destroy the biological heart of the Northern 
Rockies, endanger and damage Yellowstone and Glacier National 
Parks, foul the streams with sediment and drive wildlife to extinc­
tion. 

Do you support that, Mr. Reimers? 
Or do you know if the Forest Service supports doing that to the 

land over which you are sworn to provide stewardship? 
Mr. REIMERS. Certainly not. 
VVe have in place the processes in the National Forest Manage­

ment Act and in our compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act, to look at the consequences of any actions we take on 
those lands that are not designated in your bill. 

You're correct. VVe basically support the Montana Wilderness Bill 
as reported by this subcommittee. VVe feel it's a reasonable com­
promise reached over a long period of time. There are lands that 
are roadless, that are not designated in that bill as everybody ex­
pected, and everybody on this Committee knows that those other 
lands are subject to careful management before we proceed and 
that the release of lands does not mean that they'll necessarily be 
used for timber harvests. It merely releases them from the consid­
eration of wilderness for a period of time. 
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We still have to look at all the uses across all the lands. We have 
to document and work with the public in a full and open way what 
will or won't occur. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, you supported my bill and your 
subcommittee voted my bill out. 1 don't want to be so assumptive 
as to ask the Chairman questions here, but it would seem to me 
that it may defend his actions. 

Mr. VENTO. If the gentleman would yield, I'm · concerned about 
the statements made such as those .on. the work that we did on a 
measure that 1 understand. They come with a different intention, 
1 think, than what the gentleman ·and 1 were perceiving in terms 
of the work we did. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Finally, Mr. Reimers, 1 had said to the sponsor of 
the legislation that it takes in thousands of patented mining 
claims, legal mining claims, which it does, and the legislation's 
sponsor replied that those claims would be protected. 1 don't know 
if the supporters of NREPA believe this, but the sponsor of the leg­
islation then following that logic apparently means by protecting 
those claims and not taking them into wilderness that mining 
could continue inside of thousands and thousands and thousands 
of acres of wilderness because you either take the claims, or you 
allow mining to go ahead. You have one choice or the other under 
federal law. 

Does the Forest Service, and 1 suspect the ·answer to this is no, 
but does the Forest Service have any data on what it would cost 
the taxpayers to pay for those mining properties, those thousands 
of mining propert1es that would be taken in under the NREPA bill. 

Mr. REIMERS. No, we don't. I guess in all our work with this 
Committee, I'm not aware of any, designation that didn't make it 
subject to existing rights. Maybe we had not read the bill carefully 
enough, but we did not envision legislation that would not make 
it subject to valid existing rights. 

That doesn't mean at some future time this Committee might not 
encourage us to acquire private land or private rights. But those 
processes have been expensive. We have acquired properties within 
the boundaries of wilderness, and after we acquire them, they take 
on wilderness status. But until such times as they are federally­
held, 1 think all of the bills have come out subject to valid existing 
rights. So we haven't gotten into that specific controversy, not that 
we might not like to acquire some. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. One other point 1 want to make, Mr. Reimers, and 
1 want to make this as gently as 1 can. I've worked closely with and 
1 think had a good relationship with the Forest Service both here, 
but most particularly out in Region One. You have a great bunch 
of folks out there. 

And for the most part, I could cite exceptions, but for the most 
part, they really are attempting to be very good stewards of the 
land. 

By the way, the exceptions I would cite are almost all retired 
now. [Laughter.] 

Mr. REIMERS. I did not take buyout so I'm still here. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. One of the major proponents of the NREPA legis­

lation testified before this Committee, subcommittee a couple of 
years ago to the effect that the major reason that they want to 
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place so much of this land in wilderness is because, quote, we don't 
trust the Forest Service. 

It is, Mr. Reimers, a lack of trust on the part not just of the peo­
ple supporting N.REPA but of many Americans, the lack of trust in 
the Forest Service and the concern with out and out timber com­
pany greed which has brought America to this situation. 

We have to find a way, and I know this Administration and I 
know both of you specifically are looking for the way to reestablish 
public trust in the Forest Service. It is not at an all time high, as 
you know. 

So I really do believe that the people supporting the NREPA bill 
believe that you've got to get as much land as you can away from 
management by the Forest Service in order to protect it, protect it 
from the timber industry. 

And that's what occasions, according to them, that's what occa­
sions their legislation. 

Do you want to speak for a minute? 
I don't know if you agree with me, but I think you do, about the 

difficulty with public trust right now and how we might regain 
that. 

Mr. REIMERS. I understand what you're saying and it is a dif­
ficult question. Clearly, people have turned to Congress for des­
ignation to give it a sense of permanency. We manage the National 
Wilderness System within the National Forest System lands, so 
there is credence in some of the areas. 

The difficult part is where there is this severe competition for re­
source uses and there's a real difference of opinion, not only at the 
local level but at the national level, and a concern that the Forest 
Service has not been sensitive enough to the environmental needs. 

So that is an area that we have to work with an ecosystem ap­
proach and a broad public approach and work with Congress to 
strengthen our credibility. I don't disagree. There isn't an easy an­
swer. The answer is in the incremental decisions we make day by 
day. 

Do they stand the test, as Jack would say: We're straightforward, 
we're honest and we obey the law. . 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I want to be on record as joining the concern of 
those who believe the Forest Service has not been sensitive enough 
to the protection of the land and water. I agree with those who say 
the Forest Service has not been sensitive enough, but there's noth­
ing in the original Wilderness Bill that says you put land aside as 
wilderness as a political solution to a Forest Service problem. 

That's nowhere in the criteria on how we designate wilderness in 
this country, but that is what drives, according to the NREPA peo­
ple, the person who testified here, that's what drives them. 

Thank you for the time. 
Mr. VENTO. I was going to say that I agree with the gentleman's 

comment. Not only that, as a Committee and the gentleman as a 
supporter, along with Congressman LaRocco, supported bills that 
deal with wilderness management and wilderness training pro­
grams to in fact enhance the Forest Service's ability to in fact man­
age wilderness. 

There's even no assurance in terms of budgetary assurance that 
once something is placed in wilderness that the Forest Service, as 
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such, will in fact effectively manage it. So it even goes beyond that, 
in other words. 

If the basic problem is with the agency, or any agency, then the 
solution by reclassifying land doesn't work. In fact, we've had some 
instances of deterioration of wilderness I would say beyond the 
ability of land managers, but in some instances within the ability. 

So the gentleman's point I think can be carried out and dem­
onstrated, and we have taken a lead in terms of challenging the 
Forest Service to actually make sure the dollars get appropriated 
to the field in terms of being expended with or supposed to on wil­
derness. 

I understand and accept the good intentions of those that are ad­
vocating this, but I have to look at what the results are in terms 
of what happens. 

Mr. Farr, without objection, is recognized. 
Mr. FARR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, members. 
I just want to ask Mr. Stewart a question. It relates to last 

Wednesday and Thursday. I spent time with Secretary· of Interior 
Babbitt out in California. He'd just come out of Yosemite National 
Park and came to my district on the Coast of California. And he 
reflP.Cted on his experiences in Yosemite. He said, you know, we can 
no longer just build fences around our environment and think that 
the environment is there and we are living in urban centers and 
those are more places we recreate. 

Those days are over. Because while he was in Yosemite, he no­
ticed that the trees were being affected by the air pollution out of 
the San Francisco Bay area in Santa Clara Valley that was swept 
east into the Sierras. 

And he spoke of the Everglades being destroyed by water prob­
lems, not with the way the National Park Service ran the Ever­
glades, but by systems a hundred miles away. 

What I'm kind of surprised about with your testimony on this 
legislation is that it seems to me, for both you and Mr. Riemers, 
that what you have here is land that is all in public ownership, 
practically all of it. And agencies that have line-item responsibil­
ities that are about seven different agencies as I look at it, or more, 
when you get to BLM and the national parks and the national 
monuments, the national recreation areas, the national forests, the 
Bureau of Reclamation, Fish and Wildlife and probably others I 
haven't even thought of, it seems to me what the Congresswoman 
has done is introduced an idea for how all of these agencies ought 
to be working cooperatively together to save ecosystems that are 
important to the economy of the coast that I represent. 

Because the salmon fishing industry, commercial salmon fishing 
industry and sports fishing industry is dependent upon the quality 
of those river basins .that are in Idaho and Colorado because those 
waters fall into the western oceans. 

I'm kind of surprised that both of your departments aren't in 
here trying to help structure a management system through all of 
your sub-agencies that will indeed protect these ecosystems and 
maintain, as I indicated in my opening remarks, a sustainable 
economy, not only for those states but for the states that depend 
on the resources that affect our states. 
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So I would hope that perhaps the Department of the Interior and 
the Department of Agriculture would be in here trying to rec­
ommend how the maps should be drawn, how the management 
schemes should be envisioned. Ai3 the Chair said, we already have 
a lot of laws in place that allow you to do it. But I'm surprised that 
you aren't coming forward as more of an advocate of how do we get 
there, rather than an opponent. 

Mr. STEWART. You are correct in your observations. And what 
Secretary Babbitt has said and how he feels about ecosystem man­
agement, all of the bureaus in Interior and I'm sure the Forest 
Service also, as Mr. Reimers has already said, is responding to that 
call for a broader look. 

I know we are particularly involved with the Colorado Plateau as 
an ecosystem, for instance, and there is one other one. 

We are uncie. taking a general management plan for Glacier Na­
tional Park right now. And our approach and planning will of 
course be in consultation with our neighbors and other land man­
agement agencies and the Native American Tribes that are up 
there. 

It takes a lot of initiative and a lot of authority-! don't know 
if authority is the right word, but just to go in and assume that 
you're going to undertake planning for a broad area is a great as­
sumption. It has to be done very carefully. 

Mr. F ARR. But it is all federal land, is it not? 
Mr. STEWART. In the cases where it's all federal land, there's no 

question. 
We are cooperating very closely at Grand Canyon where we have 

lots of problems. The Forest Service, in that case, and BLM will 
work with us in preparing our plans. 

Mr. REIMERS. I'm very optimistic about the ability of the two de­
partments to work together. There may be a national park that's 
adjacent to a national forest, but our ability to work together, and 
the national forest system lands have a broad charter that don't 
create barriers at all for us to work together. 

We still have to arrive, though, at the management strategy 
that's to be recommended. I can think of few cases where you'd 
have to change the boundaries in any way to accomplish the objec­
tives. The key is to identify those objectives and work together, and 
certainly the climate between the Secretary of Agriculture and the 
Secretary of Interior is one where they told us to cooperate and 
work together. These signals are ve!r, very clear. 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, if I may. 
Doesn't that management plan, when you finish it, look some­

thing like this legislation? 
Mr. REIMERS. Well, I would say not necessarily in that the tone 

of this legislation would appear to be more towards what I would 
describe as preserving and limiting uses. We would look at the nor­
mal management plan in a little broader characterization of uses 
and where this bill purposely avoids some parts of the national for­
est that are already developed and in use for other purposes, we 
would try to draw a composite that dealt not only with lands that 
might be protected and their uses limited. 

We would also want to include in that composite those lands that 
are highly developed and we have that opportunity. Many of the 
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uses, recreation is the best example and, as an example, snow­
mobile use is one that could cross all kinds of lands. It's very com­
patible with lands that are highly developed. It's compatible, in 
some cases, with lands that are roadless. We haven't seen it as 
compatible with wilderness. 

So you just have to work out these networks of what is the im­
portant use or combination of uses that you're going to make. I 
guess I view this legislation as a little bit more on the limitation 
of uses as opposed to a broad mosaic. 

Mr. FARR. Well politics is the art of compromise, and perhaps 
with this legislation, you can begin some of those compromises with 
the author. 

Mr. VENTO. I couldn't help but be struck by your comments about 
snowmobile use and whether or not it's compatible, because I'm 
sending you a little letter based on some work done by Dr. Davis 
in the School of Ecology at the University of Minnesota, whom I 
had the chance to visit with last week concerning snowmobile use 
in Wisconsin in the Sylvania National Forest, which I'm very con­
cerned about. It's near the Sylvania wilderness, but it's in the for­
est, not in the wilderness. You obviously can't snowmobile in the 
wilderness. 

Without objection, Congresswoman Maloney. 
Mrs. MALONEY. Thank you, Mr. Chainnan. 
I would like to be associated with the comments of my colleague 

from California, likewise underscore that I would have hoped you 
would be supporting, instead of coming in and saying you were op­
posed to the legislation, had not seen the maps, had not studied it, 
had not looked at it. That you would come in with testimony that 
looked at the ecosystems, the regions, the areas that we're trying 
to protect plant and animal life, and had a report on that. 

We worked very hard to preserve the ancient rites of Indian 
Tribes, the timber and mining rights that are already grand­
fathered, and we're looking at trying to preserve ecosystems. 

Is it appropriate that I could respectfully request that you will 
go and come back, after having studied the map and the regions, 
with your comments on trying to preserve the ecosystem as op­
posed to I'm opposed to it. It's limiting, it's wrong, and by the way, 
I didn't even have the time to look at the maps and I didn't really 
study it. 

I was hoping-this bill has been around a number of years-that 
you would have made more of a detailed analysis of the ecosystems 
and had more constructive environmental comments. 

Mr . . REIMERS. I apologize if that was your expectation. We don't 
have access to detailed maps of each of these corridors. We typi­
cally work with the Committee, and certainly we would honor your 
request or the Committee's request to develop the maps. It would 
be a very big undertaking. 

In other words, to develop the kind of detailed maps that this 
Committee expects and ask us to identify existing uses and the net­
work would not be a small undertaking. 

We work with the Committee. Say, if you looked at the composite 
of maps for the Montana bill, they are large-scale maps. They iden­
tify the resources. 
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So it would be a very big undertaking. It could be done. It would 
be very comprehensive, and we would need to be fairly clear on the 
expectations, because if we were to look at a broad assessment of 
wildlife across all these boundaries would be a major undertaking. 

As an example, we'd had discussions with Mr. Williams on the 
kinds of inventory information he'd like to see in Montana alone, 
and we haven't yet resolved all those questions. 

It could be done. We would prefer, if it's done, to work in con­
junction with the Committee so that we know the expectations, but 
we could work with you individually. 

Mrs. MALoNEY. With existing resources. You said you had a mas­
ter plan that you've been working on. You could just look at your 
master plan and how this fits into it. 

We are having another hearing, as I understand, Mr. Chairman, 
in May. I would prefer or certainly request a more detailed analysis 
of the ecosystems as opposed to just saying I'm opposed. And I 
would hope we can make available the maps, and I would hope to 
have more of a detailed testimony when you come back. 

Oh, it's a joint hearing of the Agriculture and Merchant Marine 
Committees in May. 

Mr. REIMERS. If your staff has available those maps, or makes 
them available, the broad maps, to the Committee. 

Mrs. MALONEY. We1l have them for you by the end of the week. 
Mr. REIMERS. Mr. Chairman, I would hope we could work with 

you. 
Mrs. MALONEY. Actually, you can have them right now. . 
Mr. REIMERS. Work with you as to how we can best proceed on 

the kinds of information that you feel would be most useful work­
ing together. We have management plans for each national forest. 
The job of overlay maps-and Mr. Williams could help me out 
here-if he would think of the whole area and try to think through 
how we would best do this in order to have a reasonable discussion. 

Mr. VENTO. I appreciate the uncomfortableness that the Deputy 
Chief has been put into with regard to the maps which apparently 
had not been forwarded, until this point, to the Forest Service. 

Normally the detailed work analysis is one of the reasons, I 
guess, that when there are studies done that they're using the 
basic template. Irrespective of whether they agree with what we 
propose to be designated or not, that's the template of information, 
and whether or not these are compatible that has been produced 
for the purposes of this bill, the information produced privately 
should be converted into a public map reference and so forth is, I 
think, an open question. 

Insofar as trying to respond as a reference point, it would be 
most appropriate I suppose in comparison to those maps. But I 
think generally we'd be guided by the work that has been done on 
the forest management plans and that which has been studied. 

This is, the issue here is that you've got areas that are des­
ignated as wilderness that have never received any focus. You've 
got completely new classifications; for instance, corridors in which 
there is no classification in any land management agency in this 
nation. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Would the Chairman yield? 
Mr. VENTO. I'll be happy to yield. 
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Just to fmish up. 
So how do you reference what you've done with something where 

there is no classification? 
Mr. WILLIAMS. It is important that the public have a full under­

standing of this. I sometimes find my constituents in Montana or 
other citizens in the country who say, well, is NREPA getting a 
good hearing? Are you really considering it? Are you taking a look 
at it, or are you just rejecting it out of hand? 

I say to those citizens today, it's been very difficult to take it ter­
ribly seriously and work with it when, until this point, there hasn't 
been a map available. ~· 

How serious an issue is this? 
We've called Mrs. Maloney's office. She's tried to get maps. The 

subcommittee has called and tried to get maps. The full Committee 
has called, tried to get maps. Now suddenly, today, and I'm glad 
of it, maps are available. But if maps had been available before, 
they've been withheld from the people who have to make these de­
cisions. And the public simply needs to know that, particularly the 
public that contributes money to this effort. 

Mr. VENTO. The issue of maps is important I think in terms of 
saying how best, now that we do have maps, the Forest Service can 
respond. They need some guidance in terms of this. 

I would just say, seven million acres in this are either A or B 
connecting corridors, which is a designation that does not nec­
essarily reflect with the Forest Service's frame of reference. It's just 
not possible. 

In a sense, you can sort of go through seven million acres of land 
and say, do you have these corridors, do we have that type of infor­
mation base? How does that fit with the private lands that might 
be interspersed? There may be another million acres of private 
lands that are interspersed in Category B of these corridors from 
what I can read here. 

Nobody's given me any information on that. 
Maybe the witnesses who have come today can tell us how much 

land is in that Category B, that is, private or state land. We ex­
empt a whole bunch of highways in there. 

I know the au~hor can't give .me that, but t~at's ~ort of the prob­
lems they have m terms of trying to respond mtell1gently, because 
if they say something, they have to stand behind it and we expect 
them to, so we have all kinds of disagreements on the Committee. 

We do rely upon the Forest Service and I've yet to find fault with 
the information that's been provided on the basis of map references 
with the Forest Service. And that's why they're being very careful, 
frankly, Carolyn, in terms of the comments that he's making in re­
sponse to your question and looking to me for guidance on this. , 

I'm trying to be careful with regard to what I'm saying. The map 
issue, frankly, is always an issue before the Committee. But nor­
mally we start working on this. This is something that's done on 
a professional basis. It isn't done on the basis of a republican or 
democrat map or one that's basically come from private sources. 
They really do a good job for us on maps, and we need that type 
of service here because referenCing the legislation is a very serious 
matter in terms of having appropriate response to the type of ques­
tion that you're raising here. It has a lot of implications. 
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In any case, I hope that's the context that it has to be recognized 
in. They really want to do a credible job in tenns of responding, 
but because of the broad sweep of this, it makes it difficult. 

Well, I have many questions that could be asked about this mat­
ter. I think that most of the basic questions have been touched on. 
I would just point out that the Wild Land Recovery Corps is one 
project or one paragraph in this legislation. You're giving it a sub­
stantial responsibility. 

You claim to have the scientific committee and the legislation, 
and yet it's one paragraph. And I've written some provisions like 
this when I was working on legislation for the Pacific Northwest. 
And I'll tell you, it goes into a lot more detail. This legislation is 
not as well put together, considering the fact that it's been before 
us for some time. 

And I want to state that because I don't think that that is evi­
dent, at least in what has been stated so far. Just from the stand­
point of a legislative tactician, I would tell you that and I think it's 
important I think that there isn't enough guidance in there for the 
substantial responsibilities that are charged to these particular 
constructs that are in the legislation. 

Have we in fact, Mr. Stewart, already studied the areas around 
Hell's Canyon and Flathead? 

Mr. STEWART. I didn't understand the question. 
Mr. VENTO. Has the National Park Service conducted any analy­

sis or study of the areas? 
Mr. STEWART. Not in recent years, I don't think so. 
Mr. VENTO. In recent years, you have not. For instance, even on 

the issue that was answered with regard to whether or not hunting 
or fishing or what would take place in these areas, it suggests the 
Forest Service would manage to Park Service standards. 

Is there any instance, Mr. Riemers, where you manage to Park 
Service standards specifically as a reference in law? 

Mr. REIMERS. Not that I'm aware of. 
Mr. VENTO. I'm not aware of any either. 
Mr. REIMERS. Cooperatively. We might have the same standards 

in some areas. 
Mr. VENTO. For instance, one suggestion was that you could per­

mit hunting in this area if you're managing to Park Service stand­
ards. 

Mr. Stewart, do Park Service standards provide for hunting in a 
park? 

Mr. STEWART. If Congress designates an area as a National Park, 
then there will not be hunting. 

Mr. VENTO. The problem with this legislation is, it says that it's 
designated for study but it's to be managed to Park Service stand­
ards, and I'm paraphrasing, if the Park Service standards are what 
with regard to hunting? The Park Service standards are what with 
regard to hunting? 

Mr. STEWART. It also says that there will be, it's a national park 
and preserve and I presume, out of that, that in the study process 
and in the legislative process, it would be decided what lands, if 
it got to that, which are being preserved, hunting or mining. 

Mr. VENTO. I know the difference between preserve and park. I 
understand that. But it leaves this decision to the Forest Service 
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to make as to what the in term policy would be, and it's not an­
swered in the legislation. It is not well-written. 

If it's the intention that it be available, then it should be specific. 
This isn't exactly a small point with most members of the Commit­
tee in terms of this issue. 

Now of course I understand, you know, there's a lot of con­
troversy, especially over these particular provisions, but this just 
indicates to ·me a lack of clarity in the basic bill that's before us. 

Well, I think it does point up a lot of need for work, but there 
are a lot of innovative ideas in the legislation too, as I said ·earlier. 

Mr. Williams, did you have ·any more· questions of these wit­
nesses? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No. 
Mr. VENTO. If not, I assume that you've concluded your testi­

mony or questions of these witnesses. 
Thank you very much, gentlemen, for your efforts to respond to 

this measure today. 
The fmal panel today is of course the advocates of the bill. They 

include Chief Floyd Heavy Runner of the Blackfeet Crazy Dog Soci­
ety of Heart Butte, Montana. 

Ms. Carole King, Alliance for the Wild Rockies, from Stanley, 
Idaho. 

Ms. Debbie Sease, the Sierra Club from Washington, D.C. 
Ms. Louise Bruce, President of the Montana Wilderness Associa­

tion of Dillon, Montana. 
And Dr. Derek Craighead, President of Craighead Wildlands and 

Wildlife Institute, Missoula, Montana, a distinguished scientific ef­
fort led by his parent and uncle, I assume. 

So it's very good to see you here. Thank you for your patience. 
I know that you have all wanted further hearings in consideration 
of the measure that is before us. 

What I'd like you to do today is, your statements will be made 
part of the record. You might want to summarize them, and then 
to respond after we've concluded testimony from all the panel, we'll 
ask you then to respond to some questions. 

We'll begin then with Chief Floyd Heavy Runner. 
Chief, if you would, please proceed. 

STATEMENT OF CHIEF FLOYD HEAVY RUNNER, BLACKFEET 
CRAZY DOG SOCIETY, HEART BUTI'E, MT 

Chief HEAVY RUNNER. I want to thank Chairman Vento and the 
Committee members for inviting me to speak today. It is my honor 
and duty to endorse the Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection 
Act. 

This proposed statute finds common cause with the general phi­
losophies of the Native Tribes and particularly the Blackfeet of the 
Badger-Two Medicine Rivers, with regard to establishing a wilder­
ness study. 

I appreciate NRE~A's sponsors. for adoptin~ lan~age respecting 
the Blackfeet speaking community and their ancient process of 
laws by which they may elect their own spokesman. . 

This is consistent with the United Nations' Universal Declaration 
of Human Rights protecting the political, civil, and cultural rights 
of ethnic minorities in this and other countries. 
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NREPA and its Badger-Two Medicine clause is also consistent 
with the reserved powers of the Blackfeet constitution and United 
States case law cited as Santa Clara Pueblo versus Martinez, rec­
ognizing the rights of the historical tribes to exercise their cus­
tomary law. 

There is no other bill before the House that respects my culture 
and my human right to exercise traditional laws in the choice of 
the person who will speak for me and my culture on the proposed 
study committee. 

Because the supporters of NREPA were considerate enough to fi­
nally listen to my concerns as a cultural leader, and protect the 
human rights record of the United States, it is my desire that you 
pass into law the Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act. 

Mr. VENTO. Thank you very much. Your testimony is brief but 
to the point. Around Washington sometimes the importance of the 
testimony is sometimes recorded by the length but I've found that 
only to occur in Washington and no place else. 

Chief HEAVY RUNNER. When I went to Geneva to speak to the 
Indigenous Peoples Working Group, I had to gain a little bit of re­
spect for limiting time to allow other peoples that had other serious 
business to conduct. 

Mr. VENTO. I appreciate that. 
We're going to go through the other testimony and all of it looks 

as though it's to the point and appropriate. We're pleased to wel­
come Carole King who is a long time advocate and champion of the 
legislation and has worked very hard on it. 

Welcome, Carole. 

STATEMENT OF MS. CAROLE KING, ALLIANCE FOR THE WILD 
ROCKIES, STANLEY, ID 

Ms. KING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
My name, as you said, is Carole King. I'm an entertainer. I've 

been a resident of Idaho since 1977. I'm a member of the Board of 
the Alliance for the Wild Rockies, a non-profit organization dedi­
cated to preservation of ecosystems in the Northern Rockies. 

I got involved in wilderness protection in the early eighties and 
I've worked with environmentalists, industry, news media, mem­
bers of Congress, including your predecessors, in the effort to pro­
tect the wilderness; Mr. Udall, Mr. Seiberling, and Senator Church. 
I've worked with the Staff, I've worked with people in general. And 
after over ten years, I've become fairly knowledgeable. 

This is a historic day. With 57 cosponsors, the Northern Rockies 
Ecosystem Protection Act, NREPA, is finally being taken seriously. 
And I'd like to join Congresswoman Maloney and everyone else 
that's come here today to thank you very much for affording us this 
hearing. 

At this point, I would like to introduce, into the record, two 
photos that were taken in Montana within the last couple of years. 
The people who took them-it's credited on the back who took 
them-one of them shows the wilderness as it is, and one of them 
shows the effects of development. I think it's a good visual to see 
the contrast. 

Mr. VENTO. Without objection, they will be included in the Com­
mittee files or record. 
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[Statement of Ms. King may be found at the end of the hearing.] 
Ms. KING. NREPA was drafted by scientists and biologists from 

the region after years of lab and field work. The first ecosystem bill 
ever, it represents an entirely new approach to public lands legisla­
tion, an approach based on natural boundaries instead of the old 
state by state approach of wilderness as scattered islands in a sea 
of development. 

Rivers don't recognize . political boundaries and wolves don't 
screech to a halt at a state line. NREPA recognizes this and pro­
tects wilderness as required for the survival of all the native plant 
and animal species, any one of which could be vital to the survival 
of human beings, as the yew tree has been found in the treatment 
of ovarian cancer. 

The areas designated as wilderness by NREPA are among the 
most pristine in America, and every area so designated meets the 
legal requirements for wilderness as prescribed by the Wilderness 
Act of 1964. 

Biologically sound, NREPA is also economically sound. A study 
done by Dr. Thomas Power, Chair of the Economics Department at 
the University of Montana, shows why NREPA is good for the eco­
nomic health of the region. 

I would like to introduce at this time, I have only the Executive 
Summary but there's full report and I'd like to reserve the right to 
introduce it into the record. 

Mr. VENTO. Yes, without objection. 
Ms. KING. This is the Executive Summary. The full report will 

be available at another time. 
Dr. Power could not be here today, but his associate, Michael 

Garrity, is here to answer questions about the economic impact of 
NREP A, and I do hope that such questions will be asked. 

The Power Report shows how NREPA safeguards a multi-billion 
dollar tourist industry, preserving high quality jobs such as outfit­
ters, guides, merchants, sellers of hunting, mountaineering, hiking 
and photography gear, saddlemakers, motel owners, craftspeople 
and mom and pop grocery stores, jobs held by many of my neigh­
bors in Idaho. 

NREPA will also create jobs in wildland recovery. The Power Re­
port shows wilderness to be the best economic base for the region, 
ensuring a high quality of life and attracting new businesses gener­
ating even more economic opportunity for local citizens. In addi­
tion, NREPA will save taxpayers over $185 million every year now 
allocated for logging roads. 

Extractive industries have declined, not because of wilderness, 
but because of other factors, including automation, export of raw 
materials, overuse and mismanagement. Of the forests that once 
covered North America, only five percent remain intact. Of these, 
NREPA protects the largest viable ecosystem in the lower 48. 

We know so much more about ecosystems now than we did ten 
years ago. NREPA's support is broad and diverse, ranging from 
fishing and hunting coalitions to the Hu~ane Society. 

The National Taxpayers Union supports the part of NREPA that 
stops the wasteful subsidies, while NREPA has the support of the 
Sierra Club and other environmental groups, and also former 
President Jimmy Carter. As for people in the region, I have here 
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for the record the results of the Forest Service's own survey of peo­
ple in the region, showing that more than two-thirds of the people 
in the region surveyed want more wilderness and oppose any log­
ging in roadless areas. 

Ms. KING. The timber industry has run America's public lands 
policy far too long. I've worked on this issue for years, and I believe 
NREPA is right for the nation and for the region. So does Con­
gresswoman Maloney. So do 57 cosponsors across party lines with 
more to come, I believe, as more members learn about the issues 
involved. 

We believe NREPA will become law. It may take time, of which 
the ecosystem doesn't have a whole lot, but the scientific and eco­
nomic evidence is there. 

Anything personal that may be said or any problems with the bill 
do not take away from the fact, or any alleged problems with the 
bill do not take away from the fact that the scientific and economic 
evidence is there. 

If you put politics aside and look at the merits, you11 see NREPA 
is the only way we can ensure the biological and economic survival 
of the Northern Rockies. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. VENTO. We11 proceed now to Ms. Debbie Sease, representing 

the Sierra Club. 
Ms. Sease. 

STATEMENT OF MS. DEBBIE SEASE, SIERRA CLUB, 
WASHINGTON, DC 

Ms. SEASE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I will summarize my statement. 
I am pleased to offer the Sierra Club's enthusiastic support for 

the Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act. This bill rep­
resents a scientific and economic based ecosystem approach to land 
management, an approach that Congress must tum to, if we are 
to safeguard America's great natural heritage. 

We welcome the subcommittee's interest in this legislation and 
your willingness to look at new and innovative ways of protecting 
whole ecosystems. 

Since 1982, the Sierra Club has been at the forefront of efforts 
to establish new national parks, wilderness areas and other pro­
tected lands to preserve not only our wilds and wildlife, but the 
quality of our air, water, and public health Yet a century of experi­
ence has taught us a powerful lesson. Our air, water and land are 
inextricably linked. Despite all our efforts, the biosphere itself, the 
web of life on which all of us depend, is in peril. 

It is no longer enough to treat problems in isolation from one an­
other. Our future survival demands a comprehensive integrated 
plan to save the global environment. Looking beyond political 
boundaries is imperative. It is in response to this imperative that 
Sierra Club launched our "Critical Ecoregion Program." 

We have identified 21 critical ecoregions in the United States 
and Canada. Our goal is to restore these 21 ecoregions to health 
and beauty. It is not just in the Northern Rockies that we need to 
enact comprehensive protection strategies, but in the Mississippi 
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Basin, the Atlantic Coast, the Southwest Deserts, the Alaska 
Rainforest, and 16 other critical ecoregions as well. 

I have brought with me a copy of the current issue of Sierra 
Magazine (March/April 1994) which outlines our Ecoregion Pro­
gram. 

Ms. SEASE. Our current wilderness, national park, and national 
refuge system is a testament to the vision of conservation leaders 
and the leadership of statesmen such as yourself and others before 
you, but it is not enough. Nature does not respect artificial bound­
aries and these lands are quickly becoming isolated islands in a sea 
of development. We must both expand the limits of these natural 
islands and begin to control the environmental impacts of develop­
ment in the ecosystems surrounding the protected lands. 

However, it would be a serious mistake to assume that our rec­
ognition that existing wilderness and park protection systems have 
not met the challenge of ensuring ecosystem viability, reflects a di­
minished respect for the role of wilderness, park, and other invio­
late land protection measures or an abandonment of these pro­
grams. 

That is not the case. 
To the contrary, we believe that these systems are critical build..: 

ing blocks for ecosystem protection, and expanding these systems 
will remain the Sierra Club' highest priority for protecting 
ecosystems. our remaining wild lands and our existing healthy wa­
tersheds are the linchpins that are holding our beleaguered 
ecosystems together. They provide the vital core which we must 
protect a we restore and heal the damage we have wrought in our 
forests and watersheds. 

Wilderness is not an outdated concept, it is a vital component of 
any effort to achieve healthy functioning ecosystems. 

One of the strengths of NREPA is that while it looks beyond the 
traditional political boundaries to the interrelated needs of the 
Northern Rockies ecosystem, it relies on a core of land protected 
under proven land and water protection systems. . 

The heart of NREPA is wilderness designation for most of the re­
maining national . forest roadless lands in the Northern Rockies. 
This is the most important portion of the bill since, as I stated, the 
permanent, inviolate protection of the roadless lands as compo­
nents of the National Wilderness Preservation System must be the 
centerpiece of any ecosystem protection effort in the Norther Rock­
ies. 

The loss and isolation of habitat is the number one threat to ani­
mal species in the Northern Rockies. For instance, grizzly bears are 
now limited to less than two percent of their former range. Wolves 
have been able to recolonize only a fraction of one percent of their 
former habitat. The remaining undeveloped areas in which these 
animals can fmd the solitude they seek must be protected. 

NREPA contains protective management for biological connecting 
corridors. The scientific community has determined that maintain­
ing viable corridors to allow wildlife and plant migrations and ge­
netic interchange between core protected areas is also critical to a 
healthy ecosystem. The core areas are too isolated and too small to 
assure the perpetuation of native wildlife and native biological di-
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versity on their own. NREPA, among other things, would protect 
these areas. 

NREPA starts a pilot system of National Wildland Recovery 
Areas. This program calls for the rehabilitation of areas that have 
been abused through excessive logging, road building, and mining 
in the past. Thee are areas such as that portion of the Targhee Na­
tional Forest where clearcuts delineate the western boundary of 
Yellowstone National Park. While these areas are now ailing, they 
once were thriving with a full range of fish and wildlife. Rehabilita­
tion of these areas will be an important addition to the health of 
the Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act. 

We also have suggestions for additions to this legislation. I've 
noted them in my written statement. They are not an inclusive list 
but merely are illustrative of the kinds of improvements we would 
like to see as this moves forward. 

Mr. VENTv. The Sierra Club is living up to its reputation of im­
proving. We're very proud of you. 

Ms. SEASE. We always have a touch or two we can add. 
As has been discussed today, there are other pending wilderness 

bills in the Northern Rockies and while this hearing is not about 
them, I believe that the context for our support of NREPA, we need 
to take a brief minute looking at those, both in our 24 73, the Mon­
tana Wilderness Bill, and H.R. 3732, the Idaho Wilderness Bill, 
would designate portions of the roadless lands covered by NREPA 
and as such might be viewed as viable incremental steps toward 
the more comprehensive protection goals ofNREPA. 

Unfortunately, while this is true of the Montana bill, the same 
cannot be said of the Idaho bill. The Sierra Club cannot support 
H.R. 3732, the Idaho Wilderness Bill. 

The Idaho bill, in addition to leaving out many deserving areas, 
contains many serious flaws. 

I will briefly note them. 
Highly objectionable release language, water rights language 

that does not protect the. water resources and sanctions logging in 
several inappropriate areas. 

On the other hand, the Sierra Club has given its qualified sup­
port to the Montana Wilderness Bill, H.R. 2473, as it has been 
amended and reported out of the Natural Resources Committee. 

This bill would provide protection to more than two million acres 
of the national forest roadless lands in Montana that are currently 
unprotected, including 1.7 million acres of wilderness and 400,000 
acres of wilderness study areas. This bill does contain a version of 
release language, which we strongly believe is unnecessary and 
should be deleted on the floor. 

While passage of the Montana bill would provide incremental 
progress by protecting . critically important areas, alone it will not 
assure the viability of this ecosystem. Many other national forest 
roadless lands in Montana will continue to be subject to Forest 
Service developments. 

While we give this bill our qualified support because it does pro­
tect a portion of what needs to be protected, this bill also makes 
the point for the need for additional Congressional action. 

The Montana wilderness bill will not protect the entire roadless 
area resource of Montana much less the rest of the Northern Rock-
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ies. Even if H.R. 24 73 becomes law, it will be necessary to follow 
this bill with additional legislation such as NREPA 

The final area that I would like to touch on is the Eastside Eco­
system Management Process that the Forest Service noted this 
morning. 

We were encouraged at the Administration's initiative to do a 
comprehensive sciantific assessment of the Columbia River Water­
shed and conduct an ecosystem-based EIS process as part of the 
Eastside Ecosystem Management Process. 

This is an important new approach that can complement addi­
tional wilderness designations proposed in NREPA However, we 
have heard disturbing news that consideration is being given to 
limiting the EIS process in Tdaho to merely evaluating the recent 
adoption of the interim PACFISH guidelines. This would beater­
rible mistake and undermine the promise and potential of provid­
ing an ecosystem analysis and approach to protection and manage­
ment of this vital part of the Northern Rockies' ecosystem. 

In closing, I would again like to thank the subcommittee for hold­
ing this important hearing, and to reiterate the Sierra Club's 
strong support for the Northern Rockies' Ecosystem Protection Act. 
The Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act can be a model for 
wildlife preservation and restoration. And on behalf of the Sierra 
Club, I urge the subcommittee to give it the serious and prompt 
consideration it deserves. 

[The statement of Ms. Sease may be found at the end of the 
hearing.] · 

Mr. VENTO. Thank you for your testimony. 
Next, we11 hear from Louise Bruce who represents the Montana 

Wilderness Association. 
Ms. Bruce. 

STATEMENT OF ·Ms. LOUISE BRUCE, PRESIDENT, MONTANA 
~DERNESSASSOCIATION,DDWUON,MT 

Ms. BRUCE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the Commit­
tee. The Montana Wilderness Association· appreciates the oppor­
tunity to testify today on H.R. 2638. We always look forward to the 
opportunity to recommend more wilderness areas for Montana. 

MW A has been committed to the work of designating wilderness 
in Montana since its founding in 1958. Our members have been in­
strumental in securing the designation of the Lincoln/Scapegoat, 
the Absaroka-Beartooth, the Great Bear, the Lee Metcalf, the UL 
Bend, Welcome Creek, the Rattlesnake, and many other areas that 
are part of Montana's 3.4 million acres of designated wilderness. 

Dozens of MW A volunteers and staff have testified before Con­
gressional Committees over the last 36 years, and I'm happy to be 
here today as this Committee considers a new approach to wilder­
ness designation and ecosystem protection. 

I would also like to thank the 57 House sponsors of H.R. 2638 
for taking an interest in Montana's wildlands and the wildlands of 
the rest of the Northern Rockies. We like the ideas that are em­
bodied in H.R. 2638 and we're really a group that looks at the spe­
cifics. We look at what's on the ground and what's on the maps, 
and if that matches what's in legislation and matches what we 
think should be · wilderness. 



44 

Over the last year, our state council, our chapters and our gen­
eral members have been in the process, an on-going process of ex­
amining how H.R. 2638 affects each region of Montana. Our grass­
roots members~p has poured through the maps, they've retraced 
old hikes to verifY boundaries, and talked with other folks in their 
communities, including the Forest Service. 

And we would like to underscore the need for the Committee to 
give close scrutiny to contain in the bill. 

Our chapters have found, for example, biologically important 
roadless areas that MW A has proposed for wilderness that aren't 
included in H.R. 2638. We've found areas proposed for wilderness 
in the bill that have been developed or otherwise don't meet the 
minimum requirements for wilderness. 

The chapters have raised questions about the location or man­
agement direction for the wildland recovery areas and biological 
corridors. They've also raised objections to some non-wilderness 
designations as they affect their local areas. 

Now I'm going to go through some of those specifics for you. 
Most of the boundaries in the bill are based on Forest Service 

RARE II maps rather than a grassroots constituency that knows 
the area. Much of the roadless lands inventoried in 1978 no longer 
are roadless and there are lands that have remained roadless that 
were never included the RARE II inventory. 

MW A members have brought these inadequate roadless bound­
aries to the attention of the Forest Service. And in the Kootenai 
National Forest, they've actually expanded their roadless inven­
tory. 

In the most recent draft, the Kootenai roadless inventory nearly 
doubled from 400,000 acres to 755,000 acres. 

While H.R. 2638 would designate as wilderness about 377,000 
acres in the Kootenai, MW A seeks to protect the entire roadless 
base through designation as wilderness, natural areas or wildlife 
security areas. 

MW A has identified proposed wilderness that doesn't meet the 
wilderness criteria in NREP A. Significant changes have taken 
place in numerous roadless areas in the last 15 years. Many of the 
areas in the bill haven't been updated to reflect these changes. One 
example would be that 900 acres of the Fred Burr roadless area in 
the Deerlodge National Forest was converted into a downhill ski 
area in 1990. 

Another example is the Big Baldy proposed wilderness in the 
Lewis and Clark forest. It looks like it includes private inholdings 
and a gravel pit. And the Anaconda Hill proposed wilderness along 
the Continental Divide includes open roads, heavy mining activity 
within the last 20 years and areas that have been logged since 
RARE II. 

I have here the most recent edition (dated April 12, 1994) of the 
Roadless Inventory compiled by the Montana Wilderness Associa­
tion. Enclosed in that are a couple of GIS maps that have been pro­
duced for us that differ slightly from the map that the Alliance has. 

Ms. BRUCE. We have proposed amendments to H.R. 2638 based 
on the boundaries that are in the inventory there. They are good 
boundaries. 
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I'd also like to highlight some of our proposals in light of 
NREPA. There are numerous areas where MWA seeks expanded 
boundaries, especially in lower elevations, to protect roadless lands 
that were excluded from the Forest Service inventory and aren't in­
cluded in H.R. 2638. 

Examples include: The Thompson Seton in the Flathead and 
Kootenai National Forests, Black Mountain, Blackfoot Meadows 
and the Elkhorns in the Helena National Forests, Cube Iron in the 
Lolo National Forest, and Garfield/Lima Peaks and Italian Peaks 
in the Beaverhead National Forest. 

Moving on to the biological connecting corridors, MW A chapters 
have raised questions about the location of the biological corridors 
based on actual migration routes, existing land uses, and biological 
integrity. For example, the corridor between the Yaak and Greater 
Glacier ecosystems cuts through large areas of private land imme­
diately south of Eureka, Montana. The corridor is permanently 
fragmented with hundreds of rural homesites, private, and county 
roads. A more logical corridor that includes little private land and 
already is used as· a migration route by wolves, is about 20 miles 
south. 

Management language in the bill would mandate road ripping 
and reseeding across one million acres of national forest heavily 
impacted by past management. In some places, such as the 
Skyland area, MWA chapters support this management goal. 

In others, however, MW A seeks less draconian measures to re­
store the ecological integrity. For example, the bill would close hun­
dreds of miles of roads in the South Fork of the Flathead, including 
the 55-mile road to Spotted Bear Ranger Station. For decades, 
Spotted Bear has been the gateway to the Bob Marshall Wilderness 
for tens of thousands of wilderness enthusiasts. MW A opposes the 
total elimination of this historic access to the Bob. 

In some instances, MW A chapters disagree with the designation 
prescribed in H.R. 2638. For example, the Flathead Chapter objects 
to the designation of the Glacier View Ranger District of the Flat­
head forest as the Flathead National Park and Preserve Study 
area. A national park designation would attract far more visitors 
to this remote and wild area along the'North Fork of the Flathead 
than it currently receives. This could ultimately have a dire impact 
on the area's bountiful wildlife and peaceful nature. MW A advo­
cates an international agreement with Canada to protect this out­
standing transboundary watershed. 

In summary, MWA believes wilderness must form the core of any 
ecosystem protection strategy. Restoration of important biological 
areas, healthy watersheds and migration corridors are integral to 
maintaining a functional system. However, MWA believes manage­
ment standards, implementation procedures, community and eco­
nomic stability goals, and site specific plans for the non-wilderness 
designations in H.R. 2638 need to be better defined. 

We hope that our testimony from MWA members and chapter 
leaders will help this Committee amend and improve the bill. We 
believe that protecting the ecological integrity, biological diversity, 
and wilderness character of the Northern Rockies would be 
achieved for Montana by accepting the amendments we've offered. 
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I've also been asked by the Idaho Conservation League to submit 
a statement on their behalf, so I'd like to go ahead and enter this 
into this record at this time and thank the Chairman. 

Mr. VENTO. Yes, I appreciate that and we will put that into the 
record. 

[The statement of the Idaho Conservation League may be found 
at the end of the hearing.] 

Apparently, your evaluations are based on-you had the actual 
map references in order to do the work that you did. Is that cor­
rect? 

So it is, I think, extremely useful to find that sort of in-depth 
analysis. 

[The statement of Ms. Bruce may be found at the end of the 
hearing.] 

Mr. VENTO. Finally, on this panel, we welcome Dr. Derek 
Craighead, President of Craighead Wildlands and Wildlife Insti­
tute. 

STATEMENT OF DR. DEREK CRAIGHEAD, PRESIDENT, 
CRAIGHEAD WILDLANDS AND WILDLIFE INSTITUTE, MIS­
SOULA,MT 

Mr. CRAIGHEAD. Thank you, Congressman Vento. 
I am Derek Craighead, a Montana resident, a husband, a father, 

an ecologist, and President of the Craighead Wildlife Wildlands In­
stitute. 

It is this Administration's stated policy to enact natural resource 
management actions based on sound scientific information. I ap­
plaud Congressman Vento in allowing a scientist to testify here 
today. 

The proposed legislation before us offers solutions to serious and 
complex problems critical to our environmental future. For this rea­
son, I strongly support the passage of H.R. 2638, the Northern 
Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act. 

In the very short time available, I will discuss the grizzly bear 
and its associated wilderness species and how preservation of the 
grizzly relates to the larger problem of ecosystem preservation and 
extractive resource utilization. 

I have been actively involved in grizzly bear research for over 20 
years. We now know about this great monarch of the western 
plains and mountains to manage a viable population. 

The grizzly bear is omnivorous, opportunistic, mobile, and a gen­
eralist in its niche selection. A population of grizzly bears are not 
vegetation specific in their habitat use, but are highly cosmopoli­
tan, using all vegetation complexes of their wilderness environment 
to a greater or lesser degree. 

The main point for management consideration is that habitat 
needs of our grizzly bear population are extensive, an entire eco­
system is essential. 

Yellowstone National Park, with its more than three million 
acres, or the much larger Yellowstone ecosystem, are not in them­
selves large enough to support a viable population of bears into the 
foreseeable future. 
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The Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act delineates an 
area that might be large enough to support a free-ranging grizzly 
bear population in perpetuity. 

You might ask, so what? What is so important about the bear? 
My answer is that the grizzly bear is an umbrella species, an orga­
nism which requires habitat which supports a large number of 
other species. So in preserving the bear and its habitat needs, we 
preserve untold numbers of other species. 

The grizzly bear is also an indicator species, an organism that 
because it is at the top of complex food chain, is a reliable indicator 
of the status of many other species. 

Clearly, maintenance of biodiversity carries an explicit agree­
ment to share space and resources. Ultimately, this limits growth 
of the human population. The regional crisis in biodiversity exists 
because humans are in direct and increasing competition with 
other species in the region for space and resources. 

We must recognize that we are an uncommonly dominant and 
potentially destructive member of the fauna. It is both our respon­
sibility and in our best interest to seek lifestyles and develop local 
economies that are sustainable in the sense that they do not exceed 
the regenerative capabilities of the ecosystems upon which they de­
pend. 

To do this, we must understand how to balance human activity 
within the complex equation of the regional ecology. We must de­
velop a science of human ecology for the Northern Rocky Mountain 
rer·on. 

believe that Section 12 of the Northern Rockies Ecosystem Pro­
tection Act sets the groundwork to do just that. 

While doing this we must, at all costs, protect and, where still 
possible, enlarge our pristine wilderness areas. They are ecological 
benchmarks for future scientific enlightenment, and they are the 
gold reserves of our future economy. 

We need wise, dedicated Congressiona:I leadership to pave the 
way. The Congress and the American people have, in the past, 
shown great vision in creating our national parks, national forests, 
wildlife refuges and wilderness areas, as a means for protecting 
and preserving the non-extractive values that translate into the 
beauty, science, enjoyment philosophy lifestyle and for some reli­
gion. They are the heritage of all Americans. 

I ask you to provide the leadership that has · been the hallmark 
of our great natural conservation accomplishments of the past. 

That concludes my testimony but if there are no objections, Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to introduce a letter authored by fifty sen­
ior scientists of the region and the country, and if there is time­
I will not read this in its entirety, but I would like to read several 
sentences from it. 

"We write with utmost urgency on an issue of critical national 
importance; the continuing destruction of the last complete ecologi­
cal region in the U.S. We have collectively several hundred years 
of combined experience in the field of wildlife research and resource 
management. 

It is our informed belief that the unique wildlife treasures of the 
Northern Rockies bioregion, animals such as the grey wolf, the 
grizzly bear, the caribou, and fishes such as the salmon and the 
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bull trout, are in great danger of being lost forever in the 48 states. 
Provisions must be made for ecosystem integrity. The connecting 
corridors of habitat that would link the core habitat blocks and 
allow for wildlife migrations and genetic interchange, which are 
vital to maintain the national resource. 

At this point in our history, the goal of preserving dwindling na­
tive biodiversity is a major concern in the U7S. and worldwide. 

Fortunately, legislation has been prepared to achieve these pur­
poses. We, the authors, strongly support Representative Carolyn 
Maloney's Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act. This bill 
has strong bipartisan support and it is based on sound biological 
principles. 

Of particular interest is the widespread support this proposal en­
joys in the conservation and science communities. More than 500 
organizations and businesses are in support ofNREPA. 

Thank. you. 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Dr. Craighead. 
Obviously, they look to this bill as being a response. It isn't the 

only way to deal with that, because based on what I'm reading 
here, I don't know how we get to from where we are now to where 
th.ey want to proceed to. 

I recently gave a talk to a group that was working on Cascadia 
which is of course a transboundary issue, much as I think that Ms. 
Bruce was talking about that's needed as a proper recognition in 
terms of the Flathead area. I think you're talking about the Flat­
head area in terms of not getting a lot of visitorship. 

But in that book on Cascadia that I was reading, they pointed 
out that I think it was in the 1870's that somebody brought in 372 
hides from grizzly bears into the Coleville area in I guess it was 
Washington, 372 grizzly bear hides were brought in in that one in­
stance. 

It just shows the tremendous impact that man has had, I guess, 
in terms of eliminating a top predator species, important species. 

And 80 the population obviously of grizzly bears, really any time 
there's any contact with people, there's problems, isn't it? That's 
about the size of it, isn't it, Dr. Craighead? 

Mr. CRAIGHEAD. Yes, that's true. From a scientific point, there's 
two important things to consider in grizzly bear ecology. One is fe­
cundity and mortality. How many bears are being born in the pop­
ulation and how many die. 

And I think since the grizzly bear contacted the white man, it's 
been a negative equation. I think it still is. 

There are still more grizzly bears dying in the lower 48 states 
than are being born. The other aspect is that the bear's lost 95 per­
cent of its available habitat and it's habitat continues to be 
changed and altered to the point where the bear can't use it. 

Mr. VENTO. I just want to move quickly to a couple of comments, 
and then let ·my colleagues ask some questions. But one of the 
problems we always have is that we're sort of in a period of history 
in terms of scientific knowledge where there is new information al­
most yearly on various ecosystems or on various regions. 

That certainly was illustrated pretty well with regard to the Pa­
cific Northwest in Region Six of the Forest Service where we kept 
getting successive studies and kept having to reframe the plans al-
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most on a yearly basis, because all of a sudden, the state of knowl­
edge with regard to biodiversity and the interactions within the 
ecosystem and the limiting factors and all the other things that Dr. 
Craighead and other scientists work with on a broad basis, is at 
a point where we simply don't have a lot of information. 

Obviously, there are a couple of bases that we can move on; air 
quality, water quality, various types of pollutants. One of the ways 
of course that we've best been able to deal with this is just to try 
to deal with landscapes, with designations of land. 

So it sort of comes down to us to do a certain amount of that. 
But there is a point where the designations and the management 
can in fact not serve and be reflective of what the facts are with 
regard to science, as indicated by the efforts in Region Six. 

How would you describe the amount of information we have on 
the ecosystem at hand, Dr. Craighead? 

Is it complete? 
Is it in an embryonic stage in terms of where we're at? 
Mr. CRAIGHEAD. I think a colleague of mine, if I can use his 

quote, sums it up very succinctly. 
Ecosystems are not only more complex than we know, but are 

more complex than we can think. 
I don't know that we'll ever have enough information to totally 

understand how an ecosystem functions and operates. The science 
of ecosystems is fairly young. We're learning a great deal everyday. 

I think one of the things that scares scientists is our lack of 
knowledge about these things, but there are a few things that we 
do know, and we've spent a lot of time studying what are the basic 
requirements of some of these low-density, wide-ranging wildlife 
species, and we can say fairly accurately what their biological re­
quirements are. 

From that, we can . infer what type of management is required 
and how much land base is requirea. And I think for these species 
that have been mentioned, it's going to take a region that is as 
large and comprehensive as outlined by NREPA. Anything less 
than that will probably mean the demise of some of these species. 

Mr. VENTO. But it does go to other issues in terms of contact by 
man because he is present in the wilderness areas as well, but ob­
viously makes much less of an impact. 

But the concern is, there are 2.5 million acres of land in the 
Class B corridors. , 

Does anyone on the panel here know how much private land is 
included, or in addition to that is also in the Class B corridors? 

Anyone on the panel can answer that question. 
Mr. CRAIGHEAD. I think when you think of and talk about wild­

life corridors, you shouldn't only think in terms of land surface but 
a lot of these corridors that we speak of are above ground in the 
air and underground in the soil. A lot of the area of the corridors 
is private land. 

All we're suggesting is that we look at these corridors and try to 
get cooperation in managing them so there can be an exchange of 
organisms throughout the entire bioregion. 

Mr. VENTO. Isn't that already the mandate of the Endangered 
Species Act in terms of our responsibilities? 

Mr. CRAIGHEAD. Yes, sir. 



50 

Mr. VENTO. So in other words, we're going to say the Endangered 
Species Act doesn't act? We have to designate the corridors? Don't 
we expect the Forest Service to already deal with this? 

Mr. CRAIGHEAD. I think the Endangered Species Act is supposed 
to identify the necessary habitat to ensure the survival of these 
species. 

Mr. VENTO. But, you know, when we were talking, I thought the 
Forest Service's comment about the size and designation we're des­
ignating here, the reason we're dealing with sort of the terrestrial 
is obviously and the aquatic, that's what we're dealing with in 
terms of the designations of the bill. So that's a concern. 

Ms. Sease, isn't it accurate that Congress has acted successfully 
in numerous instances in most western states successively des­
ignating more national forest service, wilderness and wild study 
areas such as Colorado, we've been through three or four times in 
forest designations in the 27 years of the Wilderness Act? 

Ms. SEASE. You're asking me whether that's happened? Yes. 
Mr. VENTO. How many bills have there been, for example, on 

Montana? 
Ms. SEASE. I think at least three. 
Mr. VENTO. Someone tells me, I have staff telling me two things. 

From five to ten different measures that have passed that des­
ignated wilderness in Montana since the passage of the law. 

One of the problems that we have with this, and the reason for 
it is because as we're gaining more insights and part of it is infor­
mation, part of it is convincing sponsors and members and the pub­
lic to go along with the issue, so it's not just an information issue; 
it's a human factor in terms· of education in getting the message 
out too. 

But part of it is the growth of information and knowledge that, 
as I think Dr. Craighead said, they are more complex than we can 
think. 

I think probably most of us that have been involved with it a lit­
tle bit have had that feeling at times as policymakers and/or sci­
entists. 

The issue Ms. Bruce raised a number of issues that I think are 
very important. But are you convinced? 

pne of the questions that's here is, we've got a new Forest Serv­
ice, we've got a new Chief. Are you concerned that the Forest Serv­
ice might allow development on roadless lands today, even today in 
Montana? 

What's the status in other words? Once they've gone through the 
entire administrative appeals, isn't there in fact some develop­
ment? This is not legislated study areas. These are in fact judicial 
study areas which once they complete their process the Forest 
Service is in fact permitted to go forward with the implementation 
of its plan in Montana today. 

So the delay here of any bill waiting for the right consensus 
would in fact and has in fact been detrimental to some Montana 
wildlands, has it not? 

Ms. BRUCE. That's correct, yes. 
Mr. VENTO. That's correct. 
Ms. BRUCE. Yes, what you said. 
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Mr. VENTO. Well, isn't that a risk that might happen in the fu­
ture unless something happens? Isn't the Williams Bill then really 
in a sense a major step forward in terms of protecting some areas 
that might otherwise be developed? 

Ms. BRUCE. Yes. 
Mr. VENTO. The Williams Bill, the Forest Service has rec­

ommended about 700,000 acres of wilderness in Montana. Is that 
correct? 

Ms. BRUCE. Yes. So that's the numbers that we have, yes. 
Mr. VENTO. Plus the Williams Bill keeps nearly 1. 7 million acres 

as wilderness, then an additional 1.3 million as wilderness study. 
And some of that's a recapitulation of what existed and does exist 
now legislatively. But in other words, he is nearly a million acres 
above in terms of land that would be at risk if this bill does not 
pass, or at least substantially at risk. 

Is that an accurate statement? 
Ms. BRUCE. It is. It's an accurate statement. 
Mr. VENTO. So the administrative appeals have been run out and 

they then would be open to development? 
Ms. BRUCE. Do you want specific examples or just the general 

feeling? 
Mr. VENTO. I wish there were time for specific examples. I know 

that you probably are familiar because of the in-depth on the 
ground knowledge. I don't think, I understand that you're here tes­
tifying for NREPA today. I understand that. And make no mistakes 
about it, I understand even the differences. But I'm just trying to 
establish what's at risk. 

And the same phenomenon would occur or could occur in Idaho 
although that's not your area of focus, at least in terms of testi­
mony. 

Ms. Sease, do you disagree with that, or do you have anything 
you wanted to add to this particular facet? 

Ms. SEASE. Certainly the Sierra Club has long pursued wilder­
ness bills, taking them where we can get them. We judge whether 
a particular bill is one that we can support, even if it's short of our 
ultimate goal based on a couple of factors. 

One of those factors is does this protect unprotected lands. 
A second factor is does this tie the hands of those who would pur-

sue further protection or land managers in the future. . 
After that kind of analysis of the Williams bill as it moved out 

of this · Committee, we've given our qualified support as it means 
something that is incremental progress toward our goal. 

Mr. VENTO. And I think the fact is that there are other laws like 
the Endangered Species Act and the Forest Management Practices 
Act and others that can be brought to be if we do not completely 
immunize the application of those laws. 

Of course, we have to pass the reauthorization of the Endangered 
Species Act and do some other things but with the new Forest 
Service Chief and the new direction, do you believe there's any 
basis to recognize that there has been a substantial shift in terms 
of what the focus will be on these non-designated lands? 

Ms. SEASE. I believe there has been a shift at the top. How long 
that will last is of course a matter of politics and how deep it will 
go into the Forest Service is also a matter of politics. So I would 
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not want to put my entire collection of eggs in the basket of assum­
ing that the Forest Service is going to become a born again envi-
ronmental managing agency. . 

Mr. VENTO. I hear what you're saying, but there are also some 
laws. We're talking about the Endangered Species Act and some 
others which have in fact in the past resulted in a situation where 
viewpoints and laws did stop various types of activities that were 
damaging in other areas rather substantially. 

It's still in effect today, is it not? 
Ms. SEASE. Yes. And I think that network of laws are one of the 

reasons that we have ecosystems left to protect. 
Our pursuit of what we can get in the way of wilderness today 

should not stop us from looking. in the future of what it is we need 
to really safeguard these resources. 

It is for that reason that we support this legislation. 
Mr. VEN' .. ~ I appreciate that, Deborah. 
I would just point out to Dr. Craighead, have you looked at the 

provision here dealing with the scientific panel in this particular 
legislation? Are you familiar with it? 

Mr. CRAIGHEAD. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. VENTO. It doesn't really give me much detail. Is there some­

thing I'm missing? 
It just provides for the appointment and then the recommenda­

tions will go forward? 
Aren't all of these appointments going to be made by basically 

the same administrations that we've had trouble with? 
Mr. CRAIGHEAD. I think that section tries to do several things. 

One is to set up an independent panel that is made up of not only 
government people but people from the private sector, so that the 
public has some input into this. 

Mr. VENTO. Who's going to make the appointments? 
Mr. CRAIGHEAD. It's set up by the Committee for Conservation 

Biology. 
Mr. VENTO. That doesn't sound to me. I'm trying to figure out 

what's the constitutionality of transferring that responsibility 
would be from the President, the Executive, to such a group. But 
I'm trying to look for the provisions, because it seemed to me that 
it left open a lot of questions as to what the impact. 

I understand the intentions, I don't question the intentions of 
this, but I'm asking about the specific legislation or the specific lan­
guage that you have in the bill. 

I'm trying to find the page number here. 
Mr. CRAIGHEAD. I think it's on page 64. 
Mr. VENTO. Thank you. 
As I read through it last night in preparation. See, it talks about 

the Secretaries of Agriculture and Interior. I don't have any prob­
lem with that because I'm not up here questioning and saying we 
have to reclassify this because these guys can't be trusted, because 
politics is going to have an impact on it. In fact it does. 

But you see what I'm saying? 
In one breath, we say we're not going to do that, and in the next 

breath, we give them sort of life and death over this particular 
Committee. 
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, would you yield. It says, read on, 
"Secretaries of agriculture and Interior shall establish the inter­
agency team with an equal number of representatives from the pri­
vate sector." Then you give them all this power, the private sector. 

The language in my bill is better. The study language in my bill 
is better, Derek. It gets at what you want much better than this 
does. 

Mr. VENTO. My point is, then it goes on saying we should only 
get information based on satellites. 

Now do you have anything against the other means of acquiring? 
In other words, I know that this is just a recommendation and 

so forth, but I just find this where it's flawed, it is simply, I don't 
think this is going to do what you want it to do based on I wouldn't 
have written it this way. 

I mean, we put it in the Academy of different scientists so we did 
some different things and we had really, I think we can do that, 
and I think Pat Williams has made an offer to do it. 

Derek. 
Mr. CRAIGHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I think that this bill can always 

be improved and we would look forward to making changes that 
would improve this. We welcome suggestions for making it a better 
bill. 

You mentioned or questioned why the geographic information 
system should be based on remote imagery from satellites and 
there's a good reason for that. Because we're talking about such a 
large area, it's really the only way that we can economically do a 
resource inventory. 

Mr. VENTO. This isn't a disagreement with the Forest Service 
who have 16 different systems of gathering information and they 
keep every single one of them in place. Nobody ever throws away 
their paper records, but they have a lot of different methods. 

You know, I understand, I understood that that it's a broad 
brush and the same thing goes with regard to the National Wildlife 
Recovery Corps, you know. You really need more than a paragraph 
in there in terms of setting up something like that. 

You declare wilderness, if you're going to recover something, 
you've got to do do something in a corridor. You've declared it wil­
derness. You can't do anything to clean it up or do anything with 
it, and we may !md we need to do some things like that in terms 
of corridors. So there's just sort of a mismatch. 

Part of it is we just don't have the knowledge. Part of it is we're 
jumping way ahead of where we ought to be in terms of what 
you're doing without always thinking of what the consequences are. 
And I don't question the intentions of anyone that's involved with 
it, because I realize that they're good and I hope that that will be 
recognized by others that may be proposing different approaches. 

I have to leave to go to the floor to deal with a couple of matters 
from the subcommittee business, so I'm going to ask Mr. Williams 
to assume the Chair. He is reluctant to do it, but promised that he 
would treat you all very, very well as he always does. 

I have every bit of confidence in him, and hopefully I will be able 
to return before we conclude, but if not, I would ask that we have 
a continued dialogue on the issue in terms of working towards com-
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mon goals, if not on the same common piece of legislation to be en­
acted at this moment. 

Congressman Williams, do you want to assume the role here and 
responsibility of arbitrator. 

Mr. WILLIAMS [presiding]. For a moment or two, and then per­
haps move over. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My reluctance was only not to have you here to fully explore ev­
erything that's going to be said. 

Thank you all for your longstanding efforts to protect what needs 
to be protected out our way. 

AB you know, I got the idea, Mr. Craighead, for this study from 
folks like you, Bridey Swann and Steve sitting behind you and 
some others. We worked with the Office of Technology ABsessment, 
scientists around the country, the Congressional Research Service, 
the full Committee and subcommittee Staff here to put a study in 
our bill which I hope you'll spend some time with, because I think 
maybe we ought to meld what we have in both. 

I like the way we have it better than NREPA has it, but many 
of your friends in Montana and around the country think it's a 
good idea to have this study in there. 

I sure think you're right about satellite reviews of these areas, 
but let's continue to work together on whatever bill is going to pass 
to get this study. 

I hope before you leave, you'll get a copy of the way we do it and 
work with it. 

I do also want to make the point to you that your a valued sci­
entist and we appreciate your testimony, but you are not, as is 
commonly considered by some, the only scientist who's ever testi­
fied on this bill. 

You are a very important scientist and probably should have, by 
now, testified half a dozen times because this process in Montana 
is 16 years old . . But I've held a lot of hearings in Montana and 
every scientist that's asked to come forward and testify on the bill 
has been brought forward and testified, including our old pal, Ar­
nold Boley. 

Chief Heavy Runner, it's nice to see you again. You were there 
not many hours ago in Browning. I do want to point out, for the 
record, that in his testimony, Chief Heavy Runner, who is Chief of 
the Crazy Dog Society of the Blackfeet Nation which, as I'm sure 
all of you know, is different than being Chairman of the Blackfeet 
Council, but nonetheless is a valued position, is careful with his 
testimony. 

And he says this in it, quoting now: "There is no other bill before 
the House that respects my culture and my human right as a cul­
tural leader and protects the human rights accord of the United 
States." 

I want to protect, as you know, and I've said to you when we 
were meeting in the Tribal Council Chambers, Mr. Heavy Runner, 
I want to protect your right. But our relationship is government to 
government. Many members of Congress disagree with that; I 
don't. I think the relationship with Tribes has to be government to 
government, not government to the Crazy Dog Society. 

The Crazy Dog Society differs from what the Blackfeet Tribal 
Council wants with regard to legislation. What the Blackfeet Tribal 
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Council wants is what's in my bill. What Mr. Heavy Runner wants 
is what is in NREPA's bill. 

Do you want to respond to that? 
Chief HEAVY RUNNER. Yes. 
You mentioned the difference between these two peoples. And I 

was going to ask you the question, what Blackfoot group is opposed 
to Blackfoot traditional law, and you answered that. 

Thank you. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. You've translated that way, but my only point is 

that if we're going to have a government to government relation­
ship, we have to have it with the elected tribal government. If the 
elected tribal government wants to do it your specific individual 
preferred way, Mr. Heavy Runner, I'll do it in a heartbeat. But 
until the elected tribal government decides, then I don't believe I 
should do an end run around the government to government rela­
tionship which I've worked so hard to protect. 

Chief HEAVY RUNNER. I thank you for that statement because 
the message will get back to our chief and council. I just have to 
remind you that you said that you got together and you notified 
our council, the chief and council; the chairperson. That was back 
a few years. But this council, this present government that we are 
were never notified by our chair person on any of these kinds of 
issues. That was the message that I bring. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That's simply not so. We've been in touch with 
each tribal council including this one. We were in touch with this 
one through the tribal attorney. It's just not true that we haven't 
contacted you. 

In other words, what Mr. Heavy Runner is saying is the tribal 
council's turn over, just like Congress does, and you have new 
members. 

Chief HEAVY RUNNER. I was informed by our council that they 
were never notified that you contacted Chief Old Person and that 
you cut the language with him. That they disagree on. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It's just not so. 
Now I appreciate the Sierra Club and the Montana Wilderness 

Association testifying here. I'm even more appreciative of your sup­
port of my legislation and although I don't know it's my job to de­
fend your organizations, I don't believe that you would have lobbied 
for and supported and will ask the President if my bill should be 
passed into law, reach his desk. You will ask the President, your 
associations, your club, will ask the President to sign my bill. 

I don't believe that your two great environmental organizations 
will do that if my legislation was going to destroy the heart of the 
environment in the Northern Rockies, and I think you should be 
as insulted about this ad as I am insulted about this ad. 

And I think the members of the Sierra Club and the Montana 
Wilderness Association should be as insulted about this ad and 
what they've accused you of as I am insulted by it and what they've 
accused me of. 

I recognize full well that what the environmental organizations 
in America have to say is, when asked what you want, the answer 
has to be more. I understand that. 
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And I know that as the competition for membership increases, 
you have to say more more loudly than the other organization look­
ing for members and money says. 

And I understand that many environmental organizations in this 
country find themselves tryin~ to out-green the next environmental 
organization, so that they don t lose money and membership. 
· And I don't accuse you of being for a policy that's incorrect in 
that out-greening of each other, but you should be insulted by this 
because you supported the very legislation, just a few days ago, 
and have supported it again here today, that NREPA says will de­
stroy the Northern Rockies in Montana. 

Mrs. Maloney. 
Mrs. MALoNEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I would like, with lour permission, to ask Michael Garrity of the 

University of Utah i he would comment on the potential economic 
impact of NREPA from the perspective of a natural economics pro­
fessor. 

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL T. GARRITY, UNIVERSITY OF UTAH 
Mr. GARRITY. Thank you, Congresswoman. 
I do environmental and natural resource economics at the Uni­

versity of Utah and I've worked extensively with Dr. Power of the 
University of Montana on this issue. 

We believe that this is a jobs-creating bill. There's no trade off 
of jobs versus the environment in this bill. 

The National Wildlands Recovery portion will directly create 640 
jobs by obliterating environmentally destructive roads. Only 560 
jobs will be directly lost if these unique wildlands are _preserved 
and NREPA will indirectly create thousands more jobs by preserv­
ing a pristine environment, which is the economic base of the 
Northern Rockies. 

We believe that these states' current economic vitality is depend­
ent on their high quality natural environment, not their declining 
extract of industries. Further damage to these pristine areas will 
threaten the economic future of these states. 

Professor Power, using data supplied by the Forest Service, esti­
mates that 1400 jobs would be lost if we preserved these roadless 
lands. If we logged all the lands in this bill today, 1400 people 
would be employed for on year, but the loss of these 1400 jobs could 
be made up for in less than three weeks with normal job growth 
in the region. 

The job loss is small because most of these lands are not suited 
for timber production. The trees are too small and too few. 

Moreover, the timber jobs will continue to decline with techno­
logical advancement and the diminishing supply of trees. Capital 
intensive technologies is the main cause of falling timber employ­
ment, not lack of trees. 

This 1400-person figure I believe is too high. The Forest Service 
used data from 1972 to project this job loss. In 1972, they esti­
mated that five jobs would be created for every million board feet 
of timber and these jobs would be created for one year. 

If the current data is used, only one and a half to two jobs would 
be created for every million board feet logged. So few~r jobs are cre­
ated now than 20 years ago because of advances m technology. 
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Today, one person can cut in an hour what it took two people to 
cut in a day 20 years ago. 

With today's technology, only 560 timber industry jobs would be 
lost if we preserved these lands. So if we cut all of these lands 
today, 560 people would be employed for one year and then their 
jobs would be gone forever. 

We can expect further technological advancements. Employment 
in the timber industry will continue to decline, not because of the 
environmental movement but because of advances in technology in 
the timber industry. 

The National Wild Land Recovery Areas proposed approximately 
10,000 miles of roads should be obliterated. The Forest Service esti­
mates it would cost an average of $10,000 to totally obliterate a 
mile of road in the Northern Rockies. These would create 640 jobs 
for heavy equipment operators, so these are good, high-paying jobs 
which could be spread out well into the 21st century. 

Heavy equipment operators earn approximately $22 per hour. 
The money to pay for this could come from ending timber subsidies. 
As you mentioned, the Forest Service lost over $185 million on log­
ging sales in national forest covered by NREP A. In the last ten 
years, the Forest Service has lost $5.4 billion on all of its lands. 

The justification for this corporate welfare is job creation. 
NREPA could produce more quality jobs and do so without destroy­
ing the West's major economic resource. 

It's also argued that when we build roads, we create something 
that is economically valuable, but when we destroy roads, we are 
only making the mountains beautiful. In actuality, when we build 
these roads, we are creating a liability, and NREPA would elimi­
nate this liability. 

Ninety percent of the increase in sedimentation from logging 
comes from these roads. Roads contribute sedimentation for an infi­
nite period. Road cuts create soil conditions which do not stabilize 
over time. The sedimentation goes into the streams and it fills up 
the breeding pools for fish like salmon and bull trout. 

The salmon industry currently employs approximately 60,000 
people in this country. Continued logging of these lands is threat­
ening existence of salmon. The federal government is now consider­
ing listing the bull trout on the endangered species list. The main 
cause of this listing is the continued logging of lands in NREP A. 

In Central Idaho, erosion rates along roads are 750 times greater 
than in undisturbed areas. So we believe it is more cost effective 
for the federal government to close these roads. Simple mainte­
nance costs, the Forest Service estimates that it's cheaper to close 
a road if it's not going to be used for 20 years. The Forest Service 
spends, at a minimum, $300 to $500 per mile per year on road 
maintenance, and they estimate that in individual Ranger Dis­
tricts, roads cause an average of a million dollars per decade in 
damage. 

Elk populations directly decline with road density. Two miles of 
road per square mile lead to a 50 percent reduction in elk popu­
lation, and six miles of roads per square mile. 

Mrs. MALoNEY. Thank you. Staff of the Committee has told me 
that this is inappropriate. It was just in response to a question. 
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But may I ask that your testimony and this report be part of the 
permanent record. Would that be possible? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. For sure. And Carolyn, I didn't want to prevent 
him from offering all of the testimony, but you are correct. It's 
nudging up against the rules to allow him to go on beyond the time 
limit. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Thank you. I would personally like a copy and 
the Chairman has indicated it will be made part of the permanent 
record. Thank you very, very much. It's very strong testimony. 

[The statement of Mr. Garrity may be found at the end of the 
hearing.] 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Professor Powers is a friend and someone who has 
testified before this Committee and the Committee has found that 
Mr. Powers' work is, as I have, very valuable. And in fact, I used 
a lot of Mr. Powers' both findings and assumptions in the consider­
ation of the writing of my legislation. 

Both I and Staff have spent time talking with Professor Powers 
about my legislation. 

I don't want to hear him try to say what he's for and what he's 
against. I know that he is supportive of the NREPA bill. 

If any of you would care to ask him what he thinks about my 
legislation, you will find you might be surprised. 

Carolyn, do you have anything else for these witnesses? 
We want to be sure we exhaust all statements here. 
Mrs. MALONEY. No. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. We thank the subcommittee and I thank the 

panel that's here. 
I want to associate myself with much of what you have all said 

here and absolutely associate myself with what really are our joint 
efforts to try to protect the last of the last best place. 

Carole, I would include Idaho and the area around where you 
live as part of that last best place. 

I want to say, Carole, that you have been inexhaustible in your 
effort to do what you believe is correct with regard to protecting 
that place. I applaud you for it. 

The first time I saw you was at a coffee shop in Montana when 
I went up and introduced myself, and I've been intrigued by your 
patience and your resilience and your willingness to work on this 
issue, and I commend you for it, and want you to keep doing it. 

I just want you to know that, in the end, we're all after the same 
goal, but I think we can reach it by continuing to talk about the 
facts and by not being quite so accusative of those of us who have 
good intentions, and who have good legislation. 

Thank you all very much. 
The hearing is adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 1:20 p.m., Tuesday, April 12, 1994, the Commit­

tee was adjourned, subject to call of the Chair, and the following 
was submitted for the record:] 
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H.R. 2638 

I 

To designate certain public lands in the States of Idaho, Montana, Oregon, 
Washington, and Wyoming as wildemell!l, wild and scenic rivers, national 
park and preserve study areas, wild land ~ry areas, and biological 
connecting corridors, and for other purposes. 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

JULY 14, 1993 
Mrs. MALoi\"EY (for herself, Mr. R.AVEI\"'EL, Mr. DELLIDIS, and Mr. WALSH) 

introduced the following bill; which was referred jointly to the Committees 
on Natural Resources, Agriculture, and Merchant Marine and Fisheries 

A BILL 
To designate certain public lands in the States of Idaho, 

Montana, Oregon, Washington, and Wyoming as wilder­
ness, wild and scenic rivers, national park and preserve 
study areas, wild land recovery areas, and biological con­
necting corridors; and for other purposes. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

4 This Act may be cited as the "Northern Rockies 

5 Ecosystem Protection Act of 1993". 

6 SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

7 (a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that: 
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2 

1 ( 1) Many areas of undeveloped National Forest 

2 System lands in the States of Idaho, Montana, Or-

3 egon, Washington, and Wyoming possess outstand-

4 ing natural characteristics which give them high val-

5 ues as wilderness, parks, and wild and scenic rivers, 

6 and will, if properly preserved, contribute as an en-

7 during resource of wilderness, wild land areas, and 

8 biodiversity for the benefit of the American people. 

9 (2) The bioregion of the Northern Rockies con-

I 0 tains the most diverse array of wild lands remaining 

11 south of Canada, providing sanctuary for a host of 

12 species listed as threatened or endangered under the 

13 Endangered Species Act of 1973. These national in-

14 terest public lands are among the most popular wild 

15 lands in the Nation, embracing major ecosystems 

16 and national treasures such as the Greater Yellow-

17 stone, Greater Glacier/Continental Divide, Greater 

18 Hells Canyon, Greater Salmon/Selway, and Greater 

19 Cabinet/Y aak/Selkirk ecosystems. The headwaters 

20 for nearly two-thirds of North America originate in 

21 the Northern Rockies, sending waters to three 

22 oceans and providing critical supplies of clean water 

23 for wildlife and other users. 

24 (3) The wildlife treasures of the Northern 

25 Rockies are of international significance with a re-

•HR 2638 m 
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1 markably intact large mammalian fauna and rare 

2 and unique plant life. 

3 ( 4) However, wildlife habitat fragmentation due 

4 to roadbuilding, timber harvest, mining, oil and gas 

5 exploration, lack of interagency cooperation, and 

6 other activities has severe effects on the wil4life pop-

7 ulations and their habitat, including those listed as 

8 threatened or endangered under the Endangered 

9 Spec1es Act of 1973, the water quality, ancient for-

10 ests, and greater ecosystems of the Northern Rock-

11 ies Bioregion. Continued fragmentation and develop-

12 ment of the remaining roadless and essentially 

13 roadless ecosystems and biological connectors of the 

14 Northern Rockies would cause a loss to the Nation 

15 of an entire wild land region, and the only remaining 

16 areas south of Canada still pristine enough to sup.: 

17 port populations of caribou, gray wolves, grizzly 

18 bears, anadromous fish, and numerous other rare 

19 and endangered plant and animal life all in one in-

20 tact bioregion. 

21 (5) Since the 1936 roadless area inventory com-

22 pleted by Bob Marshall, millions of acres of roadless 

23 wild lands have been developed in the Northern 

24 Rockies. Extensive fragmentation of wild lands and 

25 wildlife habitat has resulted in the listing of several 

•HR 1838 m 
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1 species as threatened or endangered and reduced the 

2 numbers and range of many others, including anad-

3 romous fish. 

4 ( 6) A review of the current situation in the 

5 Northern Rockies has revealed the urgent need for 

6 an ecological reserve system for the Northern Rock-

7 ies Bioregion which includes core ecosystem reserve 

8 areas and biological connecting corridors necessary 

9 to ensure wildlife movements and genetic inter-

tO change between the core reserve areas. 

11 (7) The economic value to the Nation of most 

12 of these undeveloped areas left in their natural state, 

13 greatly exceeds any potential return to the United 

14 States Treasury from timber harvest and develop-

15 ment. If current Federal land management in the 

16 Northern Rockies continues to result in the develop-

17 ment of roadless areas, the American public will pay 

18 with tax dollars for permanent reductions in wilder-

19 ness, water quality, fish and wildlife habitat, as well 

20 as species and biological diversity. 

21 (8) The congressional review of roadless areas 

22 within National Forest System lands in the States 

23 of Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Washington, and Wyo-

24 ming has identified areas which, on the basis of 

25 their land form, ecosystem, associated fish and wild-
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1 life, economic value, and location will help to fulfill 

2 the role of the United States Forest Service to en-

3 sure a quality National Wilderness Preservation Sys-

4 tern. This review · has identified other areas which 

5 may contain outstanding values as national park and 

6 preserves and wild and scenic rivers. This review has 

7 also identified areas which may not possess out-

8 standing wilderness attributes and should not now 

9 be designated as components of the National Wilder-

to ness Preservation System, but which should be stud-

11 ied tO determine their role in maintaining biological 

12 diversity in the Northern Rockies. 

13 (9) Many areas of National Forest System 

14 lands have been damaged and their productivity re-

15 duced by unwise development practices· which have 

16 also impaired ecosystem function and biological di-

17 versity. The Island Park area adjacent to Yellow-

18 stone National Park contains large clear-cut areas 

19 right up to the park boundary. Efforts should be 

20 made to return these areas to their former ecological 

21 health and native diversity by designating them as 

22 N a tiona} Wildland Restoration and Recovery areas. 

23 These efforts seek to ensure that vital ecosystem 

24 components are restored, especially in areas where 

25 wildlife travel corridors and native fish and wildlife 
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populations have been damaged or eliminated, and 

restoration efforts will seek to ensure and maintain 

genetic interchange, biological diversity, and restora­

tion of native species ·diversity throughout the 

Northern Rockies Bioregion. 

(10) Federal agencies entrusted with managing 

the Bioregion's natural resources operate under con­

tradictory Congressional mandates, and thus are in 

dissension over management policies which involve 

common resources and major ecosystems. 

(b) DESIGNATIONS.-The purposes of this Act are 

(1) designate certain National Forest System 

lands in the States of Idaho, Montana, Oregon, 

Washington, and Wyoming as components of the 

National Wilderness Preservation System; 

(2) designate certain National Forest System 

lands in the States of Montana, Oregon, and Idaho 

as national park and preserve study areas; 

(3) designate certain National Forest System 

lands and watercourses in the States of Montana, 

Idaho, Wyoming, and Washington as components of 

the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System and as 

Wild and Scenic River study areas; 

•BB 1838 m 
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1 (4) establish a pilot system of National 

2 Wildland Restoration and Recovery Areas and a 

3 Wildlands Recovery Corps to help restore biological 

4 diversity and native species; and 

5 ( 5) establish a system of biological connecting 

6 corridors between the core ecosystems in the region. 

7 (c) GENERAL PuRPOSES.-The designations made by 

8 this Act are made in order to-

9 (1) promote, perpetuate, and preserve the wil-

10 derness character ofthe land, 

11 (2) protect watersheds and wildlife habitat, in-

12 eluding that of sp~ies protected under the Endan-

13 gered Species Act of 1973, 

14 (3) protect the ecological integrity and contigu-

15 ity of major wild land ecosystems and their inter-

16 connecting corridors identified bY. the United States 

17 Fish and Wildlife Service, and other sources, 

18 (4) protect and maintain biological and native 

19 ·species diversity, 

20 (5) promote and ensure interagency cooperation 

21 m the implementation of integrated, holistic eco-

22 system management and protection of the 

23 ecosystems and corridors covered by this Act, 

24 · (6) preserve scenic, historic, and cultural re-

25 sources, 

•BR 1838 m 
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1 (7) promote scientific research, primitive recre-

2 ation, solitude, physical and mental challenge, and 

3 inspiration for the benefit of all the American peo-

4 ple, 

5 (8) avoid the misinvestment of scarce capital in 

6 lands of marginal timber value, and 

7 (9) ensure that all resources on Federal lands 

8 in the Northern Rockies Bioregion are managed on 

9 an ecologically and economically sustainable basis. 

10 SEC. 3. WILDERNESS. 

11 (a) DESIGNATION AS WILDERNESS.-ln furtherance 

12 of the purposes of the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131-

13 1136), the following lands in the States of Idaho, Mon-

14 tana, Oregon, Washington, and Wyoming are hereby des-

15 ignated as wilderness and, therefore, as components of the 

16 National Wilderness Preservation System: 

17 (1) GREATER GLACIER/CONTINENTAL DIVIDE 

18 ECOSYSTEM.-(A) The core of this region is Glacier 

19 National Park and the Bob Marshall Wilderness, 

20 America's first Wilderness area. This ecosystem in-

21 eludes unique lands such as the Rocky Mountain 

22 Front, where grizzlies still roam the prairies and 

23 America's largest bighorn sheep herd scales the 

24 craggy peaks. The Swan and Mission mountain 

25 ranges contain some of Montana's largest old growth 

•DR 1638 m 
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1 forests and pristine bull trout and westslope cut-

2 throat trout spawning runs. The Rocky Mountain 

3 Gray Wolf is making a comeback here, and the eco-

4 system is home to the largest grizzly population in 

5 the lower 48. 

6 (B)(i) In order to protect this unique eco-

7 system, the areas named in the table in clause (ii), 

8 which together comprise approximately 1,256,175 

9 acres as generally depicted on 'the maps with titles 

10 corresponding to each such area and dated July 1, 

11 1993, are hereby designated as wilderness. Each 

12 such wilderness area shall either be incorporated 

13 into the wilderness area indicated or shall be known 

14 by the name given to it in such table, as specified 

15 in such table. Each such map shall be on file and 

16 available for public inspection in the Office of the 

17 Chief of the Forest Service, United States Depart-

IS ment of Agriculture. 

19 (ii) The table referred to in clause (i) is as fol-

20 lows: 

GREATER GLACIER/CONTINENTAL DIVIDE ECOSYSTEM 

The following areas shall be incorporated into the Bob Marahall Wtldemesa Area: 

Name of Wilderness Area 

Bob Marshall Wtldemeaa 
Choteau Mountain/felon High Peaka ................. .. 

Deep Creek .. .......................................................... . 

Renshaw .................... ........................... ................. . 

HR2638 IH-2 

Approximate 
.Acreaae Loeation 

65,433 Lewia & Clark National 
Foreat/BLM 

49,322 Lewis & Clark National 
Foreat/BLM 

57,591 Lewis & Clark National 
Foreat/BLM 
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~arne of Wildemeea Area 

Swan Front ........................ ................................... . 

Swan Crest ............................................................ . 

Limeatone Cal"ei!/Loat Jack .................................. . 

Monture Creek ...................................................... . 
Total ............................................... . 

Appro:dmate 
Acreage Location 

165,133 Flathead Lolo ~ational 
Forest 

89,402 Flathead ~ational For· 
eat 

57,640 Flathead ~ational For­
est 

99,846 Lolo ~ational Forest 
584,367 

The following areas shall be incorporated into the Great Bear Wilderness Area: 

Middle Fork ............... ............................................ 41,339 Flathead ~ational For-

South Fork ............................................................ . 

Total ............................................... . 

est 
53,779 Flathead ~ational For­

eat 
95,118 

The following areas shall be incorporated into the Scapeaoat Wtldemeea Area: 

Stonewall Mountain .......... ..................................... 54,238 Helena ~ational Forest 
Sih:er KillfiFalls Creek ................................. ......... 43,192 Lewia & Clarlr/Helena 

Benclunark/Elk Creek .... ············· ··························· 

Total ...... ......................................... . 

~ational Forest 
32,314 Lewia & Clark ~ational 

Forest 
129,744 

The following areas ihan be incorporated into the Mission Mountain& Wtldemesa Area: 

Mission additiona ..................... ................ .............. 3,916 Flathead ~ational For-

Marshall Peak ................................ ....................... . 
Total ............................................... . 

9, 757 Lolo ~ational Forest 
13,673 

The following areaa aball be incorporated into the Rattlesnake Wtldemess Area: 

Rattlesnake nlClassification and additioow •.......•.... 26,780 Lolo ~ational Forest 

The following areaa aball become component& of the ~ational Wilderness Preaer\-atiol 
System and each area shall take the name j!i\-en to it in the table: 

Badger-Two Medicine ............................................ 125,353 Lewia & Clark ~ational 
Foreat 

Sawtooth Ridge ........••......•......•.•........ ············ .. ...••• 15,195 Lewie & Clark ~ational 
Forest 

Mt. Hefty/l'uehuclri'I'hompeon·Seton .................... . 103,361 Flathead/Kootenai ~a-
tional Forest 

LeBeau ......................... ........................................ . 6,289 Flathead/Kootenai ~a-
tieaa1 Forest 

Ten Lakes ...................................... ....................... . 43,663 Kootenai ~ational For· .. 
Lincoln Gulch ................. ....................................... . 8,286 Helena ~ational Forest 

AMeooda Hill ························································ lt,212 Helena ~atioual Forest 
Specimen Creek ..................................................... . 13,267 Helena ~atioual Forest 
Crater Mountain .............. ..................................... . 9,985 HeleM ~ational Forest 
Ogden Mountain ......................•.............................. 12,418 Helena ~ational Forest 
~e.-ada Mountain .................................................. . 49,464 Helena ~ational Forest 

Ecosyatem Total ............................ . 1,25i,175 

•lllt1881 m 
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1 (2) GREATER YELLOWSTONE. ECOSYSTEM.-(A) 

2 The core of this great region is Yellowstone, the Na-

3 · tion's first national park. This world-famous region 

4 of geyser basins, · towering mountains, abundant 

5 wildlife and vast forests contains the headwaters for 

6 many of the Nation's most famous blue-ribbon trout 

7 streams. Small glaciers and permanent snowfields 

8 cloak the rugged Teton and Beartooth mountains, 

9 with several peaks greater than 12,000 feet. Diverse 

10 habitat ranges from cactus desert lowlands to arctic 

11 tundra. Wildlife includes the threatened grizzly bear, 

12 the Nation's last wild bison herd, trumpeter swans, 

13 and nearly 35,000 elk. 

14 (B)(i) In order to protect this unique eco-

15 system, the areas named in the table in clause (ii), 

16 which comprise approximately 3,261,673 acres as 

17 generally depicted on the maps with titles cor-

18 responding to each such area and dated July 1, 

19 1993, are hereby designated as wilderness. Each 

20 such wilderness area shall either be incorporated 

21 into the wilderness area indicated or shall be known 

22 by the name given to it in such table, as specified 

23 in such table. Each such map shall be on file and 

24 available for public inspection in the Office of the 

•BR 1838 m 
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1 Chief of the Forest Service, United States Depart-

2 ment of Agriculture. 

3 (ii) The table referred to in clause (i) is as fol-

4 lows: 
.GREATER YELLOWSTONE ECOSYSTEM 

The following areu shall be incorporated into the .Al.aroka-Beartooth \Vllderneu Area: 

~arne of Wlldemeu Area 

.Al.aroka-Beartooth additiona ............................... . 

Approximate 
Aereage Location 

196,969 Gallatin/Cuater/Sho-
ahone ~ational For-
est 

The following areas shall be incoll'Orated into the :Sorth Absaroka Wildernesa Area: 

:Sorth Absaroka additions oooooo oooooooooooooooo oo oo oo ooooooOOOO 140,290 Shoahone ~ational For-
est 

The following areu shall be incorporated into the W uhalcie Wilde mesa Area: 

Washakie additiona 0000000000000000000000000000 0000 00 00 00 00 00000000 219,008 Shoahone ~ational For-
eat 

The following areu shall be incorporated into the Teton Wilderness Area: 

Du~oir/Pacific Creek/Biackrock Creek 00000000000000000 56,682 Bridger-Teton/Shoahone 
:Sational Foreat 

The following areu shall be incorporated into the Gros Ventre Wllderneas Area: 

Shoal Creek addition oooooooooo oooooo ooooOOOOoo OOoooooooo ooooooOO OO 38,525 Bridger-Teton :Satlonal 

Gros Ventre additiona 000000 00 00 0000000000000000 00000000000000 00 oo 

Total o ooooooooooooooooooooooooOOoooooooooo oo oooooooo• 

Foreat 
70,080 Bridger-Teton ~ational 

Foreat 
108,605 

The following areu shall be incoll'Orated into the Bridger Wlldemesa Area: 

Bridger additions OOOOOOOOOO OOOO OOoooooooooooooooooo oooooooooo oooooo • 79,262 Bridger-Teton :Sational 
Foreat 

The following areas shall be incoll'Orated into the Popo Agie Wilderness Area: 

Popo Agie additiona oooo oooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo....... 48,031 Shoahone ~ational For-
eat 

The following areas shall be incoll'Orated into the Winegar Hole Wlldernesa Area: 

Winegar Hole addition oooooooooooooooooooooo oooo oo oooooooooooo oo• 5,800 Targhee ~ational For-
eat 

The follo..ing areu shall be incorporated into the Lee Metcalt Wildemesa Area: 

Co..-boya Heal-en oooooooooo .... oo .. oooooo oooooo oooooooooooooooooo.... 32,279 Gallatin ~ational For-
est 

Lee Metcalf additions 00 00 00 00 00 0000000000 00 00 0000 0000000000 oooooo• 7 4,062 Gallati~a'-erbead 
~ational Forest 

Total 0000000000000000000 0000 0000""""""""00"' 106,341 

.aa 1818 m 
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Name of Wilderness Area Approximate 
Acreage Location 

The following areas ahall become ·componenta ol the National Wilderness Presel'\11tion 
System and each area shall take the name gi\'etl to it in the table: 

Gallatin Range ....... ............. ................................... 211,595 Gallatin National For-
est 

Lionhead .............................. .................. ......... ..... .• 48,225 Gallatinfl'arghee Na· 
tional Forest 

Line Creek Plateau/Deep Lake ............................. . 112,473 Custer/Shoshone N a· 
tiona! Forest 

Monument Ridge .... ............................................... . 16,640 Bridger-Teton National 
Forest 

Munger Mountain ........................ ...........•.............. 8,690 Bridger-Teton National 
Forest 

Little Sheep Mountain ............................. ............. . 15,014 Bridger· Teton National 
Forest 

Palissdes ......... .................. ............................. ....... . 120,619 Bridger· Tetontrarghee 
National Forest 

Mt Leidy Highlands .............................................. . 165,275 Bridger· Teton National 
Forest 

Salt Ri\"er Range ................................................... . 217,712 Bridger· Teton National 
Forest · 

Grayback Ridge ..... ... ...... ................................ ..... .. . 211,574 Bridger· Teton National 
Forest 

Commissary Ridge ................................................ . 94,626 Bridger-Teton National 
Forest 

South Wyoming Range ......................................... . 65,838 Bridger-Teton National 
Forest 

Middle Wyoming Range .................................... _. ... . 57,600 Bridger-Teton National 
Forest 

Gannett Hills ............................................ ............ . 41,600 Bridger-Teton National 
Forest 

Garns Mountain ... ...................................... .. ......... . 110,494 Targhee National For· 
est 

Bear Creek ..................................................... .... ... . 93,927 Targhee ~ational For· 
est 

Snake Ri\"er ......... ............. ..................................... . 6,930 Targhee National For· 
est 

Jackass ......... ................... .. .......................... .......... . 5,190 Targhee ::-<ational For-
est 

Stump Creek .................... ............. ................... ..... . 92,249 Targhee National For-
est 

Centennial Mountains ....... ........................... ......... . 123,320 Targhee ::-<ational For-
esi/BLl\f 

Caribou ........................................ .. ................... ..... . 70,028 Caribou National For· 
est 

Poker Peak ..... ................... .. ..... .................... ......... . 19,825 Caribou National For· 
est 

Bitters Peak ............... .. ................................. .. ...... . 12,376 Caribou National For-
est 

Wol\"erine Creek ................................................... .. 20,640 Caribou National For-
est 

Gra\-elly Mountains ,., ........................................ ... .. 269,055 Bea\"erhead National 
Forest 

Snowcrest .............................................................. . 97,633 Bea\"erhead ::-<ational 
Forest 

Tobacco Root Mountains ................................ ...... . 102,031 Bea\"erhead/Deerlodge 
National Forest 

ECOSYSTEM TOTAL ................ .. . 3,261 ,673 
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1 (3) GREATER SALMON/SELWAY ECOSYSTEM.-

2 (A) This region is one of the most rugged and wild 

3 areas in America, and one of the largest intact for-

4 est ecosystems in the temperate zones of the Earth. 

5 The core is comprised of the Frank Church-River of 

6 No Return and Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness areas. 

7 Swimming the Salmon and Clearwater river systems, 

8 several species of salmon and sea-going trout still 

9 make the 900 mile spawning journey from the Pa-

lO cific Ocean to small tributaries in the high mountain 

11 country. Biological and landscape diversity is great, 

12 ranging from rocky, dry canyon country to wet for-

13 ests of ancient cedars many feet in diameter in the 

14 Mallard-Larkins and other areas. A wide array of 

15 forest dwelling species reside here, and the gray wolf 

16 is making a comeback. 

17 (B)(i) In order to protect this unique eco-

18 system, the areas named in the table in clause (ii), 

19 which comprise approximately 5,160,727 acres as 

20 generally depicted on the maps with titles cor-

21 responding to each such area and dated July 1, 

22 1993, are hereby designated as wilderness. Each 

23 such wilderness area shall either be incorporated 

24 into the wilderness area indicated or shall be known 

25 by the name given to it in such table, as specified 
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1 m such table. Each such map shall be on file and 

2 available · for public inspection in the Office of the 

3 Chief of the Forest Service, United States Depart-

4 ment of Agriculture. 

5 (ii) The table referred to in clause (i) is as fol-

6 lows: 

GREATER SALMON ECOSYSTEM 

The follo..ing areas shall be incorporared inoo the Frank Church-Ri..,er of :>Jo Return 
Wildemeaa Area: 

:>Jame ofWildemeaa Area 

Bluejoint ................................................................ . 

Camas Creek .... .... .. ............................................... . 

Blue Bunch ................................. · .......................... . 

Loon Creek ................ ............................................ . 

Pinnacle Peak ....................................................... . 
Meadow Creek ....................................................... . 
Big Creek Fringe ........................................ .......... . 
Placer Creek ..•.........................•. ••.•.•.•.. ..•.•.•.•......•... 
Smith Creek .......................................................... . 
Cotoontail Point· Pilot Peak ................................... . 
Bemard ........... .. ........................... ......................... . 
Burnt Log .................................... ......................... . 
Whiskey ................ ................................................. . 
Nameleaa Creek .............. .. ............ ......• ................... 
Tenneaaee .................................................. ............ . 
Poker Meadows ..................................................... . 
Panther Creek ..................................................... .. . 
McEleny ................................................................ . 
Little Horae ........................................................... . 
Oreana ................................................................... . 
Duck Peak ............................................................. . 
LongTom ............................................................. . 
Challis Creek ..•............................................... ........ 
Scafoam .. : .......•....................................................... 
Gl'e)1ock .................................. ................ .............. . 
Racklitr-Gedney ...................................... ········· .. ····· 

Jersey-Jack ........................................................... . 

. Mallard ............ ...................................................... . 

Marahall Mountain ........................... .. , ........... .. ..... . 

Total ...........•.................................... 

•HR 1838 m 

Approximate 
Acreage 

63,812 

98,836 

12,557 

109,995 

4,500 
21 ,783 

1,149 
7,170 
2,257 

166,380 
20,731 
23,010 

3,416 
2,282 

877 
674 

42,774 
3,608 
7,620 
7,406 

48,407 
21 ,633 
40,074 
26,202 
12,605 
90,173 

45,873 

23,232 

5,315 

914,351 

Location 

Bitterroot/Salmon Na-
tional Forests 

Challi!VSalmon :>Jational 
Forests 

ChaiiWBoise National 
Forests 

Challie/Sawtooth Na-
tional Forests 

Payette National Forest 
Payette National Forest 
Payette :>Jational Forest 
Payette National Forest 
Payette National Forest 
Payette National Forest 
Boise N a tiona! Forest 
Boise National Forest 
Boise National Forest 
Boise National Forest 
Boise National Forest 
Boise National Forest 
Salmon National Forest 
Salmon National Forest 
Sabnon :>Jational Forest 
Salmon National Forest 
Salmon National Forest 
Salmon :>Jational Forest 
Challis National Forest 
Challis :>Jational Forest 
Challis National Forest 
Cle&IW8terf.\lez Perce 

:>Jational Forests 
Nez Perce National 

Forest 
Nez Perce National 

Forest 
Coeur d'Alene Dist. 

BLM 
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~ame of Wilderness ~a Approximate 
Acreage Location 

The following areaa shall be ineorporated into the Gospel Hump Wdderneas ~a: 

Gospel Hump Additions ......................................... 21,200 ~ez Perce ~ational 

Carey Creek ....................... ........................ ·········· .. . 
Total .............................. ................. . 

Forest 
8,556 Payette ~ational Forest 

29,756 

The following areas shall be ineorporated into the Selway-Bitterroot Wdderneas ~: 

Bitterroot additions ..................... ........................... 108,591 Bitterroot ~ational 

Lochaa Face ................................... ....................... . 

~orth Lochaa Slope .............................................. . 

Elk Summit ........................................................... . 

Weat Meadow Creek .............................................. . 

East Meadow Creek ............................................. . . 

Lolo Creek ....................................................... ...... . 

Total ......................................... ...... . 
Sawtooth Wdderneas ......................................... .... . 
Sawtooth completion (Hansen Lal<~uckleberry/ 

Pettit/Smoky Mountainrll'en Mile'Biack War­
rior/South Boiae'Yuba). 

73,027 

112,382 

55,788 

107,512 

94,203 

16,344 

567,847 

520,729 

Forest 
CleaiWilter ~ational 

Forest 
Clean.·ater ~ational 

Forest 
Clearwater ~ational 

Forest 
~ez Perce ~ational 

Forest 
~ez Perce ~ational 

Forest 
Loi~Ciearwater/Bitter-

root ~ ational Forests 

BoiWSawtootWChallis 
~ational Forests 

The folloWing areas shall become components of the ~ational Wddemeas Presen-ation 
System and each area shall take the name gi\-en to it in the table: 

French Creek/Patrick Butte · ............ .......... ............ 168,215 Payette ~ational Forest 
Crystal Mountain .............. .. ............ .. .. .. ...... ........... 13,912 Payette ~ational Forest 
Seceah ...................... ............................................ ... 259,682 Payette ~ational Forest 
~eedles ................................................................... 166,245 Payette/Boise ~ational 

Forests 
Caton Lake ............................................ ................ . 98,839 Payette/Boise ~ational 

Forests 
Mount Heinen ................................. ...................... . 17,170 Boise ~ational Forest 
Grape Mountain .............................................. .. .... . 15,378 Boise ~ational Forest 
Peace Rock ........................................................... .. 198,257 Boise ~ational Forest 
Deadwood .................. ............................................ . 56,412 Boise ~ational Forest 
Whitehawk Mountain .......... .................... .. ............ . 9,250 Boise ~ ational Forest 
Red Mountain ..... .......................... .. ...................... . 108,836 Boise ~ational Forest 
Breadwinner ......................................................... .. 40,829 Boise ~ational Forest 
Elk Creek ....................................................... .. ..... . 16,113 Boise ~ational Forest 
Steel Mountain ........ ............................................ .. . 23,051 Boise ~ ational Forest 
Rainbow ............................................... ............ ...... . 12,036 Boise ~ational Forest 
Grand Mountain ................................................ .... . 21,263 Boise ~ ational Forest 
Sheep Creek ........................................................... . 93,735 Boise ~ational Forest 
Snowbank ........................... .......................... ........ .. 35,471 Boise ~ational Forest 
House Mountain .................................................... . 16,800 Boise ~ational Forest 
DanskbVSouth Fork Boiae .................................. .. 42,038 Boise ~ational Forest 
Cow Creek ............................................................ .. 9,710 Boise ~ational Forest 
Lime Creek ............................................. .............. .. 114,433 Boiat/Sawtooth ~·-

tional Foresta 
O'Hara Falla Creek .............................................. .. 25,326 ~ez Perce ~ational 

Forest 

•HR Z838 IH 
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:-lame of Wilderness Area 

Lick Point ............. ................................................ . 

Goddard Creek ···· ··················································· 

Middle Fork Face ................................................. . 

Clear Creek ................................ ........................... . 

Sil,-er Creek-Pilot Knob ... ............................. ........ . 

Perreau Creek ....................................................... . 
:"<apiaa ............. ..................... ................................. . 
:"<apolean Ridge ..................................................... . 
Jeue Creek .... ....................................................... . 
Haystack Mountain ...................... ......................... . 
Phelan ................... .. ....... ......... .............................. . 
Sheepeater ................ ......... ......... ........................... . 
South Fork Deep Creek ..................... ................... . 
Deep Creek .............. .......•....................................... 
Ta3~0r Mountain ............................ ....................... . 

Squaw Creek ................................. ........................ . 
White Knob ........ ..... .................................. ............ . 
Porphyry Peak .......................... ........... ................. . 
Pioneer Mountains ...... ................... ....................... . 

Railroad Ridge .................................. ·········· ......... . . 

Boulder/White Clouds ........................................... . 

Cache Peak ......... ........................... .. ................... .. . 

Buttercup Mountain .............................................. . 

Little Wood Rh-er ................................................. . 
Friedman Creek .................................................... . 
Great Bum Wildlands Complex: 
Great Bum ........•.................................................... 

Meadow Creek/Upper :"<orth Fork/Rawhide ......... . 

Sheep Mountain .............. ...................................... . 

Mallard-Larkins ........ ................ .... ........................ . 

Bighom-Weitas ..................................................... . 

sn.·ash ........ ........................................................... . 

Pot Mountain ........................................................ . 

Mooee ·Mountain ..................................... ............... . 

Eldorado Creek ..................................................... . 

Weir-Post Office ...... ............ ..... .... ....... .. ........ ........ . 

HR2638 IH-~ 

Approximate 
Acreage Location 

8,006 :-<ez Perce :-<ational 
Forest 

13,380 :"<ez Perce :-<ational 
Forest 

11,000 :"<ez Perce :"<ational 
Forest 

26,700 :"<ez Perce :-<ational 
Forest 

35,920 :"<ez Perce :-<ational 
Forest 

8,493 Salmon :-<ational Forest 
9,721 Salmon :"<ational Forest 

49,703 Salmon :"<ational Forest 
16,161 Salmon :"<ational Forest 
10,646 Salmon :-<ational Forest 
10,465 Salmon :-<ational Forest 
24,082 Salmon :-<ational Forest 
12,975 Salmon :-<ational Forest 
5,265 Salmon :"<ational Forest 

61,930 Salmon/Challis :"<ational 
Foresta 

96,699 Challis :-<ational Forest 
62,416 Challis :-<ational Forest 
45,273 Challis :"<ational Forest 

284,750 SawtooWChallis :-<a­
tiona! Foresta 

39,230 SawtooWChallis :"<a· 
tiona! Forests 

531,345 SawtooWChallis :-<a­
tiona! Forest/BLM 

25,949 Sawtooth :-<ational For· 
est 

71,806 Sawtooth :"<ational For­
est 

5,401 Shoshone Dist. BLM 
11,176 Shoshone Dist. BLM 

250,396 Clearwater/Lolo :-<a­
tiona! Forests 

62,712 Idaho Panhandle/Lolo 
:"<ational Forests 

64,608 Idaho Panhandle/Lolo 
:"<ational Forests 

255,803 Clearwater/Idaho Pan· 
handle :"<ational For­
ests 

235,094 Clearwater :"<ational 
Forest 

8,851 Clearwater :-<ational 
Forest 

49,792 Clearwater :-<ational 
Forest 

21,393 Clearwater :"<ational 
Forest' 

7,238 Cleanrater :-<a tiona! 
Forest 

22,605 Clearwater :-<ational 
Forest 
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;\lame of Wilderness Area 

Mosquito Fly ............................ .......... ............. ...... . 

Midget Peak .................................................. ...... .. . 

Approximate 
Acn!llj!e Location 

15,437 Idaho Panhandle ;\Ia-
tiona! Forest 

6,973 Idaho Panhandle ;\Ia-
tiona! Forest 

Total .. ....... ............................ ..... ...... 1,000,902 
ECOSYSTEM TOTAL ................... 5,160,727 

(4) GREATER CABINET/YAAK/SELKIRK ECO-

2 SYSTEM.-(A) The wettest part of the Northern 

3 Rockies, this wild land region contains the last 

4 m~or stands of low elevation ancient forests in the 

5 region, including the Long Canyon area which con-

6 tains the oldest living cedars in the Nation. The only 

7 caribou herd in the lower 48 roams these mountains 

8 joined by the grizzly and the gray wolf. Towering 

9 mountains include the Cabinet, Selkirk, and Purcell 

10 ranges. 

11 (B)(i) In order to protect this unique, heavily 

12 fragmented, and endangered ecosystem, the areas 

13 named in the table in clause (ii), which comprise ap-

14 proximately 758,318 acres as generally depicted on 

15 the maps with titles corresponding to each such area 

16 and dated July 1, 1993, are hereby designated as 

17 wilderness. Each such wilderness area shall either be 

18 incorporated into the wilderness area indicated or 

19 shall be known by the name given to it in such table, 

20 as specified in such table. Each such map shall be 

21 on file and available for public inspection in the Of-

•DR 1838 IH 
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1 fice of the Chief of the Forest Service, United States 

2 Department of Agriculture. 

3 (ii) The table referred to m clause (i) is as fol-

4 lows: 

GREATER CABINET/YAAI<ISELKIRK ECOSYSTEM 

The following areaa shall be incorporated into the Cabinet Mountains Wilderness Area: 

:Same of Wilderness Area 

Cabinet Additions ........................ .......................... . 

Approximate 
Acreage Location 

68,297 Kootenai :Sational For­
est 

The following areas shall be incorporated into the Salmo· Priest Wilderness Area and "ill 
be known as the Salmo-Priest Wilderness Area: 

Salmo-Priest Addit.ions ......................................... . 26,860 CohilWKaniksu :Sa­
tiona! Forests 

The following areas shall become components of the :Sational Wilderness Presen11tion 
System and shall take the name gh-en in in the table: 

Zulu Creek ......................................... ................. ... 6,200 Kootenai :Sational For-
est 

Saddle Mountain ...... ............................................ .. 7,400 Kootenai :S ational For-
est 

Roberts Mountain ................................................ .. 6,100 Kootenai :S ational For-
est 

Galena Creek ........................................................ .. 18,710 Kootenai :Sational For-
est 

Berrey Mountain ....... ....... ... .............................. ... .. 8,081 Kootenai :-Jational For· 
est 

Lone Cliff-Smeada ......................................... ....... .. 6,680 Kootenai :-lational For· 
est 

Mc:Seeley ............................................................... . 8,104 Kootenai :Sational For-
est 

:Sorthwest Peak ................. ....... .............. ... .. ......... .. 20,330 Kootenai :-lational For· 
est 

Roderick ......................... , .. .. ..... ............................ .. 24,800 Kootenai :-1 ational For-
est 

Grizzly Peak ................................................ .. ....... .. 4,890 Kootenai :-1 ational For-
est 

Cataract Peak ......... .. ..... ................... .................... . 26,836 Kootenai/Lolo :Sational 
Forests 

Cuhe Iron-Silcox .......... .......... .. .............................. . 38,085 Kootenai/Lolo :Sational 
Forests 

Sundance Ridge .. ... ................................. .......... ... .. 8,852 Lolo :Sa tiona! Forest 
Teepee-Spring Creek .......................... ............ ....... . 11,357 Lolo :-1 a tiona! Forest 
Scotchman's Peak ............................................. .... . 83,942 Kootenai/Idaho Pan-

handle :Sa tiona! For-
eats 

Elk Creek ........... .. .... ................. ....... ..................... . 11,623 Kootenai/Idaho Pan· 
handle :-lational For-
eats 
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:~lame o( Wilderness Area 

Buckhorn Ridge .................................................... . 

Little Grass Mountain .......................................... . 

Grassy Top ............................................................ . 
Hal'\1!)' Creek ........................................................ . 
Abererombie-Hoolmose .......................................... . 
South Fork Mountain ........... ................................ . 

Blaekt.ail Mountain ......... ................ ...................... . 

Upper Priest Lake ............... ............... ........ ......... .. 

Long Canyon/Selkirk Crest ............. ...................... . 

Saddle Mountain ............... ......... ........ ................... . 

Katka Peak ........................................................... . 

Boulder .................................................................. . 

Mt. Willani/Lake Estelle ...... ................................. . 

Trestle Peak .......................................................... . 

Beetop ···································································· 

Packsaddle ........................................ .................... . 

Blaektail Mountain .................... ......... ...... ............ . 

Magee ................................... ........... .. .. .................. . 

Tepee Creek ................................................ .......... . 

Trouble Creek ....................................................... . 

Graham Coal ......................... ..•.. .•.......... ................ 

Grandmother Mountain 

Ecosystem total ............ .................. . 

Approximate 
Acreage Location 

32,545 KootenaVIdaho Pan­
handle :II ational For­
ests 

7,867 Col\ille/ldaho Pan· 
handle :llational For­
ests 

13,781 Con·ille :llational Forest 
11,520 CoMIIe :llational Forest 
32,021 Conille ~ational Forest 

7,680 Idaho Panhandle :lla­
tional Forest 

5,140 Idaho Panhandle ~a­
tiona) Forest 

12,900 Idaho Panhandle ~a­
tiona) Forest 

40,240 Idaho Panhandle ~a­
tiona) Forest/Bureau 
of Land Management 

8,289 Idaho Panhandle ~a­
tional Forest 

10,929 Idaho Panhandle :lla­
tional Forest 

13,500 Idaho Panhandle ~a-
tional Forest 

52,555 Idaho Panhandle :lla­
tional Forest 

7,137 Idaho Panhandle :lla­
tional Forest 

11,615 Idaho Panhandle :lla­
tional Forest 

17,536 Idaho Panhandle ~a­
tional Forest 

5,021 Idaho Panhandle :lla­
tional Forest 

34,800 Idaho Panhandle :lla­
tional Forest 

5,294 Idaho Panhandle :lla­
tional Forest 

6,100 Idaho Panhandle :lla­
tional Forest 

11,319 Idaho Panhandle :-.Ia-
tional Forest 

23,382 Idaho Panhandle :lla­
tional Forest/Bureau 
o( Land Management 

758,318 

1 (5) ISLANDS IN THE SKY WILDERNESS.-(A) 

2 There are several island mountain ranges in the 

3 Northern Rockies Bioregion, separated from other 

4 mountains b~ the intervening prairies. These wild 
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1 and beautiful mountains are home to an abundant 

2 array of native wildlife and birds and are representa-

3 tive of a unique ecological complex. These lands in-

4 elude the Bighorn, Big Snowy, Pryor, Elkhorn, and 

5 Caribou Mountain Ranges. 

6 (B)(i) In order to protect this unique and in-

7 creasingly isolated ecological treasure, the areas 

8 named in the table in clause (ii), which comprise ap-

9 proximately 1,289, 712 acres as generally depicted on 

10 the maps with titles corresponding to each such area 

11 and dated July 1, 1993, are hereby designated as 

12 wilderness. Each such wilderness area shall be 

l3 known by the name given to it in such table. Each 

14 such map shall be on file and available for public in-

15 spection in the Office of the Chief of the Forest 

16 Service, United States Department of Agriculture. 

17 (ii) The table referred to in clause (i) is as fol-

18 lows: 

~arne of Wilderness Area Approximate 
Acreage Location 

ISLA. 'IDS I~ THE SKY WILDER~ESS AREAS: 

Kettle Mountains: 
Thirteen Mile ............... ........................................ . . 
Bald Snow ............................................................. . 

Profanity ··············· ······················· ·························· 
Twin Sisters .....................................................•..... 
South Huckleberry ............................................ .... . 
Cougar Mountain .............................................. .... . 
Hoodoo ....................... ............................ ............... . 

Total ............................................... . 
Bighorn Mountains: 
Cloud Peak Additions ........................................... . 

•HR 1838 m 

12,714 Col\ille ~ational Forest 
20,383 Col\ille ~ational Forest 
29,002 Col\ille ~ational Forest 
13,311 Col\ille ~ational Forest 
10,090 Cohille ~ational Forest 
5,225 Col\ille ~ational Forest 
7,210 Cohille ~11-tional Forest 

97,935 

82,171 Bighorn ~ational For· 
est 
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:Same or Wilderness Area 

WolfCreek ............................................................ . 

Little Bighom .... ... .............. .. ............................ .... . 

Total ............................................... . 
Pryor Mountains: 
PJ:)•ora ......... ......... .............................. ........ ...... .... .. . 

Blue Mountains: .................................................... . 
Additions to Wenaha-Tueannon Wilderness: 
Upper Tueannon .................... ............................... . 

W-T Three 

Total .. .... .......... ... ........... .... .......... .. .. 
Willow Springs ......... ......... .................................... . 

Asotin Creek ......................................................... .. 

Spangler ........................... ................................... .. . 

Wenatchee Creek .. ...................................... ........ .. .. 

Mill Creek ............................... .... ..... .................... .. . 

Walla Walla ................. ..................................... .... .. 

Jaaaaud ........................ ................. .............. ...... .... . 

Grande Ronde ....................................................... . 

Texas Butte ... ........................ ................................ . 

Skookum .............. . : ................................. .............. .. 

Potamus .......... .............................. ... .............. ...... .. 

South Fork-Tower .......... ..................... .... .............. . 

Squaw .... .. ............. ....... ... ... ............. .................. ... .. . 

Greenhom Mountain .... ..... .................................... . 

Lookingglass .............. ..... .................. .................... . 

Hellhole/Mount Emily ........................................... . 

:Sorth Mount Emily .......................................... .... . 

Bea\-er Creek ... .. ....................................... .. ........... . 

Twin Mountain ..................................................... .. 

Upper Grande Ronde ..... ....... ....... .... ............... ..... .. 

Marble Point ............ ....... ..................................... .. 

•HR ll838 m 

Approximate 
Acreage Location 

46,888 Bighom :Sational For­
est 

41,442 Bighom :Sa tiona! For­
est 

170,501 

110,080 Custer :Sational ForesV 
Bighom :Sational 
Recreation Area 

14,600 Umatilla :Sational For-
est 

2,000 Umatilla :S ational For-
est 

16,600 
10,460 Umatilla :Sational For-

est 
16,900 Umatilla :Sational For-

est 
5,900 Umatilla :Sational For-

est 
15,500 Umatilla :Sational For-

est 
26,700 Umatilla :Sational For-

est 
34,500 Umatilla :Sational For-

est 
4,220 U rna till a ~ ational For-

est 
17,600 Umatilla ~ational For-

est 
6,900 U mat ilia :S ational For-

est 
7,700 Umatilla ~ational For-

est 
5,400 Umatilla ::-lational For-

est 
17,000 Umatilla :Sa tiona! For-

est 
7,400 Umatilla :Sational For-

est 
30,000 Umatilla :Sa tiona! For-

est 
5,000 Umatilla :Sational For-

est 
71 ,322 Umatilla/Wallowa-Whit-

man :S ational Forest 
5,400 Umatilla/Wallowa-Whit-

man :Sational Forest 
12,470 Wallowa-Whitman :Sa-

tiona! Forest 
60,903 Wallowa-Whitman :Sa-

tiona! Forest 
11,810 Wallowa-Whitman :Sa-

tiona! Forest 
7,135 Wallowa-Whitman :Sa-

tiona! Forest 
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:-Jame of Wildemesa Area 

Total Umatill.,Wallowa-Whitman 
::-IF. 

Baldy Mountain ....... ............................................. . 

Dixie Butte ...................................... ...................... . 

Murderers Creek .................................................. .. 

Flag Creek ............. .. ....... ...................................... . 

Fox Creek .................. ........................................... .. 

Glacier Mountain ................................................. .. 

Jumpolf Joe ........................ .................................. . 

Malheur Rh-er ...................................................... .. 

McClellan Mountain ............ ...... ....... .............. ....... . 

Myrtle-Sihies ........................................ ................ .. 

:-Jipple Butte ......... .......................................... : .... .. 

::-lorth Fork Malheur Ri\-er .................................. .. 

Pine Creek .............. ........................................ ...... .. 

Shake table ............ .. .................. ..................... ....... .. 

Utley Butte .......................................................... .. 

Monument Rook ...................... .............................. . 

Total Malheur ::-IF ........................ .. 
Flint Range ............................... ........................... .. 

Fred Burr ................................................. ........... .. 

Elkhorn Mountains .............................................. .. 
Cache Crest .......................................... ................. . 
Mount :-Jaomi/Worm Creek ........ : ......................... .. 

Cuddy Mountain ........................ ............................ . 
Island Wilderness Total ................ .. 

Approximate 
Acreage 

380,220 

Location 

6,500 Malheur :-Jational For­
est 

13,000 Malheur :-Jational For­
est 

35,000 Malheur :-Jational For-
est 

7,800 Malheur :-Jational For-
est 

7,000 Malheur National For­
est 

19,360 Malheur :-Jational For­
est 

10,000 Malheur :-Jational For­
est 

12,000 Malheur ::-lational For-
est 

22,000 Malheur :-Jational For-
est 

13,000 Malheur :-Jational For­
est 

11,500 Malheur :-Jational For­
est 

30,000 Malheur ::-lational For­
est 

14,000 Malheur :-Jational For­
est 

7,000 Malheur ::-lational For­
est 

11,000 Malheur :-Jational For-
est 

5,458 Malheur :-Jational For-
est 

224,618 
60,297 Deerlodge :-Jational 

Forest 
6,643 Deerlodge :-Jational 

Forest 
71,637 Helena :-Jational Forest 
38,000 Cache :-Jational Forest 
70,000 Caribou :-Jational For-

est 
43,181 Payette :-Jational Forest 

1,289,712 

1 (b) AnMINISTRATION.-Subject to valid existing 

2 rights, each wilderness area designated under this section 

3 shall be administered by the Secretary of Agriculture in 

4 accordance with the provisions of the Wilderness Act gov-

5 erning areas designated by that Act as wilderness, except 
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1 that any reference in such provisions to the effective date 

2 of the Wilderness Act or any similar reference shall be 

3 deemed to be a reference to the date · of the enactment 

4 of this Act. 

5 (c) MAP AND DESCRIPTION.-As soon as practicable 

6 after the date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 

7 of Agriculture shall file a map and legal description of 

8 each wilderness area designated under this section with 

9 the Committee on Energy and Natural Resources of the 

10 Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

11 Each such map and legal description shall have the same 

12 force and effect as if included in this Act, except that cor-

13 rection of clerical and typographical errors in such map 

14 and legal description may be made. Each such map and 

15 legal description shall be on file and available for public 

16 inspection in the Office of the Chief of the Forest Service, 

17 United States Department of Agriculture. 

18 SEC. 4. BIOLOGICAL CONNECTING CORRIDORS. 

19 (a) FINDING.-The Congress finds that-

20 (1) the most recent scientific information on ec-

21 ological reserve design and function points out the 

22 critical need for biological connecting corridors be-

23 tween the larger core ecosystem areas; 

24 (2) while none of the remaining major wild land 

25 ecosystems of the Northern Rockies Bioregion ap-
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1 pear to be of sufficient size to perpetuate the full 

2 complement of self-sustaining viable populations of 

3 native wildlife, biological diversity, and full range of 

4 ecological processes on their own, it appears that an 

5 effective reserve system can be achieved if biological 

6 connecting corridors are identified and protected; 

7 and 

8 (3) therefore a system of biological connecting 

9 corridors are designated and protected by this sec-

10 tion. 

11 (b) GENERAL DESCRIPTION.-These wild land areas 

12 are located between the major core ecosystems of the re-

13 gion and are essential for wildlife and plant migration and 

14 genetic interchange. They are some of the most beautiful 

15 and wild mountain ranges in the Nation, including the 

16 Bitterroot, Sapphire, Lost River, Lemhi, and Bridger 

17 mountain ranges. 

18 (c) DESIGNATION.-(1){A) To protect the life flow of 

19 the Northern Rockies Bioregion, the areas identified in the 

20 table in subparagraph (B) as biological connecting cor-

21 ridors, which comprise approximately 4,560,983 acres as 

22 generally depicted on the maps with titles corresponding 

23 to each such area and dated July 1, 1993, are hereby des-

24 ignated as Biological Connecting Corridors. In addition, 

25 the areas described as wilderness on such maps are hereby 

HR2638IH-4 
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1 designated as wilderness and shall be known by the name 

2 given in such table. Each such biological connecting cor-

3 ridor shall be known by the name given to it in such table. 

4 Each such map shall be on file and available for public 

5 inspection in the Office of the Chief of the Forest Service, 

6 United States Department of Agriculture. 

7 (B) The table referred to in subparagraph (A) is as 

8 follows: 

BIOLOGICAL CONNECTING CORRIDORS 
Two Part Designation OOOO oo ooo ooo o oo ooo ooooooooooo o ooooo (a) portion designated as component& of the 

:"Jational W'ildemeaa Preael'lo"&tion System 
(b) portion deaignat.ed as special corridor 

management area 

Sapphire Mountai~ntinental Dnide Corridor-LoiWBitterroot/Deerlodgp/Bea•-erbead 
:-<a tiona! Foresta: 

:-lame of Area 

Welcome Creek Addition .............. oo .. .. oooooooooooooooooo .. 

Anaconda Pintlar Additions ............ .. .................... o 

Sapphire .. o .... .. .......... o .... .... o ...... o .... o .. ...... oo .. .... oooo .. .. 

Stony Mountain ............ o .. ., o .. oooo o ........ 0 0 ...... o .. o ........ 0 

Quigg Peak .. o ...... o .. o .... .... o .. .. o .. .. o .......... oooooo ...... oo .... o 

Sih-er King .. o .. oooooo ...... .. 00 .. o 00 0 ...... ...... o ............ .... o .. .. 

Emerine .... oo ........ oo .. .......... ...... o .......... .. o ...... oo .. ooo .... o 

Sleeping Child .... 0 .................. o .. .. .... .... o .. .. .............. 0 

Bea\'er Lake .. ooooooo .. 00 0 .. oo .. .. ............ 0 .............. oo oo .... .. 

Total .... oo .. .... .. .. o .... .. .... o oooooo oo oo oo .... oo .. 

Approximate 
Acreage Location 

1,102 Lolo :-<ational Forest 
114,948 Bitterroot/Deerlodge' 

Bea•-erbead :Sational 
Foresta 

116,530 Bitterroot/Deerlodse 
:Sa tiona! Foresta 

102,452 Lol@eerlodgp/Bea•-er­
bead :Sational For­
esta 

75,711 Lol@eerlodge :Sational 
Foresta 

28,884 Lol@eerlodge :Sational 
Foresta 

16,664 DeeJ'Iodse :Sational 
Forest 

21,423 Bitterroot :Sational 
Forest 

7,836 Bea•-erbead :"Jational 
Forest 

(a) 485,550 
(b) 119,914 

Jocko MountaiDN'Cabinet Mountains Corridor-Lolo :Sational Forest: 

Mount BuahneU ............................ oo .. ., oooo oo oooo oo oo oooooo 41,589 Lolo National Forest 
Cherry Peak oooooo ... : .... .. . ........ ...... oo ... ........ o o .... .... o .. oo 38,568 Lolo :Sational Forest 
Patrieka Knob .................................... :................... 17,282 Lolo National Forest 
South Siegel-South Cutoff ................................ 00 .. 0 13,599 Lolo National Forest 
:Sortb Siegel .......... oo .......... ..... .. ...... .. ........ .. .. .......... 8,563 Lolo :>lational Forest 
:Sortb Cutotr oo ...... oo ....... .. .. ...... .. .... .. .. .......... oooo oo ..... 8,563 Lolo :Sational Forest 
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~arne of Area Approximate 
Acreage Location 

Reservation Di\ide .... ............................................ . 
Total ............................... .... ............ . 

24,616 Lolo ~ational Forest 
(a) 152,780 
(b) 242,885 

~ine Mili'/Great Bum Corridol'-Lolo ~ational Forest: 

Burdette ................................................................. 16,380 Lo1o ~ational Forest 
Petty Mountain/Deep Creek ............................. ...... 22,588 Lolo ~a tiona! Forest 

Total ................................................ (a) 38,968 

···································· ········· ······························ (b) 115,138 

Anaconda·Pintlar-Dhide Corridor-Deerlodg4'/Bea\-erhead ~ational Forest: 

Fleecer .................................................................... 37,053 Deerlodge/Bea\-erhead 
~a tiona! Foresta 

Highland& ..................................... ............. ....... ...... 19,020 Deerlodge ~ational 
Forest 

Basin Creek ....................................................... ..... 9,658 Deerlodge ~ational 
Forest 

Granulated Mountain .......................................... ... 14,960 Bea\-erhead ~&tiona! 

Total ... ...................................... ...... . (a) 80,691 
(b) 105,215 

Ten LakeaiCabinet/Y aak Corridor-Kootenai ~ational Forest: 

Forest 

Gold Hill Weat ....................................................... 5,800 Kootenai ~ational For-

Total ........................... .................... . (a) 11,600 
(b) 161,280 

eat 

Cabinet/Yaak/Great Bum Complex Corridol'-Panhandli'/Lol!VCiearwater ~&tiona! For­
esta: 

Maple Peak ........................................................... . 16,294 Lol~daho Panhandle 
~ational Foresta 

Storm Creek ........ ; .................. ............ ...... ............. . 8,550 Idaho Panhandle ~a-

tiona! Foresta 
Hammond Creek ................................................... . 18,520 Idaho Panhandle ~a-

tiona! Foresta 
~orth Fork ............................................................ . 32,100 Idaho Panhandle ~a-

tiona) Foresta 
Big Creek ................................. ................ ......... .... . 73,510 Idaho Panhandle ~a-

tiona! Foresta 
Lost Creek··'························· ········ ·························· 11,000 Idaho Panhandle ~a-

tiona! Foresta 
Eaat Cathedral Peak ............................................. . 22,338 Idaho Panhandle ~a-

tiona! Foresta 
Spion Kop .............................. ............................... . 23,714 Idaho Panhandle ~a-

tiona! Foresta 
&land Point· ..... ............... ....... .............................. . 6,300 Idaho Panhandle ~a-

tiona! Foresta 
Trout Creek ........................................................... . 39,920 Idaho Panhandle ~a-

tiona! Foreata 
Wonderful Peak ................ .............. .. .................... . 6,670 Idaho Panhandii'/Lolo 

~ational Foreata 
St.e\-ena Peak ....... ............................................. ..... . 4,970 Idaho Panhandii'/Lolo 

~&tiona! Foresta 
E\'&na Gulch ... ............. .................... ...................... . 8,219 Lolo ~ational Forest 
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:Same of Area 

Clear Creek ............................. .............................. . 
Gilt Edge-Sih-er Creek .......................................... . 

Ward Eagle ...................... ..... ............................. ... . 
Marble Point ......................................................... . 

Total ............................................... . 

Cabinet/Y aak/Selkirk Corridor 

Total ............................................... . 

Cabinet/Y aalo/Canada Corridor 

Total ................................... ............ . 

Approximate 
Acreage Location 

5,533 Lolo :Sational Forest 
9,495 Lol~daho Panhandle 

:-I ational Foresta 
8,999 Lolo :Sational Forest 

10,732 Lolo :Sational Forest 
(a) 306,854 
(b) 204,918 

(a) See Total Cabinet/ 
y aak/Selkirk 

(b) 97,280 

(a) 0 
(b) 42,880 

Anaconda-Pintlar/Bitterroot Mountains Corridor-Bea\-erhead :Sational Forest: 
West Pioneers ................. ......... ................ .............. 245,684 Bea\-erhead :Sational 

Eaat Pioneers ......... ................ ............................... . 

Total .......... ................. ...... .............. . 

Forest 
143,803 Bea\-erhead :Sational 

Forest 
(a) 389,487 

(b) 38,400 

Frank Church Comp~reater Yellowstone Corridor-Bitterroot/Salmon/Bea\-erhead' 
Targbee :Sational Foresta: 

Tolan Creek ...................... ............................. .... .... . 7,088 Bitterroot :-.1 ational 
Forest 

Allan Mountain ......................................... ............ . 152,851 Bitterroot/Salmon :Sa-
tional Forests 

Anderson Mountain .... .................... ....................... . 47,651 Salmon/Bea,-erhead :Sa-
tional Foresta 

West Big Hole .................... .... ............................... . 210,114 Bea,-erhead/Salmon :Sa-
tional Foresta 

Goat Mountain ...................... ..... .......... ................. . 44,942 Salmon/Bea,..,rhead :Sa-
tional Foresta 

Italian Peaks ............................................. .. .......... . 287,758 Bea\"erhead/SalmorV 
Targhee :-.lational 
Forests 

Garfield Mountain ... .............................................. . 42,701 BeaverheacVI'argbee 
:-.lational Foresta 

Four Eyes Canyon ..................... ........................... . 8,237 Bea\-erhead :-.lational 
Forest 

Bear Creek ············································· ················ 8,252 Beaverhead :Sational 
Forest 

Tendoy Mountains ................... ............................. . 57,490 Bea,-erhead :-.lational 
Forest 

Saginaw Creek ...................................................... . 8,493 Bea,-erhead :-.lational 
Forest 

Taah Peak ......... ... .......................................... .... ... . 59,839 Bea\-erhead :-.1 ational 
Forest 

Signal Peak ................... .. .................................... .. . 7,040 Targhee :-.lational For-
est 

Mount Jefferson .......... ....... ........................... ........ . 60,000 Targhee :Sational For-
est/BLM 
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Eighteen Mile ............................................ ............. 24,344 Salmon Dist. BLM 

Total................................................ (a) 
1,026,800 

............................................................................. (b) 584,960 

French Creek/Hells Canyon Study Area Corridor: 

Total ............ ....... ........................... .. 

Lemhi Mountains Corridor - Salmon - Challis -
Tarpee :)Jational Forest: 

(a) 0 
(b) 33,920 

:)Jorth Lemhi Mountains ...................................... .. 303,127 Salmon/Challis :)Jational 
Foresta 

Diamond Peak ....................................................... . 

Black Canyon ....................................................... .. 
Goldbug ............................... : ................................ .. 

183,880 Salmon/Challilv'Tal"(!hee 
~ational Foresta 

4,989 Idaho Falla Diat. BLM 
5,344 Salmon Dist. BLM 

Total ............................................... . (a) 487,007 
(b) 20,480 

Loat Ri,-er Range Corridor - Challis ~ational Forest: 

Borah Peak ..................................... 129,581 
King Mountain ....................................................... 82,695 
Grouse Peak ........................................................... 7,985 
Red Hill .................................................................. 14,274 
Jumpo!t Mountain ................................................. 13,337 
Wood Canyon ............ .. ........................................... 7,626 
Pahsimeroi .......................... ................................. .. 72,107 
Borah Peak ...................... ...................................... 6,215 
Burnt Creek ........................................................... 21,852 

Hawley Mountain ................................... .............. .. 
Total ............................ ................ .. .. 

Frank Church Complex/Lemhi Range Corridor 

Total ............... ............................... .. 

Boulder/White Clouds/Lost Rh-er Range Coridor: 

Jerry Peak ........................................................... .. 
Jerry Peak West .................................................. .. 
Corral-Hone Basin ........................ .... .. .. .............. .. 
Appendicitis Hill .................................... ............... . 
White-Knob Mountains ............. .. ........... .............. .. 

Total ....................... .................. ..... .. 

Bitterroot/Lemhi Corridor: 

Total .......... .................................... .. 

Greater Olacier/Oreater Yellowstone Corridors 

17,421 
(a) 284,383 

(b) 0 

(a) 0 
(b) 59,726 

27,781 
14,375 
68,251 
25,782 
10,121 

(a) 146,310 
(b) 9,600 

(a) 0 
(b) 21,120 

Challis :)Jational Forest 
Challis :)Jational Forest 
Challis ~ational Forest 
Challis :)Jational Forest 
Challis :)Jational Forest 
Challis ~ational Forest 
Challis ~ ational Forest 
Salmon Dist. BLM 
Salmon/Idaho Falla 

Dist. BLM 
Idaho Falls Dist. BLM 

Salmon Dist. BLM 
Salmon Diat. BLM 
Salmon Diat. BLM 
Idaho Falls Diat. BLM 
Idaho Falla Diat. BLM 

Tenderfoot/Deep Creek ........................................ .. 

Middle Fork Judith .............................................. .. 

92,570 Lewis and Clark ~a­
tiona) Forest 

84,904 Lewis and Clark ~a­
tional Forest 
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Pilgrim Creek ............ ............................................ . 

Paine Gulch ........................................................... . 

Sawmill Creek ................. ..... ........... ...................... . 

Spring Creek ........ .. .. ..................................... ........ . 

TW Mountain ........................................................ . 

Big Baldy .................... .......................................... . 

Granite Mountain ................................................. .. 

Tollgate-Sheep ...................................................... .. 

Mount-High .......................................................... .. 

Bluff Mountain ................. .................................... . 

:-lorth Fork Smith ................................................. . 

Big Snowies ......................................... .................. . 

Highwood& ............................................................. . 

Highwood Baldy ..... .. ..... ... .... .............. ........ .. ....... . .. 

Castle Mountains ........................ .. ....................... .. 

Box Canyon ........................................................... . 

Crazy Mountains .................................... .............. .. 

Gates oC the Mountains Additions ....................... .. 
Lazyman Gulch ..................................................... . 
Mt. Baldy .......... .................................................... . 
Camas Creek ........................................... .............. . 
Jericho Mountain ......................... ..................... .... . 
Irish Gulch .... ... .. ..... ............... ... ......... ................... . 
Ellis Canyon ......... ................................................. . 
Graaay Mountain ....... ................................ ............ . 
Middlem&111Hedgea Mountain .............................. .. 
Hellgate Gulch ............ .............................. ............ . 
Cayuse Mountain .................................................. . 
Electric Peak/Little Blackfoot Meadows .............. .. 

Whitetail· Haystack ............................................... .. 

0':-leil Creek ............................................. ........... . .. 

.Bridger .................................................................. . 

Total ........................... .................... . 
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44,919 Lewis and Clark :-Ia· 
tional Forest 

7,368 Lewis and Clark :-la­
tional Forest 

11,477 Lewis and Clark :-Ia· 
tional Forest 

19,300 Lewis and Clark :-Ia· 
tional Forest 

8,539 Lewis and Clark :-Ia· 
tional Forest 

43,060 Lewis and Clark :-Ia· 
tional Forest 

10,260 Lewis and Clark :-la­
tional Forest 

24,193 Lewis and Clark :-la­
tional Forest 

33,489 Lewis and Clark :-Ia· 
tional Forest 

36,197 Lewis and Clark :-Ia· 
tional Forest 

8,584 Lewis and Clark :-1 a­
tional Forest 

97,985 Lewis and Clark :-Ia· 
tional Forest 

24,100 Lewis and Clark :-la­
tional Forest 

15,600 Lewis and Clark :-!a­
tiona) Forest 

28,990 Lewis and Clark :-la­
tional Foreet 

12,509 Lewis and Clark/Gal· 
latin :-1 ational For· 
eat& 

153,668 Lewis and Clark/Gal· 
latin :-1 ational For­
esta 

16,992 Helena :-lational Forest 
11,928 Helena :-lational Forest 
17,147 Helena :-lational Forest 
26,917 Helena :-lational Forest 

8,968 Helena :-lational Forest 
9,330 Helena :-lational Forest 
8,636 Helena :-lational Forest 
6,254 Helena :-lational Forest 

32,685 Helena :-lational Forest 
18,196 Helena :-lational Forest 
18,550 Helena :-lational Forest 
46,497 HeleruVDeerlodge :-Ia· 

tional Foresta 
70,689 Deerlodge :-lational 

Forest 
5,527 Deerlodge :-lational 

Forest 
47,795 Gallatin :-lational For· 

eat 
(a) 

1,103,823 
(b) 552,190 
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ML Lei~ HighlancWWmd Rn-er Range Corridor 

Seven Lakee ................... .......•................................ 

Total ............................................... . 

46,720 Bridger· Teton :Sational 
Foreeta 

(a) 46,720 
(b) 103,680 

1 (2) This designation shall have two parts: 

2 (A) RoADLESS LANDS DESIGNATED AS WILDER-

3 NESS.-The inventoried roadless areas identified as 

4 part of the biological connecting corridors on such 

5 maps, are hereby designated as components of the 

6 National Wilderness Preservation System. 

7 (B) NONINVENTORIED ROADLESS AND ROADED 

8 LANDS.-Those portions of the biological connecting 

9 corridors identified on the maps accompanying this 

10 Act, which are not designated as components of the 

11 National Wilderness Preservation System shall be 

12 managed in the following way: 

13 (i) The practice of even-aged silvicultural 

14 management and timber harvesting shall be 

15 prohibited. 

16 (ii) Mining, oil and gas exploration and de-

17 velopment, and new road construction or recon-

18 struction is hereby prohibited. 

19 (iii) The Federal land management agen-

20 cies responsible for said lands shall take imme-

21 diate steps to ensure that road densities within 

22 the corridors' approach, as nearly as possible, 

23 zero" miles of road per square mile of land area. 
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1 Road density shall not exceed 0.25 miles per 

2 square mile. 

3 (iv) The provisions of this section shall 

4 apply only to lands under the jurisdiction of the 

5 United States Forest Service, the Bureau of 

6 Land Management, and the United States Fish 

7 . and Wildlife Service. 

8 (v) The Secretaries of Interior and Agri-

9 culture are hereby directed to seek and enter 

10 into cooperative agreements with private, State, 

11 corporate landowners, and sovereign Indian 

12 tribes to ensure that portions of the corridors 

13 located within their ownership shall be managed 

14 in a similar fashion to that prescribed by this 

15 Act for lands within the jurisdiction of the 

16 United States Forest Service, Bureau of Land 

17 Management, and United States Fish and Wild-

18 life Service. The Secretaries of Interior and Ag-

19 riculture shall, when deemed appropriate, seek 

20 to accomplish land trades or acquisitions in 

21 order to accomplish the purposes of this section. 

22 The Secretaries shall submit a report on the 

23 progress of cooperative agreements, acquisi-

24 tions, and proposed land exchanges to the Com-

25 mittee on Natural Resources of the House of 
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1 Representatives and the Committee on Energy 

2 and Natural Resources of the Senate no later 

3 than 3 years from the date of enactment of this 

4 Act. 

5 (vi) The following roads and highways are 

6 hereby expressly exempted from the provisions 

7 of this section: U.S. Highway 93; U.S. Highway 

8 2; U.S. Highway 95; U.S. Highway 10; U.S. 

9 Highway 12; U.S. Highway 20; U.S. Highway 

10 89; U.S. Highway 91; Interstate Highway 15; 

11 Interstate Highway 90; Idaho State Highway 

12 28; Idaho State Highway 29; Idaho State lligh-

13 way 87; Idaho State Highway 3; Montana State 

14 Highway 200; Montana State Highway 37; 

15 Montana State Highway 38; Montana State 

16 Highway 135; Montana State · Highway 83; 

17 Montana State Highway 43; Montana State 

18 Highway 56; Montana State Highway 324; 

19 Montana State Highway 278; Montana State 

20 Highway 87; Montana State Highway 2; Mon-

21 tana State Highway 298; Montana State High-

22 way 293; Montana State Highway 294; Mon-

23 tana State Highway 58; Montana Secondary 

24 Road 508; Montana Secondary Road 278; Mon-

25 tana Secondary Road 279; Montana Secondary 
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1 Road 324; Montana Secondary Road 411; Mon-

2 tana Secondary Road 92; the Thompson Pass 

3 Road (Montana-Idaho); the Moyie Springs to 

4 East Port Road (Idaho); the Red Rock Pass 

5 Road (Montana); Boundary County (ID) Route 

6 18; Boundary County (ID) Route 47; Boundary 

7 County (ID) Route 3; Boundary County (ID) 

8 Route 34; Lolo National Forest Route 102; 

9 Gallatin National Forest Route 259; Kelly Can-

10 yon Road (Gallatin NF); Middle Fork Canyon 

11 Road (Gallatin NF); Lewis and Clark County 

12 Road 280 (MT); Lewis and Clark County Road 

13 164 (MT); Lewis and Clark County Road 4 

14 (MT); Lewis and Clark County Road 291 

15 (MT); Lewis and Clark County Road 287 

16 (MT); the Pahsimeroi Road (Butte County, 

17 ID). 

18 SEC. 5. ROADLESS LANDS EVALUATION. 

19 (a) IN GENERAL.-Uninventoried roadless lands 

20 within the national forests in the States of Idaho, Mon-

21 tana, Oregon, Washington, and Wyoming which are not 

22 designated as components of the National Wilderness 

23 Preservation System under this Act shall be evaluated by 

24 the scientific review panel created in section 12 of this 

25 Act. The panel shall study the role of these areas in main-
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1 taining biological diversity in the Northern Rockies and 

2 as part of the overall reserve system and shall make rec-

3 ommendations for their management which shall be in-

4 eluded in their report. 

5 (b) PRoHmiTION.-Until Congress determines other-

6 wise, no new road construction or reconstruction, or tim-

7 ber harvest (except firewood gathering) shall be allowed. 

8 Additionally, no oil and gas leasing, mining, or other de-

9 velopment which impairs the natural and roadless qualities 

10 of these areas· shall be allowed. 

11 . SEC. 6. NATIONAL PARK AND PRESERVE STUDIES. 

12 (a) GREATER HELLS CANYON/WALLOWA EC0-

13 SYSTEM. 

14 (1) FINDING.-The deepest river-carved canyon 

15 in the world at over 8,000 feet deep, the Hells Can-

16 yon of the Snake River forms the centerpiece of this 

17 rugged region. The ancestral home of the Nez Perce 

18 Indians and their famous leader Chief Joseph, the 

19 region abounds in cultural and archaeological sites. 

20 Breathtaking scenery includes the 10~000 foot peaks 

21 of the Wallowa and Seven Devils Mountains, old 

22 growth forests of ponderosa pine and larch, and the 

23 desert-like 'Canyon walls themselves. The Imnaha 

24 River Chinook salmon are among the largest salmon 
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1 in the Nation. Wildlife includes one of the largest 

2 free-roaming elk herds in the Nation. 

3 (2) HELLS CANYON/CHIEF JOSEPH NATIONAL 

4 PARK AND PRESERVE STUDY.-(A) The Congress 

5 hereby directs the Secretary of the Interior, acting 

6 through the Director of the National Park Service, 

7 to study the feasibility of creating a Hells Canyon/ 

8 Chief Joseph National Park and Preserve. 

9 (B) The study area shall consist of that area 

10 generally known as the Hells Canyon National 

11 Recreation Area and Eagle Cap Wilderness, and sur-

12 rounding lands on the Wallowa-Whitman, Nez 

13 Perce, and Payette National Forests. The study area 

14 shall comprise approximately 1,439,444 acres, as de-

15 lineated on the maps entitled "Hells Canyon/Chief 

16 Joseph National Park and Preserve Study" and 

17 dated July 1, 1993. 

18 (C) The Secretary shall study the feasibility of 

19 designating such areas as a unit of the National 

20 Park System, including national park and national 

21 preserve designations to be administered by the Na-

22 tional Park Service. The Study shall include specific 

23 recommendations as to which areas within the study 

24 boundary should be classified as national park, and 

25 which should be classified as national preserve where 
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1 hunting, fishing, and some motorized use shall be al-

2 lowed. 

3 (D) The study shall be completed 3 years after 

4 the date of enactment of this Act. 

5 (E) The national park and preserve study area 

6 designated by this paragraph shall, until Congress 

7 determines otherwise, be administered by the Sec-

8 retacy of Agriculture so as to maintain its presently 

9 existing natural character and potential for inclusion 

10 in the National Park System. Until Congress deter-

11 mines otherwise, no new road construction or recon-

12 struction, or timber harvest (except firewood gather-

13 · ing) shall be allowed. Additionally, no oil and gas 

14 leasing, mining, or other development which impairs 

15 the natural and roadless qualities of the study area 

16 shall be allowed. Special consideration shall be given 

17 to preserving scenery, water quality and fisheries 

18 habitat, biological diversity, and wildlife habitat for 

19 threatened and endangered species. 

20 (3) FLATHEAD NATIONAL PARK AND PRESERVE 

21 · STUDY.-(A) The Congress hereby directs the Sec-

22 retacy of the Interior, acting through the Director of 

23 National Park Service to study the feasibility of cre-

24 ating a Flathead National Park and Preserve. 
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1 (B) The study area shall consist of that area 

2 generally known as the Glacier View Ranger District 

3 of the Flathead National Forest, excepting those 

4 lands south of the Big Mountain Road. The study 

5 area shall comprise approximately 285,078 acres, as 

6 delineated on the map entitled "Flathead National 

7 Park and Preserve Study" and dated July 1, 1993. 

8 (C) The Secretary shall study the feasibility of 

9 creating a unit of the National Park System, includ-

10 ing national park and national preserve designations 

11 to be administered by the National Park Service. 

12 The study shall include specific recommendations as 

13 to which areas within the study boundary should be 

14 classified as national park, and which should be clas-

15 sified as national preserve where hunting, fishing, 

16 and some motorized use shall be allowed. 

17 (D) The study shall be completed 3 years after 

18 the date of enactment of this Act. 

19 (E) The national park and preserve study area 

20 designated by this paragraph shall, until Congress 

21 determines otherwise, be administered by the Sec-

22 retary of Agriculture so as to maintain its presently 

23 existing natural character and potential for inclusion 

24 in the National Park System. Until Congress deter-

25 mines otherwise, no new road construction or recori-
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1 struction, or timber harvest (except firewood gather-

2 ing) shall be allowed within the study areas. Addi-

3 tionally, no oil and gas leasing, mining, or other de-

4 velopment which impairs the natural and roadless 

5 qualities of the study area shall be allowed. Special 

6 consideration shall be given to preserving scenery, 

7 water quality and fisheries habitat, biological diver-

S sity, and wildlife habitat for threatened and endan-

9 gered species. 

10 SEC. 7. WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS DESIGNATIONS. 

11 (a) DESIGNATION OF WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS.-

12 Section 3(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 

13 1274(a)) is amended by ad.ding the following new para-

14 graphs at the end: 

15 "( ) SOUTH FORK PAYETTE, !DAHO.-The segment 

16 within the Boise and Sawtooth National Forests from the 

17 Sawtooth Wilderness Boundary downstream approxi-

18 mately 54 miles to confluence with the Middle Fork and 

19 then downstream on the main stem to the confluence with 

20 the North Fork, as ·generally depicted on the boundary 

21 map entitled 'South Fork Payette Wild River' and dated 

22 July 1, 1993; to be administered by the Secretary of Agri-

23 culture as a wild river. 

24 "( ) MIDDLE FORK PAYETTE, lDAHO.-The seg-

25 ment within the Boise National Forest from Railroad Pass 
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1 downstream approximately 17.9 miles to Boiling Springs, 

2 as generally depicted on the boundary map entitled 'Mid-

3 die Fork Payette Wild and Recreational River' and dated 

4 July 1, 1993; to be administered by the Secretary of Agri-

5 culture as a wild river and the segment within the Boise 

6 National Forest from Boiling Springs downstream ap-

7 proximately 14.7 miles to the national forest boundary, 

8 as generally depicted on such map, to be administered by 

9 the Secretary of Agriculture as a recreational river. 

10 "{ ) DEADWOOD, lDAHO.-The segment within the 

11 Boise National Forest comprising approximately 21.3 

12 miles as generally depicted on the boundary map entitled 

13 'Deadwood Wild and Scenic River' and dated July 1, 

14 1993; to be administered by the Secretary of Agriculture, 

15 the 12.8 mile .segment from Threemile Creek to Julie 

16 Creek, as a wild river, and the 8.9 mile segment from Julie 

17 Creek to the South Fork of the Payette, as a scenic river. 

18 "( ) UPPER PRIEST, lDAHO.-The segment within 

19 the Panhandle National Forest from the Canadian border 

20 downstream approximately 18.5 miles to Upper Priest 

21 Lake, as generally depicted on the boundary map entitled 

22 'Upper Priest Wild River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be 

23 administered by the Secretary of Agriculture as a wild 

24 nver. 

•BR 1838 m 



99 

41 

1 "( ) COEUR D'ALENE, IDAHO.-The segment within 

2 the Panhandle National Forest from the headwaters 

3 downstream approximately 110.4 miles as generally de-

4 picted on the boundary map entitled 'Coeur d'Alene Wild 

5 and Recreational River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be ad-

6 ministered by the Secretary of Agriculture, the 8.5 miles 

7 from the headwaters downstream to Beaver Creek as a 

8 recreational river, the 15.2 miles from Road No. 3099 to 

9 Teepee Creek as a wild river, the 52 miles from the South 

10 Fork to Teepee Creek as a recreational river, the 7. 7 miles 

11 from Mission Creek to the South Fork as a recreational 

12 river, and the 27 miles from Mission Creek to Lake Coeur 

13 d'AleJ!.e as a recreational river. 

14 "( ) LITTLE NORTH FORK CLEAJtWATER, IDAH0.-

15 The segment within the Panhandle National Forest from 

16 Adair Creek downstream approximately 23.5 miles to 

17 Cedar Creek, as generally depicted on the boundary map 

18 entitled 'Little North Fork Clearwater Wild River' and 

19 dated July 1, 1993; to be administered by the Secretary 

20 of Agriculture as a wild river. 

21 "( ) KELLY CREEK, IDAHO.-The segment includ-

22 ing all tributaries, within the Clearwater National Forest 

23 from its headwaters downstream approximately 19 miles 

24 to the forest service work station, as generally depicted 

25 on the boundary map entitled 'Kelly Creek Wild and Rec-
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1 reational River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be adminis-

2 tered by the Secretary of Agriculture as a wild river and 

3 the 12-mile segment from USFS &ad No. 581 to the 

4 North Fork of the Clearwater River to be administered 

5 by the Secretary of Agriculture as a recreational river. 

6 "( ) CAYUSE CREEK, lDAHO.-The segment within 

7 the Clearwater National Forest from its headwaters down­

S stream approximately 39 miles to its mouth, as generally 

9 depicted on the boundary map entitled 'Cayuse Creek Wild 

10 River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be administered by the 

11 Secretary of Agriculture as a wild river. 

12 "( ) BARGAMIN CREEK, lDAHO.-The segment 

13 within the Nez Perce National Forest comprising approxi-

14 mately 21 miles, as generally depicted on the boundary 

15 map entitled 'Bargamin Creek Wild and Scenic River' and 

16 dated July 1, 1993; to be administered by the Secretary 

17 of Agriculture, the 15-mile segment from the North 

18 Boundary of the Frank Church River of No Return Wil-

19 derness to the Salmon River, as a wild river and the 6-

20 mile segment from its headwaters to USFS Road No. 468, 

21 as a scenic river. 

22 "( ) LAKE CREEK, lDAHO.-The segment within 

23 the Nez Perce National Forest from the wilderness bound-

24 ary downstream approximately 10 miles to Crooked Creek, 

25 as generally depicted on the boundary map entitled 'Lake 
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1 Creek Wild River' · and dated July 1, 1993; to be adrninis-

2 tered by the Secretary of Agriculture as a wild river. 

3 "( ) MEADOW CREEK, IDAHO.---:-The segment within 

4 the Nez Perce Natipnal Forest from its headwaters down-

5 stream approximately 34 miles to Selway River, as gen-

6 erally depicted on the boundary map entitled 'Meadow 

7 Creek Recreational River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be 

8 administered by the Secretary of Agriculture as a wild 

9 river, except for the 1-mile segment above the confluence 

lO with the Selway River which shall be administered as a 

11 recreational river. 

12 "( ) RUNNING CREEK, IDAHO.-The segment with-

13 m the Nez Perce National Forest comprising approxi-

14 mately 14 miles, as generally depicted on the boundary 

15 map entitled 'Running Creek Scenic River' and dated July 

16 1, 1993; to be administered by the Secretary of Agri-

17 culture, the 7 -mile segment from the wilderness boundary 

18 to the Selway River, as a wild river and the 8-mile segment 

19 from its headwaters to the wilderness boundary, as a sce-

20 nic river. 

21 "( ) SoUTH FORK Two MEDICINE RIVER, MON-

22 TANA.-The segment within the Lewis and Clark National 

23 Forest from its headwaters downstreaJ.Il -approximately 10 

24 miles to the Sawmill Flat Trailhead, as generally depicted 

25 on .the boundary map entitled 'South Fork Two Medicine 
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1 Wild River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be administered 

2 by the Secretary of Agriculture, as a wild river. 

3 "( ) BADGER CREEK, INCLUDING THE SoUTH AND 

4 NORTH FORKS, MONTANA.-Th~ segment within the 

5 Lewis and Clark National Forest from its headwaters 

6 downstream to the national forest boundary, comprising 

7 approximately 23.8 miles, as generally depicted on the 

8 boundary map entitled 'Badger Creek Wild River' and 

9 dated July 1, 1993; to be administered by the Secretary 

10 of Agriculture, as a wild river. 

11 "( ) DEARBORN, MONTANA.-The segment within 

12 the Lewis and Clark National Forest downstream approxi-

13 mately 18.1 miles to the national forest boundary, as gen-

14 erally depicted on the boundary map entitled 'Dearborn 

15 Wild River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be administered 

16 by the Secretary of Agriculture, as a wild river. 

17 "( ) NORTH FORK BIRCH CREEK, MONTANA.-The 

18 segment within the Lewis and Clark National Forest from 

19 its headwaters downstream approximately 6.6 miles to the 

20 national forest boundary, as generally depicted on the 

21 boundary map entitled 'North Fork Birch Creek Wild 

22 River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be administered by the 

23 Secretary of Agriculture, as a wild river. 

24 "( ) SoUTH FORK SUN, MONTANA.-The segment 

25 within the Lewis and Clark National Forest from its head-
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1 waters at Sun Lake downstream approximately 25.5 miles 

2 to its confluence with the North Fork, as generally de-

3 picted on the boundary map entitled 'South Fork Sun 

4 Wild River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be administered 

5 by the Secretary of Agriculture, as a wild river. 

6 "( ) NORTH FORK SUN, MONTANA.-The segment 

7 comprising approximately 26~ 7 miles within the Lewis and 

8 Clark National Forest from the confluence of Open Creek 

9 and Fool Creek downstream approximately 25.4 miles to 

10 the Bob Marshall Wilderness boundary, as generally de­

ll picted on the boundary map entitled 'North Fork Sun 

12 Wild and Recreational River' and dated July 1, 1993; to 

13 be administered by the Secretary of Agriculture, as a wild 

14 river and the segment from the Bob Marshall Wilderness 

15 boundary downstream approximately 1.3 miles to its con-

16 fluence with the South Fork, to be administered by the 

17 Secretary of Agriculture, as a recreational river. 

18 "( ) TENDERFOOT CREEK, MONTANA.-The seg-

19 ment within the Lewis and Clark .National Forest from 

20 The Falls downstream approximately 4.6 miles to the 

21 Smith River, as generally depicted on the boundary map 

22 entitled 'Tenderfoot Creek Wild River' and dated July 1, 

23 1993; to be administered by the Secretary of Agriculture, 

24 as a wild river. 
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1 "( ) GREEN FORK STRAIGHT CREEK, MONTANA.-

2 The segment within the Lewis and Clark National Forest 

3 from its headwaters downstream approximately 4.5 miles 

4 to Straight Creek, as generally depicted on the boundary 

5 map entitled 'Green Fork Straight Creek Wild River' and 

6 dated July 1, 1993; to be administered by the Secretary 

7 of Agriculture, as a wild river. 

8 "( ) YAAK RIVER, MONTANA.-The segment within 

9 the Kootenai National Forest from the junction of the 

10 East and West Forks downstream 38 miles to the Yaak 

11 Falls, as generally depicted on the boundary map entitled 

12 'Y aak River Wild and Recreational River' and dated July 

13 1, 1993; to be administered by the Secretary of Agri-

14 culture as a recreational river and the segment from the 

15 Yaak Falls downstream 8 miles to the mouth of the Yaak 

16 River at the junction of the Kootenai River, as a wild 

17 river. 

18 "( ) KOOTENAI RIVER, MONTANA.-The segment 

19 within the Kootenai National Forest from the junction of 

20 the Fisher River (3 miles below Libby Dam) downstream 

21 for 46 miles to the State line, as generally depicted on 

22 the boundary map entitled 'Kootenai River Recreational 

23 River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be administered by the 

24 Secretary of Agriculture as a recreational river. 
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1 "( } BULL RIVER, MONTANA.-The segment within 

2 the Kootenai National Forest from the junction of the 

3 North and South Forks downstream 21 miles to the Cabi-

4 net Gorge Reservoir, as generally depicted on the bound­

S ary map entitled 'Bull River Recreational River' and dated 

6 July 1, 1993; to be administered by the Secretary of Agri-

7 culture as a recreational river. 

8 "( ) VERMILLION RIVER, MONTANA.-The segment 

9 within the Kootenai National Forest from the junction of 

10 Willow Creek, downstream 12 miles to the Noxon Res-

11 ervoir, as generally depieted on the boundary map entitled 

12 'Vermillion Recreational River' and dated July 1, 1993; 

13 to be administered by the Secretary of Agriculture as a 

14 recreational river. 

15 "( ) SALMON, IDAHO.-T~e segment within the 

16 Salmon and Sawtooth National Forests from its source 

17 downstream approximately 177 miles to North Fork, 

18 Idaho, excluding that part in the town of Salmon, and the 

19 segment from Hammer Creek. downstream approximately 

20 45 miles to its mouth, as generally depicted on the bound-

21 ary map entitled 'Salmon Recreational River' and dated 

22 July 1, 1993; to be administered by the Secretary of Agri-

23 culture, as a recreational river. 

24 "( ) EAST FORK SALMON, IDAHO.-The segment 

25 within the Salmon and Sawtooth National Forests from 

. •DR 11881U 



106 

48 

1 the Sawtooth NRA boundary downstream approximately 

2 20 miles to its confluence with the main stem, as generally 

3 depicted on the boundary map entitled 'East Fork Salmon 

4 Recreational River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be adminis-

5 tered by the Secretary of Agriculture, as a recreational 

6 river. 

7 "( ) NORTH FORK, CLEARWATER, lDAHO.-The 

8 segment within the Clearwater National Forest from the 

9 Route No. 250 Bridge downstream approximately 60 miles 

10 to the slackwater in Dwarshak Reservoir, as generally de­

ll picted on the boundary map entitled 'North Fork Clear-

12 water Recreational River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be 

13 administered by the Secretary of Agriculture, as a rec-

14 reational river. 

15 "( ) NORTH FORK COEUR D'ALENE, lDAHO.-The 

16 segment within the Panhandle National Forest from its 

17 headwaters south of Honey Mountain downstream ap-

18 proximately 32.5 miles to its confluence with the Coeur 

19 d'Alene River, as generally depicted on the boundary map 

20 entitled 'North Fork Coeur d'Alene Recreational River' 

21 and dated July 1, 1993; to be administered by the Sec-

22 retary of Agriculture as a recreational river. 

23 "( ) PACK, lDAHO.-The segment within the Pan-

24 handle National Forest from Harrison Lake downstream 

25 approximately 14 miles to the national forest boundary, 
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1 as generally depicted on the boundary map entitled 'Pack 

2 Recreational River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be adminis-

3 tered by the Secretary of Agriculture as a recreational 

4 river. 

5 "( ) HENRY'S FORK, lDAHO.-The segment within 

6 the Targhee National Forest from Big Springs down-

7 stream approximately 28 miles to the Osborne Bridge, ex-

8 cept for Island Park Reservoir, as generally depicted on 

9 the boundary map ·entitled 'Henry's Fork Wild and Scenic 

10 River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be administered by the 

11 Secretary of Agriculture as a scenic river, and the segment 

12 from Osborne Bridge to the confluence of the Warm River, 

13 to be administered as a wild river. 

14 "( ) FALLS RIVER, lDAHO.-The segment within 

15 the Targhee National Forest from Yellowstone National 

16 Park downstream approximately 13 miles to the National 

17 Forest Boundary, as generally depicted on the boundary 

18 map entitled 'Falls Wild River' and dated July 1, 1993; 

19 to be administered by the Secretary of Agriculture as a 

20 wild river. 

21 "( ) WEST FORK MADISON, MONTANA.-The seg-

22 ment within the .Beaverhead National Forest from ap-

23 proximately the midpoint of Section 28, R. 2 W., T. 12 

24 S., downstream approximately 6 miles to Landon Camp, 

25 and from Section 32, R. 1 W., T. 12 S. downstream ap-

•HR 2638 m 



108 

50 

1 proximately 5.2 miles to Shakelford Cow Camp, as gen-

2 erally depicted on the boundary map entitled ~est Fork 

3 Madison Wild River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be admin-

4 istered by the Secretary of Agriculture, as a wild river and 

5 the segment from Miner Creek (Section 30, R. 2 W., T. 

6 12 S.) downstream approximately 2.5 miles to the mid-

7 point of Section 28, and the segment from Landon Camp 

8 downstream approximately 1.5 miles to the boundary of 

9 Sections 32 and 33, R. 1 W., T. 12 S. and from 

10 Shakelford Cow Camp downstream approximately 1.5 

11 miles to Sloan Cow Camp, and from Sloan Cow Camp 

12 downstream approximately . 75 miles to Partridge Cow 

13 Camp, and from Partridge Cow Camp downstream ap-

14 proximately 3.75 miles to the northeast corner of Section 

15 4, R. 1 E., T. 12 S., as generally depicted on the boundary 

16 map entitled ~est Fork Madison Scenic River' and dated 

17 July 1, 1993; to be administered by the Secretary of Agri-

18 culture, as a scenic river and the segment from the north-

19 east corner of Section 4, R. 1 E., T. 12 S. downstream 

20 approximately 6.5 miles to the West Fork Rest Area, as 

21 generally depicted on the boundary map entitled 'West 

22 Fork Madison Scenic River' and dated July 1, 1993; to 

23 be administered by the Secretary of Agriculture as a sce-

24 nic river. 
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1 "( ) ELK RIVER, MONTANA.-The segment within 

2 the Beaverhead National Forest in the southeast corner 

3 of Section 16, R. 2 W., T. 11 S., downstream approxi-

4 mately 12.2 miles to the southeast corner of Section 3, 

5 R. 1 W., T. 12 S. including the headwaters (Barnett Creek 

6 and all other tributaries), as generally depicted on the 

7 boundary map entitled 'Elk Wild River' and dated July 

8 1, 1993; to be administered by the Secretary of Agri-

9 culture, as a wild river; and the segment from the south-

10 east corner of Section 3, R. 1 W., T. 12 S., downstream 

11 approximately 5.2 miles to the confluence with the West 

12 Fork of the Madison River, as generally depicted on the 

13 boundary map entitled 'Elk Scenic River' and dated July 

14 1, 1993; to be administered by the Secretary of Agri-

15 culture, as a scenic river. 

16 "( ) BROWNS CREEK, MONTANA.-The segment 

17 within the Beaverhead National Forest from the west 

18 central part of Section 1, R. 14 W., T. 8 S., downstream 

19 approximately 4.3 miles to the forest boundary, as gen-

20 erally depicted on the boundary map entitled 'Browns 

21 Creek Wild River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be adminis-

22 tered by the Se~etary of Agriculture as a wild river. 

23 "( ) CANYON CREEK, MONTANA.-The segment 

24 within the Beaverhead National Forest from Canyon Lake 

25 downstream approximately 4 miles to the Canyon Creek 
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1 Campground, and the Lion Creek tributary (approxi-

2 mately 2.5 miles), as generally depicted on the boundary 

3 map entitled 'Canyon Creek Wild River' and dated July 

4 1, 1993; to be administered by the Secretary of Agri-

5 culture as a wild river. 

6 "( ) DEADMAN CREEK, MONTANA.-The segment 

7 within the Beaverhead National Forest from its source 

8 downstream approximately 10.2 miles to the forest bound-

9 ary, as generally depicted on the boundary map entitled 

10 'Deadman Creek Wild River' and dated July 1, 1993; to 

11 be administered by the Secretary of Agriculture as a wild 

12 nver. 

13 "( ) SALT RIVER, WYOMING.-The segment within 

14 the Bridger-Teton National Forest from the source down-

15 stream approximately 12 miles to forest road 10072, as 

16 generally depicted on the boundary map entitled 'Salt Wild 

17 River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be administered by the 

18 Secretary of Agriculture as a wild river. 

19 "( ) SWIFT CREEK, WYOMING.-The segment with-

20 in the Bridger-Teton National Forest from the source 

21 downstream approximately 8 miles to Periodic Spring, as 

22 generally depicted on the boundary map entitled 'Swift 

23 Creek Wild River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be adminis-

24 tered by the Secretary of Agriculture as a wild river. 
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l "( } HOBACK RIVER, WYOMING.-The segment 

2 within the Bridger-Teton National Forest from the source 

3 downstream approximately 10 miles to the end of forest 

4 road 30710, as generally depicted on the boundary map 

5 entitled 'Hoback Wild River' and dated July 1, 1993; to 

6 be administered by the Secretary of Agriculture as a wild 

7 river. 

8 "( ) WILLOW CREEK, WYOMING.-The segment 

9 within the Bridger-Teton National Forest from the source 

10 downstream approximately 20 miles to the confluence with 

11 the Hoback River, as generally depicted on the boundary 

12 map entitled 'Willow Creek Wild River' and dated July 

13 1, 1993; to be administered by the Secretary of Agri-

14 culture as a wild river. 

15 "( ) GROS VENTRE, WYOMING.-The segment with-

16 m the Bridger-Teton National Forest from the source 

17 downstream approximately 12 miles to Horn Ranch, as 

18 generally depicted on the boundary map entitled 'Gros 

19 Ventre Wild River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be adminis-

20 tered by the Secretary of Agriculture as a wild river, and 

21 the segment from Horn Ranch downstream approximately 

22 28 miles to the forest boundary, as generally depicted on 

23 the boundary map entitled 'Gros Ventre Scenic River' and 

24 dated July 1, 1993; to be administered by the Secretary 

25 of Agriculture as a scenic river. 
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1 "( ) CRYSTAL CREEK, WYOMING.-The segment 

2 within the Bridger-Teton National Forest from the source 

3 downstream approximately 12 miles to the Gros Ventre 

4 Wilderness boundary, as generally depicted on the bound-

5 ary map entitled 'Crystal Creek Wild River' and dated 

6 July 1, 1993; to be administered by the Secretary of Agri-

7 culture as a wild river; and the segment from the end of 

8 the road downstream approximately 3 miles to the con-

9 fluence with the Gros Ventre River, as generally depicted 

10 on the boundary map entitled 'Crystal Creek Scenic River' 

11 and dated July 1, 1993; to be administered by the Sec-

12 retary of Agriculture as a scenic river. 

13 "( ) PACIFIC CREEK, WYOMING.-The segment 

14 within the Bridger-Teton National Forest from the source 

1.5 downstream approximately 25 miles to the Teton Wilder-

16 ness Boundary, as generally depicted on the boundary 

17 map entitled 'Pacific Creek Wild River' and dated July 

18 1, 1993; to be administered by the Secretary of Agri-

19 culture as a wild river; and the segment from the Wilder-

20 ness boundary downstream approximately 8 miles to the 

21 confluence with the Snake River, as generally depicted on 

22 the boundary map entitled 'Pacific Creek Scenic River' 

23 and dated July 1, 1993; to be administered by the Sec-

24 retary of Agriculture as a scenic river. 
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1 "( ) BUFFALO FoRK, WYOMING.-The segment 

2 within the Bridger-Teton National Forest upstream from 

3 Turpin Meadows for approximately 68 miles, as generally 

4 depicted on the boundary map entitled 'Buffalo Fork Wild 

5 River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be administered by the 

6 Secretary of Agriculture as a wild river; and the segment 

7 from Turpin Meadows downstream approximately 16 

8 miles to the boundary of Grand Teton National Park, as 

9 generally depicted on the boundary map entitled 'Buffalo 

10 Fork Scenic River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be adminis-

11 tered by the Secretary of Agriculture as a scenic river. 

12 "( ) SNAKE, WYO~ING.-The segment within the 

13 Bridger-Teton National Forest from the source down-

14 stream approximately 7 miles to the boundary of Yellow-

15 stone National Park, as generally depicted on the bound-

16 ary map entitled 'Snake Wild River' and dated July 1, 

17 1993; to be administered by the Secretary of Agriculture 

18 as a wild river. 

19 "( ) THOROFARE, WYOMING.-The segment of the 

20 main stem within the Bridger-Teton National Forest from 

21 the source downstream approximately 25 miles to the con-

22 fluence with the Yellowstone River, and the source of Open 

23 Creek downstream 10 miles to the confluence with the 

24 main stem, as generally depicted on the boundary map en-

25 titled 'Thorofare Wild River' and dated July 1, 1993; to 
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1 be administered by the Secretary of Agriculture as a wild 

2 nver. 

3 "( ) ATLANTIC CREEK, WYOMING.-The segment 

4 within the Bridger-Teton National Forest from the Part-

5 ing of the Waters downstream approximately 10 miles to 

6 the confluence with the Yellowstone River, as generally de-

7 picted on the boundary map entitled 'Atlantic Creek Wild 

8 River' and dated July 1, 1993; to be administered by the 

9 Secretary of Agriculture as a wild river. 

10 "( ) YELLOWSTONE, WYOMING.-The segment 

11 within the Bridger-Teton National Forest from the source 

12 downstream approximately 28 miles to the boundary of 

13 Yellowstone National Park, as generally depicted on the 

14 boundary map entitled 'Yellowstone Wild River' and dated 

15 July 1, 1993; to be administered by the Secretary of Agri-

16 culture as a wild river." . 

17 SEC. 8. WILD AND SCENIC RIVER STUDIES. 

18 (a) STUDIES.-Section 5(a) of the Wild and Scenic 

19 Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1271-1287) is amended by adding 

20 the following new paragraphs at the end thereof-

21 "( ) SMITH RIVER, MONTANA.-The segment with-

22 in the Lewis and Clark National Forest from Tenderfoot 

23 Creek downstream to Deep Creek, comprising approxi-

24 mately 11.8 miles. Notwithstanding any other provision of 

25 this Act, the Secretary of the Interior, acting through the 
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1 Director of the National Park Service shall be the lead 

2 agency for conducting the study of the river segment de-

3 scribed in this paragraph. The study of the river segment 

4 described in this paragraph shall be completed not later 

5 than 3 years after the enactment of this paragraph. 

6 "( ) YELLOWSTONE RIVER, WYOMING AND MON-

7· T.ANA.-The segment within the Gallatin National Forest 

8 and Yellowstone National Park from the southern bound-

9 ary of Yellowstone National Park to the confluence with 

10 Yellowstone Lake, and from the Fishing Bridge down-

11 stream to the mouth of Yankee Jim Canyon comprising 

12 approximately 102 lniles. Notwithstanding any other pro-

13 vision of this Act, the Secretary of the Interior, acting 

14 through the Director of the National Park Service shall 

15 be the lead agency for conducting the study of the river 

16 segment described in this paragraph. The study of the 

17 river segment described in this paragraph shall be com-

18 pleted not later than 3 years after the enactment of this 

19 paragraph. 

20 "( ) MIDDLE FORK JUDITH RIVER, MONTANA.-

21 The segment within the Lewis and Clark National Forest 

22 from Arch Coulee Junction downstream to the national 

23 forest boundary, comprising approximately 4.8 miles. Not-

24 withstanding any other provision of this Act, the Secretary 

25 of the Interior, acting through the Director of the Na-
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1 tional Park Service shall be the lead agency for conducting 

2 the study of the river segment described in this paragraph. 

3 The study of the river segment described in this paragraph 

4 shall be . completed not later than 3 years after the enact-

5 ment of this paragraph. 

6 "( ) RocK CREEK, MONTANA.-The segment with-

7 m the Lolo and Deerlodge National Forests from the 

8 Gilles Bridge downstream to the confluence with the Clark 

9 Fork River, in the northwest quarter of section 12, TUN, 

10 R16W, comprising approximately 35 miles. Notwithstand-

11 ing any other provision of this Act, the Secretary of the 

12 Interior, acting through the Director of the National Park 

13 Service shall be the lead agency for conducting the study 

14 of the river segment described in this paragraph. The 

15 study of the river segment described in this paragraph 

16 shall be completed not later than 3 years after the enact-

17 ment of this paragraph.". 

18 (b) SPECIAL PRoVISIONS.-Except as otherwise pro-

19 vided by this section, and subject to existing private rights, 

20 the wild and scenic river study areas designated by this 

21 Act shall, until Congress determines otherwise, be admin-

22 istered by the Secretaries of Agriculture and Interior so 

23 as to maintain their presently existing wild and scenic 

24 character and potential for inclusion in the National Wild 

25 and Scenic Rivers System at their highest level of eligi-
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1 bility. The streambed and the lands one half mile wide 

2 along either side of the streambed of any river or stream 

3 included in the study shall be managed to protect their 

4 presently existing suitability for inclusion into the Na-

5 tiona) Wild and Scenic Rivers System as wild rivers. No 

6 new road construction or reconstruction, bridges, dams, 

7 timber harvesting, mining, oil and gas leasing, or other 

8 developments shall be allowed within the one half mile cor-

9 ridor along either side of rivers and streams under study. 

10 SEC. 9. WILDLAND RECOVERY SYSTEM. 

11 (a) NATIONAL WILDLAND RESTORATION M-.'"D RE-

12 COVERY SYSTEM.-In recognition of the fact that certain 

13 National Forest System lands and surrounding areas have 

14 been damaged by unwise resource extraction and develop-

15 ment activities and practices, and where the productive po-

16 tential of the lands and waters of these areas has been 

17 reduced by development activities, there is hereby estab-

18 lished the National Wildland Restoration and Recovery 

19 System (hereinafter in this section referred to as the "Re-

20 covery System"). 

21 (b) MANAGEMENT.-Recovery System lands shall be 

22 managed so as to restore their native vegetative cover and 

23 species diversity, stabilize slopes and soils so as to prevent 

24 or reduce further erosion, recontour slopes to their original 

25 contours, remove barriers to natural fish spawning runs, 
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1 and generally restore, as much as possible, such lands to 

2 their natural condition as existed prior to their entry and 

3 development. 

4 (c) COMPONENTS.-The following areas, as depicted 

5 on the maps dated July 1, 1993, and entitled "National 

6 Wildland Restoration and Recovery Area", shall be compo-

7 nents of the National Wildland Recovery and Restoration 

8 System: 

Recovery areu National Foreat 

Sk)iand ..... ........ ........... . 10,126 ............ ..... Flathead National Forest 
Hungry Honre .............. . 204,981 ................. Flathead National Forest 
(except Hungry Honre 

Dam and Resen-oir). 
Lolo Creek ................... . 59,398 ................. Lol~earwater National Forests 
Yellowstone West ......... . 137,600 ................. Targhee National Forest 
Mt. Leidy ..................... . 69,912 ................. Bridgerfl'eton National Foresta 
Cabinet/Y aak ............... . 99,591 ................. Kootenai National Forest 
Lightning Creek ....... .... . 30,722 ................. Panhandle National Forest 
Coeur d'Alene Rn-er ..... . 372,072 ........... ...... Panhandle National Forest 
Magruder Corridor ...... . 11,522 ................. Nez Pei'CI'/Bitterroot National For· 

esta 

9 (d) NATIONAL WILDLAND RECOVERY CORPS.-

10 There are authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 

11 be necessary to establish a special unit of the United 

12 States Forest Service known as the National Wildland Re-

13 covery Corps which shall hire the necessary personnel and 

14 purchase the necessary equipment to carry out its land 

15 recovery responsibilities as defined by this Act. 

16 (e) RECOVERY PLAN'S.-The National Wildland Re-

17 covery Corps established in subsection (d) shall be respon-

18 sible for the development of wildland recovery plans, which 

19 shall detail necessary work and funding requirements 
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1 needed to implement the management direction estab-

2 lished under subsection (b) of this section. 

3 SEC. 10. BLACKFEET WILDERNESS. 

4 (a) DESIGNATION.-In furtherance of the purposes of 

5 the Wilderness Act, the preservation of Blackfeet religious 

6 lands, and Blackfeet treaty rights, certain lands within the 

7 Lewis and Clark National Forest comprising approxi-

8 mately 123,000 acres known as the Badger-Two Medicine 

9 Area, as depicted on the map dated July 1, 1993, and 

10 entitled "Blackfeet Wilderness", are hereby designated as 

11 the Blackfeet Wilderness Area. 

12 (b) TREATY RIGHTS.-The Congress recognizes that 

13 the Blackfeet Nation retains treaty rights in this area pro-

14 vided for in the 1896 treaty with the United States Gov-

15 ernment. 

16 (c) STUDY.-The Secretary of Agriculture shall con-

17 duct a review of the wilderness area established under this 

18 section in accordance with the Wilderness Act and report 

19 his findings to Congress within 3 years from the date of 

20 enactment of this Act. In conducting the review, the Sec-

21 retary shall: 

22 (1) Establish a committee composed of rep-

23 resentatives of the Blackfeet Tribal Business Coun-

24 cil, and Blackfeet Tribal Traditionalists selected in 

25 a manner consistent with the historic Cultural Law 
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1 of the Tribe independent of the Business Council 

2 with careful consideration given to the Blackfeet 

3 Language community and their views, and the Na-

4 tional Park Service, the State of Montana, and rep-

5 resentatives of the user public including environ-

6 mental groups heretofore appropriately involved (the 

7 "committee"). The committee shall regularly advise 

8 the Secretary during the preparation of the report 

9 and submit its findings to Congress concurrently 

10 with those of the Secretary. 

11 (2) Instruct the committee to develop a wilder-

12 ness management plan for the area which ensures 

13 that Blackfeet religious and treaty rights to the area 

14 are recognized and honored. 

15 Special consideration shall be given to the religious, wil-

16 derness, and wildlife uses of the area, taking into account 

17 any treaties the United States has entered into with the 

18 Blackfeet Nation. 

19 (d) WITHDRAWAL.-The Badger-Two Medicine Wil-

20 derness Area is hereby withdrawn from all forms of entry, 

21 appropriation, the disposal under the mining laws, and 

22 disposition under the geothermal and mineral leasing laws. 
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1 SEC. 11. RATI'LESNAD RECLASSIFICATION AND ADDI-

2 TIONS. 

3 (a) WILDERNESS.-In furtherance of the purposes of 

4 the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131-1136), the following 

5 lands are hereby designated as wilderness and therefore 

6 as a component of the National Wilderness Preservation 

7 System: 

8 (1) certain lands in the Rattlesnake National 

9 Recreation Area, which comprise approximately_ 

10 20,780 acres, as generally depicted on a map enti-

11 tied "Rattlesnake Wilderness-Proposed", dated 

12 July 1, 1993, and which shall be known as the Rat-

13 tlesnake Wilderness; and 

14 (2) certain lands, which comprise approximately 

15 6,000 acres, as generally depicted on a map entitled 

16 "Rattlesnake Wilderness-Proposed", dated Septem-

17 ber 10, 1992, and which shall be added to and ad-

18 ministered as part of the Rattlesnake Wilderness 

19 Area. 

20 (b) ADDITION TO NATIONAL RECREATION AREA.-

21 Approximately 1,280 acres of lands, as generally depicted 

22 on a map entitled "Rattlesnake National Recreation 

23 Area-Proposed", dated July 1, 1993, shall be added to 

24 and administered as part of the Rattlesnake National 

25 Recreation Area. 
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1 (c) BOUNDARY .ADJUSTMENT.-The boundary of the 

2 Rattlesnake National Recreation Area is hereby adjusted 

3 to reflect the designations made by this section. 

4 SEC. 12. IMPLEMENTATION AND MONITORING. 

5 (a) IN GENERAL.-Within 3 years of the date of en-

6 actment of this Act, the Secretaries of Interior and Agri-

7 culture shall submit a report to the Chairman of the Com-

8 mittee on Energy and Natural Resources of the Senate 

· 9 and the Chairman of the Committee on Natural Resources 

10 of the House of Representatives which shall detail the im-

11 plementation of this Act. The report shall also detail any 

12 additional work and funding requirements necessary to 

13 achieve the purposes of this Act, and shall be produced 

14 by a panel of independent scientists appointed by the Na-

15 tional Academy of Sciences, in consultation with the Soci-

16 ety for Conservation Biology. 

17 (b) INTERAGENCY TEAM.-The Secretaries of Agri-

18 culture and the Interior shall establish an interagency 

19 team with an equal number of participants from the pri-

20 vate sector to monitor, evaluate, and make adjustments 

21 to ensure long-term results proscribed by this Act. 

22 (c) GEOGRAPmC INFORMATION SYSTEM.-The team 

23 established under subsection (b) shall develop a geographic 

24 information system for monitoring the Northern Rockies 

25 Bioregion. The geographic information system should be 
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1 based on satellite gathered data and will include, as a min-

2 imum, comprehensive maps and data bases for change de-

3 tection, updated periodically to record the following: vege-

4 tation cover, with species occurrence and densities, human 

5 impacts, water and air quality, and those activities that 

6 bear on forest husbandry and restoration. This geographic 

7 information system shall include status reports on the 

8 progress of ecosystem protection, corridor consolidation, 

9 and forest recovery efforts as well as reports on the status 

10 of threatened and endangered species which are primary 

11 indicators of ecosystem health. 

12 (d) REVIEW BOARD.-The Secretaries of Agriculture 

13 and the Interior shall establish a governmental review 

14 board with an equal number of participants from the pri-

15 vate sector to review the goals and mandates of all Federal 

16 agencies with responsibilities of natural resource manage-

17 ment, and prepare a report to Congress with recommenda-

18 tions to legally restate and unify the various agency re-

19 source management mandates. These recommendations 

20 will l!e guided by holistic and scientific methods of re-

21 source management, and will ensure the long-term wealth 

22 of the Bioregion's ecology for this and future generations. 

23 This report shall be submitted to Congress no later than 

24 3 years from the date of enactment of this Act. 
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1 SEC. 13. NATIVE AMERICAN USES. 

2 (a) IN GENERAL.-In recognition of the past use of 

3 portions of the Wilderness areas, National Park and Pre-

4 serve Study areas, Wildland Recovery areas and Biological 

5 Conidors (hereafter in this section referred to as "pro-

6 tected areas") designated by this Act by Native Americans 

7 for transitional cultural and religious purposes, the See­

S retaries shall assure nonexclusive access to these protected 

9 areas by native people for such traditional cultural and 

10 religious purposes. Such access shall be consistent with the 

11 purpose and intent of the American Indian Religious Free-

12 dom Act of August 11, 1978 (42 U.S.C. 1996). The Sec-

13 retaries, in accordance with such Act, upon request of an 

14 Indian tribe, may from time-to-time temporarily close to 

15 the general public use one or more specific portions of 

16 these protected areas in order to protect the privacy of 

17 religious activities and cultural uses in such portion by an 

18 Indian people. In preparation of the general management 

19 plans, the Secretary shall request that the chief executive 

20 officers of appropriate Indian tribes makes recommenda-

21 tions on assuring access to important sites, enhancing the 

22 privacy of traditional cultural and religious activities, and 

23 protecting cultural and religious sites. 

24 (b) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT.-The Forest Service 

25 shall enter into cooperative management agreements with 

26 the appropriate Indian tribes to assure protection of reli-
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1 gious, burial, and gathering sites, and shall work coopera-

2 tively on the management of all uses in the protected areas 

3 that impact Indian lands and people. 

,4 . SEC. 14~ CULTURAL RESOURCES. 

5 · In managing the protected areas in accordance with 

6 the provisions of this Act, the Secretaries shall give par-

7 ticular emphasis to the preservation and protection of cul-

8 tural resources located within these areas in accordance 

9. with the Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 

10 and the National Historic Preservation Act. Cultural re-

11 sources within the protected areas shall be mana.,.OO in 

12 consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officers, 

13 Indian tribes, and other appropriate parties in the States 

14 affected with emphasis on the preservation of resources 

151 in the areas and the interpretive, educational, and long-

16 term scientific uses of these resources. 

17 SEC.l5. WATER. 

18 (a) RESERVATION.-With respect to each wilderness 

19 area designated by this Act, Congress hereby reserves a 

20 quantity of water sufficient to fulfill the purposes for 

21 which such area is designated. The priority date of such 

22 reserved rights shall be the date of enactment of this Act. 

23 (b) IMPLEMENTATION.~The Secretary of Agri-

24 culture, and all other officers of the United States shall 

25 take all steps necessary to protect the rights reserved by 

•im1888 PI 
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1 subsection (a), including the filing of claims for quantifica-

2 tion of such rights in any present or future appropriate 

3 stream adjudication in the courts of the States of Idaho, 
l 

4 Montana, Wyoming, Oregon, and Washington in which the 

5 United States has been or is hereafter properly joined in 

6 accordance with section 208 of the Act of July 10, 1952 

7 (66 Stat. 5460; 43 U.S.C. 666; commonly referred to as 

8 the "McCarran Amendment"). 

9 (c) CONSTRUCTION.-(1) Nothing in this Act shall be 

10 construed as a relinquishment or reduction of any water 

11 rights reserved, appropriated, or otherwise secured by the 

12 United States in the States of Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, 

13 Oregon, and Washington on or before the date of enact-

14 ment of this Act. 

15 (2) Nothing in this Act shall be construed as estab-

16 lishing a precedent with regard to any future designations, 

17 including designations of wilderness, or as constituting an 

18 interpretation of any other Act or designations made pur-

19 suant thereto. 

20 SEC. 18. DEFINITIONS. 

21 As used in this Act: 

22 (1) The term "bioregion" refers to that portion 

23 of the Northern Rocky Mountains in the States of 

24 Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, Oregon, and Washington 

•BR1818m 
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1 depicted on maps referred to m this Act as the 

2 Northern Rookies Bioregion. 

3 (2) The term "greater ecosystem" denotes ~co-

4 logical land units of sufficient scale for supporting 

5 and maintaining populations of large vertebrate spe-

6 cies and the other native plant and animal species 

7 of the area. These units are comprised of lands 

8 which are similar in regards to topography, climate, 

9 and plant and animal species. The ecosystems in the 

10 Northern Rockies are also defined in terms of the 

11 habitat of wildlife indicator species protected under 

12 the Endangered Species Act of 1973, including griz-

13 zly bear, gray wolf, bald eagle, and caribou, and 

14 have been depicted on maps published by Federal 

15 agencies. 

16 (3) The term "entry" means to enter a roadless 

17 area for development purposes and associated activi-

18 ties such as roadbuilding, timber harvest, mining, or 

19 other such activities which eliminate the roadless 

20 character of the land. 

21 ( 4) The term "development" means activities 

22 that eliminate the roadless and wilderness character-

23 istics of the land and includes such activities as 

24 roadbuilding, timber harvest, mining, oil and gas 

25 drilling, and ski resort facilities. 

•DB 1838 m 



128 

70 
1 SEC.l7. SAVINGS CLAUSE. 

2 Nothing in this Act shall be construed to affect or 

3 modify any treaty or other right of an Indian tribe. 

0 
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Backqround oD B.a. 2638, 
BortharD Rockiea Bcoayat .. ProtectioD Act of 1tt3 

The Northern Rockies Ecosystem consists of five western 
states: Oregon, Washington, Idaho, Montana and Wyoming. This 
ecosystem contains some of the most significant mammal and 
predatory bird populations .in the lower 48 states. Some of these 
animals, such as the gray wolf, grizzly bear, caribou, salmon, 
and bull trout, are in danger of extinction. The Northam 
Rockies also contains the largest blocks of roadless lands in the 
nation outside of Alaska . These areas include the nation's 
largest designated wilderness areas, the Frank Church-River of No 
Return Wilderness, the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness, and the Bob 
Marshall Wilderness and two of the .largest national parks, 
Yellowstone and Glacier. Millions of acres within the ecosystem 
are gradually being developed. These include lands managed by 
the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management. 

H.R. 2638 would prot.ect much of the Northern Rockies 
Ecosystem through a series of designations in all five states . 
These designations include wilderness areas, corridor management 
areas, wildland restoration and recovery areas, national park and 
preserve study areas and uninventori~d national forest roadless 
study areas. In most of these categories, development, including 
timber harvesting, mining, oil and gas leasing and road building, 
would be prohibited. Virtually all national forest roadless 
lands in the five states and some BLM roadless lands would be 
included in these designations. on the back of this page is a 
chart that shows these categories and their acreages. 

The bill would direct the Secretary of .the Interior to 
conduct two national park and preserve feasibility studies. They 
are the Hells Canyon - Chief Joseph National Park and Preserve 
Study in Oregon and Washington and the Flathead National Park and 
Preserve Study in Montana. The lands involved would have interim 
protect i on from development until Congress acted. 

The bill would designate 1,301 miles of wild and scenic 
rivers and 154 miles of study rivers. It would give wilderness a 
federal reserve water right and would establish within the Forest 
Service a National Wildland Recovery Corps to restore damaged 
lands. It would also establish a scientific review team to 
monitor the bill's implementation and a review board to study the 
goals and mandates of all federal natural resource agencies and 
then make recommendations for ways to improve interagency 
cooperation and management efficiency. 

(over) 
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DBBIGKaTIOKS KADB BY B.a. 2631, 
'1'BB KOR'l'JDUilf JIOCKIBS BCOSYSTD l'llO'l'BC'l'IOK ACT 

Core Ecosystem Wilderness Areas: 10,437,000 acres 

Blackfeet Wilderness: 123,000 acres 

Rattlesnake Wilderness: 20,780 acres 

Islands in the Sky Wilderness Areas: 1,290,000 acres 

Biological Connecting Corridors: 
a) Designation as Wilderness Areas 4,514,000 acres 
b) Designation as Corridor Management Acres 2,514,000 acres 

National Park and Preserve Studies 1,725,000 acres 

Wildland Restoration & Recovery System: 996,000 acres 

Wild & Scenic Rivers: 1,301 miles 

Study Rivers: 154 miles 

Total Wilderness: 16,385,000 acres 

Total Protected Areas: 21,619,780 acres• 
(including wilderness) 

* This fiqure does not include the national forest uninventoried 
roadless lands which the bill puts in protected status. No 
acreage figures are available, but they would total several 
million acres. 
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STATEMENT OF 
MARK REIMERS, DEPUTY CHIEF 

FOREST SERVICE 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Before the 
Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests, and Public Lands 

Committee on Natural Resources 
United States House of Representatives 

Concerning H.R. 263.8, the •Northern Rockies Ecosyst­
Protection Act of 1993• 

April 12, 1993 

MR.. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE: 

I appreciate the opportunity to present the views of the 

Department of Agriculture concerning H.R. 2638, the "Northern 

Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act of 1993." 

The Department of Agriculture recommends that H.R. 2638 not be 

enacted. 

H.R. 2638 would designate additions to the National Wilderness 

Preservation System totaling approximately 11.7 million acres 

in the States of Idaho, Montana, Oregon, Washington, and 

Wyoming. The bill would also designate some 4.5 million acres 

as •Biological Connecting Corridors,• some of which would also 

be managed as wilderness and some as special management areas 

with explicit management practices defined. The bill would 

also require a roadless area evaluation in the five states by a 

scientific panel. 
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H.R. 2638 would direct the Secretary of the Interior to study 

the feasibility of creating a Hells Canyon/Chief Joseph 

National Park and Preserve, creating a Flathead National Park 

and Preserve, and designating such areas as units of the 

National Park System_. 

2 

H.R 2638 would amend the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to 

designate nearly 50 segments of specified rivers and creeks in 

Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming as components of the National Wild 

and Scenic Rivers System (NWSRS), and four segments of 

specified rivers and creeks in Montana and Wyoming for study as 

potential additions to the NWSRS. The bill would prohibit new 

road construction or reconstruction, bridges, dams, timber 

harvesting, mining, oil and gas leasing, or other developments 

within the one-half mile corridor along either side of rivers 

and streams under study. 

H.R. 2638 would establish the National Wildland Restoration and 

Recovery System and authorize appropriations to establish the 

National Wildland Recovery Corps as a special unit of the U.S. 

Forest Service to carry out land recovery responsibilities. 

Certain lands within the Lewis and Clark National Forest known 

as the Badger-Two Medicine Area would be designated as the 

Blackfeet Wilderness Area. In addition, the Congress would 

recognize that the Blackfeet Nation retains treaty rights in 

this area provided for in the 1896 treaty with the Federal 

Government. H.R. 2638 would require the Secretaries of 
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Interior and Agriculture to .assure nonexclusive access for 

traditional cultural and religious purposes by native people to 

Wilderness areas, National Park and Preserve Study areas , 

Wildland·.Recovery areas ,. and Biological Corridors designated by 

this ·Act. 

H.R. 2638 would require the Forest Service to enter into 

cooperative management agreements with the appropriate Indian 

tribes to assure protection of religious, burial, and gathering 

sites, and to work cooperatively on managing all uses in the 

protected areas that affect Indian lands and people. 

Mr . Chairman, we believe .this bill is well-intentioned and 

represents a great deal of hard work and concern for the 

magnificent northern Rockies region. H.R. 2638 is a very 

ambitious bill that represents a dramatic departure from 

previous approaches to wilderness and other special 

designations . While we recognize completely that the National 

Forests are indeed national resources, we also understand that 

their successful management relies upon strong support from the 

people who live near and often depend upon the resources of the 

forests for their livelihood. 

Ultimately, wilderness designation is the prerogative of the 

Congress. Led by the Congressional delegation of affected 

states , the state-by-state approach to wilderness designation 

used since the RARE studies has provided this important local 

and national perspective. The Forest Servie~·s role has been 
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to provide information concerning the resource tradeoffs and 

other management implications of potential wilderness 

designations. Information concerning existing interests such 

as mining claims, private land inholdings, special use permits 

and other activities and uses has been considered essential in 

previous wilderness deliberations, but has not been sought in 

this case. Using this and other information, the Congressional 

delegations have facilitated public discussion and forged 

consensus, both locally and nationally, concerning additions to 

the National Wilderness Preservation System. 

Statewide wilderness bills have already been enacted in 

wyoming, Oregon, and Washington. Reaching consensus has been 

most difficult where the stakes have been highest. Montana and 

Idaho, with the greatest share of the remaining roadless lands 

in the lower 48 states, have been particularly difficult. The 

Montana and Idaho delegations are currently working on 

statewide .bills for their respective states. Us.ing this 

deliberate process has resulted in a high quality National 

Wilderness Preservation System which enjoys the support of 

local and national interests. 

After 16 years of ' work on the Montana wilderness issue, a bill 

with about 1.7 million acres of wilderness designations has 

been recently been reported out of this Subcommittee. 

H.R. 2638 proposes about double that acreage for wilderness 

designations, plus an additional 2.4 million acres of 

wilderness associated with the biological connecting corridors 
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for Montana. That is more than three times the acreage of 

proposed wilderness that has emerged after 16 years of diligent 

effort to resolve a very difficult issue. It is difficult to 

reconcile these widely divergent perspectives about how much 

wilderness is appropriate for Montana. 

H.R. 2638 appears to bypass existing processes and laws. This 

bill would set aside the National Forest Management Act 

processes and outcomes which strive to strike a balance between 

preservation and development. This would mean that efforts to 

develop forest plans in consultation with the public would be 

set aside in favor of the approach taken by this bill. This 

bill does not seem to consider the hard work of the 

Congressional delegations of Montana and Idaho to craft a 

wilderness bill that strikes a balance for their particular 

states. 

Much like the National Forest Management Act, the Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Act provides a proven process for evaluating and 

adding rivers to the national system. That process includes 

public participation, which is essential to building support 

for river designations and implementing management plans. 

Local support for designated rivers is particularly crucial 

because river management relies so heavily upon the voluntary 

cooperation of numerous private land owners in the river 

corridor. The rivers in this bill have all been found eligible 

for designation as wild and scenic. rivers as a result of the 

forest planning process. As a result, the characteristics 
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which make these rivers eligible are already protected until 

the suitability studies are completed. The Forest Service has 

been a major proponent of the Wild and Scenic Rivers system, 

managing 97 designated rivers, which is over half the rivers in 

the system. 

We share some concerns of the proponents of this bill. These 

concerns and our management experience have lead us towards the 

ecosystem management approach being pursued by the Forest 

Service. The Chief of the Forest Service has stated that one 

of his primary goals is to quickly and effectively implement 

ecosystem management in the National Forests. We have 

initiated several broad scale assessments as a means to 

strengthen forest plans and have used this approach in 

developing the President's Forest Plan for the Pacific 

Northwest and for addressing concerns over salmon in west coast 

river systems , commonly referred to as PACPISH. 

We believe the concept of biological connecting corridors is 

best considered in the context of the land management planning 

process. Some of the questions we face include: (1) what 

corridor dimensions are necessary to serve the needs of a given 

species of animal or plant? ; (2) what kinds of treatments and 

activities are compatible with the purposes of any corridor?; 

(3) do corridors materially enhance the survivability of 

stressed wildlife populations? Without answers to these and 

many other questions, we believe designating biological 

connecting corridors is premature. We are aware of no 
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scientific basis for concluding that the corridors in this bill 

would achieve the stated purposes of maintaining or restoring 

biological diversity and ecosystem health. 

The extensive measures mandated by this bill seem supportable 

only if one believes the current processes cannot work. We do 

not share that belief . This is not to say that mistakes have 

not been made or that management problems don't exist. Both 

experience and new research continually change views on what is 

the "best• way to manage. Public perceptions and expectations 

also change. We should learn from experience, adapt our 

policies and management practices accordingly, and move on. We 

do not share the view that there is a crisis of the magnitude 

~his bill would seem to presume. 

sumarv 
In summary, we find this bill seems to disregard previous 

legislation of the Congress. As such., it would circumvent the 

processes set in motion by existing laws that address the 

complex issues of wilderness, ecosystem protection, biological 

diversity and other management issues not easily resolved. 

This bill would ignore the processes of forest planning, wild 

and scenic river study and designation, and research and its 

application to management issues. 

Mr. Chairman,_ this concludes my prepared statement and I would 

be pleased to answer the Subcommittee's questions concerning 

H.R. 2638. 
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STATBKBNT o• JAMBS W. STEWART, ASSISTAHT DIRBCTOR, P~IHG, 
BATIOIIAL PARJt SBRVICB, DBPAR'l'JIBII'l' o• TBB IBTBRIOR, BB.OU TBB 
SUBCOKKITTBB OR BATIOIIAL PARKS, .ORBSTS ABO PUBLIC LARDS o• TBB 
HOUSB COMXITTBB OH BATURAL RBSOURCBS COHCBRBIHG B.a. 2138, TBB 
HORTBBRH ROCKIBS BCOSYSTBK PROTBCTIOH ACT o• 1113. 

APRIL 12, 1994 

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to present the 

Department of the Interior's views on H.R. 2638, The Northern 

Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act of 1993. 

The Department of the Interior recommends that H.S. 2638 not be 

enacted. This is a broad act establishinq a number of wilderness 

areas, bioloqical connectinq corridors, and wild and scenic 

rivers throuqhout the Northern Rockies reqion. It directs the 

Departments of Interior and Aqriculture to conduct studies for 

additional national parks, preserves, and wild and scenic rivers. 

It also establishes a National Wildland Restoration and Recovery 

system to be administered by the United States Forest Service. 

Because this bill would affect, primarily, lands administered by 

the United States Forest service, we qenerally deter to the 

Department of Aqriculture•s views on this bill. We concur that 

it is an extremely ambitious bill and radically departs from 

previous approaches to wilderness and other special desiqnations. 

It appears to circumvent the processes established by existinq 

laws and requlations that address the complex issues of 

wilderness and wild and scenic river desiqnations. These 
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processes provide important local perspectives and information 

concerning existing interests. While we recognize that these 

resources are indeed national resources, we also understand that 

their successful management relies upon strong support from the 

people who live near these areas and often depend the resources 

for their livelihood. We do not believe that the requisite 

groundwork for such a massive change in land use has been laid in 

order for the proposals contained in this bill to be successful. 

We believe that this bill represents well-placed concern for the 

Northern Rockies bioregion. Portions of this bill would clearly 

benef~t existing national parks, and th~ Department of the 

Interior advocates the integrated cultural and natural res~urce 

preservation, interagency cooperation, and sensitivity to 

American Indian treaty rights and cultural values espoused by the 

bill. H9wever, the extensive measures advocated by this bill are 

supportable only if one believes that the current processes can 

not work. 

The areas identified in Section 6 for study as possible national 

parks and preserve (Hells canyon/Chief Joseph Rational Park and 

Preserve and Flathead National Parle and Preserve) undoubtedly 

contain natural and cultural resource values of qreat 

siCJDificance. However, they are already adainistered for 

conservation purposes by the United States Forest Service to the 

National Parle System. 
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Since the passage of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act in 1968 , the 

United States Forest service has been responsible for conducting 

of rivers flowing across National Forest land. We support 

continuation of this practice since the United States Forest 

Service would be responsible for managinq these rivers if 

desiqnated. Therefore, we recommend that in Section 8 of this 

bill the Secretary of Aqriculture be responsible for conductinq 

the studies of the Smith and Middle Pork Judith Rivers and Rock 

Creek. The Yellowstone River study, which we support, should be 

a joint study by Interior and Aqriculture. 

This concludes my prepared statement, · ~- . Chairman. I would be 

pleased to address the Subcommittee's questions concerning the 

Department of Interior's views . 

a:ecoprot.act 
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Tatlmony or Carole King: 4/lZ/94: page 1 

TESTI/:\ONY OF CAROLE KINO 
Befoe the Sybsgmmlttee on Nlllom!l Parka· Foresta ond fubllc Lands 

Headng on The Nqtbem Roclsles Ec:amtem Protection Ast <H.R. 2638l 
ApdJ 12. 1994 

My name Is Carole King. I'm en entertainer. I've been a resident of 
Idaho llnc:e 1977. I'm a member of the Board of the Alliance for the Wild 
Rockies, a non-proftt organtl.atfon dedicated to presemtlon d ecosystems In 
the Northern Rockies. I got InVolved In wtldemess prote~on In the early 
'80's. I've worked with erwitonmentdsts, lndustly, news media, members of 
Congress, staff, and people In general, and after over 10 years I've become 
fairly knowledgeable. 

This Is a hlatork: clay. With 57 cosponsors. the Northern Roc:kles 
Ecosystem Prctec:tion Act. or NREPA. as w can It, Is finally being taken 
seriously. I'd Uke to join Congresswoman Maloney In thanking you for this 
hearln!J, Mr. Chairman. 

NREPA was drafted by sdentlsts and biologists from the region after 
yeatS of lab and field work. The first ecosystem bil ever, It represents an 
entirely new approach to public: Ianda legislation - an approach baaed on 
natural boundarles, Instead of the old state-by-stale approach d wilderness 
as scattered Islands In a sea cl dwelcpment. Rivers don't rec:ognize poliUc:al 
boundartes, and wolves don't screech to a halt at a state Dne. NREPA 
rec:ognlzes tlis and protects wlldemeas u required for the auMval of all the 
native plant and anlmlll tpedea, l1n'J one cl which c:oulcl be vial to the 
survival of human beings, es the yew tree baa been found In the treatment of 
ovarian canc:er. The areas designated as wilderness by f'IREPA are among the 
most priltlne In America, and ewry erea so designated meets the legal 
requirements for wilderness as prescfl)ed by the Wlldetnesa N.1 of 1964. 

Blolc9c3iy sound, NREPA Is also economkally sound. A study done by 
Dr. Thomas Power, 0\alr d the Economics Department at the (JniYeralty d. 
Montana, shows why NREPA Is gcod for ,the ec:onomlc health of the region. 
Dr. Power could not be here today, but his assodate, Mlc:heel Garrity, Is here 
to 8r'IS\WI' questions about the economic Impact. d. NREPA 
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Testimony of Carole King: 4'12194: pege 2 

The P~r Report shows how NREPA seleguarda a muJtl-bDUon-dollar 
tourist Industry, preserving hlgh-qulllly jobs such u outfitters, guides, 
merchants, seDers of fishing, hunting. mountalneerlng, hiking and 
photography gear; saddlemekers, motel owners, aaftspeople and mom and 
P<lP grocel)' stores -jobs held by many r:l my neighbors In Idaho. NREPA 
wiD also create jobs In wDdlancl recovery. Ask Mr. Garrity. The Power Report 
shows wldemess to be the best economlc: base for the region, ensuring a 
high quality of life and ~~~trading new businesses, generating wen more 
economic opportunity for local citizens. In addition, NREPA will 88Ye 
tmcpayers mDIIons of dolars now allocated for logging roada. 

fJctrac::tiYe Industries have dedlned, not because of wilderness, but 
because of automation, export of raw materials, overuse and 
mismanagement. Of the forests that once covered North Amerfca, only 5~ 
remain Intact. Of these, NREPA protects the largest vl21ble ecosystem In the 
lower 48. We know so much more about ecosystems now than we clld 10 
years ago. NREPA's support Is broad and dMrse, ranging from fishing and 
hunting coalitions to the Humane Society. The National Taxpayers <Inion 
supports the part of NREPA that stops the wasteful subsidies, while NREPA 
haa the. ll.lpport cl many envlrorvnental groupe and former President Jimmy 
Carter. People love NREPA- because It's good for the environment, It's 
good for the ec:onomy, and it dearly represents the national pubDc Interest. 

The timber lndustly has run Amerk:a's public lands policy far too long. 
I've worked on this Issue for years and I know NREPA Ia rtgtt, for the nation 
and for the region. So does Congresswoman Maloney. So do 57 ~ 
sponsors across pmty lnea. We beleve NREPA wiD bec:ome law. It may take 
time, of which the e<:oayltem doesn't tuM a whde lot, but the sc:lentlflc and 
economic evidence Ia U... If you'D put poltkl aside and look Ill the mells, 
you11 see NREPA Is the only way we can ensure the biological and economic: 
swvlval d the Northern Rocldea. Thank yau. 
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~TIMONYOFD~BffiS~E 
LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR 

SIERRA CLUB 
REGARDING 

H.R. 2638, "TilE NORTIIERN ROCKIES ECOSYSTEM PROTECTION ACT" 
BEFORE TilE HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PARKS, FORESTS AND PUBUC LANDS 

APRIL 12, 1994 

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, tbank you for this opportunity to present the 
views of the Siem Club on H.R. 2638, the Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act. 
My name is Debbie SeaSe and I am the Legislative Director of the Siem Club. The Siem 
Club has 450,000 members including approximately 4000 in the Northern Rockies. 

I am pleased to offer the Siem Club's ellllwsi.astic: support for the Northern Rockies 
Ecosystem Protection Act. This bill represeDIS a scieulific and economic based ecosystem 
approach to land management •• an approach tbat the Co~ must tum to - if we are to 
safeguard America's great natural heritage. We welcome the Subcommittee's interest in this 
legislation and your willingness to look at new and innovative ways of protecting whole 
ecosystems. 

Since 1892 the Siem Club has been at the forefront of efforts to establish new national 
paries, wilderness an:as and other protected lands to preserve not only our wilds and wildlife, 
but the quality of our air, water, and public health. Yet a ceDlury of experience has taught 
us a powerful lesson: Our air, water and land an: inextricably linked. Despite all our 
efforts, the biospben: itself- the "web of life• on which all of us depend - is in peril. 

It is no longer enough to tn:at problems in isolation ftom oac anocber. Our future survival 
demands a comprcbensive, inregrated plan to save the global environment. Looking beyond 
political bouudaries is imperative. It is in respo1111e to this imperative tbat Sierra Club 
laUDCbed our "Critical Ecoregion Program" . 

We have idendfied 21 c:ritical econ:gioos in the United Stata and Canada. Our goal is to 
reston: thae 21 ec:orepms to health and beauty. It is not just in the Northern Rockies that 
we need to eMCt compn:bensive protection strategies, but in the Mississippi Basin, the 
Atlantic Cout, the Southwest Deserts, the Alaska Rainforest, and the 16 other critical 
econ:gion as well. 

Our curmtt wilderness, national park, and national refuge system is a testameDl to the vision 
of conservation leaders and the leldership of statamen sucll as yourself and others before 
you. But it is not enough. Nature does not rapec:t artificial bouudaries, and thae lands are 
quickly becoming isolated ialands in a aea of developmall. We Diult both expiDd the limits 
of thae "natural islands", and begin to comrol the environmenlal implctl of developmeut in 
the ecosystems surrounding the protected core area. 
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WILDERNESS IS THE FOUNDATION FOR ECOSYSTEM PROTECTION 

It would be a serous mistake to assume that our recognition that existing wilderness and park 
protection systems have not met the challenge of ensuring ecosystem viability, reflects a 
diminished respect for the role of wilderness, park, .and other inviolate land protection 
measures, or an abandonment of these programs. 

To the contrary, we believe that these systems are the critical building blocks for ecosystem 
protection, and expanding these systems will remain be the Sierra Club's highest priority for 
protecting ecosystems. Our remaining wild lands and our existing healthy watersheds are the 
linchpins that are holding our beleaguered ecosystems together. They provide the vital core 
which we must protect as we work to restore and heal the damage we have wrought on our 
forests and watersheds. 

Wilderness is not an outdated concept, it is a vital componelll of any effort to achieve healthy 
functioning ecosystems. Wilderness provides the anchor that must hold the ecosystem 
together as we focus more on restoring the damaged watersheds, forest and desert lands to 
healthy conditions. 

One of the strengths of NREPA is that while it looks beyond the traditional political 
boundaries to the inter-related needs of the Northern Rockies ecosystem, it relies on a core 
o(land protected under proven land and water protection systems. 

I look forward to workiDg with the Subcommittee on this and other measures to ensure the 
future of the Northcm Rockies and other ecosystems. 

Before I detail the reasons for our support of this bill, I walll to briefly cover what is at stake 
in the Northcm Rockies. 

THE NORTHERN ROCKIES 

Outside of Alaska, the Northern Rockies offer the best place to find ecosystems that still 
have as many large mammals as when Lewis and Clark passed through seven generations 
ago. The images of the frontier west are more than memories in the Rockies where the last 
free roamiJJa vestiges of a wilder era persevere in the form of bison, pronghorn antelope, 
elk, deer salmon and steelhead. In the lower 48 states, only the Rockies provide sufficient 
wild hal;litat for vanishing species like lynx, grizzlies, peregrine fak:oos, trumpeter swaos, 
black footed fenees, and wolverines. 

Fortunately, the Northern Rockies also have a long history of environmental protection. 
With the designation of Yellowstone National Parle in 1872, America formally rec:ognized the 
need to preserve our priceless natural treasures for future generati0111. 

This tradition colllinued with the designation of some of the mOlt extensive and importalll 
wilderness areas in the country. The .Fruk Cburch River of No Return Wilderness in Idaho 
is the single largest wilderness in the contiguous United States. The Bob Marshall 
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wilderness complex, designated in three different bills, may be the most biologically 
complete of all wilderness areas designated in the country. Tbc wilderness surrounding 
Yellowstone National Park- including the Absaroka-Beanooth, the Nonh Absarokas and the 

Washakie -- all set important milestones in conservation battles. 

While we have a right to be proud of these accomplishments, they are not enough to 
guarantee the survival of far ranging species such as the grizzly. We need to do much more 
to achieve the preservation of the wilderness and ecosystems of the Northern Rockies. Tbc 
Sierra Club's vision for the Northern Rockies is to restore and maintain biological integrity 
and diversity with sustainable human activities and communities as an integral pan of that 
ecosystem. NREPA will take a major step towanl that end. 

NREPA 

The Sierra Club supports H.R. 2638, the Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act 
(NREPA). NREPA is based on biological, ratbcr than politicai, or agency boundaries, is 
based on a core of inviolate wilderness areas and protected riven, and linka these areas with 
biological corridors. 

The heart of NREP A is wilderness designation for most of the remaining national forest 
roadless lands in the Northern Rockies. This is the most important portion of the bill since, 
the permanent, inviolate protection of the roadless lands as COIIIpOIIe1D of the National 
Wilderness Preservation System must be the ceaterpicce of any ecosystem proccction effort in 
the Northern Rockies. 

Many of the large, wide ranging species of the Northern Rockies require core areas for their 
bealthy survival. Grizzly bears, ellt, wolverines, and fish such as salmon and bull trout all 
rely on undianlrbed habitat. Fragmentation, bowever, bas eaten away at much of this 
habitat. Hipways, agricultural development, townsites and subdivisions have claimed most 
of the prime habitat in valleys and bottomiauda. Many larJe tracts of wildlands have been 
splintered by louinl and miDiDa leaviDa, at best, IDICh smaller undeveloped blocks. 

The loss and isolation of habitat is the number one threat to animal species in the Northern 
Rocldes. For instaDce, grizzly bears are now limited to less than two percent of their. former 
range. Wolves have been lble to recolonize only a fraction of one percent of their former 
habitat. The remaiDiD& undeveloped areas in which these animals can fmd the solitude they 
seek must be protected. 

Sierra Club supports the bill's express reservation of a federal reserved water right for the 
wilderness areas protected in the bill. The Sierra Club bas long supported this proven 
method for protecting water resources in wilderness areas. 

NREP A also designates 1300 miles of riven as compoaelltS of the National Wild and Scenic 
River system. The Sierra Club bas supported these rivers for wild and scenic designation for 
many years due to their clean water, wildlife, sparkliJII beauty and their importaoce as 
flsberiea. 
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NREPA contains protective management for biological connecting corridors. The scientific 
community has determined that maintaining viable corridors to allow wildlife and plant 
migrations and genetic interchange between core protected areas is also critical to a healthy 
ecosystem. The core areas are too isolated and too small to assure the perpetuation of native 
wildlife and native biological diversity on their own. The United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service has determined, for instance, that linkage zones are important for the free travel of 
grizzly bears among the major ecosystems of the Northern Roclcics. Unfortunately , the 
USFWS has not provided any protection for these linkage areas. NREPA, among other 
things , would correct this problem. 

NREPA starts a pilot system of National Wildland Recovery Areas. This program calls for 
the rehabilitation of areas that have been abused through excessive logging, road building and 
mining in the past. These are areas such as that ponion of the Targhee National Forest 
where clearcuts delineate the western boundary of Yellowstone National Park. While these 
areas are now ailing, they once were thriving with a full range of fiSh and wildlife . 
Rehabilitation of these areas will be an imponant addition to the health of the Northern 
Rockies ecosystem. 

SUGGESTED ADDmONS TO NREPA 

NREPA is a bold and occessary step toward ecosystem protection in the Nonhem Rockies. 
No one bill, however, can be expected to include all of the occessary elcmcms to protect the 
Nonhern Rockies. Wbile we would not want these suggested additions to delay any forward 
movement of NREP A, I would like to note some of the most important additions that the 
Sierra Club would like to sec considered. 

-National Forest roadlcss lands in the Medicine Bow and Black Hills National Forests should 
be designated wilderness. 

-Additional lands in the Bighorn, Bridger-Teton, Sboshone, Targhcc, and Bcavcrbcad 
National Forests, among others, should be designated wilderness. 

-Bureau of l...aDd Management roadless lands such as the Red Dcscn and those contiguous to 
proposed Forest Service wilderness areas should be designated wilderness. 

-Management of corridors should be defined to set standards and to include a compatibility 
opinion on proposed new activities within the corridors. A moratorium should be placed on 
development within the corridors until standards are set. 

-Watershed recovery areas should be added. 

-An Ancient Forest Reserve system should be included for old growth that falls outside of 
wilderness. · 

-Specific hardrock and leasing withdrawals for areas such as New World mining district 
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nonheast of Yellowstone National Parle should be added. 

This list is not meant to be exhaustive but rather illustrative of the subjects we would like the 
subcommittee to consider as you debate this legislation. 

OTHER PENDING WILDERNESS BILLS IN THE NORTHERN ROCKIES 

There· are two other pending wilderness bills that affect this region, and although they are not 
the subject of this hearing, it is worth noting how they relate to NREPA. Both H.R. 2473, 
the Montana Wilderness bill .and H.R 3732 the Idaho wilderness bill would designate ponions 
of the roadless lands covered by NREPA, and as such might be viewed as viable incremental 
steps toward the more comprehensive protection goals of NREPA. Unfonunately, while this 
is true of the Montana bill, the same cannot be said of the Idaho bill. 

The Sierra Club cannot support H;R. 3732, the Idaho Wilderness bill. The Idaho wilderness 
bill, in addition to leaving out many deserving areas, contains 1111111erous serious Oaws, 
including: 

1) highly objectionable release language, wbicb would binder our ability to protect 
roadless areas DOt designated in the bill as weU as preclude tbe Forest Service from 
conducting a wilderness review durin& the next roliDd of forest plans; 

2) water rights language that utterly fails to protect the water resoun:es of tbe wilderness 
areas, and not only denies a water right to wildetness areas designated in H.R. 3732 bUt also 
disavows a water right established by past wilderness legislation; 

3) sanctioning logging in several inappropriate areas. UDlil these Oaws are ftxed we will 
continue to oppoJe H.R. 3732. 

On the other baud; Sierra Club bas liven its qualified 1111pp0rt to the. MontaDa Wilderness 
bill, H.R. 2473 as it bas been amended and tepOrted OUl of tbe NIOlral Resoun:cs 
Committee. Tbis bill would provide protection to 1110111 tbm two million acm of national 
forest roadless laDds in Momana that are currenlly Unprotected, including 1. 7 million acres of 
wilderness and 400,000 acres of wildemesa study areas. The bill doea contain a version of 
release languqe, which we stl'ODgly believe is unnecesllll)' and should be deleted on· tbe 
floor. In coaaast to the Iclabo release JaDsuage, bo\vever, it will not impair our ability to 
protect the nacural values of the lllldeaignated laDds in MoiiWII. None-the-less, it is time for 
·the issue of release to be taken off of the tab!e. The issuea of timber supply will DOt be 
solved through release language and Coogress should not bold OUl the hope to tbe timber 
industry that it will be. 

While passage of the Montana bill would provide incremenla1 progress by protectina 
critically important areas, alone, it will not assure tbe viability of this ecosystem. Many 
other national forest roadless laDds in Monrana will collliuue to be subject to Forest Service 
developments. While we aive tbis bill our qualified support because it doea protect a portion 
of what needs to be protected, this bill also makes the point for tbe need for additional. 
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Congressional action. The Montana wilderness bill will not protect the entire roadless area 
resource of Montana mucbless the rest of the Nortllem Rockies. Even· if H.R. 2473 
becomes law, it will be necessary to follow tllis bill witll additional legislation sucb as 
NREPA. 

EASTSIDE ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT 

We are encouraged by the Administration's initiative to do a comprehensive scientific 
assessment of tile Columbia river watershed and conduct an ecosystem based EIS process as 
pan of the Eastside Ecosystem Management Process. This is an important new approacll tllat 
can complement the additional wilderness designations proposed in NREPA. 

The EIS process for eastern Washington and Oregon is beginnin& even though there are some 
difficulties getting the public adequately involved in the scientifiC process. We bope these 
problems can he resolved and tllat this process will be an important coottibution to refonning 
past agency mismanagement and providing new direction for protecting and restoring these 
ecosystems. 

However. we bave also ·heard disturbing news tbat consideration is being given to limiting 
the EIS process in Idaho to merely evaluatina the recent adopcion of the interim PACFISH 
guidelines. This would be a terrible mislake and IIDdermine die promise and potential of 
providing an ecosystem analysis and approach to proleCtion and management of this vital pan 
of the Northern Rockies Ecosystem. 

CONCLUSION 

In closing I would again like to tbank the Subcommittee for holding this imponant bearing, 
and to reiterate the Sierra Club's strong suppon for the Nordlern Roc:kies Ecosystem 
Protection Act. The Northern Rockies Ecosystem PrOfeetioo At:t 'CID be a model for 
wildland preservation and restoration, and on bebalf of die Sierra Club, I urge the 
Subcommittee to give it the serious and prompt consideration it deserves. 
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: 

The Montana Wilderness Association (MW A) appreciates this opportunity to testify today on 

HR 2638, the Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act. The Montana Wilderness 

Association always looks forward· to the opportunity to recommend more Wilderness areas. 

MW A has been committed to the work of designating Wilderness in Montana since its 

founding in 1958. Our members have been instrumental in sccuring the designation of the 

LincolniScapegoat, the Absaroka-Beartooth, the Great Balr, the Lee Metcalf, the UL Bend, 

Welcome Creek, the Rattlesnake, and many other areas that comprise Montana's 3.4 million 

acres of designated Wilderness. Dozens of MW A volunteers and staff have testified before 

congressional committees over the last 36 years, and we are happy to be here today as the 

committee considers a new approach to Wll.demess designatioo and ecosystem protcction.. 

We thank the 57 House sponsors of HR 2638 for ta1dng an interest in Montana's wildlands 

and the species that depend on them. It is in the best intezest of the nation to maintain the 

outstanding public JeSOUrce of the Northern Rockies. Because there are still wildlands in 

Montana and Idaho, the Northern Rocldea remain home to many species of fish and wildlife 

that have disappeared elsewhere: the grizzly bear, gray wolf, bighorn sheep, wolverine, 

woodland caribou, Canadian lynx, bull trout and lleelbead, to name only a few. Every year, 

millions of Amrricans find their way iDJo the Wlldemea of the Northern Rockies, finding 

there the peace of miDd that can-be pined only by bc:iDg IIIDOUIIded by the paDdeur of 

nature. 



151 

mtimately, these msources belong to evecy American. We believe that it is the duty of 

evecy member of Congress to ensure the proteCtion of public lands in Montana and the rest 

of the Northern Rockies. In addition to national interest, Montanans' own well-established 

advocacy, expertise and conservation ethic are critical to proteCtion of the unique natural 

qualities of the northern Rockies. This is the perspective that the Montana Wilderness 

Aslociation has brought to the Wildemess movement since 1958. This perspective we will 

sbaie briefly with you today 0 

The Montana Wlldemess Association likea the ideas embodied in HR 2638. This bill 

establishes the beginning of a credible approach to wildland and ecosystem protection by 

expanding the scope of legislation to include multiple states and to address the ecological 

linkages between road1ess wildlands. 

We thank the authors and sponsors of HR 2638 for advancing innovative ecosystem 

management ideas. The strength of NREPA is that it serves as a big-picture blueprint for the 

Northern Rockies. While the ecosystem approach promotes innovative thinking, we 

recollllllmd that Congress initiate a process to better define this ecosystem plan. Last 

summer, MWA and 19 other conservation orpnizations in the Northern Rockies presented 

an ecosystem protection strategy to Congress and the Clinton administiation. We include this 

strategy with our testimony. Under this proposal, Congress would appoint an independent 

scientific panel that would include scientists from federal agencies that would assess curm~t 

research data, adminisla" short-tenD research projects to fill information gaps, articulate a 

2 
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coherent vision for ecosystem management, and prepare a range of alternatives for public 

land management in the Northern Rockies. A similar process was undertaken by the Clinton 

Administration for the Pacific Northwest's ancient forest and anadramous fishery, and 

another has been initiated in Walla Walla for the upper Columbia Basin. Although some of 

the Northern Rockies ecosystem lies within the Columbia Basin, the Forest Service is 

preparing regional management strategies only for Washington and Oregon. Our proposal 

covers the entire Northern Rockies, allows for an indcpendent analysis, and provides for 

interim protection of roadless lands, key watersheds, riparian areas, and old-growth forests. 

The founding members of MW A arc p1cascd to sec that the wild Montana they envisioned in 

the 1950's, and their advocacy during the decades that bave followed bave brought us. to the 

point where a multi-state plan for protecting wildlands is now before Congress. Without 

their constant work and perseverance, we would not be where we arc today. 

Last year, the MWA State Council and MWA cbapten throughout the state launched an 

ongoing process of cxaminin& how BR. 2638 affects each region of Montana. MWA'a 

strength lies in knowledge of specific areas. Our grassroots membership has poured through 

maps, retraced old hikes to verify boundaries, and ta1b:d with other folb in their 

communities - including the Forest Service. We bavc ~ore focusacd our energies on 

evaluating the boundaries proposed in DR 2638. 

Wbat our cbapters bave fOUDCI so far doesn't coaflk:t with the ideas advanced by BR. 2638, 

3 



153 

but they underscore the need for the Committee to give close scrutiny to what's contained in 

the bill. Our chapters have found, for example, biologically important roadless areas that 

MWA has proposed for Wilderness that aren't included in HR 2638. We've found areas 

proposed for Wilderness in HR 2638 that have been developed or otherwise don't meet the 

minimum requirements for Wddcmess. 1be chapters have raised questions about the 

location or management direction for the wildland teCOVel}' areas and biological corridOrs. 

They've alao raised objections to 10111e DOO.-Wddemess deligoations as they affect their local 

areas. 

CoDCenll with Proposed Bouncluies: 

Below we've briefly .delcribed concerns we have with bOundaries and areas in HR 2638. 

Most of HR 2638's road1ess boundaries are based on Forest Service RARE II maps lather 

than a grassroots constituatcy that knows the areas. Much of the road1ess lands inventoried 

in 1978 no longer are roadless, and there are lands that have remained roadless that were 

never included in the RARE II inventory. MW A members have brought these inadequate 

road1ess boundaries to the attention of the Forest Service and, in so~ places, the agency is 

making diligent efforts to update its road1ess inventory. In recent months, for example, odie 

Kootenai National Forest has dramatically CKpllllded its road1ess inventory. In the most 

recent draft, the ·Kootenai road1ess inventory nearly doubled from 400,000 acres to 755,000 

acres. While HR 2638 would deaignate as Wilderness about 377,000 acres in the Kootenai, 

MW A aeeb to protect the entire road1ess base through designation as WJlderness, natural 

areas or wildlife security areas. 

4 
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Proposed wnc~emess that does not Meet wnc~emess Crileria: 

MWA has identified proposed Wilderness that doesn't meet the Wilderness criteria in the 

NREPA. Significant changes have taken place in numerous roadless areas in the last 15 

years, and many of the areas in HR 2638 haven't been updated to reflect these changes. For 

example, approximately 900 acres of the Fred Burr roadless area in the Deerlodge National 

Forest was converted into a downhill ski area in 1990. A major land exchange last year in 

Ellis Canyon in the Helena forest shifted the roadless boundary to the east to include a 

unique moist Douglas fir forest in the aptly named Dry Range along the Smith River. HR 

2638 boundaries include several thousand acres that have been consolidated into private 

ownership as a result of the exchange. Tbe Big Baldy proposed Wilderness in the Lewis and 

Clark forest includes private inho1dings and a gravd pit. ADd the Anaconda Hill proposed 

Wilderness along the Continental Divide includes open roads, heavy mining activity with the 

last 20 years and areas that have been logged since RARE n. 

Proposed Improvements to Boundaries in HR 26311: 

MW A has submitted for the record its roadless inventory of proposed Wilderness Areas 

which represents our chapters' work in progress. We proposed amendments to HR 2638 ·, 

based on these findy tuned boundaries, and I would like to highlight some of our proposals 

in light of NREPA. There are numerous iras where MWA seeks expanded boundaries, 

especially at lower elevations, to proCect roadless laDds that wae excluded from the Forest 

Service inventory and aren't included in HR 2638. Examples include: the Thompson Seton 

in the Flathead and Kootenai National Forests, Black Mountain, Blackfoot Meadows and the 

s 
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Elkhoms in the Helena National Forests, Cube Iron in the Lolo National Fcmst, and 

Garfield/lima Peaks and Italian Peab in the Beavethead National Forest. 

Proposed Improvements to BICJio&lal Coauec:tlDc Conidors: 

MW A chapters ·have raised questions about the location of the biological corridors in HR 

2638 based on actual migration routes, existing land uxs, and biological integrity. For 

example, the corridor between the Yaak and ~ Glacia- ecosyJtems cuts through larJe 

areas of private land immediately lOUth of Eureka, Montana. 1be corridor is pennanently 

fragmented with hundreds of rutal homesites, private, and county roads. A more logical 

corridor that includes little private land and aleady is used as a migration route by wolves, 

is about 20 ~ south. 

Proposed Imprcmmeots to WDdJaud Reccmry Areu: 

Mallagemcnt lallguage in the bill would mandate road ripping and reseeding. across 1 million 

acres of national forests heavily impacted by past 1111113&aDent. In some places, such as the 

Skyland area, MWA cbapten support this management goal. In others, however, MWA 

seeks leu dracooiu measures to restore the ecolOJical infearity. For example, the bill 

would cloae hundreds of milea of roada in the South Fork pf the Flathead, including the ss­
mile road to Spoaed Bear Ranger Station. For decades, . SpoUecl Bear has been the pteway 

to the Bob Marshall W'lldemess for tens oftbousands ofW'ddemess enthusiasts. MWA 

opposes the total ..Jiminatjoq of this historic access to the Bob. 

6 
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Propoeed IIDproYemeats to Other Aspects or tbe BiD: 

In some in3tanoes, MW A chapters disagree with the designation prescribed in HR 2638. For 

example, the Flathead Chapter objects to the designalion of the Glacier View Ranger District 

of the Flathead forest as the Flathead National Part aDd l'laene Study Area. A National 

Park deaignation would attract far more .visitors. to this mnote aDd wild areas along the 

North Fork of the.Flathead Rivec than it c:um:lltly na:ives. 1bia could ultimately have a 

dire impact upon the area's bountiful wildlife IUid JICIICdul Jlltme. MWA advoc:ala an 

intc:matioaal~p~CDXDt with Canada to procec:t this CW!btpnctiq IJanlhoo!tvlary Wllalbed. 

In IIUIIIIIIU)', MW A believes Wlldanea must form lbe core of any ecosystem protcctioD 

strategy. R.eatolalion of important bioJoeic:al areas, beallhy watasbeds, IUid migiatioo 

corridors are intqral to maintaining a functioaal system. However, MWA believes 

management stalldards, implementation procedmes, community IUid economic stability goals, 

aDd site-specific plans for the non-WJldcmess c!c:signarinns in HR 2638 Deed to be better 

defined. We hope that our testimony from MW A IIICUibm and c:baptec leaders will help this 

committee amend aDd improve the bill. We believe tbat protecting the ecological integrity, 

biological diversity, and Wilderness cbaracter of the Nortbem Rockies would be achieved .for 

Montana by accepting the amendments we've offered. 

We thank the Chairman for holding a hearing oo HR 2638, and we appreciate the 

opportunity to be here today. 

7 
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Testimony submitted before U.S. House of Representatives Subcommittee on National Parks, 
Forests and Public Lands by Michael T. Garrity on Aprill2, 1994 

H.R. 2638, the Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act 

(NREPA) is a jobs creating bill. People live and work in the 

Northern Rockies because of its natural beauty. The question of 

jobs versus the environment is a false one . These states would 

actually end up with more jobs if these lands were left in their 

natural state. It will directly create 640 jobs by obliterating 

environmentally destructive roads. Only 560 jobs will be lost in 

the wood products industry when these unique wildlands are 

preserved. NREPA will indirectly create thousands of more jobs 

by preserving a pristine environment, the economic base of the 

Northern Rockies• states. 

These states' current economic vitality is dependent on 

their high quality natural environment, not their declining 

extractive industries . Further damage to these pristine areas 

will threaten the economic future of these states. 

Using Forest Service data, Professor Thomas Power, Chairman 

of the Economics Department at the university of Montana, 

estimates 1400 jobs would be lost if we preserve these roadless 

lands as wilderness. If we log all of this land today 1400 

people would be employed for one year. But the loss of 1400 jops 

could be made up in less than three weeks with normal job growth 

(Power). The job loss is small because most of these roadless 

lands are not suited for timber production . The trees are too 

small and too few. Moreover,- the number of timber jobs will 

continue to decline with technological advancement and the 

87-342 0 - 95 - 6 
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diminishing supply of trees. Capital intensive technology is the 

main cause of the fall in timber related employmen~. not lack of 

trees. Employment in the wood products industry in Montana 

peaked in 1979 when 11,606 employees cut and milled 1 billion 

board feet of timber. In 1989, the timber industry harvested a 

record amount of timber, almost 1.3 billion board feet, but only 

9,315 people were employed. The data the Forest Service used in 

projecting job loss is from 1972. They estimate that for every 

one million board feet of timber cut 5 jobs will be created for 

one year. If current data is used only 1. 5 to 2 jobs will be 

created for every million board feet logged. The number varies 

depending on how the wood is processed. Fewer jobs are created 

now than 20 years ago because of advances in technology. One 

person can cut in an hour what a two person crew could cut in a 

day twenty years ago, With today's technology only 560 timber 

industry jobs would be lost if we preserve these lands as 

wilderness. If we cut all of these lands today 560 people would 

be employed for one year. 

advancements in the future . 

will continue to decline. 

We can expect further technological 

Employment in the timber industry 

NREPA proposes 995,924 acres as National Recovery areas. 

10,000 miles of roads would be closed and restored and fish and 

wildlife returned. These activities would employ people. The 

Forest Service estimates it costs an average of $10,000 to 

totally obliterate a mile of road in the Northern Rockies. 

Obliterating 10,000 miles of roads would create approximately 625 

jobs for heaVY. equipment operators . And these are good jobs 
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which could be spread out well into the 21st century. 

equipment operators earn approximately $22 per hour. 

employment created by this method will greatly ease 

Heavy 

The 

the 

transition from a timber based economy. The money to pay for 

this could come from ending timber subsidies. Last year the 

Forest Service lost over $185,000,000 on logging sales in 

national forest covered by NREPA. In the last ten years, the 

Forest Service has lost over $5.4 billion on all of its lands. 

The justification for this corporate welfare is job creation. 

NREPA can produce more quality jobs and do so without destroying 

the west's major resource. 

It is also argued that when we build roads we create 

something economically valuable but when we destroy roads we only 

make the mountains beautiful. In actuality, when we build roads 

we create a liability. Ninety per cent of the increase in 

siltation from logging c omes from roads. Roads contribute 

sedimentation to streams for an indefinite period . The road cut 

creates soil conditions which do not stabilize over time (Richard 

Hauer, PhD Flathead Lake Biological Station, personal interview) . 

'Instream sedimentatation deposited in the stream bottom 

decreases the success rate of egg hatching and fry development by 

impeding water flow through the gravels in which the eggs undergo 

early development" (Final Report, Montana Environmental Quality 

Council, December 1988). 

A petition has been filed to list bull trout as an 

endangered species. Logging harms these fish as well . Sediment 

originating from logging and logging roads can reduce embryo 
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survival of bull trout and westslope cutthroat trout and decrease 

the available pools used for rearing bull trout . Bull trout are 

selective in the streams they choose. They only spawn in twenty 

eight streams of the hundreds available in the Flathead Lake 

water basin (Weaver, Fraley). 

In central Idaho erosion rate along roads was 750 times 

greater than in undisturbed areas. The siltation fills spawning 

pools and has led to population declines in fish such as bull 

trout, salmon and westslope cutthroat trout (Ness). Salmon 

population supports 60,000 jobs and a billion dollar industry. 

The federal government is spending millions of dollars trying to 

save these fish. It would be more cost effective to deal with 

one of the sources of the problem which is logging. 

The Forest Service closes many roads after logging in an 

a1:ea has ended. But the simple closing of these roads does not 

mean an end to their maintenance costs. The Forest Service 

spends between $300 and $500 per mile for minimum road 

maintenance . The Forest Service estimates that it is more cost 

efficient to obliterate a road if it is not going to be used for 

the next 20 years. By obliterating these roads up to $5 million 

in normal annual maintenance cost would be saved . The minimum 

maintenance does not take into account floods . Flood damage to 

roads runs in excess of a mi1lion dollars a decade per ranger 

district. This is due to maintenance costs alone. It does not 

take into account the tremendous environmental damage roads 

cause. 
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Elk population directly declines with road density. Two 

miles of roads per square mile leads to a 50 percent redu.ction in 

the elk population and six miles of roads per square mile 

eradicates virtually all elk in that area (Noss). The hunting of 

elk brings in millions of dollars into these states. The 

continued destruction of these lands will directly harm the 

hunting industry. Roads also increase poaching. The majority of 

poaching occurs from roads because they offer easy access into 

previously remote areas. Grizzly bears avoid roads by an average 

distance of one half mile (Ness) . 

reduction in their habitat. 

This leads to a tremendous 

To mitigate the damage from subsid:lzed logging on g:z:;izzly 

bears, federal and state governments spent $9.8 million on 

grizzly bear recovery in 1990 and 1991 and $978,000 on the 

recovery of the woodland caribou in 1990 and 1991. The 

subsidized logging of the ·Forest Service directly leads to more 

spending by the U. S . Fish and Wildlife Service. 

But costs are more than just what the market measures. We 

can not replace animals when they become extinct. Professor John 

Craighead believes additional road construction will mean the end 

of the grizzly bear in the continental United States. 

bears, elk, wolves, and caribou avoid roaded lands. 

Grizzly 

These 

animals are important environmentally and economically. Land 

should be thought of as a biosphere among which humanity is but 

one of the communities (Daly and Cobb) . This does not imply that 

human beings should not be considered first, but it does mean we 

must consider the other members of the community. We need to 



162 

adopt policies which take the biotic community into account. 

This is not a jobs versus the environment scenario. NREPA 

will protect the environment, create jobs, and save the taxpayers 

money. The trade-off is between permanently damaging the 

environment for the sake of a few hundred temporary jobs in the 

timber industry at the expense of destroying the Northern Rockies 

economic base, its natural landscape, and the thousands of jobs 

it attracts to the region every year. 
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~ Greater Yellowstone Coalition 

Testimony of Bart Koehler, Associate Program Director, regarding 
HR 2638; The Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act; before the 
House Natural Resources Subcommittee on Public Lands; April 12,1994. 

Chairman Vento and members of the Subcommittee: 

The Greater Yellowstone Coalition has pioneered the concepts of 
ecosystem management and protection for well over a decade. As you and 
many of the members of this Subcommittee and members of the full 
Natural Resources Committee know, we have drafted our own tri-state 
wildlands protection proposal for Greater Yellowstone, as a key 
component of our Campaign for Greater Yellowstone. It must be noted 
that our wilderness proposals are the result of many years of working 
with our member groups. We have attached a copy of our draft proposals 
and maps for your review & for this hearing record. 

GYC supports efforts to protect and restore the long-term ecological 
integrity of the American Landscape. Closer to home, we strongly support 
the protection and restoration of the great wildland ecosystems in the 
Northern Rockies -- particularly within Greater Yellowstone. 

GYC supports the goals of HR 2638 and we urge that you give this measure 
very serious consideration. For years GYC has said that we need more 
wilderness, more wildlife corridors and ecosystem linkages, more wild 
and scenic rivers, more and better wildlife refuge and management areas, 
and more emphasis on restoration areas and activities. 

Chairman Vento, it must be noted that in many cases, the National Forest 
wilderness proposals in NREPA match up well with our proposals for 
Greater Yellowstone. In other cases, boundaries need to be more 
expansive, and additional areas need to be considered. Therefore, GYC 
strongly supports a series of strengthening amendments to HR 2638 which 
would: provide additional protections for more areas and acres of National 
Forest wildlands; more protection for BLM wildlands and National Park 
wildlands, more wild and scenic river designations, more wildlife 
corridors . and ecosystem linkages, better protections for National Wildlife 
Refuges, more restoration areas plus other needed actions to ensure the 
protection of the natural integrity of Greater Yellowstone. 

P.O. BoK 1874 • Bozeman, Montana 59771 • (406) 586-1593 • FAX (406) 586-0851 
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We will be happy to provide a detailed list of amendments and map 
changes at the Subcommittee's request. Today, prior to submitting this · 
information we'd like to briefly point out some specific needed 
improvements to the National Forest proposals in HR 2638: 

"IDAHO: Palisades(also in Wyoming) should be listed as 127,000 acres 
larger; Bear Creek should be 14,000 acres larger; Caribou should be 18,000 
acres larger; Gannett Hills should be 4,000 acres larger. 

"MONTANA: Snowcrest should be listed as 10,000 acres larger; the 
Gravelly Mountains should be roughly 40,000 acres larger; the Gariield 
Mountain·Red Conglomerate Peaks area (half in Mt./half in Idaho) should be 
42,000 acres larger. 

"WYOMING: Gras Ventre additions should be listed as 12,000 acres larger; 
Washakie additions should be listed as 52,000 acres larger; Commissary 
Ridge should be 6,000 acres larger; and, although there is no listing for 
this area, there are 50,000 acres which should be added to the existing 
Jedediah Smith Wilderness (at the very least, add roughly 20,000 acres). 

*It must be noted that there are a number of BLM areas adjacent to 
proposed National Forest wilderness areas which should be added to this 
bill. Additionally, there are individual BLM areas which should be added to 
the bill(such as Raymond Mountain)which also need protection. We have not 
listed them in the above section, but would be happy to provide the details 
as the Subcommittee deems appropriate. (BLM areas are listed in our 
attachments, along with a rivers list, linkage map, etc., for your review.) 
•• Although not contained in the attached list, we support the designation 
of at least 2:3 million acres of roadless lands in Yellowstone & Grand 
Teton National Parks, and the J.D.Rockefeller Parkway as Wilderness. 
***The detailed Draft Campaign For Greater Yellowstone is available upon 
request at any time. 

Finally, we'd like to go on record in strong support of the amendments 
presented to you today by the Sierra Club and MWA, especially those which 
pertain directly to the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. 

Thank you for the opportunity to 

Bart Koehler/Associate Program :::::.th~~ 
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Wildlands. Parks and Wildlife Refuges 

Roadless Wildlands in Greater Yellowstone 
Currently Not Designated as Wilderness 

Name Estimated Acreage 

1. Bridger Range. .... . ... . .. ....................... . ..... .45,000 
2. Tobacco Roots ..•. . ,........ .. .................... .57,000 
3. Cowboys Heaven .... ........ . ......... 26,000 
4. lee Metcalf Adjacent lands ..... ...... .. . .. . .. . .... .. .. . .......... ......... 12,000 
5.- Ruby Mountains {BLM) .............................. . .......••.•... .... .......•.............. 25,000 
6. Gravelly Range Complex ........... .... ......... .......... .... .......•........•••... 304,000 

(Includes: Sheep Mountain (BU..t) 32,000; Axolotl Lake 7,800; Croeket Lake 6,830; Cherry Lake 
12,940; Black Bune 36,000; Lone Butte; 13,000; Big Horn Mountain 49,000; Freezeout 67,000; 
Cliff Lake 25,000} 

7. Snowcrest Range ...... .. .... . .................... . . .............. . ....................... 1 06,000 
(Includes Blacktail Deer Plateau 6,000; Snowcrest 100,000} 

8. Great Divide Complex . ......•........ ............ ... .. .. .... .. ............... 381,200 
Includes: Earthquake 30,200; Lionhead 17,000; Cenlennials 92,000 (Including FS, BLM and Sheep 
Experiment Station); Garfield : 42,000 in MT and 47,500 in 10; 11alian Peaks: 50,000 in MT and 
42,500 In ID; TendoYs 60,000 · 

9. Henrys Fork ....... ......... .......... .. ........ ...................... ... .. . ........ ..... ........... ... ... . ..5,000 
10. St. Anlhony Sand Dunes (BLM) ... ................. ... .. ......... .. ........................ . 20,000 
11. Falls River Addition (to Winegar Hole) ........... .... ...... 3,500 
12. Jedediah Smith Additions ...... .. ..................... 50,000 
13. Garns Mountain .................. ... ... ......... . ... ... .... .... .......... 78,000 
14. Islands (BLM) ..................... .... ...... . ... ...... .. ..... 5,000 
15. Palisades (111,250 in Idaho; 135,840 in Wyoming) .......................... .. .................... .. .. ... . 247,090 
16. Bear Creek ............ .. ................................... .. ....................... 1 07,000 
17. Poker Peak ................ ..................... .. .................... .. ....... .... ... ............. 18,560 
tC . Caribou Mtn..... ..... .. .... .. .. ... ... 88,900 
19. Stump Creek/Diamond Peak. .... . ............... 90,000 
20. Greyback ........................... ................... ... ....... . ... ........... 200,000 
21. Salt River ..... .. .......... ..................... .. .. 21 0,000 
22. Gannet Hills ..................... ................... . .. ... .. .. .... ....... 45,000 
23. Wyoming Range... ........ ... ... . . ............................. .. ..... ... 60,000 
24. Commissary Ridge .... ..... ... ............. .................... . . .................................. 100,000 
25. Raymond Mountain and IGO Speedway (BLM) . .. ............ 40,000 
26. Lake Mountain (BLM} .... ... ......... . ....................... ... ..... 18,000 
27. Red Desert Complex ..................... ........ ......... ... ....... .. ......... ............... .. 150,000 

(Includes: Buffalo Hump 10,300; Sand Dune~ 31,100; Oregon Bunts 7,000; White Horse Creek 
7,000; Honeycomb Bunea 74,000; Alkali Draw 80,000; South Pinnacles 11 ,000; Alkali Basin 
46,000; SwlltweY,r Canyon 9·,1 00; [All BLM)} 

28. Coal Creek (FS and BLM} .............. ... .. .... ..................................................................... ........... .... 30,000 
29. Bridger Wilderness Additions ... ........... ........... . ..... ................... . ... .... 44,000 
30. Popo Agle Additions ..... .. ................................. . ... ......... ....... ...... ................... 1 0,000 
31. Scab Creek (BLM} .......... ... .. ...... .. ........... . . ........................... ..... .... .. . 7,700 
32. Seven Lakes .. ......... . ·...... .............................................. .. ...... .. ... ...... ..... . 23,000 
33. Dubois Bad Landa (BLM}............ .................................. .. .. .. ..... .. ..................... 5,000 
34. Gros Ven1re Additions (Includes Shoal Cr WSA) .. .. .......... .. ....... 1 00,000 
35. Mount Le idy Highlands .. ............................................... :. . ..... .... ................... .. 80,000 
36. Upper Brooks lake ........... :................ ......... ............. .. ...... .. ... .... ........ .... ..... ..... .. 7,000 
37. Owl Creek and Castle Rocks (BlM} ............. .. .................... .. ... .. ......... ........ ...... 3,000 
38. Washakie Additions (Includes additions to OuNolr SMU) .... .. ........ 271 ,500 
39. Bobcat Badlands (BLM) ................... .................. .. ... . . ........... ....... 25,000 
40. Sheep Mountain (BLM} .... ... .. ...... ..... . ..................... .. . . ..... .. ........ 25,000 
41. Red Bune (BLM} .... .. .... ....... .... .. ........... ................ ..... ....... 12,000 
42. North Absaroka Additions ... . . .. ... ........... .. .... .. .. .. ........... 120,000 
43. McCullough Peaks (BLM} ..... .. ... ..... .... .... ... .. .. 30,000 
·44. Deep Lake.. .............. . .. ...... ........ 80,000 
45. Line Creek ..... .. .. ...................................... .. ........................ . ............................. . .. .. .. .. 24,500 
46. Meeteetse Spires (BLM) ................................... .................................................................. ..... .... 3,000 
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Wildlands, Parks and Wildlife Refuges 

Greater Yellow~toru's 

roo.dkn artot are 

essential for prot~ting 

wildlife, o..1 well cs 

providing bocJccountry 

recreaticnal 

opporlunitiu. 

47. Wapiti Addit ions (to A·B Wildern ess )... ... ..................... .... ... . ...... 12,000 
48. Absaroka-Beartooth Addit ions ... . ........................................ . 69,000 

(Includes: Mystic, Burnt Mountain; Timberline Creek; Suce Creek; Deep Creek: Pine Creek; 
Tie Creek/MI. Rae; Dexter Point; Dome Mtn.) 

49. Pryor Mountain Complex ............ ....... .. . ................ . .......................................... •. ..... 69,430 
(Includes: Lost Water Canyon (FS) 19 ,200; West Pryors (FS) 30,000; Pryor Mountain 13,400; 
Burnt Timber 3,430; Big Horn Canyon Unit 3,400} 

50. Crazy Mountains .. .. ................... ... 130,000 
51 . Gallat in Complex ....................... . 210.000 

(!ncludes: Sawtooth 21 ,000; Wild Gallatin Range 180,000: South Coltonwood/ Porcupine 9,000) 
52. Wyoming High Lakes WSA (additions to A·B Wilderness) ...... .. ............. .. .. 15,000 
53. Deer Creeks.. . ....................................... ... .... ................................ . .............. 60,000 
54. OuNolr Special Management Area ................... .... . .. ... 28,600 
55. Cabin Creek National Wildlife and Recreation Are~ ...................... _ . :l'"~"j,' ""'." "' T " T '~· · ·----) ....... 38,000 
56. Wind River Indian Reservat ion Aoadless Area ..... ,,)!lflf1..flt!ff.'l.~ .. pi'':O~ .. ~($(.~ ... '.~. '!!: . .. ... 200,000 
57. Beartooth Adjacent Roadless ................................ ....................................................................... 10,000 
58. Munger Mountain .... .... ... .. ... ... ...................... . .. .... 12,000 
59. Teton Wilderness Adjacent Roadless ............................................................ .. .... 10,000 
60. Gros Ventre Adjacent Roadless ............................................................ . ......... ... 20,000 

---'---- Recommendations-----

Adjacent H•bltats, Wildlife Corridors and 
Ecosystem Llnk•g• Areas 

These lands are essentia l for annual 
migrations, critical winter range, reproduction 
(calving, nesting, etc .) . or as productive 
wetland and riparian zones. They are often the 
remai ning, minimum habitat required for 
species survival and genetic int erchange . 
Potential Wildlife Corr ido rs and Ecosy st em 
Linkage Areas include wilderness, roadless 
segments , some developed areas , and a variety 
of land ownership . 

0 Corridors l i n~ i ng the Greater Yellowstone 

Ecosystem to wildlands such as the Greater 
Glacier / Continental Divide Ecosystem , the 
Central Idaho Complex, and the High Uin tas 
should be des i gnated Ecosystem Li nkage 
Areas . Maintenance of these is vital to the long 
term env-ironmental health of the reg i on. 
Agencies, univers ities and researchers should 
cooperate to map such corridors and to 
recommend protection or restoration . Priorit ies 
include: 
a) Directly west of Yellowstone, lead in g to 

Central Idaho, including the 
Centennial Mounta i ns / Rayno lds 
Pass/lion he ad/G a rf ie I d/ ltal ian Peaks/Tendo ys 
(Montana and Idaho); 
b) Leading south of Greater Yellowstone 

toward southern Wyom ing and Utah, including 
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-----Recommendations-----

the Salt Rfver Caribou/Greyback/Wyoming/ 
Commissary, Ridge/Uinta (Wyoming and Utah) ; 
c) North and .west of Greater Yellowstone, 
leading into other Montana roadless lands: 
Gravelly/ SnowcresV Tobacco Root (Montana); 
d) The no·rthern most point of the Greater 
Ye llowstone Ecosystem, leading to the 
Northern Continental D ivide Ecosystem, 
including the Bridger and Big Be lt Mountain 
ranges (Montana); 
e) Southeast of Greater Yellowstone, including 
Lava Mountain/ Brooks Lake/Continental 
Divide/Union Pass/Bacon Ridge (Wyoming). 

0 A number of river corridors such as the 
Snake and the Green rivers should be studied 
to determine their impo r tance as linkages. 
With few exceptions, the ~ lands in these 
corridors and linkage areas should be managed 
as components of the National Wilderness 
Preservation System. 

0 Certain roadless public lands in these 

corridors and linkage areas cOuld be managet;t 
as National Wildlife and Recreation Areas . 
Areas with existing roads in vital corridors 
sho uld be withdrawn from mineral, oil and gas 
leasing. Timber harvest, grazing, etc. would be 
planned with an emphasis on improving habitat 
values. 

Q Near roadless areas on public land, 

development should be judged in part by its 
effect on the integrity of the adjacent wildlands, 
with measures to reduce or mitigate impacts 
which degrade the value of the wildlands. 

Ecological Restoration and Road 
Rehabilitation 

0 There should be no net increase in roads on 

the developed units of the national forests. 
The Fores t Service should beg in a program of 
road rehabilitation in areas which are important 
for wildlife management, ecological integrity, 
road less recreatiOn and scenic values. Priority 
areas include the Targhee Forest, Idaho, near 
th e west boundary of Yellowstone Park, the 
Greys Ri ver Va Hey on the Bridger· Teton 
National Forest in Wyoming, the Crazy 
Mountains in Montana, the Mt. Leidy area on 
th e Bridger·Teton National Forest, the 
Northwest Gallatin Range and the Mill Creek 
area of the Absaroka Range in Montana, and 
the Shoshone National Forest near the 
southern border of the Washakie Wilderness. 

• This would begin with a complete assessment 
of existing rOads and an effective system of 
road closures in the seven Greater Yellowstone 
national forests. 

• Because gated ·ro ·a:d closures are often 
ineffective in most areas, road rehabilitation 
should include re·contouring and reforestation. 

• A Greater Yellowstone Conservation Corps, 
modeled after programs such as the 
·stewardsh ip Contracts• on the Kaibab and 
Dixie National Forests, would prov ide 
employment opportunities, particularly in areas 
where over·harvesting has resulted in declines 
in employment in the timber industry. 

Wildland Protection 6nd Management 

Wilderness Study Areas (WSA's) should have 
specilic plans fo r the maintenance of their 
w ilderness qualities , and managers should 
attempt to harmonize adjacent land uses . 
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Water Quality And Fisheries 

River and Stream Segments Deserving Special Attention 
Missouri River Watershed 

Mop ID No.1·3 
Odell Spring Creek- Entire 
South Win ow Creek - Beaverhead N.F. 
East Fort!:- Biadd:ai Deer Creek to 
Beavemead Forest boundary 
Jefferson River- Source to Missouri 
River 
Elk Ri'ler- Beaverhead N.F. 
Madison River- Parit to Missouri 
Madison River-Gallatin N.F. 
Upper Madison River- Dillon Res. Man. 
Area 
West Forit Madison River- Beaverhead 
N.F. 
Ga/la1fn River- W. Fork to E. Gallatin 
Gallatin River- Gallatin N.F. 
Taylor Fork- Source to GaRatin River 
Porcupine Creek- Source to Gallatin 
River 
Cononwood Creek- To GaRatin Forest 
Boundary 
Hyalite Creek- Peak to Reservoir 
Cherry Creek- To Gallatin Forest 
boundary 
Spanish Creek- To Gallatin Forest 
boundary 
Fan Creek- YeBowstone National Park 
pon;on 
Upper Gallatin River- Yellowstone 
National Park portion 
East Fork Gallatin River- In Gallatin 
Valley 
Sweetwater River- Hwy 287 to source 
Unle Popo Agie 

Yellowstone River Watershed 
Map 10 No. 4-12 

Thorofare Creek -10. border to source 
Yellowstone River- Y. Lake to source 
Yellowstone River- Thorofare BT pan 
Thorofare River 
Atlantic Creek 
Boulder River-mou1h to FAS 
Boulder River-Gallatin N.F. 
Big Creek- To Gallatin Forest boundary 
Rock Creek- To Gallatin Forest 
boundary 
Big Timb• Creek- To Gallatin Forest . 
boundary 
Sweet Grass Creek- To Gallatin Forest 
boundary · . 
Nelson Spring Creek- Entire 
West Boulder- Heldwal:ert. to Boulder 
ValloW5tone Rlv•- Park to Boulder A. 
Yellowstone Rivw- Galatin N.F. 
Slough Creek- Sor.x~ to Buffalo Creek 
Rosebud Creek- Mouth to june. forks 
East Rosebud- Custer N.F. 
West Rosebud- Custer N.F. 
Stiltwater River- Mouth to Buffalo Jump 
Stillwater River- Custer N.F. 
Rock CrNk- Custw N.F. 
Rock CrNk West Fork- Custer N.F. 
Sunlight Cleek -Source to Oarks Fork 
Yellowstone Riv• 
Crandall Creek- Trailhead to a. Fk. 
Sunlight Creek 
Shoshone Rfver- dam to Hwy. 120 

Nonh Fork Shoshone River - Tepee to 
Buffalo dam 
South Fork Shoshone River- E Fk Cr. to 
Trailhead 
Greybull Riyw- Venus Cr. to Forest 
Wood River 
Bull Lake Creek - N. Fork to Bull L. 
Wiggins Fork- E. Fk Wind to source 
East Forloo Wnd River- W. bndry to 
Wiggins 
Popo Agie River 
Warm Spings Creek 
Owl Creek 
DuNoir Creek 
Bull Lake Creek 
Oinwoody Creek 
Caldwell Creek 
Horse Creek 

Grun River Watershed 
Map 10 No. 13-14 

Boulder Creek - BT part 
Green River- Warren Br. to source 
Green River- BT part 
Upper Green River- source to Horse Cr. 
Uppef Green River- Pinedale RMA 
New Fork River - BT part 
Pine Creek- BT part 
Green River (upper) 
Tosi Creek 
Roaring Fork Creek 
Pine Creek 
North Fork Piney Creek 
Big Sandy Creek- BT pan 
Fontanelle Creek- Res. 10 Source 
Fontanelle Creek- BT 
South Frenchy- Entire 
South Piney- Entire 
South Fork Fontanelle Creek 
Big Fall Creek 
La Barge Creek 
Middle Piney Creek 
Hams Fork 
Main Fork Fontanella Creek 
South Fork LaBarge Creek 
Big Sandy Creek 
Boulder Creek 
New Fork 

Bell River Watershed 
Mop ID No. 15 

Bear .River 
Hobble Creek 
Coantag Creek 
Smiths Fori< 

Snaka River Watershed 
Map 10 No. 16-UI 

North Crow Creek 
Cononwood Creek 
Buffalo Fork- BT part 
Granite Creek- Wood., Sr. to Mouth 
Granite Creek- BT part off Hoback 
Gros Ventre River- BT part 
PacifiC Creek- BT part 
Snake River- Jackson L to source 
Snake (upper) - BT part 
Teton Creek 
Gros Ventte River 
Crystal Creak 

Blackrock Creek 
PacifiC Creek 
Buffalo Creek 
Snake River (headwaters) 
Rock Creek 
Fish Creek 
Tincup Creek- To Forest boundary 
South Fork lineup Creek- To lineup 
Creek 
Stump Creek - To Forest boundary 
Greys Fork- Snake to source 
Greys River - Palisades to Source 
Greys River & Uttle Greys River- BT 
par! 
Hoback River - Bondurant to Snake 
Hoback River - Entire 
Hoback River - BT part 
Salt River - Entire 
Snake River- Pal. R. to Park 
Snake River -10. bordar to Jack. L. 
Sah River 
Swift Creek 
Little Grays River 
Box Canyon Creek 
Hoback River- Entire 
Granite Creek 
Willow Creek 
Snake River (Canyon) 
Bailey Creek 
Little Granite Creek 
Dell Creek 
Jack Creek 
Shoal Creek 
Aat Creek 
Sheep Creek 
Coburn Creek 
Nor1h and South Forks of F aH Creek 
South Piney Creek 
Snake River- Palisades to Henry's 
Snake River South Fork - Palisades to 
launc:::h 
Snake River South Fork- Irwin to Heise 
Waterfall Canyon- Entire 
Palisades Creek·- Entire 
Big Elk Creek- Entire 
Fall Creek- Enlire 
Bear Creek- Entire· 
McCoy Creek- Enti"e 
Indian Creek 
Big Elk Creek 
Blackfoot River -Source to reservoir 
Henry's Fork- Outtet to Aston Res. 
Darby Creek · 
Pine Creek - Headwaters to Snake 
Ponneuf River - Inkom to origin 

Henry'• Forti; Waterahad 
M~ID No. 20 

Bitch Creek-W'f Uneto Teton R. 
Buffalo River- Ponds Res. to Big Sp. 
Falls River- Source to Boone Cr. 
Moose Creak- Entire 
Robinson Creek- Y. Par1t to W11m R. 
Teton River.- Hwy. 33 to Teton Fks 
Warm River - Entire 
Targhee Creek- Entire 
Canyon Creek- To Forest boundary 
Bitch Creek- Headwaters to ld. 
Falls Creek -10. to SolKca 
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logical standards in Section IV. 
•With state and private lands within 

Wildlife Corridor Areas and Ecosystem Linkage 
Areas, federal agencies are encouraged to enter 
into cooperative agreements with private 
lan downers and states in order to maintain the 
natural integrity of these biologically significant 
areas. Cooperative agreements can take the form 
of land exchanges, purchases or lease of conserva­
tion easements or other measures to protect func­
tioning of these corridors and linkage zones. 

E. Rivers Protection 

The major rivers which tumble off the 
Yellowstone Plateau and throughout Greater 
Yellowstone provide pristine water for wildlife 
habitat, n world -famous trout fishery , as well as 
water for downs t r ea m ranches, farms and commu· 
nities. Recomm ended actions: 

•Most of these free-flowing r ivers merit 
designation under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 
as Wild, Scenic, or Recreationa l Rivers . (See list 
in Appendix of proposals for wild, scenic or recre­
ational rivers.) They sh ould be studied and 
awarded the appropriate designation. However, 
state designations, which in some cases might be 
more appropriate, can a lso be pursued . 

•Interim safeguards n eed to be imple­
mented to ensure that the natural integrity of 
these river systems are safeguarded until such 
time as Congress or state legislatures grant full 
and lasting protection to these rivers. 

• Local communities sh ould consider mea­
sures that will encourage special protection of 
river corridor management zones, developing pro­
grams either through incentives or special plan­
ning districts that wi ll ensure the long-term 
protection of prime riparian ar eas. Where rivers 
flow primarily through private land, where possi­
ble, cooperative agreements should be developed, 
possibly including incentives to protect open 
space along river corridors. 

• Comprehensive protection of rivers 
involves addressing many difficult issues, such a s 
riparian management, in stream flow, and water 
quality standards; some of these are included in 
Section IV. 

{F. New Wildlife Initiatives ~ ¥::-
Some boundaries around wildlife refuges in 

the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem ignore ecologi· 
cal or topographical features, the result being 
sma1l , nonvi able ecological islands . Land manage­
ment practices are fragmented, with activities on 
neighboring public lands often causing det ri men­
tal effects on the wildlife refuges. To remedy the 

existing problems, the refuge boundari 
be changed or expanded to better reflect 
topographic features and watersheds and to 
protect the habitnt for wildlife, for which they 
were set aside. 

1. Red Rocks/Centennials National 
ildlife Refuge 

In the area around Red Rocks National 
Wildlife Refuge , management of public lands 
should be replaced by a system where public lands 
are consolidated and managed as one unit. 

Recommended actions: 
•Draw boundaries according to the logical 

watershed boundary on the north, east and west, 
an d topographic boundaries along the lower 
s lopes of the southern Centennials. 

• Public lands now managed by different 
federal agencies should be consolidated un.der the 
USFWS. Lands from the Targh ee and Beaverhead 
Forests, the BLM and the Agricultural Research 
Service's (ARS) Sheep Experim ent Station would 
be consolidated within the new refuge boundary. 

•Re locate the Sheep Experiment Station in 
the Centennial Mountains to a less sensitive loca­
tion because of inherent conflicts with wi ldlife, 
recreation and ecosystem management goals . 

•Designate qualifying BLM and Forest 
lan ds as Wilderness, such as the Centennial 
Mountains, and add former ARS lands in that 
range to this Wilderness. 

• Develop cooperative agreements, where 
possible, with state and private landowners to 
protect natural integrity of the area. These 
include purchases of easements or simple pur· 
chase from willing sellers. 

The importance of Yellowstone's northern 
range as winter habitat for ungulates migrating 
across the boundaries of Yellow stone Park hns 
been appa rent for decades . In 1926, Congress rcc· 
ognized the importance of mannging the winter 
range for elk, pronghorn, bi son and other animals 
and extended the Park boundary. In recent years, 
additional lan d has been protected through coop­
erative private, state and federal efforts. 

To enhance the overall health of the 
Northern Yellowston e elk and bison herds, this 
area would be designated as a special Northern 
Yellowstone Wild life Management Unit, and ma n­
aged as a coope rat ive management u nit, with par­
ticipation by appropriate state a nd federal 
agencies. Comprised of what has been tradition­
all y called the "Yellowstone Northern Range," it 



·nclude selected lands in Yellowstone Park , 
Forest, some BLM a nd some state and 

lands. 
Recommended Actions : 
• A management priority shall be to accom· 

modate winter ing wil dlife and their habitat 
through interagency agreements without chang­
ing the authority of Yell owston e National Park to 
manage wildlife within the Park . 

•Cooperative managem ent agreements 
with private landowners shall be encouraged in 
orde r to accommodate reasonable wildlife popula­
tions, whi le minimizing property an d safety con-
flicts. · 

I 3. Other Wildlife Programs \ · 

Other critical wildlife areas warrant spe­
cia l care and protection . Fo ll owing are seve ral 
such a reas: --------
~-Grays Lake National Wildlif'::).:+-

In ord er to sustain the hydrol ogica l a nd 
ecological integri ty of this important Refuge, the 
following actions are recomm ended: 

•Re-draw boundary to logi cally include the 
Headwaters to Gr ays Lake - the entire Grays 
La ke watershed. 

•All public lands within the new Refuge 
bou ndary should be brought un der management of 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser vice, including con­
solida t ing por tions of the Caribou Forest, and 
some BLM lands. 

•The FWS should enter into cooperative 
agreements with state and private landown ers to 
sustain the integrity of the basin, and to purchase 
instream flows for optimum water suppli es, in 
orde r t o fulfill the purposes for which the Refuge 
was originally establish ed. Special efforts should 
be made to cooperate with the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, which h olds some wate r r ights within the 

Refuge;_. ------------~ 

St. Anthony Sand Dunes Wildlife 
Management Unit 

JS area JS a cr itica l and uniqu e winter 
range for elk that migrate out of the western por­
tion of Yellowstone Park. The goal of th is desig­
nation is to protect and consolidate the 
own ership of t his critical winter range and pro­
tect t he migration corridor. Most of the land 
should be managed by the BLM, and cooperati ve 
agree ments should be sought with private 
landowners. 
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areas are 
famo u s for being the largest bald eagle winterin g 
zone in Wyoming, an d are home to whoopin g and 
sandhill cranes, geese and peregri ne falcons. This 
proposed National Wild life Refuge will contain at 
least 26,000 acres of land on both sides of the 
Bear River. Land and Water Conservation Fund 
land and easement acquisition of key private 
lands, an d cooperative management agreements 
should be encouraged between FWS and other fed· 
era) and state agencies and private landowners to 
ensure that adjacent land uses do not impair the 
integrity of this area. 

G. Withdrawals from hardrock mining an d 
oil and gas leasing and deve lo pment. 

The Fo rest Se rvice and BLM have the 
authority to withd raw areas from potential oil 
and gas leasing, minera l exp loration and leasing 
for geotherma l development. Selected areas of 
the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem shou ld be 
withdrawn from mineral development, because of 
their high scenic, recrea tional or bi ologi cal or eco­
logical values, and the irrevers ible adverse conse­
quences of industrial-scale mineral development. 

Are as that should be wjtbdrawn from 
H a rdrock mjnjng: 
• New World Mining District in Montana, the 
Caribou Mountain Mining District in Idaho and 
the Ki rwin (Upper Wood River) region in 
Wyoming. 

In addition, the Land and Water 
Conserva tion Fund should include a program to 
buy back patented mining claim s in sensitive 
areas such as Emigrant Gulch in Montana and 
Sunlight Basin in Wyoming. 

Oil and Gas Jeasjng withdrawals to jnclude : 
• AU Roadless public lnncl s in Greater 
Yellow ston e. 
•Important wildlife habitat , such as winte r range , 
ca lving a r eas, mi gra tion routes and sum mer con · 
centration areas and occupied habitat of threat­
ene d and endan gered and sensitive species . 
•High soi l and water hazard areas. 
•Floodplain , wetlands and riparian areas. 
•Visual quality retention areas, classified areas, 
special management and study areas, Wild an d 
Scenic rive"r s, and rivers eligible for Wild and 
Scenic statu s. 
•Popular travel corrid or s, routes and traUs and 
recr eational , historical, cultural sites and Native 
American r eligi ous sites. 
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Source: Northern Region Communications Planning Summary 
Narrative Report Prepared by Dr. E.B. Eiseleln 
Copyright 1993 by A & A Research 

More Tunber Harvest 

In 12 of the Forests, people were asked if they agreed or 
disagreed with a statement about allowing more timber harvest 
even if this means harvesting in roadless areas. In general, it 
appears that there is ·11 ttle support for this idea. In 10 of the 
12 Forests, a majority disagree with this idea: 
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Managed More For Wilderness Values 

In all 13 of the Forests, people were asked if they agreed 
or disagreed with a statement about managing the Forest more for 
wilderness values. A majority of people in 12 of the 13 Forests 
agree with this idea: 

Clearwater 
Cuater 

Kootenai 
DeaYerheed 

Pan ... rwll• 
Lola 

Helen• 
Bitterroot 

Leuf• I Clark 
G. I latin 

Deer lodge 
Hez Perea 

Flathead 

Agree 

More Concerned With Fish & Wildlife 

In 12 of the Forests, people were asked if they agreed or 
disagreed with a ·statement about the Forest Service being more 
concerned with fish and wildlife in the Forest. In all of the 
Forests, a majority agrees with this idea : 

Clearwater 

Panhandle 

Lola 

Helena 
C:.J latin 

Bltterraat 
Lewla I Clark 

Custer 

Xaotenal 

Deerlod•• 
ties Perce 

FlatMd 

Agree 
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More Motorized Recreation 

In 12 of the Forests, people were asked if they agreed or 
disagreed with a statement about having more areas available to 
motorized recreation. In all of the Forests, a majority disagree 
with this idea: 

c:&llotlft 

Clearwater­

HeleN 
Lolo 

Dltterroot 

LevJs a Clark 

PanMnd le 

Flathead 
Kootenai 

Deer lodge 

Beaverhead 

Hez Perce 

Disagree 

' . 

More Roads Should be Open 

I 

71;, 

78~ 

In 8 of the Forests, people were asked if they agreed or 
disagree with a statement that more roads should be open i th 
!f~:s~hi:iiSeat:he exception of ·the Kootenai, a majority dis~gre! 

Disagree 
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EXECUTIVE SCIHHI!RY 

The Timber Employment lmpad of the 
Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act 

In Idaho. Montana. Oregon. Washington. and Wyoming 

1. lnlroductlon 

The primary public concern about protecting unroaded wildlands by prohibiting or 
restricting commodity production on those lands Is the Impact on local employment. The 
widely held view Is that protecting the natural character of these landscapas wiR take 
desperately needed natural resources from lndu.strtes that dominate the local e<:onomles. 
As a result, the local economies and local residents wiD be Impoverished. Whatever may 
be the environmental advantages of such wildland protection, the local economic Impacts 
are assumed to be negative and large. This presents local residents as well as the nation 
as a whole with a •tragic choice": They can preserve unique and valuable ecosystems only 
at the cost of seriously damaging the economic well-being of those living adjacent to these 
natural areas. 

The analyses contained In four separate reports on the employment Impact of 
protecting roadless areas In Idaho, Montana, Eastern Oregon and Washington, and 
Northwestern Wyoming shows that not only Is this not the case but the opposite is more 
likely to be true: Protected landscapes are a crucial part of the economic base of the 
Northam Rockies and these high quality natural environments have provided ongoing 
vitality In the local economies of the Northam Rockies states despite the ongoing decline 
In employment In extraellve Industries. Further damage to that landscape through 
extension of roaded Jogging Into the Northam Rockies' remaining wildlands threatens the 
region's economic future while providing very few amant jobs. 

2 Tba Nodbam Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act 

Natural areas cannot be protected in a way that retains their natural wildland and 
wildlife characteristics If they become Isolated Islands art off from other natural areas by 
Intensive human acllvlty. Such "island wlldemesses• overtime will deteriorate and lose their 
ability to support healthy wildlife populations. Because of the need to link such natural 

E.XECUIIVE SUMMARY· Employment Impact of Northam Rockies protection page 1 
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areas together and protect whole ecosystems, a more comprehensive approach to 
wldemeu protection has been offered In the Northam R~ Ecosystem Protection Act 
(NREPA). 

NREPA recognizes that the ecosystems that support unique wildlife populations In 
the Northam Rocldet, lndudlng the grizzly bear, Umber wolf, and caribou, are being 
fragmented In a way that threatens both these wildlife populations and the nation's premier 
national parb, Glacier and Yellowstone. To halt this fragmentation, NREPA proposes to 
protect virtually all remaining roadless areas In the Northern Rockies from roaded 
development and corilmodlty produdlon. It also seeks to rehabilitate crudal wDdllfe 
corridors Unklng roadless areas together. Flr)aUy,ltseeka to protect riparian corridors along 
the region's major Streams and rivers. In total, NREPA would protect about 20 miiRon aaes 
of wildlands and 1400 miles of wild and scenic streams. 

The most often repeated objection to preserving aR of these remaining wildlands Is 
that It would c:ripple the economies of the Northern Rocky Mountain states by eliminating 
tlmberharvests that are crucial to one of the region's primary export Industries. To c:ritlcafty 
analyze these dalms, studies were conducted of the timber employment Impact of 
extending protection to virtually all of the remaining roadless areas In the Northern Rockies 
states. Individual studies, each about 70 pages In length, were carried out for National · 
Forest economic Impact areas In Idaho, Montana, EaStern Oregon and Washington, and 
Northwestern Wyoming. This executive summary briefly presents the results. The 
Individual reports are listed at the end of this summary. 

3 Genaral CoM+es!ons on the Tlmbtr EIDplo;vmant Impact of NREPA 

The remaining roadless areas of the Northern Rockies are far more Important to 
region's economy left In their natural state than they are as sources of raw materials. The 
Mure vHallty of the economies of the Northern Rocldes states Is tied to Its ability to attract 
and hold people. One of Its most Important •resources• In doing this Is Its unique natural 
landscape and the wildlife and recreation that landscape supports. 

Increasing amounts of economic activity In the state are "landscape-related" In the 
sense that that economic activity Is supported and enhanced by the high quality natural 
envlron·ment tied to our wild landscapes. At the same time, as Important as our extractive 
Industries are, they wRI not be sources of economic vitality In the future. Extraetlve Industry 
has been a dedlnlng source of jobs and Income during the 1980s and this relative and 
absolute decline can be expected to have. an ongoing negative Impact on the vitality of the 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY· Employmaot Impact of Northam Rockies Ptotact!on Ptge 2 
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Northern Rockies' economies. See. Flguras 1 anct2. The region's future hope lies In 
cultivating those economic forces operating to orrset this decline. The natural amenities 
associated with the Northern Roc:ldes'landscape 19pr8Sent such a poSitive economic force. 

This Is not merely wishful thinking or an academic hypothesis. Iba centers ofvHallty 
In the economies of the Northam Rockies region have been those areas known for their 
high quality natural landscapes and recreational opportunities: the Flathead Valley and the 
Bozeman areas In Montana, the Jackson, Cody, and Sheridan areas In Wyoming, the 
Coeur d'Alene, McCan, Sun Valley areas of Idaho, and the rural northeast comer of 
Washington, to name just a few. These areas have shown substantial economic vitality 
while their exlracllve economic bases have contracted. Clearly their economic vltaBiy Is not 
tied to extractive Industry but, rather, to thalr attractiveness as places to live, work. and do 
business. H Is these attractive natural amenities that need to be protected If the regions' 
economic vHallty Is to be enhanced. Sacrtftclng these economically Important natural 
amenities In order to temporarily support an exttactlve Industry In decline Is the opposHe of 
economic development. It Is a prescription for ongoing economic decline. 

4 Spaclflc Cooclualons abgut Dmbar-Rt!atad Job Impacts 

If wilderness protection were to be extended to virtually an of the remaining 
U.S. Forest Service (FS) roadless areas In the Northern Rockies, about one-tenth of one 
percent of all jobs In the region would be directly lost due to reduced timber harvests 
compared to the timber harvest now planned by the FS. When the Indirect and Induced 
effects of these direct job losses are taken Into account, the total employment Impact would 
be the loss of about one-<~Uarter of one percent of total employment. Of the over one mBIIon 
jobs In the region, approximately 1,400 Would be directly threatened. With normal job 
growth as seen In the region over the last decade, this direct job loss would be made up in 
less than a month, about three weeks. 

That Is; the economic cost of preserving about 20 million acres more of wildlands 
than the FS or the region's political leaders support Is the loss of the number of jobs 
typically created In any three week period. 

The Table 1 below shows the distribution of these jobs across the various national 
forest economic Impact areas In the Northern Rockies. The economic areas studied were 
those defined by the FS as directly affected by forest management ac:!lvltles on the national 
forests Hsted. Except for the towns of Boise, Great Fals, and BIIHngs, no metropolitan 
counties were Included. The economic Impact areas are largely rural counties In the 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY· Empmant lmMct of Northern Roddes protection P.ge 3 



187 

Table 1 

Employment Impact of Northern Rockies· Ecosystem Protection Act 

National DlniCI "ofT0181 Weekaof Total of "ofT0181 Weekaof 
Ford Timber .lobi Einploymenl NorrMIJob Direct&lndlrec Einploymenl NormiiJob 

Loat Loat Growth to Jobll.oat Loat Growth to 
MONTANA Replace AepEe 
Lolo 80 0.18" 4 249 0.50% 12 
Bitterroot 13 0.02% 1 33 0.011% 1 
Gallatin 28 0.08% 2 82 0.23% 5 
Helena 5 0.01" 0 20 0.02% 1 
EIHverhud 28 0.38" 16 85 1.18% 48 
Custer 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 
Deertodge 8 0.02% 12 21 0.08% 42 
Kootelllli 17 0.14" 11 31 0.26" 20 
Lewts&Ctark 10 0.01" 0 29 0.03% 1 
Flat heed 21 0.03% 1 68 0.08" 2 
Total Mont- 208 0.06" 2 619 0.18% 5 

IDAHO 
Cle.water 289 0.57% 17 5n 1.15" 34 
ld. P.mandle 213 0.37% 6 426 0.74" 11 
NezPerce 104 0.31" 10 208 0.83% 20 
Boise 68 0.04" 1 113 0.08% 1 
Caribou 15 0.01" 0 31 0.02% 1 
Challis 0 0.00% 0 0 0.00% 0 
Peyette 82 0.39% 18 164 0.79% 32 
Salmon 28 0.17% 5 52 0.34" 10 
Sawtooth 15 0.02% 1 30 0.03% 1 
Targhee 12 0.01" 0 25 0.02% 
All Idaho NF 813 0.18% 4 1625 0.31" 7 

EASTERN WASHINGTON AND EASTERN OREGON 
Colville 117 0.83% 12 233 1.25" 24 
Malheur 84 1.02% 22 169 2.04" 44 
Umat .. 82 0.07% 2 123 0.14" 5 
Wlllowa-Whllman 37 0.111% 5 74 0.32% 8 
Total: E.Wa. & Or. 300 0.21" 6 699 0.43% 13 

NORTHWESTERN WYOMING 
BlgHornNF 8 0.04" 1 17 0.07% 3 
Bridger-Teton 25 0.07% 2 49 0.14" 4 
SholhoneNF 8 0.011% 2 18 0.13% 3 
TOIIII: NE Wyo. 42 0.08% 2 84 0.11" 4 

TOTAL 1383 0.12% 3 2928 0.26" 7 
SOURCE: Appendix A. of the lndMdiMI reporta lilted II the end of ttu. Executive SL1111fM1Y. 



188 

Table 2 

The Percentage of NREPA-Proteeted Lands 
That Are Suitable for Timber 

P-dNAEPA 
Ntllfonel ~I.Mide 

F- lllll Are P811 d lllol 
Subble Timber Bae 

MONTANA 
l.olo 30% 
Biltefroot 22% 
CWatin 11Wo 
Helena 15% 
BMwrheed 12% 

Culler 23% 
o-todge 21% 
KooteMI 22% 
t..wia&Ciari< 13% 
F-.head 20% 
T alai Montene 18% 

IDAHO 
Cleerw .. er 45% 
ld. Penhendle 50% 
NezPerce 36% 

BoiM 17% 

Caribou 3% 
Challis 3% 
Pey.ne 10% 
Salmon 10% 

s-ooth '" Tetghea 51% 
AllldahoNF 21% 

EASTERN WASHINGTON AND EASTERN OREGON 
Colville 47% 
Malheur 36% 
Umelllla 32% 
Wallowa-WMman 21% 
Total: E.Wa. & Or. 26% 

NORTHWESTERN WYOMING 
8lg Hom NF 28% 
Bridger-Tilton 10% 

Shoahona NF 8% 
Total: NW Wyo. 11% 

TOTAL 20% 



189 

Northern Rocky Mountains. 

These employment Impacts were estimated by using Forest Service data on the 
•suitable timber- acreage In current roadless areas. The Impact of removing these acres 
from the suitable timber base on the aMual aHowable sale quantity and the long term 
sustained timber yield of the forest was analyzed. Forest service estimates of the total 
direct, Indirect, and Induced employment asaoclated with each mlllon board feet of timber 
harvested were used even though they are based upon 1970s lumber mlil and timber 
harvest technologies. These employment multipliers were then used to convert the reduced 
timber harvest to reduced employment. 

It IS Important to keep In mind that these are om net job losses. These are the jobs 
that may be lost In the timber-sector. Offsetting these job losses are the on-going gains In 
employment associated with protecting the landacepes that have been the primary source 
of vHallty In the economies of the Northern Rockies. 

5 Why Jba Dmbar-Relatecl Job !mpacta Are Small 

a. Most roadlesa araasln the Northern Roc:ldes are not suitable for timber 
management and therefore are no1 part of the FS timber base. The FS 
has found · 80 percent of these roadless acres to be unsuited for timber 
management. That 80 percent can be put otr limits to timber harvest with no 
Impact on the wood products Industry. See Table 2 for a listing of the 
percentage of the NREPA-protected roadless areas that are part of the 
suitable timber base. 

b. The primary connec:llon between national forest lands and the local 
economy often Ia na1 ttvough timber harvest but ttuough rac:teatlon. 
Timber harvest from public lands often represents a very small part of the 
local economy. Tables 3 and 4 show this for Montana and Wyoming. In 
Montana, on six of the ten national forests. recreation and wildlife actlvHies 
are responsible for over two-thirds of the national forest-related employment 
while timber harvest was responsible for less than a quarter of the forest­
related employment · Overall, national forest timber harvestS were 
responsible for less than one percent of total employment In the national 
forest counties. 

In Wyoming, 11mber harvest Is responsible for only six percent of forest­
related employment and eight percent offorest-related Income. Recreation 
and wildlife actlvHies are responsible for about three-quarters of forest-related 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY· Employmant Impact of Northern Rodsles Protection P.ge 4 
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Table 3 

Montana ~onal Forest-Related Employment Timber v. Recreation 

National Timber~ Percent of Total Racreallon & Percent of Total 
Forest Employment Forest~ Wlldlfe..Aellll Foreat.aelated 

Employment Employment Employment 
Tlmber-Relaled Reo-WidURelated 

Lolo 407 43% 528 58% 
Bitterroot 159 51" 147 48% 
GaUatln 82 8% 880 90% 
Helena 41 25" 110 66% 
Beavemead 71 17% 274 67% 
Custer 12 3% 332 110% 
Dee!lodge 72 12% 405 68% 
Kootenai 1037 70% 432 29% 
Lewts&Ciark 52 15" 278 79% 
Flathead 1021 80% 255 20% 
Total Montana 2954 43% 3641 53% 

NF Tlmber·Related 
Mt. NF Counties as " of Mt. Total 
Total Employmen 378,440 0.78% 

Source: Gorte, Ross W., 1989, lhe EcoriomJc IR'4)8Cis of Enacting alternative Wilderness Proposals 
for the National Forest In Montane, Congressional ResearCh Selvlce, Ubrary of Congress, Table 18. 
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Table 4 
Northwestem WyCJri1s NatloMI Folest .... ted &iP»Jiilelll .... Income 

by 5ouR:e and Ac:llvity 

.,...,. ra,•lll•••ll 
llghom l'f' 48 753 255 66 1108 

Bridger-Teton l'f' 75 1275 83 49 1482 

Shoshone l'f' 97 943 93 47 1180 

Totel: 3 l'f's 220 2971 431 162 3770 

~ g( ES:IIIIIIlllll lllbs 
llghom l'f' 4.3" 68.~ 23.~ 6.~ 1~ 

Bridger-Teton l'f' 5.1" 86.~ .5.6" 3,2" 1~ 

Shoshone l'f' 8.2" 80.~ 7.9')(. 4.~ 1~ 

Total 3 l'f's 5.8" 78.8" 11.4" 4.3" 1~ 

Dlro!d ...,_ lmUsl 
Bighorn l'f' 1.5 23.2 7.1 1.8 33.1 

Bridger-Tetm l'f' 0.9 .6.9 1.0 0.5 9.2 

Shoshone l'f' 3.5 22 .. 5 2.4 1.3 29.7 

Tota 3 l'f's 5.9 52.6 10.5 3.6 72.5 

St Dl. ES:Idillal .......... 
~l'f' 4.5% 70.1" 21.5" 5.4" 1~ 

Bridger-T etm l'f' 9."" 74.3" ' 10.4" 5.6" ' 1~ 

Sholhone N' 11.8" 75.6')4 8.1" 4.4" 11Xl'l' 

Total: 3 N's 8.1" 72.5" 14.4" 5.~ 1~ 

,_ fg: U*. 'lilt ...... 1M- ord ..,_~--1M Dooft- thonly 

-~-111--~-....... - .-.vct t"" 19.21. 
55. ·'illt.wa ... tt.llotdpr-T-I#c.-flafth,__FBS.~II.-96-111 
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economic adlvlty. Aa a ratun. only one-tenth ol one pen:ent of income In the 
FS economic Impact areas In Wyoming Is tied directly to FS timber harvests. 

c. Timber...,.... have been a declining soun:e of employnlent In ... 
Northern Roc:ldes. During the 1980's the employment per mllon board feet 
of timber harvested declined by over 30 percent Automation and shifts to 
less labor Intensive products are reducing the employment potential 
associated with each thousand board feet of timber harvested. 

d. Wood praduc:la and other utrac:Uva Industries have been a dec:lnlng 
scuce ofjObland Income In the Northern Roc:klel' econoralel. During 
the 1980s, employment associated with these Industries was unstable and 
declining. Yet the non-extractive sectors were able to expand. Aa a resun. 
the relative and absolute lmpoitaooe of these Industries as a source of 
employment declined. See Figures 1 and 2. The fad that the non-extradlve 
sectors of the Northern Rockies' economies were able to expand despite the 
collapse of the extractive sedors, dramatizes a vllallty In those economies 
that Is unrelated to extractive Industry and has been operating to olf-set the 
depresalng eiJ8cts of the extractive sectors. High quality natural landscapes 
are an Important part of that vHallty. 

e. The FS ha eugaerated the limber h8rYests that ara actually poalble 
wllhln theM roedleu araas. FS plans for these areas were drawn up on 
the basis of Inaccurate timber Inventory and site productivity data. Those 
plans Ignored constraints on the spatial distribution of timber harvests. The 
FS simply assumed that It would be able to meet water quality and tlsh 
habitat stMdards but has found that It cannot. Old growth and endangered 
species protection were orlglnaly Inadequately. accounted for. Aa a result of 
these errors and Inadequacies ln. FS planning, the allowable sale quantities 
the FS orlglnaRy projected as coming from these roadless areas cannot and 
will not be realized. Almost an NFs In the region are now In the process of 
reducing adual sales to well below those projected In the forest plans. 

f. Roadlea arau ara the ma.t costly and least praduc:llv8 franl a timber 
...... .,...... point of view. That means that most of these areas can be 
managed for timber only at substanllallosses to the U.S. taxpayer. Congress 
and the Administration Is putting Increasing prassure on the FS to end such 
below-colt timber management Aa a result. many of these roadlesa areas 
wUI have to be removed from the subble timber base. 

EXfCUJNE SUMMARY· Emp!o,yment lmpac:l QfNortbem BnrtJn pmttc;11gn page 5 
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Extractive-Export v. Rest of Economy 
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Figure 2 

Extractive-Export v. Rest of Economy 
NREPA Affected National Forest Areas 

Year 
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8 Mlflgatlon Manum to Ol'flat Dmbar..ftalatad Emp!oymprd Lpgu 

Although the employment Impact of protecting virtually an of the remaining roadless 
areas bi the Northai'n Rockies Is likely to be posHJve and the timber-related job losses will 
be quite sman, there are measures that could be taken to reduce the Impact on the forest 
products Industry. These Include the following: 

a. A reduction In federally subsidized harvest of timber from pubDc lands wiD 
automatically make the management of j)rlvate lands for timber more 
profitably. This will lead to Increased production from prtvate lands that will 
at least partially otrset the decline In harvest from public lands. 

b. The FS can avoid some of the losses associated with restricted harvests In 
roadlass areas by more Intensively managing the alr8ady roadad land base. 
To the extent that these areas are less expensive to manage for timber and 
more productive for timber, there will be net gains from such a shift In 
emphasis. 

c. Areas badly damaged by past timber harvest activities can be rehabiiHated. 
Instead of focusing Its management efforts on extending the reach of 
destructive harvesting techniques, the FS can focus resources on repalrtng 
the damage associated with past harvests. This would provide jobs that 
offset any decline ·In timber-related employment. NREPA specifically 
mandates such rehabilitation Investments. 

d. Reductions in the export of raw logs would Increase the timber supply to mills 
throughout the northwest. The shipping of Jogs to the Far East has, through 
displacement of supply, created restricted supplies throughout the region. 

e. Increased recycling of cardboard and paper can increase the supply of tiber 
available to bolh paper miUs and lumber mJRs. Recycled paper can provide 
tiber tO paper and papelboard mills, reducing their need to ptnU& round 
wood for raw material and protecting them against a decline In the supply of 
chips associated with a decline In lUmber and plywood mil output. 

f. As lumber mm operations focus Increasingly upon the production of the least 
labor Intensive products using the least labor Intensive production processes, 
only efforts to Increase the labor content of wood products operations can 
protect wood products employment. There are wood products that are much 
more labor Intensive. The Jog home Industry Is the extreme example. But 

EXECUII\IE SUMMARY· EmPloyment Impact of Nortbam Rodc!aa prgtor;tion page 8 
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other "vaaue added" operations are also posslbl$1ndudlng the production of 
more specialized produc:ts compared to the standard two-by-four or two-by­
six stud. Some mWs In region have already shifted this direction In pursuit of 
more stable markets. 

7 Cond!JIIon 

The residents of the Northern Rockies do not face a tragic choice that forces them 
to choose between preserving their natural wUdland heritage and Impoverishing 
themselves. Protecting wildlands and enhandng their economic well-being are not only 
compatible objectives, but, more Importantly, our economic future Is tied to protecting the 
unique quaiHies of the natural landscape In the Northern Rockies. 

The timber-related job loss associated with protecting almost aU of tha remaining 
roadless areas in the Northern Rockies Is quite smaD because most of those roadless areas 
are n~ suitable for timber management and because the wood produc:ts Industry has been 
shrinking In relative and absolute Importance In the region for over a decade now. A few 
weeks worth of normal job growth In the national forest counties of the Northern Rockies 
will offset what small Impact there Is. 

The economic future of the Northern Rockies Is tied to what makes H unique: Hs 
spectacular natural landscape and the wildlife H supports. These worid-dau recreation, 
wildlife, and scenic resource will grow Increasingly valuable as environmental sensibilities 
continue to develop and as more and more natural environments are degraded by Industrial 
and urban development. The posHive Impact the natural landscape has upon the economy 
can already be seen In many of the region's "wilderness" counties which have become the 
sources of vltaiHy for the region's economies. 

To open the remaining unprotected roadless areas In the Northern Rockies to roaded 
logging would represent pure economic waste. These areas can only be logged at a loss 
to the federal government. Logging them wiD provide a few tenths of one percent to total 
employment In an Industry that has been a dedlnlng source of employment and· Income. 
In the pursuH of these few jobs, we Will permanently sacrltloe the Northam Rockies' real 
economic base: the natural landscape that attracls and holds residents hera while 
supporting them physically and splrituaUy In a way found In few other places In this nation. 
There Is no cornpeUing economic logic to roaded timber development of the Northern 
Rockies' remaining roadless areas. 

EXeCUTIVE SYMIWD'· EmpJoment lmpad crf Norttwn Boddn pmtecllgn P.ge 7 
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Full Studies Conducted 

1. The Employment Impact of the Northem Rockies Ecosystem Protection 
Act In Montana, March 1992,73 pp. 

2. The Timber Employment Impact of the Northern Rockies Ecosystem 
Protection Act In Idaho, June, 1992, 80 pp. 

3. The Timber Employment Impact of the Northern Rockies Ecosystem 
Protection Act In Washington and Oregon, August, 1992, 72 pp. 

4. The Timber Employment Impact of the Northem Rockies Ecosystem 
Protection Act In Wyoming, September,1992, 56 pp. 

EXECUTJ\lE SUMMARY· EmQkMntmt Impact ofNortbtm Bpdc!ta f!mltc!lgn page 8 
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Die IIDrtllen laclr lea r.:a.yn. r.otectl011 Act 

During the Z6 years I haue been on the Eco11010lcs faculty at the 

Page Z of 1 

llnluerslty of •ntana, I haue deuoted a considerable portion of "!! thoe t o the 
analysis of tloe ecoJKMies of the states and regions of the "orthern Rockies. 
I haue 11rltten Mny paper · and reports dealing with the ""ys In which these 
eco11010les haue been transflll'lllng t'-1- fl'l* "frontier", extractiue­

_based , dependencies Into....., dluerse and .. _, .. IOOdern ecoJKMies . 

One of these studies deaU explicitly with rJoe llopl-nt J..,.ct ol the 
llortllern Jloclclea r.:a.yn. r.otectl• Act 11m1. fhls tour uollllllll work 
analyzed each "-tlonal Porest that UDUid be affected by the •rthern Rockies 
Ecosysteoo Protection Act IIIIIEI'Al. On each of tJoose 7:? "-tlonal Forests, the 
COMerelal thober potential of each ot ·the retl&lwlng ro&dless areas """ 
analyzed using Forest Serulce data. this .,_,tal thober potential """ 
conuerted to additional eooplou-ot opportunities and that potential · 
eoopl-nt ""s analyzed In - of Its l.,....tance to the local llCOIIOIOY · 
Table 1 present. these raulta . The percellt ot total e10pl_..t In these 
"-tional Forest "econDJ~Ic regiOMM that Is potentiallu affected negatiuelu by 
IIIIEPA Is ""''I wll. allaut _.....,._ ol """,...,..,.tot eooplayoont . In the 
ultal, steadily deueloplng ...,.,_les ol the ~n Rockies, job losses of this 
Mgnltude ulll be Mde up In a Mtter ot llllllb . loth ot these statist ics are 
reported In Table 1. · · 

It Is l•portant to note that 1011 econDIOic analuses of IIJIEI'II did not 
conclude that protecting these last reMlAnt roadless areas would haue euen this 
SMII negatiue effect on local econoooles . rJoe econDOilc ultality of the •rthern 
Rockies Is closelu tied to the attractlueness ot Its natural enulron01ent. One 
cannot explain the ongoing econo01lc e..,.Mion ht places like the Plathead 
Uelleu and Bozeloan areas In ~na. the ldai!D PanhaOidle, llorthwestern 
....,.,.lng , or btheasten llashlntton without Mklng reference to the natural 
landscapes and recreational opportanltles tloat are •ruing people and eco11010lc 
actlult!j . rJoe national - _.Ia hu "".lied attention to this pheiiOIOenon In 
Its reporting on the "resettleooent" ot the IIDclcy ~ntaln West . liiiEPA seeks 
to protect the ...,..lnlng roadless ari:u ln. the region fl'l* the destruction that 
has aCCOOipanled past ti•ber har-ts and •inlng actlultles on both public and 
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prluate lands In the region . It also seeks to lnoest In rehl.bllltati"' lands that 
"""' previously daMged. Finally It seeks to protect the wll•llfe that haue 
c.- to s!o"bollze the high qu&llty llvi"' enulroments ar the llorthen Rodtles. 
Protectl"' the natural landscape ,._.nts to protectl"' the IIOSt lnport&nce 
source of eco11010lc vlt&llty In the region. lil"&nti"' such protection 11111 ,....teet 
•nd deuelop ,PIIa, not threaten ,Pbs . In that sense, IIIIEI'R Is a cNclal el-nt 
In protectl"' the eco11010lc ult&llty of the llorthern Rockies . 

These concl~&s lona are not ""re "acade.lc speculation. " the !lantana 
ecoJIOII!j prouldes a IIDI'kl"' laboratorv that has confl,...,. tMa conclulons . 
The llont&na econoooy has been adjllatlng to a dlllln-Sized tlllller Industry for 
15 years ,_, let>oeen the peak haruest In 1m and the peak harvest In 1B 
llont&na S&ll a quarter of Its tlnller lndllstry ,Pbs and a third ol the ,_1 !""""" 
fi'GI that lndllatry disappear despite record leuels ol haruest and ,.....wctlon . 
Yet the rest ol the ecDIIOII!.J expanded . S l•llar ly. over the last year the tlnller 
lnd..stry has conth•ed to scale llack Its opentlons. Choooplon lnterllatlonal, 
after "llqulfatl"'" IIIICh ol Its tlllber ..,IU•s, closed Its operetl.,.. In the state . 
flllthollgh the nllls reope•. It II&S 11lth only halt ol the ,revlous _,,~ . 
HundJ'eds ol ,PIIa were ellnlnated In IIIUG~I& and Ll.coln cauntles . llthllr •Ill 
ciOSOU'CS ha• attected ftl......,l, S.nders, and GrAnite COilntles. llesplte this, the 
Western ""-lana CCODOIIII expandell briskly last year, M41,. u.• ,PIIa 
dllrl• the uery tl"" this ....,.!zing of the tlllber 1116&stry II&S takl., pl.ce . 
The llestern llontaM econaooy, the region of the state In Mlch the tl•ller 
lndllstry Is concentr.oted, Is ~lng Its Independence r ..... this lndllatry and a 
ultallty 11nrelated to extractive lndllstry . This contlrns the I'IISIIJts r...., IIJ 
earlier IIIIEI'R at..dles : The protection ol the renalnlng ro.adless areas In the 
llorthern lockles and the uery aeat dlllln-Sizlng ol the tholler lndllatry 
assaclated 11lth It not only 11111 not cripple the region's ec:cn-les, It 11111 
contrlllllte to the .,.,_lc vitality that Clll'l'ently apports the "'11011 . 

there are several reuons lilly the uery nodest d-lzl• ol the tlllller 
lndllatry usoc·lated with IIJIEPfll will haue only a uery -11 direct ""'&tl• 
hopact on the region's ...,.,_lc vitality: 

a . llost ....,.less areas are not &~~ltalrle tor tllllrer .......,.nt and 
therelllft are not part of the rarest Serulce <FSJ tlllller loue . ne 
FS has tOll• nore than • percent ol theae roMiess acres to lie 
11-lted tor tlllber nanqenent . That • percent ca• lie Pllt ott 
llnlts to tlllller harvest with no lnpect on the 1111011 prudou:ts 
t-..y. 

Jr . lloadlesa areas are the IIOSt costly and least ...-...=uwe lanh t.­
• tllliler •-t point ol uleu . That -ns Uat -t ol 
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these a...,s can be Mneged for thober only et substantial Iones to 
the U.S . taxpayer . Contress and the Adlllnlstratlon Is putting 
lnr:reulng pressure on the PS to end ....:h belOit-COSt tl•ber 
Mnag""""t. This -ns that Mll!l of these .....,s will not be 
haruested retardless of 111lduness status . 

,.,., .. of .. 

c. The priN!'II constraints on PS tl•ber haruests are the cu•latlue 
enulro...,ntal da......,s cau_,. by ti•Jieio haruest on FS and private 
Industrial lands . Those et~ul~ntel constraints 11111 Increasingly 
li•lt tl•ller harvests resardless of t- the 111lderness delNite Is 
settlell. . 

d . Tl•ber haruests haue been a declining source of ~ployooent In the 
region. During the l'.lllls the eaployooent per •llllon board f.,... of 
tl•ber haruested decHned by"""" 311 percent . AutoMtlon and 
shifts to less .labor lntenslue products ere reducing the eapiOIJIII'nt 
potential associated 11lth each tllouund board f.,... of tl•ber 
haruested . 

e. the IIDOd products lniutrv lNis lleell • declining source of jolla 
and ,,.,._ In the ltorthern IIDcltlea. During the l'.lllls, the labor 
,..,..., derlued froa this Industry declinell. significantly In reel 
tera . As the .....,..11 eca"""!' has expended •hlle this sector 
declhoea, IIDOd pi'DIIIacts' relathe l•portance In the ecD1IDOIII 
declinell. significantly. 

f. The PS can redirect tlllloer Mnage.ent actl•lty rroa high cost, 
1011 prodllcUulty operations In r:oadless ......,. to the already roaclell. 
land bue. The redirection or Sllcll -~ activity 11111 res.lt 
In Increased output that 11111 at least partially offset the~ 
output froa roaclless .....,s, 

Jn this context, to open the ...,...t roaclleas ......,. In the llortheMI 
llockles ·to tl•loer haruest -ld represent Pure ~lc •ste . these areas 
can only be loggecl at a loss to the federal go.....-nt . Logvlng thell111ll 
provide a feto hundred aclcl .ltlonal Jobs In an Industry that has been a declining 
-..ce of ""PIOfJIII'Rt and lncae. Ia the flld'SIIIt ot these feto jolla, ooe 11111 
pen•uoent fy sacrifice the llartlwm IIDcltlea' .... 1 -lc llue: the Mtural 
landscape that attracts a• holds realllents and ..._lnesses here llhlle . 
supporting t..,_ pllyslcally and splrltu.lly In a ooay fouoid In feto otJooilo places In 
this aatlon . There Is .., c:aoopeUI"f -lc Iagle to roaded tl_. 
oleuel""""'t of the llarthern ladlles' reaalnl"f roadless areas . 
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Introduction 
The Clinton Adminlatration and key members of Congress have shown a willingness 
to apply the palnfulleaaons of the PacHic Northwest's ancient forest debacle to federal 
land management generally. Administration officials say their intent Is to protect 
whole ecosystems and their dependent species before crisis dictates emergency-room 
measures. 

Nowhere will this approach be more timely than in the northern Rocky Mountain 
ecosystems, connected by river systems, far-ranging species, similar habitat types, 
ecological processes and economic potential. The region's frontier legacy continues 
as timber and mining industries make a final push Into the geographically scattered 
but biologically connected wildlands, old-growth forests and pristine headwaters of 
this nation's major river systems. 

Indicators of trouble in the northern Rockies are persistent and growing. Hundreds of 
watersheds are In violation of established water quality standards, and fish species 
that are sensitive to aquatic disruption • anadramous salmon, bUll trout, white sturgeon 
ancffluvial arctic grayling • are in precipitous decline. Also In decline'--are populations 
of terrestrial, niche-sensitiVe predators such as lynx, fisher, wolverine, grizzly bear and 
birds of prey, such as northern goshawk, boreal owl and flammulated owl. The decline 
of predatory species Indicates a breakdown In trophic structure, habitat fragmentation, 
overexploitation and the loss of native wildlands. 

Despite alarms raised by biologists and hydrologists, critical habitat and water quality 
continue to erode under current management. Federal land management plans were 
developed in the 1980s with a strong commodity production emphasis, and 
cumulatively they fail to guide responsible ecosystem protection. Recent initiatives by 
federal agencies to implement ecosystem management have failed to translate into 
actual change on the ground. Federal lands in the region are not being managed to 
sustain the region's diverse eoonornic and ecological values. 

Similar to the Pacific Northwest In the 1980s,. the dominant political forces In the 
northern Rockies have not changed at the same rate as eociety as a whole. In f.:t, In 
the face of changing social values and diversifying economies, resource Industries 
have redoubled their efforts to maintain traditional influence In Western politics. 
Nonetheless, economic growt!'lln Montana. Idaho, northwestern Wyoming and eastern 
Oregon and Washington has been demonstrably tied to a high quality environment 
and IHesty\8. Public opinion polis In this region indicate strong support for 
environmental protection policies. 

This proposed ecosystem study provides a process whereby the "tralnwreck" of the 
Pacific Northwest can be averted In the northern Rockies. The ultimate decisions 
about western public lands will be political decisions, but this process will establish 
guiding principles and recommendations so that decisions are made in the full light of 
public disclosure, sclentHic evidence and changing social and economic trends. 



Executive Summary 

The northern Rockies is one of the only places In the country that retaiOs a tun 
complement of native species. Yet this region may be on the verge of a forest 
ecosystem crisis similar to the one that has paralyzed the Pacific Northwest. 

Recent studies indicate that numerous species and clusters of species are In trouble, 
Including the grizzly bear, bull trout, anadromous salmon, lynx, wolverine, fisher, neo­
tropical birds and others. The decline of these far-ranging species can be attributed 
primarily to habitat loss and fragmentation. However, Information about the population 
trends and habitat needs of these and other species Is Incomplete and Inconclusive. 

Growing evidence suggests that blue-ribbon trout streams and water quality are being 
steadily degraded In the region. Point source and non-point source pollution from 
mining, agriculture and forest practices have altered hydrologic systems in ways that 
are only beginning to be understood. Slmllariy, studies of the complex biological and 
chemical relationships between surface and sub-surface waters have emerged as one 
of the leading topics in limnology. 

Decades of fire suppression, extensive logging of moist low-elevation, old-growth 
forests and a history of high-grade logging has deteriorated forest health In the 
westem reaches of the region where disease and Infestations have exceeded 
endemic levels. Restoring the natural balance in forests while improving water quality 
and wildlife habitat is a major challenge in these areas. 

A consensus is emerging in scientific and conservation communities about the need 
for an ecosystem study by an independent scientific committee. nominated by scientific 
organizations and empaneled by administration and/or congressional leaders. 
Conceptually based on the Pacific Northwest model of the Scientific Panel on Late 
Succeselonal Forest Ecosystems, popularly known as the Gang of Four, the northern 
Rockies panel would detail the risks and benefits of a range of alternatives. The panel 
would generate guiding principles, provide management recommendations, and 
articulate a coherent vision for ecosystem management in the northern Rockies. The 
panel may suggest legislation or changes In administrative direction that would 
establish better coordination among federal agencies, Improve cooperation with state 
and local governments and establish Incentive programs for private landowners. 

Comparisons with the Gang of Four, however, can only go so far. In the Pacific 
Northwest, scientific knowledge about how to protect forest ecosystems and their 
dependent species already exists. The problem to date has been a lack of political 
commitment. In the northern Rockies, however, there remain significant information 
gaps, even while numerous measures of ecosystem health Indicate that major 
problems exist. 

3 



205 

The northern Rockies panel should be provided a budget of approximately $2 -3 
milliOn and a two- to three-year time frame to complete the study. The focus of the 
study should be regional without regard to political boundaries or ownership. The 
study would encompass Idaho, Montana, northwestern Wyoming, and the eastside 
forests of Oregon and Washington. Although the western bounds of this study area 
are technically outside of the Rocky Mountains, the study area Includes a network of 
connected ecosystems that share a common thread of habitat types, wildlife species, 
waterways and fish, and socio-economic history. 

Management recommendations should apply primarily to federal land agencies. The 
panel may wish to provide suggestions for national mining and grazing reform. The 
panel should identify private lands that are important for conservation goals and may 
suggest ways to better coordinate management of public and private lands. 

The final study, alternatives and recommendations should be reviewed by the National 
Academy of Science, scientific journals and professional organizations such as The 
Wildlife Society, American Fisheries Society and the Society for Conservation Biology 
prior to submission to the Administration and Congress. The panel's report should be 
made available to the public. Three months after receiving the panel's study, the 
Administration should submit to Congress a plan for implementing the 
recommendations. The final charge of the scientific panel would be to review and 
comment on the Administration's plan. 

During the study period, management direction should be provided to protect the 
biological values under study using the principle of precautionary action. The burden 
of proof would shift to the proponent of an activity on federal land to prove that an 
action will not be harmful to the integrity of the ecosystem. Currently, federal · 
management plans allow negative Impacts up to an identified threshold for Indicators 
such as peak water flow increase, embedded stream sediments. minimum riparian 
cover or open road density. The precautionary. principle should be applied to 
extractive uses In roadless lands, old-growth forest stands and within 300 feat of a 
riparian zone. Extraordinary circumstances may exist to allow actlvltes In these 
sensitive impact zones. Supporting evidence for such proposed actions must be 
presented to a hearing commmee appointed by the scientific panel, and the 
committee's recommendation Is subject to final review by the panel. All federal 
activities must comply with NEPA proCedures and other federal laws. 

The need to establish a comrfton vision and 8Cientiflc principles for ecosystem 
management in this region is independent of the need for strong legislation to protect 
wilderness, wild and scenic rivers and other land designations in the northern Rockies. 
Such legislation must not be delayed by this study. Designation of a large and well­
distributed network of wildemesa is a necessary but not sufficient tool for protecting the 
northem Rockies ecosystem. This study plan should be seen as regional, impartial 
and in the interest of all parties who wish to avoid a repeat of the ancient forest 
trainwreck. 

4 



Historical and Socio-Economic Context 

The wildlands, headwaters and old-growth forests of the northern Rockies are slated 
for massive development into the next century. As extractive industries and federal 
agencies deplete resources in areas already developed, attention is shifting to 
undeveloped lands. Management plans by the Forest Service and Bureau of Land 
Management target millions of acres of roadless land and old-growth forest for initial 
development - primarily logging roads and clearcuts - into the next century. 

Corporate landowners with extensive forest holdings already have logged most of 
their land. In much of the northern Rockies region, timber companies accelerated their 
logging activities during the 1980s beyond sustainable levels, particularly on millions 
of acres of railroad grant lands (Manning, 1991). In most cases. this rate of activity 
peaked within the last five years and has begun its inevitable decline. 

·1n intermingled ownership lands, the wave of corporate logging has significantly 
altered the landscape, narrowing management options on public land and 
exacerbating ecological problems. Heavy corporate logging in Idaho and Montana, 
for example, has degraded water quality and wildlife habitat beyond federal 
guidelines. forcing the Forest Service to postpone logging plans on intermingled 
federal lands in nine of the ten Northern Region forests (Davis, 1993). Nevertheless, 
as corporate timber supplies are depleted, economic and political pressure to maintain 
mill capacity has focused on development of public, roadless lands. 

Accelerated logging of railroad grant lands has given larger timber corporations such 
as Plum Creek, Champion International, Weyerhaeuser, Potlatch and Boise Cascade 
a competitive advantage in federal timber bids over small timber mills. In some cases, 
raw log exports by these same companies from their Cascade holdings also have 
boosted their competitive advantage in the northern Rockies. The emerging 
dominance of these large corporations and the erosion of the traditional small-scale 
manufacturing base continues to undermine the economic stability of rural 
communities (Coleman, 1993). 

The economies of the region historically have been dependent upon resource 
extraction. The role of resource industries, however, is diminishing in intensity as a 
new economic base develops in the region. Despite the decline of resource 
industries, the region's states have among the healthiest economies in the nation 
(Kemper Securities, 1993). The key ingredient for business creation in the tri-state 
Yellowstone region, for example, is protection of environmental values, wildlands and 
quality of life (Johnson and Rasker, 1993). 

5 



A study by Tom Power, Economics Department Chairman at the University of Mont.\a, 
found that the counties with the strongest economies in Montana are those with 
designated wlldemeu within their boundaries. even while their extractive economic 
bun have contracted (Pow«. 1992). Pow« aleo found that while .-nployment in 
extractive industries has declined since 1979 in the five..state northern Rockies region, 
job growth has increued In non-extractive 88Ct0rs. In Flath8lld County, Montana, tor 
example, the number of self-employed entrepreneurs doubled between 1980 and 
1992 (Power, 1992). Power attributes this to a growing appreciation of environmental 
values in the region. 

Social values closely mirror economic trends In the region. A recent Forest Service 
poll oovertng the agency's Region 1 forests in Montana and northern Idaho showed 
that mora two-thirds of the public oppose additional logging In roadless areas. And 
more than 70 percent believe the Forest SeiYice should be more concerned about fish 
and wildlife that depend on the forest ecosyst«n. (A & A Research, 1992). 

Despite these economic and social trends, change has not been so pronounced in the 
political arena. Traditional industries continue to wield great influence In the 
statehouses and congressional delegatlont of the northern Rockies region. Resource 
industries also have expended millions of dollars to organiZe local constituents to 
oppoee changes In forest management, grazing and mining policy (People tor the 
Wflllt,1991). 

The northern Roddes region has c:apUed the public imagination throughout the 
nation. The region has been the focus of major news stories In the national media 
and villtafion to the area is booming. That this region still has expanses of wildlands, 
clean .W and pristine waters and charllmatic apecies IUCh as griZzly bears and 
wolves appeals deeply to Americlna who relllze that these values have been lost 
elaewhere. The protection of the88 ecological values is of immeasurable importance 
to the national psyche. 

Fragmented lendecapea, muddy watera, beluguentd species 
Establishing the need for an ecosystem study 

Scientlata from many dltf.-.rt diiCipllnenre lndependen11y providing evidence of 
ecoJogic8l decline In the nor1hem Roddea. This evidence Is moat pronounced in the 
decline of w-ranging ~ The emerging field of GAP M81ysis, however, 
dernontllates that c1u1tera of IPec6ee .... Ill rilk u their common habltal increasingly 
Ia frllgltwlted. (GAP Ia not WI ecronyrn; It Ia a tNpping technique that ldentlfiea ~. 
or lrtigmentlllion, .:toea the .. ldaclpe.) The only llgnltant llllempt to guide 
ecoawlt8fl• m.nagement bued on actent1t1c ~ the Yellowltone Vlalon Document, 
WU" quashed by polltieallnd lndUIIry lnl«eeta before a final propoaal could be mlde 
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public (Mintzmeyw, 1991). 

Flah and Wildlife Specl .. 

Bull nout -The combination of habitat loss. aportftlhlng, Introduced fish tpeCies and 
lilhdlon of apawnlng atre.ma and other habitat degradldlon has pushed the bull trout 
to the edge of extinction. Bul trout have diappeared from hall of Ita historic range, 
and exi8ting populations are at a moderate to high risk of extinction IICrOU moat of 
their range (Thomu. 1992, Ratliff and Howell, 1992 and Alliance for the Wild Rockies, 
et .... 1992). Bull trout and other native fish, including ..... lope cutthro8t trout, 
alao may be adY818ely atlected by d~ in complex trophic structures In 
surface end IUtHurface ntera (SWnford and Ward, 1992). In response to a petition 
to protect the buU trout under the Endangered Species Act, the Fllh and WlldiHe 
Service wil decide whetha' to lisl the bull trout by October, 1993 (U.S. Fish and 
WlldiHe Service, 1993a). 

Salmon- Sedimentation in anadromous spawning strearns from logging and roads is 
one of the maJor threats to wild strains of salmon and ateelhead in the Columbia basin, 
Other problems are puaage difficulties (dams). water flow and water temperature. 
The Scientific Panel on L.ate SuccealliONI Forest Ecosystems noted that remaining 
roadleas areas within drainages uaed by salmon "often contain moderately ooatable to 
uMtable soils- which is Ollf reaaon they have not been roaded" (Johnaon, et al., 
1991 ). SeYerlll speciee of lalmon have been listed or proposed for listing under the 
Endangered Species Act. 

White Sturgeon - The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has announced tta intentions to 
Uat the Kootenai River white sturgeon becaJte of inadequate flows from Ubby DMl 
(Lobdell, 1993). MaJor mortality of sturgeon in the Snake River 8180 have been 
documented In recent years, prtm.nly becauae of water temperllture In Brownlee 
R&MniOir. 

Fluvlel Arctic Grayling ~ The fluvial grayling, once abundant In nurty tNerY stream 
on the east aide of the Continental DMde, Is virtually extirpated in Montana. Ita decline 
primarily is due to competition with exotic fish apeclea and liltallon, particularly from 
riparian grazing. It hes been propoaad for end8ngered ~ listing under the 
Endangered Species Act by the u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Grizzly a.r • The thnNdaned grizzly bear is In trouble in five of abc recovery. areas. 
Ewn In the Northern Conlinentlll Divide Ecosyaa.n, where bear pop datlona are most 
heal1hy, habitld fr'llgmenUdjon in the aw... v.Jiey threatens to 1801 ... the dwindling 
Misaion Mountain pop!IMion, which hes dropped from 25 to 10 In the 1ut 12 yars. 
Studies by state and federlll biologists in the Cabinet· Yuk eoosystein (Kuwonn and 
Manley, 1990) and the South Fork of the Flathead (Mace and Manley, 1993) indicate 
that open and cloeed roads displace bears. New road construction and logging in 
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roadless areas eould jeopardize grizzly recovery. Long-term viability of the population 
Is not assured unless recovered populations in the lix recovery areas are connected 
to each other through habitat linkage zones (Shaffer, 1992). · 

Wolve•- Wolf recovery In northwestern Montana. central Idaho and the Yellowstone 
area is a ma;or challenge facing the region. The greatest threat to this far-ranging 
endangered species Is human-caused mortality. Wolves retuming to Montana from 
canada have established home ranges outside poiHically determined recovery zones, 
often In the midst of human eettlements, although livestock conflicts have been 
minimal. Regional plans must be dCMIIoped to provide for secure movement corridors 
and denning habitat, stable ungulate populations, public education, management 
options and potential livestock depredation. A small number of wolves also appear to 
have migrated on their own to the Yellowstone area. Wolf behavior has been 
unpredictable, and future impacts and obstacles to recovery remain speculative. 

Lynx, wolv•lne, pine marten and flahar - These mid-level forest carnivores all 
require large tracts of undisturbed habitat and fill specific niches in old-growth or other 
native forest components. Biologists believe that habitat fragmentation and possibly 
overharvest are primarily responsible for population declines (Weaver, 1993). 
Populations of these species have declined to the point of extirpation in some portions 
of their range that were occupied as recently as several years ago; surviving 
populations are acattered in small subpopulations (Interagency Lynx, Wolverine, 
Fisher Working Group, 1991 ). Biologists in British Columbia believe that a well­
distributed network of refugla Is essential to the survival of these species (L~ 
Working Group, 1993). Retugia would provide high-quality habitat with prohibitions on 
trapping. Bill Ruediger, chairman of the Interagency Lynx, Wolverine, Fisher Working 
Group, believes these species face aerlous habitat and demographic problems, 
although there are "large holes In our knowledge· (LWF Working Group, 1992). 

Elk - Hunters' demand for branch-antlered bull elk Is growing, while secure habitat 
disappears. The 1992 Montana 8k Management Plan of the Montana Department of 
Fish, \Midllfe and Parks recommends protection of numerous roadless areas, winter 
range, calving grounds and travel corridors that the Forest Service has slated for 
logging and new roads. The Idaho Department of Fish and Game has appealed 
Forest Service timber sales because of logging plans In key elk security areas. 
Maintenance of existing security areas will grow in importance as residential 
developments expand into elk habitat. Habitat management continues to be poorly 
coordinated between state wildlife biologists and federal agencies. 

Caribou- Woodland caribOu in the UnHed States are now found in significant 
numbers only In the Selkirk range in northern Idaho and eastern Washington and are 
among the most critically endangered mammals in the United States (U.S. Fish and 
\Midllfe Service, 1992). However, sighting& have been confirmed since 1974 In their 
tradHional Montana range In the Yaak, Wigwam and North Fork of the Flathead. 
Habitat for these old-groWth dependent species has been degraded by Intensive 
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Jogging and road-building (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1992). Long-term viability 
may require reintroduction In the caribou's native range and protection of critical old­
growth habitat. 

Neo-troplcal blrda - Monitoring research has found a decline In populations of 
migrant birds that winter in Central America and Mexico and retum to the northern 
latitudes to breed and nest in the summer. Collectively, neotroplcal birds such as 
hummingbirds and westem tanager may more accurately reflect the health of a forest 
than any other group of species because their habitat needs are more specific than 
those ~f larger animals (Casey, 1993). There is increasing documentation that 
several species of songbirds are dependent upon the diseased condition of older 
stands, such as dwarf mistletoe (Bennetts, 1991 ). 

Fire, Old-growth foraata and dependent apedea - The Forest Service knows 
relatively little about the role of old-growth forests in the region, despite increasing 
evidence that dependent bird and mammal species are in decline. The National 
Audubon Society's Adopt-a-Forest program has developed detailed maps showing 
there is alarmingly little old growth left and that the biologically valuable low-elevation 
groves have been thoroughly cut over. · 

The Flathead National Forest in northwestern Montana has been assigned a lead role 
in the Forest Service to justify its old-growth retention and logging program. After the 
original old-growth analysis in the forest plan was discarded by the agency chief as 
•confusing and contradictory; the forest spent several years preparing a reworked 
analysis. This also was poorly done. A former Forest Service ecologist found that 
only 29 percent of the plots met the agency's own definition of old growth (Schultz, 
1992). The reworked analysis has since been shelved altogether, and the Flathead is 
operating without a comprehensive plan for old growth and dependent species. 

Fire history models indicate that old-growth forest stands more than 200 years old 
occupied between 20 and 40 percent of the presettlernent landscape in lower 
elevation forest habitats of northem Idaho and western Montana (Lesica, 1992 and 
Hart and Lesica, 1993). In contrast, national forests in the northern Rockies plan to 
maintain 1 0 percent or lesS of their "old growth" stands, many of which are fragmented 
or otherwise of low quality (Yanishevsky, 1993). Lesica notes that greater than 50 
percent loss of the old-growth forest base In low- to mid-elevation forest habitats may 
cause extirpation of many old growth-dependent species (Lesica, 1992). · 

Forty to 60 years of fire suppression has allowed some mature forest to advance to 
old-growth stages, but not enough to compensate for extensive logging of low· 
elevation old growth. Meanwhile, fire suppression threatens some old-groWth stands, 
particularly in ponderosa pine habitats, by reducing the occurrence of low-intensity 
bums, building fuel ladders and increasing the chance of stand-replacing fires (Lesica, 
1992). Diseased forest stands in the region, particularly in eastern Oregon and 
Washington, have been attributed to poor forest practices, including high-grade 
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logging of fire adapted species, logging of old-growth stands and fire suppressiofl 
(Gast, 1991 and Everett. 1993). 

Although relatively little is known about old-growth dependent raptors and owls in the 
northern Rockies, several appear to be in decline because of habitat fragmentation 
and loss of interior forest. The Forast Service has placed the northern goshawk, 
flammulated owl, great gray owl and boreal owl on Its sensitive species list. 

Water Quality 

Most remaining roadless areas with suitable timber have not been logged because 
they have poor soil stability, are on steep slopes, are difficult to access or contain 
marginal timber. The inventory of heavily damaged watersheds in the northern 
Rockies - measured by peak flows, fine sediments and streambed stability - reveals 
that ma;or watershed impacts from logging activities have occurred in a relatively brief 
period of time. Contrary to long-time assertions by the timber Industry, the impacts 
associated with logging and road construction are signifiCantly greater than the historic 
effects of natural fires and flooding. 

In forested areas, logging also has opened up riparian areas to cattle grazing, which 
has trampled streamside vegetation and eroded streambanks. In drier forests, grazing 
has caused major degradation of riparian areas. While negative impacts to 
watersheds from logging and grazing are more extensive, the long-term effects of 
mining on water quality are much greater in select watersheds. This region provides 
the headwaters for the imperiled Snake.Q>Iumbia River system. 

Mining - Mining on federal lands continues to occur with minimal protection in place 
for water quality. Typically, federal agencies will rubber stamp mine applications with 
minimal consideration of water degradation. Water quality protections related to 
mining usually are the domain of state agencies r8Sp!)Oslble for implementing the 
Clean Water Act, yet these agencies often are lax in their permitting process, 
monitoring and enforcement unless ma;or public pressure is brought to bear. Pollution 
from mining activities in the Clark Fork and Coeur d'Alene River drainages, in 
particular, have severely damaged long-term water quality (Woessner, 1993 and U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, 1991 ), and numerous Superfund sites have been created. 

Uvutock grazing - The Environmental Protection Agency reported in 1990 that 
western riparian areas are more degraded now than in anytime in history (Cheney et 
al. 1990). The same report found that livestock are the single greatest source of 
sedimentation in the West. The Government Accounting Office has documented that 
public lands continue to be overgrazed, with particularly negative impacts on riparian 
zones and wildlife (GAO, 1988 and 1991). The Forest Service continues to issue 
grazing leases with minimal environmental review under NEPA. Irrigation for livestock 
forage production, meanwhile, is the single greatest use of water in the West. Forage 
production is the greatest agricultural use of irrigation water from damned reservoirs. 
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Flathead Baaln For•t Practlc• Cooperative Study • An Intensive $240,000 
study of logging practices in the Aathead, completed in 1991 by Montana state, 
federal and corporate researchers, represents the most comprehensive study of its 
kind. It found major water quality problems in the Flathead basin, which is considered 
one of the cleanest river basins in the Lower 48. The study found that logging 
practices and road construction have increased sedimentation in the basin's lakes by 
3-10 times over historic levels. This aquatic r~:~source degradation has contributed to 
eutrophication and hypolimnetic oxygen depletion in Flathead, Swan and Whitefish 
lakes because of nutrient loading from fine sediments (Spenser, 1991). 

The research team recommended immediate steps to avoid further degradation and 
additional monitoring of Swan Lake because of an alarming increase in oxygen 
depletion related to intensive logging for the past two decades (Flathead Basin 
Commission, 1991). The process of oxygen depletion can biologically kill once­
pristine lakes. 

Blackfoot River - The Blackfoot River, once a world-class fishery, ranks among the 
continent's most endangered streams (American Rivers, 1992). It has been degraded 
by timber cutting, road construction, mining and grazing. Logging the upper elevation 
roadless areas of the drainage, as proposed by the Helena National Forest, could · 
further degrade water quality even as the river has become a major cleanup priority. 

Bitterroot -Two-thirds of the streams in the Bitterroot forest's timber base are at or 
beyond acceptable sediment levels because of past logging and natural soil 
conditions (Bitterroot National Forest, 1992). The streams that are considered healthy 
are in roadless headwater areas that are particularly sensitive to new roads and 
clearcuts. 

Clearwater • Seventy-one percent of the developed drainages in the Clearwater 
National Forest violate forest plan standards for water quality (Clearwater National 
Forest, 1992). Despite the highly erosive soils in this forest, top Forest Service officials 
and Idaho congressional leaders have demanded increased logging activities in 
roadless areas. In the adjacent Nez Perce National Forest, 67 percent of the 
surveyed drainages in the Clearwater and Salmon drainages have reached or exceed 
minimum water quality thresholds (Nez Perce National Forest, 1992). 

Idaho Panhandle National For•ta and the Coeur d'Alene drainage -
Watershed problems from Jogging on federal and corporate lands have contributed to 
some of northern Idaho's worst water quality problems. In 1992, the state of Idaho 
appealed two Forest Service timber sales in an attempt to halt ongoing degradation of 
native fisheries. Within the boundaries of this forest, heavy metal contamination in the 
Coeur d'Alene River drainage has left a legacy of pollution that will remain for 
thousands of years. Chemical changes in Coeur d'Alene Lake caused by logging and 
other sources of sediments and nutrients could stir the heavy metals from the lake 
bottom into the water column (Horowitz, 1993). Pollution in the drainagE! causes the 
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death of dozens of tundra swans fNery year (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1991 ). 

Yellowatone ec:o~etem - The 34-million-acre, 20-county Yellowstone region is 
threatened by development of mineral resources, potential oil and gas reserves, and 
the complex geothermal system along the periphery of Yellowstone National Park. A 
coordinated federal effort to protect the diverse resource values and promote a 
sustainable economy in the region, the Yellowstone Vision Document, was derailed by 
the Bush Administration at the urging of resource industries (Mintzmeyer, 1991) . .A 
proposed gold mining project on fragile alpine slopes of the Beartooth Mountains, 
Noranda's enormous New World Project, is only 2.5 miles from the northeast corner of 
the park. This project, strongly opposed by conservation groups, threatens Wyoming's 
Clarks Fork River, the Stillwater River, flowing north into the Absaroka-Beartooth 
Wilderness, and Soda Butte River, which flows south into the park. Extensive and 
ongoing logging and road-building threatens to degrade water quality and blue-ribbon 
fisheries, as well as far-ranging mammals such as elk and grizzly bears. 

Salmon River ecosystem -The Salmon River ecosystem, including the Salmon 
River drainage plus parts of the Clearwater, Boise and Payette River drainages in 
central Idaho is probably the most biologically intact ecosystem in the Lower 48~ The 
Salmon River is the longest free-flowing river in the U.S. and provides good spawning 
habitat for threatened and endangered stocks of Pacific salmon. A complete GAP 
analysis data base has been dfNeloped for this area, the first of its kind in .the country, 
which is useful for defining areas of high biological diversity and setting priorities for 
land protection. 

As such, central Idaho provides a good ·control" model for a regional ecosystem study. 
This area faces imminent threats, however. More than a hundred timber sales are 
proposed in the next five years in central Idaho, in addition to several hundred non· 
roadless timber sales. Major conflicts with livestock grazing exist in the San Felipe 
and Stanley Basin allotments. 

Reversing the trend: A regional ecosystem action plan 
Decisive action is needed to grapple with the cumulative evidence of ecological 
downturn on a number of different fronts. We recommend the appointment of an 
independent scientHic panel to develop an ecosystem plan that would protect the 
diverse species, waterways and natural processes of the region. Conceptually based 
on the Pacific Northwest model of the Scientific Panel on Late Successional Forest 
Ecosystems. popularly known as the Gang of Four, the northern Rockies panel would 
detail the risks and benefits of a range of alternatives. The panel would provide 
management recommendation, generate guiding principles, and articulate a coherent 
vision for ecosystem management In the northern Rockies. 

The panel should Include between four and six well-respected scientists with research 
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lldminlstratlve expe~. They should have research experience In the northern 
Rockies region or oth81Wise be familiar with the Issues and ecology of the region. 
Panelists shall be selected by congressional and/or edmlnlstration officials from a list 
of nominees Identified by the National Academy of Science in consultation with 
professional acientlfic organizations. More than half of the panel members should be 
non-federal scientists. 

The study would encompass Idaho, Montana, northwestern Wyoming and the eastside 
forests of Oregon and Washington. This region includes a network of connected 
ecosystems that share a common thread of habitat types, wildlife species, waterways 
and fish, and socio-economic history. 

The panel would be directed to utilize all existing research and scientifically credible 
sources of Information and to work cooperatively with federal and state agencies, 
universities, Indian tribes, and the interested public. The panel also would administer a 
short-term research program to fill significant information gaps. A two- to three-year 
budget of $1 million each year likely would be sufficient, according to an informal 
survey of scientists. 

The resources, personnel and expertise of federal agencies should be made available 
to this scientific panel. The panel should establish and oversee sub-regional (i.e., 
Yellowstone, Salmon River or Cabinet-Yaak ecosystems) review teams as well as 
issue commmees that would provide recommendations on topics such as furbearing 
forest carnivore management, the region's economy and the public's expectations for 
the living environment in the future. The panel would integrate these various strands 
of analysis in the final set of alternatives and recommendations. 

The study should encompass a variety of analytical levels. Attention should be given 
both to individual species and to multiple species, for example through the ·course­
filter; or GAP analysis approach (Scott, et al, 1993). An examination of the region's 
biological integrity as well as the viability of any given species should include a nested 
hierarchy approach that examines the problem at four levels of organization: regional 
landscape, community-ecosystem, population-species and genetic (Noss, 1990, 
Weaver, 1993). 

Similarly, water quality issues should be approached by examining the var1ous strands 
of connectivity within a catchment basin (Stanford and Ward, 1992). For example, 
human disturbances in forested headwaters can affect microbial activity, nutrient 
loading, sub-surface and surface flows downstream, and fisheries. 

The panel's recommendations should include, but not be limited to, the extent and 
location of biological reserves, refugia, linkage zones and restoration areas. optimum 
prescriptive management techniques for logging, mining and grazing, road density 
and water quality standards. The panel should attempt to evaluate levels of risk for 
individual species and clusters of species for each alternative developed. The panel 
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may provide guidelines for the national debate on mining and grazing reform as well 
as operational and structural suggestlons,for hydroelectric dams. Irrigation clistrlc:ts 
and other water Infrastructure. The PMel may suggest legislation or changes in 
administrative direction that would establish better coordination among federal 
agencies, improve cooperation with state and local governments and establish 
incentive programs for private landowners. 

The final study, alternatives and recommendations should be reviewed by the National 
Academy of Science, acientlflc journals and professional organizations such as The 
\NIIdiHe Society, AmeriCan Fisheries Society and the Sociaty for Conservation Biology 
prior to submission to the Administration and Congress. The panel's report should be 
made available to the public. Three months after receiving the panel's study, the 
Administration shall submit to Congress a plan for Implementing the 
recommendations. The final charge of the scientific panel will be to review and 
comment on the Administration's plan. 

During the study period, management direction should be provided to protect the 
biological values under study usirig the principle of precautionary action. The burden 
of proof would shHt to the proponent of an· activity on federal land to prove that an 
action will not be harmful to the integrity of the ecosystem. Currently, federal 
management plans allow negative impacts up to an identified threshold tor indicators 
such as peak water flow Increase, embedded stream sediments, minimum riparian 
cover or open road density. ·The precautionary principle should be applied to 
extractive uses In roadless lands, old-growth forest stands and within 300 feet of a 
riparian zone. Extraordinary circumstances may exist to allow activites in these 
sensitive impact zones. Supporting evidence for such proposed actions must be 
presented to a hearing committee appointed by the scientific panel, and the 
committee's recommendation is subject to final review by the panel. All federal 
activities must comply with federal law. 

The need to establish a common vision and scientific principles for ecosystem 
management in this region Is Independent of the need for strong legislation to protect 
wilderness, wild and scenic rivers and other land designations in the northern Rockies. 
Such legislation must not be delayed by this study. Designation of a large and well­
distributed network of wilderness is a necessary but not sufficient tool for protecting the 
northern Rockies ecosystem. This study plan should be seen as regional, impartial 
and in the interest of all who wish to avoid a repeat of the ancient forest trainwreck. 

The need for research and scientific perspective wiU not end at the close of a three­
year study. The intention of the study is to bring the best scientific knowledge fully to 
bear on management. However, research and management must be mutual partners 
in the development of conservation strategies that are based upon reliable knowledge 
(National Research C()uncll, 1986). For example, In the course of assessing a 
particular situation, a research analyst rnay conceive a promising conservation 
strategy. Management actions can be designed and implemented in a way to test the 

14 



216 

Citations 

A & A Research. 1992. Aggregate data. CommiM'Iicatlons Planning Workbook, for U.S. 
Forest Service Region One. Copyright A & A Research, Kalispell, MT. 

Alliance for the IMid Rockies, Friends of the IMid Swan and Swan View CoatHion. 
1992. Petition for a rule to Hst the bull trout as endangered to the Office of Endangered 
Species, U.S. Fish andiMidiHe Service. 

American Rivers. 1992. Report on endangered and threatened rivers. 

Bennetts, R. 1991. The Influence of dwarf mistletoe infestation on bird communities in 
Colorado ponderosa pine forests. M.S. Thesis, Colorado State University. 

Bitterroot National Forest. 1992. Unidentified report on water quality by forest 
hydrologist Gary Decker, cited In MlssouUan, Aprll12. 

Casey, D. 1993. Montana Department of Fish, IMidiHe and Parks. As quoted In 
Kslispe/1 Dally Inter Lske, May 2. 

Cheney, E., W. Elmore and W. Platts. 1990. Uvestock grazing In western riparian 
areas. Environmental Protection Agency. 

Clearwater National Forest. 1992. FY 1991 Monitoring Report. U.S. Forest Service. 

Coleman, T. 1993. "Don't let the eastside become a sacrifice zone," In Forest Watch, 
\A:)f. 13, No. 9. 

Davis, M. 1992. U.S. Forest Service Region 1 forester, personal communication. 

Everett, R. 1993. Ecosystem assesament for eastern Oregon and Washington, draft 
report to House Speaker Thomas Foley and Senator Mark Hatfield. Pacific Northwest 
Laboratory. 

Flathead Basin Commission. 1991. Final Report, Flathead Basin Forest Practices 
Water Quality and Fisheries Cooperative Program. 

Gast. W.R. 1991. Blue Mountains Forest Health Report. U.S. Forest Service Pacific 
Northwest Region. 

15 



217 

Governma1t Accounting Olllce. 1-. Public .... _...: Some rtp.nan ...... 
l'8lklred but widelp'elld lmpovement wll be llow. GAO-RCED-88-1 05, June 30. 

Government Accounting Olllce. 1991. Public land management: Attention to wildlife 
Is limited. GA~RCED-91·7, March 7. 

Hart. ~· and P. L.ellca. 1993. Nx:urtll:y of ..ty ll8nd exam age eet1rna1ee In 1he 
SwM Vdey of western Montana. Montana CoopendiYe \Wdllfe Research Unit, 
UniYenlity of ~ In .,..,....uon. 

Horowitz, A.. 1ies. Unldeutltled report on mining waste In Coeur d'Alene Lake, U.S. 
Geologic Service, aa cited In Spolt,ww ~Revltlw. Feb. 11. 

Johnaon, N., J. Frankln, J. W. ThomaS and J. Gordon. 1991 . The Scientific Panel on 
U.Succeuloual Forest Ecolyllema. ~for rnaNig8lnenl of a.. 
IUCCIIIiOIIai forella of the Pllclftc Northweat. A report to 1he Agrtcullure Committee 
and the Merchant Marine and Flaheriaa Committee of the U.S. Houle of 
Rep-~ 

Jomeon, J. and R. Raaker. 1993. The role of arn.vtlee In bullneu attraction Mel 
retention. Montana Polley Review, In preea. 

Kaawonn, w. MelT. Manley. 1980. "Road Md tnillnllulncel on grizzly bNra Mel 
biD bears In Northwest MonW!a, • In Int. Conf. S... Rei. Md Man.gement. 8. 

Kemper Securltlea. 1993. AMual report on the tM llrollgestllate economlelln the 
United States. 

lellc:a, P. 1992, Uling fire hlltory modlla to predict pr...alelnent proportion of old 
growth In forella of 1he northern Roc*y Mo&nalna. In pependion. 

Lobdell, C, 1993. Aa reported In KltbptJI Deily Inter l.Me, "BPA, wtldllfe agency at 
..- over llurgeon, • Apt118. 

Lynx. Wolverine, Fleher Working Group. 1991. ~of Augull Z7 meeang. USDA 
Foreet Service Nor1hem Region Report 

Lynx. Wolverit,., Fisher Wortdng Group. 1882. Meeang IMOUnCerMnt, 8eplember 
11, USDA Foreet Service Northern Region 

Lynx, WoMrtne, Fisher Wortmg Group. .1993. 8wnmlry of SeplemW 29. 1982 
meeting, dated Mllroh 11, 1983. USDA Forell ~ Nor1hem Region. 

~. R. Md T. Manl~. 1993. South Fork GrizZly B.. Study, 1982 Annual Report 

18 



218 

Morana Deplrtma'll of Filh, \\tcllfe-~ 

~. R. 1991. Lalt Stand: Logging, Jcunlllllm Md the Cue for Hurnlty. Gibbs 
Smith, Publlher. 

Mlntzmey«, L 1991. Testimony before the Houee Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, September 24. 

National R81UJ'Ch Council. 1986. Ecological knowledge and environmental 
problem-aolvtng: concepts and cue studies. Ndonal Academy of Science Press. 

Nez Perce National Forest. 1992. "watershed Condition Analysis.· 1n1ema1 
monitoring report. 

Noss, R. 1990. "lndlcatorl for monitoring biological diversity: A hierarchal approach." 
ConeervatiOn Biology 4:355-384. 

Power, T. 1992. The timber employment Impact of the Northern Rockies Ecosystem 
Protection Al:;t In Idaho, Montana. Oregon, Wuhlngton and Wyoming. University of 
Montana monograph. 

Ralllff, D.E. and P.J. Howell. 1992. The status of bul trout popllmlonsln Oregon. 
Proceedings of 1he Gelrtwt Mountain bul trout workshop. Oregon Chapt« of the 
Am.tc.l Fisheries Society. 

Schultz, S. 1992. Comments on Draft Envlronmentllllmpllict Assessment. Amendment 
18 to the Flathead Forest PIM 

Scol, J.M., F. o.vts, B. CIUII, R. Nola. B. Buaertlelcl, C. Grovel, H. Anderlon, S. 
c.lcco, F. D'Erchla. T.C. EdwMts. Jr., J. t.anM, Md R.G. Wights. 1gQS. "GAP 
ANI!ylls: A geographic IIPPOIICh to pratection of blologlclll dlverllty." \Midllfe 
Monograph No. 123. 

Shaffer, M. 1992. Keeping the grizzly t..ln the AmerlcM West: A strategy for real 
recovery. The. 'NIIdernela Society. 

Spenser, C. 1991. "Ev.luatlon of hiiD'Iclleedilna'1t depolltlon relllled to IMCI uae 
through analylls of lllke ~ • In Fllllheed Belin Forest Pr.ctlces Wf4er Quality 
Md Fisheries Coopenlllve Program Report. Fl8thelld Belin Commission. 

b1ford, J.A. awn. J.v. 1992. ·~of 11qua11c reecucesln ~qe 
calchmentl:. Recognlzll~g llltiii'IICIIolll....._, ecosystem connectivity lnd 
.-wlronmerUI dlsturbence." In Wllerlhed ~ Sprtnger-v.rtag. 

Thomas. G. 1992. Status report: Bul trout In MorUna. MoiUna Depnnent of Fish, 
17 



219 

Mdlfe .nd Pns. 

u.s. Fllh and Wildlife Service. 1981. Unldentllled report cited In Spokane 
s,ot~.W.W. Aprll11, 1993. 

u.s. Fllh lind 'NIIdllfe Service. 1992. Selkirk Mountalnl Woodland Caribou Draft 
Recovery Plln. 

u.s. Fleh lind INIIdllfe Service. 1993. Fllh lind Wlkllfe Service ~ncea go.ay· 
finding on petition to lilt the ld trout Region One Office, May 17 

Weaver, J. 1993. Lynx. Wolverine lind Fllher In the Western United Stales: Retearch 
As1es1ment lind Agenda. Interagency Lynx-WOiverfne.FIIhe Working GroUp, USDA 
Forelt S«vvce lnterrnoLrltaln R....ch Station. 

Woessner, B. 1993. Report on ground-water contamination from Milltown Superfund 
Site, Montana Natural Resource Damage Program. 

Yanlshevsky, R. 1993. Per80nal communication. 

18 



ALLIANCE 1'08 THE WIJ.D llOCiaJ!S 

-· . . . . . 
~ . . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

-. 

~-IWJmD;·­~ .... nUt ..... 
- .au. _..,.. .....r:n• M:r, M.a. tUI 

. ~-= NGK: ......................... . --- ··· .... . ._.__ ..... . ...... ·'' ....... --. .... . .. 
"-~"········-I..Uell....... . ... 
~~ - .•. ,.. .... ..., . . .... 
---.a. . ... 
---· .... n uca......... · ·· •• ---··· ...... .,... .-n-1~. . . . •• 
...u. .-.nil . . ., 
UC...,.,_IIa , . tl 
,_~. . . 11 

.~-- - .n ~............ . . N 
~~- ... 
~~- ... 
uu._... . .. ·'' ,.....,_.t... . . H 
,_ 'rafta '--· . . . eo ..,. ..... . . . . . . ... .. ----········· ··· ....... ..... . .. ....... .-. ,,,., 
aauc.. . .. ·'• 
c..~. ····"' 
~~- .... tt -...:w ..... .. 
..:.-so . . ... 11 ...... .... . .. 
,_ ... _ ... 11 

----- · , q -........ . .. 
~.au.... . .. 

=~· ::: ::::. :... ::·::~ _ . ._. . . .. 
uw.-. . .... 
.-at.,... . . . .. ........ . ... 

220 

PUBUC HI!AJUNG • APan 12, 1994 

--



221 

AUIANCI! POR TID! WOJ) ROCJaES PUBUC IIEAIUNG • APRD. 1:1, 1994 -· . (l) 'ltJIISDAY, Al'tUL IZ, 1994 !II 
(WHBUUI'ON, cbc --. 
- • U) cnaocrtpc ol cbc ....,._.....bod- - ol ,., 
-) 
!J) DAN ftlNIOI, AI ....... 'IIPIIy 
_,WCir)'IIO(O) Ftdliollftdcr 
-Y- 1-'djuolllkciiOIWtout 
by (1} -... ev<ryclfte -
•ylaa - you ...,. IDIICb ... (I) .,......__ . 

!Jl My-loDan..._.,ond 
I'ID-Ibc:(M)~ ....... 
Wild ltocldel. ......, rd llkc co c1o 
lo (II) """ you I brtd cxplanadon 
ol bow we're .,ma to ao (Ul 
clltouab ..... .,._ ... cbc .... 
............ berc. 
(lJ) , .. .., rally deiiF«d to be 
- .. .,..,. you (1.) ..... 
_.......,., ... people ol lbc: pabUc: 
to come IDd (IS) lbarc your v6cwl 
..... ...... yow' .,.,..._ 011 lbc: 
!101 Nonbera Roddeo l!cooyllcm 

- Aa. H.L M38. 
(11) As- ol you ...-r - · 
..... .,... - (10) - ... July ol ... yeo<, 1993, ..... k .. cbc (10) 

___ .,... __ _ 
- 011 • (») rqlonol -We're raay adled now to bave 
over 011 50 •• ac-, S7 
..._. ... lbc: lqlllldOII. -
Oil today ................... day, ·---... , .. ,~-... ___ 1 

~(>l)~!ndlc: 
H- ol.__.... And dJio 

(IJ) _,..... .. 10.00- - · ·--on -· (I) Pub ODd Piobllc .._ 
_..,...,.. 1ft Wublnpon, D.C., die: 
(I) -~..UOftdllo 
_,_ So ..... ._, (J) 

--ODd we're rally 
~tobelllleto(•) - ... 
_.......,. ... people - loally 
10-!JI -oedlc:biR. 
(6)1Ve--~ -~(1) .... __ 

leld -..... ol - OWil 011 die: 
(ll bW; DOIDCCbe:le-.. we tiiC ~ .- .. ..,. .. -G)­.. .,.,.._._ 
(II)So_l_lil<ctodolo 
clelcrtbe bow ~ (IJ) ..... co lee 

dJio up today. We ....., - -
.,. - (1.1) .,. • people, ............. 
oa wbo Ill ..aca It, to come OJl ------you people- (1.) -

-~--­cridcai(IJ)Iftlbc:--- ,.._......, ..,_.. , .. , ----(11)-ol-~ you'Ube_....,.., __ 

- ol our pane- and 1o11owtna 
-. (It) ...,..., - people 10 
kecp--10-(JI) 
~ or .,_ So we're ... to 
-kupc0-(11)-dlc: 
...- to - yout own coanena.. and ~ QD (21) do diM 
In a couple ol wayo. II yqu'~ like, 
..., • .., (IJ) lnVItJn& y<lU • .. c:oonc up 
ODd tpak your own mind and (>I) - .. In - 01 C>U)'Oft<, .. .., 
your own COIIHDenCI. 
(H) We bave • coun rcpnner who's 
wortdn& wttb ua -· (ll to help compile die re<c>rd 
here. And die: ocbcr q>Ck>n (Jl 
that: we can o8er It cblt we hi"Ve 
10me comment fonM Ul dtM arc 
out In rronc ol die: Crytcal on die: 
cable, to II (41 you don't want to 
IWid up and opcak, )'<lU can Fl 1 
Ul comment iK'm and Ill It out. 
1•1 Plnally, If you..., 11~ 
prq>arcd 1 (1) - ot bave 
-.. wriltal - y<lU'd - to (I) -or1wrlaenlpCeCb. 
bri"'kupandlca ... ltG)­
Oft die: -- We'll be collecdni 
--(ll)lnd"""""""' 

~-----·­wlll(ll)be-to~ 
1111 So 1 would )ull ,.- - an 
lblnp - (IJ) - Fin& to be -
- IOdly will -- pan ol die: 
(1•1 oiBc:lal heartfta re<c>rd on die: 
bill. We'll he ICftCI!nl (iO) tlJcoe off 
u 10011 • we can aet them 
complied. ...-r , .. , by .... end 
oldie: week. 

(11) So - - ldnd ot ina'odUction Wet OUl, I (at) would 
llkc to lftaodloc:c M11y O'llrlen to 
COlli< up and (If) l'adllwc .... 
panel ..... aid tbcrl alta tbat, we'll 
(») rDOYe iMo ~ lroal lhc 
~. So Mary, .... k (II) JOII 

...,. - ... -.. - · and let'• ... " under ,.., ... , . 
(IJI MAAY O'BRIEN, The ftra 
....- .. Dr. Jolin (>I) erw,llclcl. 

,.. - ol you -· Dr. Cnflhead ...,_,.,_In_ 
f'eleU'Cil .,.. ..we diM aw -· 111 clccadel, lncludlna work wkh 
.................. cUt. 
(I) He _ _,_.., .... 

Nadonll Geopaphlc Sodecy Ul II 
-oldie: tell Ulp --oldie: 
nvcndetb (6) caMUry. 
(0) He's - knowD fo< blo 
ploneerlna - - (6) 1111 brod>er, Franl<, 011 die: Yelk>waonc 

piDiy - · ('7) 1bey were the lrM c.n cnn<kla 
.,_.,........, ...-rdl "" (I)_ .... 

.... ly and to de1lelop ...... ~ --

for IIIOCiiCMnl .,, - -He ..., wortood to p1oaeer-
, ............ ol--. 
(II)HcbaJ_II_ollbc: 
M-(UI~­IlcKotdiiJnkODdlbc:U.S. _ _, 

(10) ...._ - .. lbc: lltlhallly 
of Montini. He's (14) ...moreca 
nu...,..,...bookollld,.­
reaearcb - (10) poi>Uibed 
dvouplouc die: world. 
(IOl lro .....,. - bc'1 llerc, -
we're (11) talfdna lbout cbe 
NonbemRoclclca~ 

- (10) Aa. beaule be 
helped concem: die: Idea ol cbc 
Nadonal !It) 'll'lldlllo Scenic Acl ODd 
---·-ol(») 
die: Erwllnlc«d Speda A4 
(Ill JOHN J. CRAIGIIBAD, Pb.D. 
CHAIIIMAN OF CRAIGIIBAD 
WILDLIFB·'IVIlDI.ANDS INS'I'ITUI1! 
!II) "Z I ORCHAIID I.ANI!. 
MISSOULA, NT '9803 (>I) JOHN 
CIIAJGHEAD, 'l1lonk you. 
(H) I'• Jolin CnliiJ<ad, redred 

.,.,...,..., --· (I) Dir<ctor of cbc l1alftnlty ol 
Monuna's Wildlife (II llcKotdl 
Unll, ....,_ llmcrilul ol Zoolalr 
and (J) Forcllry ...... 1.-*Y 
oiMoncanaODdblndcrolcbc:<•l 
'll'lldlile·'IIVIIdl!ft<lo---· ...... 
nac-fo<-prolt !J) reaearcb 
orpnlzodon, 
<') In tbc COUI'IC ot a ICJIIil 
pro-01111 ..-. I !1l - .....n.c, 
uyou-d,ln...,..,.,.to­
tbe!OJ Nodanai-AclODd 
to cnvlliorl ond belp 011 die: GJ 
fnnDuladonolcbc:N-'IrBd...S 
Scenk: Riven Acl (II) _, cbc 
~SpedaA4 

(II) 0.. oc-.1-I­
bd:>re (II)~~ 
OftMbalfolfllcoe-oi(IJ) 
enYir<JCUJJentol lqlllldOII. k -
telllnoony ... - (16) ol eood 
llldvlllmary- · 
(IOIT-y,lam~lft­
ol H.ll. 
(16) :16311, .... NonbenJ IIOcldco 
~-Ad.l<m _.awe ..... __,., 
(UI)IoC-ol~dlc: 
NonbenJ- (10) ~ --·-•ly-IIJ ...... conccpc. (») - .. " lbc: ,...._....- ol_,_ OJ) ---­wouldha..,you(IJ)- klo 

::'"' ..... ":, ~._.....:: ;_*! 
_...,ea>erpll_lbc:(>l) 
_, .. ___ _ 
"'"'"" ol dlc: __ _ , .. _,_-.e,:.· ____ _ -I 
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(tl Tbe NUPA II o <OIIC<pt -
........ (I) .--,. blolocy. 
It - bani - tbe .. Ul 
- l'ldl - CftMCd, _, .... 
.,_ - Ill - (4) llld 
....-Hiy- tbe- ol die- Ul 1t'llclllk • .,.,.. 
Syttcm, tbe N- - tbe (61 
N--Syttcm, N­
'IVUd _, - l'l JU..,.. Syacm 
..... tbe ~ Spccieo Pr- (0) ~ oil dl<ccted 
IOWOrd ........ yet praemna dlmuaJ> 
(t) --wild Amcrico 
fa< die- ololl (10)­
(11) 'lbae bMtork .. in lbc 
rccopltloft ODd (JJ) p<a<.-lon ol 
notunl ...-.rces cmaJ<d 
~ (U) UMl plecemeol 0< 
tbe .,.. 10000 1cv<1 ol our -'ely. 

, .. , - - lrnorlobly led 10 tbe 
ncn Bad>-Ufl~ol 
OW' DMUta1 l'eiOUtCC berttaar: -.ore ...,... .. 
( 16) Moll:. 1f .DOt an. were l.nJdally 
oppooed by (IT) dJc ................... 
quo, ""' ....,..,. oclwlcMed by • 
(Ill raponol¥e public. ldeolly, IMK 
incraaczual 1tcp to <•'> ptc:Kect our 
natural rc:.ourca · mJabt bave led co 
a 1•1 ~. bollodc policy 
of~ raource tn) 
pr-ODd-Fat 
many r~ lbcy (22) bavc noc. 
been ..uy ouc:ccoo6ol In ............ 
(13) k bu calrcn dme, apc:rtencc 
and ocqulred , .. , -.... 10 

rccoplz< - rho loncllcapc ol tbe 
(:Hl IDOUN:&ln wca is an entky thlt, 
lntbebcol-of -· <•> all American~, must be 
undcncood and manaacd as one (:Jl 
W>lt. 
U) Tbe pollda ol rho vuloul 
federal taource (4) JlliiMICIDCRI 

__ ..._..,. __ 
_,. fa< Ul d>dr - •• -
proven IDIIdllcic:Dt 10 lbc lUk. 

'" Tbey - been controdlctory aftd dlvtliYe wttbiD. and (1) between 
oacndeo. ... _ coopcndon 

bu noc beeD (0) IUOIII enooJ)> 10 
rccdfy dlac ciUk:taK:a. Tbe rault 
(f) bu been to hctun:, racber 
than to ually, lbc (M) ~t 
ol a C'CXIUDOft ~rce buc:, which 
is tbe (11) fouodldon. ol our ccaaomlc-U2l Here In tbe Nonbcm Rodda, 
we bawoe lamed (U) tbac. to 
prcoen.: .... ...- .-.. ol 
OW' {It) C8YiromDent and to pUde 
aDd conD'OI OW' ~ (IJ) 
de'¥dopmc:m. we mua undtnund 
cbc:~aswdi(I6)Mdlc ......... _ ..... _. 
.,._.._ ol ..... ,.., ..,.,.,........ 
and Ill ....... ol - biotqpcw ol 

which {11) dley U'C • put. 
(It) Tbe NJtiPA II the >dllcle fa< 
accomplbblua <»> mil. II wtn 
prvYtde -- U> ......... ol 
(n) ufti"Mdtd de: facto wtldemell 
wtlhln tbc repm, and tt (:Ul will 
direct that lhele U"CU and 

-- wilclem .. '"' be miiNII<d In conteat wtlh !he 1otaer 
poroon nf tbe 1><1 rqjon eml>ndna 
human communities and cxtraetlw 
(JS) cconom~ lc will sct lhe aaac 
ror holl.stk: t(30Urce-

-·· <n manaaemenL 
(J) More than juM the next 1tep in 
tbc: manaacment (.Sl of our naaaral 
r~rccs, It repraents tbc: 
bqiMina of (41 a new cnnJCt'VIdon 
era, one thM will require new (J) 
1carn1na. new lntll)hr and .,_er 
coopendon - '" federol lfiCACiea and .... public U> ...... 
common pis. 
m It is a ~tpl: wbntc time has 
come. Like all of our til maJOr 
coiUeiVMion movements. h will be, 
It ara, an (f) czperlment, an 
onaolna experiment chat can rault 
ln (IO) .. llalnable ma.nqcmcnc of 
extractive raourca whUe (11) 
praervfna lhc biodlvc~Wry of our 
wtldemc:ss-wtldland t11l ecosyacms. 
(Ul The ccchnlcal science co carry 
01.11 cbls arand ( 14) COftCC'pl ts • 
hand. Spacc-aae tcchnoklto' and lbe 
U'J computer information rcvotudon 
have made M ~c co (It) 

accumulate l.hc data nccewary Cor 
managing the dlvene (11) resources 
and the economics of larac 
blogcognphlc {11) rcginns mnre 
rcaclily than a sinpe National fMest 
WU (It) rraanJ~ed 15 featS ~~fl. 
1bc cools at band arc rdncd (») 

ve.-..otlhc~ 
lnformatif'ln .yacm (GIS), (Zll 

SMCIIite radio monkOfina and 
tncldn& clevkea, and (D) '-¥•ved 
on-che-around ..npllflrl cccbnkJua. 
(QJ Tbc GIS is a tMI tlw enables 
rCKUchen and (MJ managers w 
build and collate infnrmation on a 
5Clllc (J5) unimaginable 15 yean ago. 
Spatial data such u maps _ .. 
(1) and tabubr !taWtlcal 
inhmadon aM decuMk"alty (Z) 

.. ycrcd ttl acncnce • daabuc that 
can be m vtden-dltpbyed and 
analy>ed. F<>< eumple, U>p<lFapllk:, 
{4) gcokJslc, hydmlflllc a.,d 

vqctation dati can be <'l diJPtally 
l•ycred nvcr Mtellltc multi-tpcctn.l 
lmaaery <'J maps, and lhb vas 
array of ccrraJn dMa then lt (T) 
~r collated and analyzed in a 
hc:tic'm of W lime ttl and with --

...... occurtiC)' ...... - ~"-* • 
lew """" ,, yan ... . 
(M) To cbla t.lk taniD. dlta aD 

be - loyen (11) ol-­
on land ue, IUCb u ~ 
borvadna. (JJ) rood ..-..c:doo, 
recreational ~ UlbDal (IJ) 
c.._ ond on1nJol -
Tbe technolosY 11 '"' llllftl>dnc ....,.. rapidly ......... .....-. 
(ltl "'bere ls no quadoa lbat we 
now have the Uil cccbakal 
apahllky nf ........... on l:lldn: 
blorqJon, (17) Neb u tbe Nonbc:m 
Rncldet, os • *'lk _.p,1c (JO) 
unk. What we rDUil ftOW pu1 biro 
place are the raoura (a, 
......,emcnl pollctea, JD011 ODd 
sctloou !hal will - 1=-1 -
paaooae of !he Nonbcm Rocldea 
ll<:noyolem (U) ProcccdoD Act. 
(22) We in tbe Nonbem aocldcl are 
~ wkb an (Dl ermroame. 
unequaled an)'Wbeft on ardL Our 
(>41 ecosyaems, with d>dr ~ 
dlvenlty, ue .. n <"' ..._.tr ln10et. 
11V11demea II the bean ol dtlo 
Rocky _ .. 
(t) Mountain rqlon. .nd 1D cbe 
fururc k: wtll be cbe bean (2) ol kt 
economy. We: lhould M all COitl 
prnt= and, <Sl wbete .. II J>C-*, 
cnlarat: these pNdftc areu. 
(•> '!bey ue the ecolopc 
benchnwks fa< - IICieOdlc Ul 
cnllaMenrncnl and lbcy arc: tbc 
rc.M.Jrce reserva of our <'l AKute. 
m It would be a pievoua m.I.M::akc 
en .. ppon or (I) to creMC 
temporary resource:·relatcd 
employment at c:hc (tl npenac of 
our rcaource capkal IbM 6Jlute 
gc:ncndrms (lt) wtll requite. An 
nkl en II .,._. ouc MDid crta o1 
(11) .naulah. and a new en it 
emerJIIO& omld .- ol bope. 
(U') Tbla ls U much I nMUn1 
econcMftk lftd (IJ) cukunJ pn:K'c. 
.. planned- ... ~ 
<••1 one. We mua u~ ttl 
lmpllcadons to IOdcty and (aJ) co 
the nadon and rocrre oa.. Wbat It 
nccdcd at this (16) IDOIDCftt iD 
hlMatyare"""'&-....., 
""""""Y (17) .,.,.,.,_ - COft 
..... will ltanlfona !be -
( 11) lft&MIC:ment concept, .. 
eumplllled by .... NltBPA, - (It) 
COftiCr'ftdon law . 
l•) Great ~ ol the s-. -
lee Mctcall, (U) Fronk Olurcb, ~ 
Soylnr •• tetzed oucb - mel 
(.221 made cODiet'WIIon bllrory. ID 
dolna on, tbey placed tbe ,.,, 

............ - ol tbe -Move lhnrt-tcna (:M) JWdlln. ana. 
Tbey IC!nll rilb wl>icb oil .... (2t) 

polillcal - - -. .... tbey 
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-., 
(t) wkh kn:owtedae. Yillon and 

coaunkmcat. They recop12ed '" 
me need for cbanic :ut.d welcomed 
it. 
()) I O:taaDend Conpc.woman 
Carolyn Malolley of New <•l Yock 
for ..,....,...,. d>lo lqpsladon. I 
llf'IC: you to oo take tbe lona view, 
me ..-w v~cw, lOAd .. pport ber 
l'> and bcr C<HpOftiOt1 in enactinc 
H.R. :16:18 lmo law. 
m MAllY O'BaJBN, Blynny 
ScbwoD u JIOlDII to tpcok (ll next. 
Sbe'1 CUrTCIIdJ employed - me 
Cnl&l><ad ~) WlldUJe·Wildlandl ._..,re. Blyony Is also 1 cnduarc ,,.l -. 1n me Bnvtronmcntal 
Scudles Dc:puuaent: at the (u) 
Unlvenity of MODWIL Sbe's a 
board member of Voice of (U) tbe 
BnvironJDem., I Donprolt 
conten'ldoD lfOUP, and is us> 
rurrendy .,.....wna on upcOIDlng 
conleteDce berc In lt'> Mislloula 
cntlded Gender, Juaice and the 

. BnvftoamcDt. 
UJ) BRYONY SCHWAN ('till Bt.IRNT 
FOIIK ROAD (16} S'ln'I!NSVILLE, MT 
59870 !111 BYRONY SCHWAN, Tbc 
wilde:tnea debate in (ill MonW\1. 
bu ns<d 011 for decadco, .... 
poUddons lOAd (If) ......... poinlinl 
• plc:<un of polarized ponies •• .... 
t•> ezuac:dvc ~ on one end. 
c:nYitoomeDtall«< on tbe (:at> other, 
lOAd a dlllnfUCIICd public ausl>t In .... _ 
(D) We uc told tbal people are 
dledofme(B)-andibot'"' 
obould ,.... ... 011 - it. Tbc lOCI 
<~> d:dac .OOU.t tbls tberoric ~ dw 
it portray~ tbc t1a1e (Jtl as a simple 
oae: An t.ae thlr: would 1>e cuny 
rcooiY<d _ .. 
ttl lt tbc eo<alled atrcmJD on 
bol:b llldea woukt )ua go (2) •way. 
Tbc ralky Is - d>ls Is not o 
simple ...,., Ul ond ndlber tbe 
en.~ nor cbe curactl~ 
<"l ~ we Ukety to eo aWay. 
(0) Tbc publlc bu been led 10 

beUeve cbat me <'> quadon ar 
bond Is limply ..- to "lock up" 
...... (7) .-- Jonds 0< -
tbem up 10 IDdiJiay, ctUiinl (I) 

mote jobt bll lbc proca1. It Ia no 
--lntbese(O) 
~-dllllallt economic 11m.., .... __ (lt)obYioul. But 

lslt! Tbcdmber~Dd~J~ayclolml 
m.t (Ul more ~ wW lad 
CO job loa I(• lmporuftt (U) CO 

·- - 95 percent of - 1111c1o 1n me <Ul u.s. bow: 
olrady beCII lc_.t llld .... ...... 2 

pcrccn1 of U"l the remainder 
protected as wilderness. lcavlnfl 3 
percent {IJ) undesignated. 
(16) 1£ the lumber Industry or the 
lumber companle!- (1.,) have been 
unable co create a sustainable 
indutcry on 9S <••> percent or the 
land buc:, rclc:aslng that last 3 
percent (1tl ror multiple ux is not 
golfta to save them. It will, (JO) 

instead, dc:auoy the lut chance we 
have to keep intact (21) a whole 
eca.yaem,. placin& more and more 
or our (u) remalninl wildll(c: species 
Ill Jeopordy. 
(lJ) Americans, and partlcvlarly 
MorttaRIRI. have (14) always 
recopllzed !be value of wildernelo, 
wbcther It be (15) a place to escape 
I fut-poccd, blp«di UOIIbled ..... , 
(1) world. a place to .cek tplrltual 
tolace, or limply one (Jl place 
where humans will leave a pan or 
me narunl Ul world untouched.. 
But there Is even one more 
compelling (4) reuon 10 protect 
the laa remlllnln& reservoirs of (t) 
intact biotot~cat divcrsfcy, Including 
tbc Northern <'l Rockies Riorqion. 
. . our own survival. . 
(1) The environmental crises facing 
cattb in (a) mankind's 200th 
millennium arc alobll In scale, ttl 
lifc:·lhtc:atenlna and, of counc, 
human-cauiCd. We arc (10) 
becomllla lnc:reulngly ..... e """ 
our impacts on the (JJ) planet arc 
.wdng ro bave letiW df<cu, not 
only for (11) Olbet ~ buc for 
our own. We are faclna an (Ul 
ecoJotPca1 cawttophe unparalleled in 
recorded IWrory. 
(14l Dr. E.O. Wlt.ln recently wrote, 
"l'be .,.... <••l . .,.-man eonh Is 
tbc mystcty we were chosen to 
10lve, a (16) .fPIIdc to the birthplace 
of ..., ..,~r~~ but • 1s <m sJJppJna 
away. 1bc: way back secm5 harder 
every year. 
(U) If there ls a daf\acr In the 
human ltljcctruy, I( Js noc (Jtl 10 
mucb in tbc sui'Yfval or our own 
tpCCics, at in chc: <•l l'uUIUmenc: of 
!be ullim2t0 Irony of orpnic 
evoludori: 
(31} 'l'hlt In the instant of achieving 
sdf-undctaanding. tUl tbrouJih the · 
mind o1 man, nrc bas doomed 1u 
""* tJSl beautiful creatJnnt. and 
thus bumllfttty cl01e1 the door (M) 
on ita paa.'" 
(B) We mUJt lind wayno Nm bock 
on our path of 

... 1, . 
(1) lnC'ritablc tclr...,.cdnn.. And 
we IDUM: ct3 It NOW. 
<ZJ l!noclinl tbe Northern Rocldeo 

Ecosystem Ptocectlon Act m ls a 
first and crucial llCp. Our IUCCCif 
may serve u a (4) crucial blueprint 
ror ochers.. 1 urac: Congrett to take 
<'l the COUfliiC and do cbe f'fr8bt 
thing. for chis and future <'> 
generations. If tbcx land• arc 
released to che (7) pncdccs ol tbe 
past, we close tbe door 011 out 
children (IJ and any c:baftcc cbey 
may have on reversln& our lepcy. 
tt) What we have bcre in the 
Nonhem Rockies is a (10) prcdout 
gift: . . . a savings account ftOl jua 
for ynu (n) and ror me, but lor all 
generatlon5 yet to come. We (12) 
muS( tnvca It wisely and Plan any 
expenditures with (1~) a;rac: ·tbouabt 
and precaution, lor once it is tpC:ftt, 
it (14) wtll be aonc 1orcvct. 1"baftk 
yoo. 
(ttl MARY O'BJUEN: Dr. Tom 
Power is Cba1r ol tbc (1i) Uftlw:nlty 
or Montanll Economics Dcpanmcnt. 
He has (17) authored nuiDCI'OUJ 
articles and reports on me (Ill 
relationship between environment 
and economy. He's (lf) autbor ol 
rhc Economk Punult of Quality. and 
he's (lO) produced a repon on tbc 
impact lhe Nonbem Roc:kics (ll) 

Ecosystem Protection Act will have 
on timber employmenL 
<"l niOMAS PO'WI!It, PbD. 
!CONOMICS DEPARTMBNT (2Sl 
UNIVERSrt'Y OF MONTANA 
MISSOULA, MT 59812 (atl niOMAS 
POWER, Tbc OWidord nbJocdoft to 

-·· (I) ptot:ecdnJ molt Of lbc 
remalntng road~ areaa ia tbc (J) 

Northern Rockies from bdog tuniC>d 
into c:learcuts and (JJ opa~.-pk 
mines 1s that we cannot dbtd. cbc 
looo of !be (4) Jnb potclldol lbeoe 
ucas rcprcxnt II they ate leA:: (t) 
ovalloble primorlly u ....mo.­
from wbicb we can <'> cmact 
rc:snurca on demand. 
m A euclid ll\llylls of tbe 
commercial timber (t) potendal ot 
tbese Iandi clearly In- -
cbclr (J) commercial diDbcr 
potential .. cnm1 .u COIIlpiZCd co 
(IOI lbeir ecol<lJPcol ond recrtldoaal 
values. jul( as (ll) lmponanc. c:bc: 
economics of the Nortbcm Rockia 
ue (U) dcmontUating every day 
that employment in ebb rqloll (Ql 

Is not - "f''R -induary, but upon the (14) 
aruactivenc:. of our DAtunll 
londlcapa u a llockdrcp (II) aplalt 
wblch we ltve out llw:a.. 
Cleateutdna OW' (1,) rcmaaat 

roodlca ucu--­pan ol out (11) econoa:aJc bMe.. 
(18) Wbu I want to ® .. jl.­
_btlefty dbcu• (ltl tbole two poiML 
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A year and a ...,- ttJO, I MKbotcd a 
(») fout·votwDe lhldy 1n which I 
c:arctulty k:lolled • me <»> <-- p<~vtty of each rorldlal ara (UJ cbM woukl 
be .,._ by Nlt.BPA. That 
amounted to <JS> .everal hundred 
raractae. areu ln 27 Mtlon:al baa. 
(341) I Went dwoua,b and tried to 
cak:u1acc c:acdy (J5) whM It wu 
tbar lbc P«ca Sen-icc expected ln 
terms ol _ .. 
<•> COIDIDCKia1 Umber barvc:IC from 
tboee bDdl, and tben (l:) calculated 

the pocendal lob - 11 -tJmbcr (J) pocendal was noc 
avollable for llotvat. 
,.. ,._ pocendal dmbct 1- In 
total, once (J) they wne all added 
up, rqwcocarcd abooc one-quoncr of 
<61 I JIC'CClll ol _. Clllploymcm 
lntheNonbcmaodda. 
(7) In MDIII::ml they repraerKCd a 

• ..- ol jobo - - -
(I) 14 cc::rms ol tbe cotaJ 
cmployme:at in l:be ate, tbl.t ..-as 

'" only boll - lmponant, tcpreiCIIda& llbout OM out of (le) 
every 6l5 jobo In Monana. 
(11) 1bla }ob poccndal would have 
been made up In (Ul lao !han 
lhrcc w«:b u a rauk ot the -cype 
ol )ob (Ul powdl 1hM we've bad ln 
tbc Montafta economy over tbe (1.4) 

laa year. n. It ·· and I cblnlt chit 
It csueaady "" .__ .. the 
COIC ol pcnDIIMDdy protecdna about 
20 (16) million acres of wildlands 1n 
the Nortbcm aockla 11 a <•1) 
three·weclt - In the nonutl 
job-cr-......-
(la) TbM It boldly 1 bunlauonle 
coa. Ill fact, Its berd Ut> b me 
to ........., - lllJone could 

lDO<lllly .mike (») - -lncbc---ol-
- (ZlJ ol- lob a-. 

·,,, , ..... lmponont. ..... -
c:ak:ubled Job <J:S> ~ are DOC aet 
Job - Tbe Nonbcm aocldco 

"'" - ... .., - oott>lnl economic _..,. In the "" locc of 
the decline ol ... -· 
CllU'ICd>oc 

-" U> ~ and tc'a sbown cbM ..,......_,., _...,. 
bcauoc ol tbe - ·­biala-quollly Ul U ..... en-<•> Tbll 11 no JDOte cleat tban tn 
WCIICID-
<J> We arc In tbe mJdlt ol a -..u- ---. of tbe ,,, 
wood .,..,m- -,. Opcrodono 
• the old Clloooploa ('I) - .. 

__ ......, ___ ... 
boll, tbe (IJ ..mo Ill Mllooulo, 

SuperiM, Drummond, Thompson falls 
<fl and Columbia Falls ·· to name 
ju• a few •• bave hcen <t•l shuc 
down. 
tu> Yet O...rina cxacdy this t.Jmc 
pcrkKI, Wcscm (ll) Moruana led the 
sutc economy In addJna 12,000 net 
new (IS) jobs co lhc economy. 
lbosc t 2,000 jobl: added last year 
(l4} ,cprexnt 20 dmcs the cocal 
number or )t)bs direct and Ufl 
Indirect that arc at rblc In Montana 
as a J'esult of the (:16) Nnnbem 
kocldcs Ecosy•em Pr<KCction Act. 
un Our economies are not bdna 
crippled by the: (18) decline in our 
cxtracdvc buc. Quite: the conuvy. 
(tt) Tbe "Rty landlcapes cbac 
clearcutt.Jna and mining would <•> 
teat vc drawlna new residents and 
businalc:s that more (:UJ than oflla 
die dccllnco In cxtractlve -...ry. 
And (22) thus, tbe ... J<>b .,.,.m. 
detpke tbe looo of hundreds, (ZJI 
-oachlna a thouoand, 
wood-prodUcts I<* In ,.,......, "'" 
Montana, W~cm Monuna was Jdll 
able to add a net (Ul 12,000 new 
jobs lase year. .... ,. 
u> In that ~. prot«tJna those 
lan<bapcs {1) ptO(ectS the most 
vkal pan of our cconomk: hue and 
tSl crcaccs, on net, siiCJUJ\cant new 
job opportunJdes. 
t4l I urae Conpa& to pas. the 
Northern Rocldcs (Sl Ecosystem 
Ptoc:ecdon Ace, nne daplte rean 
about Its {6) economic 
consequcnca, but because It can be 
cnnftdcncly (1) asscned thar the net 
economic ctmxqucnccs aaoclated 
111 wtth puoina the Nonhem 
Roddes l!cosy...., PrOCC<tion '" 
Act would be pnGc:IYC: l:n Montana 
and lllrousb<>u< the (10) Nonbem 
"oddc::& TbanJc you. 
(U) MAkY O 'BRI"EN:. Muityn Oben 
b co-owner of (U) Wild Horizons 
Expcdkic>N, on oudktlna .....,..,. 1m <,,, whlcb w auldcs 
wtldemc:ls-boclcpld<lna ulps. She's 
(14) alao a .. ep.crcd nunc and an 
acdvc member of Friends (tS) of the 
Rirtcrrooc., xrvtna on their •ccrtna 
committee (16) for the la.st xvcral 
years. Marilyn. 
tm MAJUL YN OLSEN O"l> WEST 
FOIUC ROAD {Ia) DARRY, MT 59829 
(19> MAIUL YN OLSIN: 1bank you, 
Mory. 
<•l Members nl CnnJt~ u a 
wt~ oudlucr (Jtl and pkle, I 
ua concerned l'cptdina the qut~lky 
of tbe (U) wl~ experlcntt In 
die-.... Rocldco. 
(lSI) Ylklcrnal U'C:U ln nur councry 
are atracty W"'Y too few <:M> tn 
number, too small In size and too --

loolotcd &om other (ZJ) -
Whac: wu once a complecdy wlkl 
londocapc, _ .. 

. (l) prcseRicment, !los bcal reduc:cd 
to • mere 2 percent (Jl clella;lwed 
wtldem..., wttb -oldmoldy 11> 
addk.Jnnal U> 7 percent 

nondcoiJN'C<I - """'- In . wtldemcoo ,.. coadldoa by 
conventional deftftldocL 
(,l Rut ll we're talktnc ~ 
wlldemell (6) - .. blolotlaiiY 
rich and dlvenc:, of ...,.._ ('I) 
olzc, wtch all ol tbe ........ tpedeo 
.... rep<eocnccd (I) ond .,.-e 
"' - wtldlondo, - lberc .. only <•> I pei'CCIIC ldt, llld iC lo 

··- and - """ , ... here In the Nonbem aodda. 
(U) Tbc lul reladw:ty tDcact fatal 
CC<IO)'IICml ,... iD die Iowa .. 
Mites ore bc1nJ roaded llld .._s 
by (U) tbe U5. - Serrla: M a 
rate of , ,000 tO 10,000 (14) mila ol 
new road annually, and oae-blll 
million to a (t,) miiUon acra ol 
clearcuu onnuolly. R-- o/1 
(16) chanae or admln.lluation aDd tbe 
tmplemenWJon nl tbe: (11) eo-al&ed 
ec<lSyOlenl .....,......... .... -
a.s ~I ua1 on NMiOnal Porata 
""rroundlna dcslpatcd wUdemca. 
(19) A.mcrtcan wcp.ycn ate l!pCDdiDa 
~oxlmalcly <•> tl blllloD • year 
..--.---by 
(01) poyln& for the buildlnl ol -
to accC8f our uca Oft (D) ou.t 
public land. 
(lJl Nadonal Porat au.a.aec-cac: 
plans In the (M) Nonbem aockla 
alit fn, tc::n1 of mou.ndl ol mila 
ni(ZS) new ,........,__die 
next lour de~ &Dd moe: _ .. 
<•> of tbooe ..- ore -.lot 
for~.-(J)­

Oo« - tbey -.ld tbeo be 
dloquallllccl UJ - .,_..., 
lmwtl~-..-. 
(4) Wben you ... tblll tO cbc ocbc:r 
lhrcllotn(S) ..--berclll 
..... .. the II'IZin8. tbe .......... (II) 

the rann ~ die o11 llld 
... deveklpmcn<. tbe ('I) -...... 

ol rt..:n - tbeo you - bqla 10 
undcntand (a) wby ..r: of cbc 
plonu ond ..... ol tbe -

'" -- - ""' tbe ltey lndicolOn of - - (10) 
onc1 tubllky, ore OD die -
ond tlldolljlerccl (11) II**' .... 
"" Mony boblal 1JPC1 ..., quldtly 
~(U)-tbeNonbcrD 
Rocldco. 'lre're npldly .....,. old , ... ...--. ........ -. 
baldly - (IS) ..-... ---........ -
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p111e <"! - he--.. rl>~ 
.,..... -- rtputoft -(17) .. lhll -- American wcpaycn 
aero. tbc (loll coway want? Do 
!bey ...... - poblk: lando In tbc 
<.,> wca, obe 1oa public land """ 
• KIDblaDc:c ol <•> M.kln~ do 
!bey ....... tbcm ~ 10 .... 
CliD'CIDCI (1J) thM lbey are v:atuelc:ss 
CO bwDan aD4 AOG·buman Ute, (D) 

- .... lorJdy -IIIUkinadonal ccwporadoNI <U> are 
dwouiJb wldl tbcm! No! I know 
cbat. tbey do not! (3tl Tbc lolkl my 
iamlty taka out into tbc (25) 

~ come from every comer 
of America. Tbcy arc -., 
{1) a~ bf your 
~ and they are (Jl 
~bf-rbeyeccls 

bappenlna Oil - poblk: ()) -Tbcy thouiJb< !he National fO<CSU 
were acmpc (4) from corporate 
IIJ'ccd, dlo< IOmcbow lbcoc wlldlan<Js, 
(51 eDU'Uited to cbt: care of tbc 
aovunmcot. woukl IW"Yive <'> 
iatact in tbdr AatUral condkion, ro 
be --- In (7) pcrpctul<y. 
'lbey were wrona. 
<•> 1bey dld ROI take Into account 
!he 6oct tbo< <Jl even d>ousJ> dlCSC 
poblk: lands belong to all American~ 
{lO) tbdr dcldlly is conr.tollcd by a 
select group of we~tcm (U) states 
XDatOn aDd tcprc:sc:ntlltives who are 
bcavUy (tJ) ll'lftuenced by the very 
corpondoos wbo stand to bcnclt 
{15) rrom tbc muklplc abuses or 
pubUc Ianda. 
(t4) Tbesc elected ofBctals have 
cffect1vdy, (tt) until now, convtnccd 
moe ol tbc oc:bc:r sennon and (16) 

tcpracatadva from across tbe 
COW1U)' """ !bey sboukl (17) baY< 
tbc deciding voice in the: dJYY)'ina 
up of our (11) remaining public 
lando, solely bccau5c tbc lands arc 
(lt) located In tbc ...... !bey . 
rcpracnt TbiJ tacit (30) aareement 
UDOI\8 you all ls to tbc dcttlment 
of wild (11) Dational public lands 
and to rhe deaiment of tbe (22) 
.._yen - tuppon ........ 
(Ul Polatift& out that you bave 
looked to tbc (:W) Wublnawn, D.C. 
bued comcrvadon group~ to belp 
tee (~) chc -acnda on wUdla.nds 
dccWon·maldnJI policy .. not _ .. 
<•> aood cnoustL 1'botc: carccrl«s 
wbo ddlnc wtldemcas by (Jl 
policies iDslcad of bioiOKY, who 
comprombe away m prectous 
wikllaBdl in aft attempt to be 
polldcolly real, <•> lhooc IIJ'oupl 
with tbdt larJe burc:auc:nda and 
pokl <» lobbyliU bavc bclped lead 

87-342 0 - 95 - 9 

us &o dlc brink nl an (f) ccoiCJSical 
~In Amerta. 
(1) 1bcy have had tbelr chance. 
Now is the dmc (ll U) 1'-:en to 
the sdcndflc c:onuaunlty. Now ll 
tbc time C9l tn ll•en M me Barth. 
Now is the time for an ( IO) 
eco.yatems tppmach to protecting. 
connecting and (U) resorlng 
wlkUands. 'Ibis b not vtsionary. 1C 
hi ( tJ) buk:, esac:ndal, common 
aenx. lbts · ts lbc: buc·boncs U'l 
minimum. The Northern Rockies 
&osy.tcml Protection Act (1<41 is 
!limply • SOOd ...... 
(Ul Our cllenrs come to the 
Northern Rockies (l'l spcclficalty 
because wild Earth no longer exlJts 
wbcre (11} they live, becauaC for 
many of them, the rcmal.nlng wild 
(a) poblk lands of the west arc 
oft:en tbdr only connection {19) to · 
the narunl environment. h ls 
because humans bave ( JO) already 
settled -and developed &he most 
blolnglcally-rich (21) areas of !he 
country c:hat tbey come berc, 
because the (:Ul Northern Rockla 
have the laR Intact furc:st ecosystems 
(13) In the temperate zones of the 
Earth. They know that (1:4) wha( 
can be learned from our remaining 
wildlands is far (11) more important 
than what can be extracted. 

-" (I) Dcaroylng the values or 
wildlands before we (tl can ever 
fully recognize what those values are 
Is sheer m foolishness. To do so 
wl(b the money of uustlng (t) 
taxpayers, to Increase tndu.Rry proftlS 
and perpetuate (<) kderal 
bureaucndet. while benefitting a 
rcw (6} politicians. " atrodous. 
(?1 As horrible as all this seem~ 
there's yet (a) another constJtuency 
Involved here dlat bu no voice 2t 
(t} all in this matter. For thiS 
constkucncy, the (tO) rem:alning 
Nortbem Rockies wildlands is their 
only home. 
(11) It's not jutt ·a place where they 
visit, but rather a (12) place they 
abtolutely require for IUrvlval. It Is 
lbe (JJ) suugllng communlly of 
non·bumans: the plants, animals. {14) 
rocks and rivers that exitt for their 
own sake, (I') unrebtcd 10 human 
condOn: and convenience. 
(16) 1bc Northern Rockies Ecosystem 
Protcction Act (t?l is an opportunity 
to consider the ·apalllllty of plants 
(II) and anlrnals as Interest carriers 
ln their own right, (19) pursuing 
their own good in their own way. 
Human (:at) enrichment · In rbls 
country depends on the recognltJon 
of (Zt) the Intrinsic v:aluet: of living 
communkics of plant and (2Z} animal -

tpedca 
(33} Plc:ue bdp us pw: • vOice 10 
wildlife and (141 chdt blblw: In rbc 
Northern ROc:ldca bf CI10Ciina dJc 
(15) Nonhern Rockies l!colytt.aa 
Protection Act. Tbank you. 

-----
- J6 (1) MARY O 'BRIEN' Dr. Jobn 
Mitcbc1l is tbe (Jl Dlrector of tbe 
Cr.Ugl>cad Wlklllk-WIIdlands - · 
m He ~rmcrly worked at St. 
Patrick Hospital bcre tn (4) 
Mlssoula, MonW\a, wbete be wu 
head of the cll.nJc:al lab (S) mel 
bead of the continuln& cducadon ilr 
physicians. 
(6) Dr. Mitchell's apecbl expatbc 
was in (?) cllnJcal and zoonodc 
microbiology, and be rculns a (8) 
particular inter~ in popuiMioo 
dynamics aseodated (t) wkh 
wildlife dbcases. 
(10) JOHN A. MITCHEU, PhD. 
DIJI.ECI'OR, CRAIGHI!AD 
WILDLIFE-WILDLANDS INSTI1VI'I! 
(II) 2907 HIGHLAND DJUVE 
MISSOULA, MT 59802 (U.) DR. 
JOHN MITCHELL, 1bank you. I 
appreciate (14) lbe opponunJty today 
m offer testimony ln support of (I') 
H.R. 2638, the Nonbcrn Roddca 
EcosyStem Protection U'l Act. 
commonly known as lbe NR.EPA. 
(17) I commend CongretiWOman 
Carolyn Maloney, a (Ja) Democrat 
from Nc:w York, and her 57 
blpanJsa.n (19) CO·'P()~ i)r chdr 
foresight: In seeldnJ: prOteCtion <•> 
for ' the last major bioregion m tbe 
lower •s states lbat ( Zl) remalnJ 
reasonably Intact biologically. 'JbcJn 
is a (12) truly visionary proposal tbac: 
rccognius and aainnl tbc: (ZS) 
crucial need to manage "ecosyttcms 
lOr preservation of (3.f.) thdt 
biodiversity. 
ca'l History plainly shows that, In 
the absence of ______ __ .. _______ _ 
.... r7 
(1} broad environment protection 
rc:suictJng the: degree to (2) wbk:b 
human activity can alter the face ol 
the m landscape, native tpcda of 
plants and animals decline. 
(4) In fact, the concept of muldplc: 
usc, as It bas been (f) pracdced by 
resource mana,emcnt ~ hu 
resulted <'> In fraamcntatkm and 
dc:suuctlon of bktdc communldes (7) 
throughout the: Nonhwctt, rautdq 
In progressive (t) declines in natlft 
species, and interrUpdons of nacural 
(') bkllosJ.c functions lbat chrcaten 
the collapse of (JO) ec:osyaema In 
many parts of tbc country. 
(U) 1be Northern "koddc::a 8ioi'C:poa 
consists of (12) ecosyJtcmt that 
remaJn largely intaCt Jlmpty aa a 
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rcak (1)) ol lbc: remotcne11 &Ad 
.._.me. of 1be .....,... 
( 14) H~. to-a.lled wilderne. 
blUe ~ ID recc:n~: <•t> yean: 
lot Monraoa alld lclabo would 
rdeue tbe ....- (16) majorky of lbe 
unrc:.cled de 1acto wtldcme. to u., 
poccndal --~ and pro<ect 
mainly - - .. (10) .,.... 
elcvac:ioN rbal: .ba~ UttJc value to 
cxtr'ICt::M: (Jf) ~. but even 
- (0 1be ...,.,..., of JpCdcs It 
<•l rbt Ia 1be rqloG. 1bc dembc 
of cCNla bltl>-prolllc: (21) opec:lco 
IUCh .. .,azly - .. , ....._ 
woodland (U) caribou, ~ obeq> 
and ocbcn, from Jarae ponlonl (D) 

of chcU a.adve taftiC Jet'Vel .. • 

""""""' - adler (J<) opcclet. -conopicuous aDd plaJlall unJcnown 
roles in (l:JJ tbe biodc communky, 
arc 2lJo Ill decline. 

.... ,. 
<•> Manaacmcnt JD\1$1 chan&e. and 
soon. We can no (2) k>n.p 
approach tbe protection of our 
wildlands and Ul lhc:ir species in a 
plccc:mcal, titatc-by«atc manner, <tl 
rcteasin& pon:lons of de faCtO 
wilderness 10 the (J) dc~tin& 
rcaourcc aplollatlon lbal: results 
wbcn <6> prevaiUna economic 
prlaclplco are bllad <o deprc:dadon 
('7) of natunJ captu.l. 
Puenrbedcally, diU is certainly (I) 
tnoe of 1be K.,_ prindpl .. 
IIUidlag 1be eoonomks (f) of diU 
cou.nuy and Watem Europe. 
uo> 1bc NUPA wtU prcccct brJt:, 
unroaded tn> c:ftelaves for tbc:ic 
value u able, hr'oiOSkally dlvt:rte 
(13) wtldeme~~ COI'CS within tbe 
Nonbcrn Jtocldes blccqpon (1>) and 
dlrect -- opcdlcally ... Section 11 .. 
........... (lt) be .......,.s 
holl3dcally ln concext wi<ll <be 
laraer <•'> ~. -..cb that 
ecosystem structUre and functJon arc 
<•'> pccscrvcd. and M cbe same Wnc: 
narural resource needs un wilh.ln 
tbc: rqpon arc met in a judicious. 
!llsu.inablc (11) way. 
(IJ) M Gvret Hardin aMCd more 
tllan 25 yean ago <ao> in Tbe 
Tnacdy of tbe Commons, hls 
lnsi8b<f\ol ... , (21) cum...., <be 
reaUdes of populadon arowth in a 
world (D) of 8ftke CCSCM.IrCC:S: 

"Sw<alaablll<y of 1be Earth's (13) 

naNral syacms b ncx amcnab&t to 

teehDolotllal ( .. ) - - • c.banae Jn buman values and 
coacq>CI (J5] ol morality." 

.... " uJ 1n this contc.xt me mEPA 
rcprc:sencJ a (21) crudal and 
ncceJSIU'Y apcdmcnt in prc:scnlng 
lbc (5) "commo~" tbc source of 

all aaac:nance, ftnally, foe (.t) 

bunwt1 and our fellow species on 
- lnl<e earth. 
(Jl Cao we pr~. Intact, the: 

ecotyMCml ot <'• this blotqion? 
Can me ForCII Secvtce and RLM, 
atona m Mth land manaaemcnt 
-.enctc:s ln MontaN., . Wyoming. (a) 
Idaho, Orqnn and Washington, 
collaborate to praCtice ·· 
(91 noc jua preach •· ecosystem 
~nt for the dual (lOl 
purpooes of pr.......clon and 
.. a~nable u~e, (Ul succasfully 
reaotvtna: conft&ctlna mandate~, 
polldal (U) boundarteo, and agency 
tuddom? 
(IJ) 1bc NREPA provides us the 
opponuaJty co uy, (14) and we: must 
do JO with a sinatc:·mlnckdncss born 
of tbc: (JJ) knowlcdae that without 
positive actkln ol this kind, (16) 
bumanlry will surely ezhauSI iu lire 
support, and In (17) the process 
brin& about tht demise of countless 
fellow ( Ia) species. Wha1 we do 
here may serve as the blueprint for 
(19) the world. Thank you. 
(Ml MARY O 'BRIEN: Linda Smith is 
aoin& to be our (ll) last: scheduled 
!pCakcr. She Is a local business 
owner (Ul and is very active in the 
community on a variety of u..n 
lsJa, lndudlna environmental 
iaucs. women's Issues (141 and 
cconomk devclopmcnt. 
(n) LINDA SMITH ...... 
(Zl LINDA SMITH: I own a small 
bulllnc:ss In ()) Missoula. I have 
been a IUJ)pOI'tcr of NREPA, me (4) 
Northern 'Rockies Ecosytecm 
Pnxcctlon Act. since J firJl UJ read 
about iL To me, k b a new way 
of tbJnking abmu (6) cocxisting 
with wlldllfe in a way that is 
comprchcR$1vc, ('J) that allnws 
Mldlife the space and corridors tha' 
it (a} needs co aUow ror a genetic 
diversity and lOr an (9) existence 
that is more than survival. so that 
me (10) wildlife can thrivc in onc of 
the few rcmainin& intact tiU 
ccosytecms In this coumry. 
(IZ) Human bcln&S arc incredibly 
adaptable and ll a (Ul narun.l 
resource is depleted. they an learn 
new ways to (t4) make a living. 
When wlldUfc loses ks habttat, it 
(U) <1lsappears ltttk by littlc, and 
then we open our paper (1i) one 
day to an a.n.icle Ukc: the one in 
today's Mblnulian (17) calk:d Ancient 
Foresrs at R.isk of Extinction. 
(ta) I think the same thing will 
happen to M&dllfrc (19) In dlc 
Northern Rodtics unless wiklcrncss 
lqltlation Is <•l passed that 
lncorpotatcs me basic thinking. 

---

values and (Ill tppi'OKh of NUPA. 

(U) I am exttemel)' -­
<be lnobill<y (B) ol my -
repte.eM:adva co ~ cbat <be (M) _...,_ tppi'OKh to 

wil-- doce not bepl to (B) 
eddr .. ecDO)'I<Cnl ...-, -
in an ntremcly 

- --- -...... 
Ul fragmemed ""Y· aDd - k is 
bukally dcarucd¥e to (2) wtldUfe. 
m And I wu (lOla& to qu- from 
diU U1k:le (4) -.: I< 10)'1 - d>lo 
ls taken from an attide about: (S) 

Cnmpcon Tucker, wbo 1 NASA 
oden~ and I'll reocl (0) k -
........, remolnlol<lle encleotforea 
Is highly (7) ..._.....,.. and brol<crl 
into small bloc~ Ylrtualty all (a) 
on lcdcral land." 
(t) It's an Uf'JCIK priority to me 
that we have (M) tcprctc:ntad\"CS 
who can learn new ways ol 
thinking, who (Ill can acquire tbc 
knnwkdac and lhe ldend8c (12) 
undenunding of a problem tbat 
leads m dcvcloptna tbc (Ul poUdcal 
will <o cell lOr • rqponal --'> 
tO ( 14) ecosyJle"" to DOC only call 
ror It, but to initiate: a (U) procaa 
ttiat includes NRE.PA ln me ldndl of 
dc:clslons ,,., alkcdn& ~ 
both In the Unked Stxc:t and (11) 
across borden into Canada. 
( ta) LARRY CAMPBEU. VOICE Of 
11iE ENVIRONMENT (tf) P.O. Box 
1 S•U HAMIL TON, MT 59840 (Jt) 
LARRY CAMPRELL: I'd llkc: co 
pte$ttlt this ( :UJ tc:ldmony lOt VOTE 
Action Committee. And I'm tbc (lSl 
exccudve dll'cctor of von Ac:doa 
Commi«ee. 
(U) Although I believe - 1be moot 
urgent need (251 addraaed by 
NREPA ia the procccdon ot 
bkldlversi<y 

.... " 
U) through dc:tig:nadon of tbe 
critical habitat, I'd like ro (21 
address an<Khcr facet. 
m Healthy natur-al ecosyacms fomt 
the foundation (4) of our nation. 
Protecting tbcm is fundamental to 
our (t) national eecurlry. Tbcte 
ue many facets w a bc:altby <'l 
natunl ecosyarem. ,.. a ~ I 
pay partJculat m ·attention co .,u 
and water. Erosion ol topiOil 
caused (a) by dcforalatloft bas 
done to some of tbe world's Feat 
('l dvillzadons what no c:ne-y 
could do. Gtc:ccc aAd Rome (l•l 
may have lose few battles. but tbcy 
lost the ...., to (11) dexr'd.Bcadon 
f'ollowlna dcloraradon.. Wone tban 
(U) losin& a military war, tbcy will 
never recover from tbe (lJl Cf'OIIon 
of the: topsoil on which t.hc:lr 
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empires wac (14) buUt. 1bc 
clama&t: arrl~ slowly and unseen, :a 
silent (U) dc:arb by a tbouland cuu.. 
(1') 1bose Feat dvtllzadons, as well 
as some of (11) the Biblical 
brcadbulcets wbk:b also collaptcd 
due to (U) eroek>n of topsoil 
following dcJOrCSbtlon, were rooted 
(lf) in scml-arld homelands. lbcir 
forests., wblcb acted as (lDl soil 
builders and spring makcn, evolved 
at tbe (n) precarious edge of 
aridity. M the trees were cut 
down_ (U) the dc:Ucatt balance was 
slowly looL B""'}' cupful ot (Ul 
topiOll goina down tbc creek wu a 
pic« ot their (>4) foondadon gone. 
(~) 1bc forau of Monwta ace also 
12rgcly In 

-" {I) Jemi·a:rid zones and arc equally 
vulnerable to erosion (3) and 
desc:rtikatlon. Salmon and bull 
trout are lbc U> miner's canaries 
where Montana's forest and mpsoil 
arc (4) bc:ing mined. lbci.r dcmJsc 
is a warning dw tbe ,,, foundation 
of our nation is spalling and 
cracking. Tbc (6) age-old national 
security lbrcat of :soil eroston due to 
(7) dctorcatation has infiiU2tcd to 
the very bcut of our (I) nation's 
homeland. 
(9) Montana wildlands arc being 
surrendered to (It) chis nadonal 
security lbrcat by Rcpracntatlvc ht 
UJJ Williams' '"Wildemcss Bill," 
which relcucs mocc {U) wildland to 
logging man k pcoteCts as 
wi1demess. 1bc (1S} sacrificed lands 
arc some of tbc steep. 
h.Jgbly-erodibk (14) .beadwaters of 
America's peat rivers. tM Columbia 
and (IJ) tbc Missourl We cannot 
allow dUs erosion of America's (16) 
bean land. 
(17) Pleuc oppose Williams' sham 
"Wildcmcas Bill" 
(II) and plcuc suppon the real 
thing. tbc Nonbem Rockies (19) 
Ecosystem Protection ACt. Thank 
you. 
(>Ol JORDAN SHAPIRO SUNRISE 
TBlUtAC.S (11) BAST MISSOULA, MT 
59802 !:Ill JORDAN SHAPIRO, I'm 
the cba1t of MontPlRG, <a.s> the 
Montana P\abUc lntcrut Research 
Group. We (14) rcpracnt about 
2,500 scudc:na on cbc University of 
(1,) Montana campus and about 
anotbcr 1,300 community members _ .. 
(1) thtOtJI.bout the state. 
(1} I'm bere to cnc:lorx cbc 
Nonhcrn Rodda Ul Ecooyacm 
Procecdoa Act. WUdlandf in lhls 
rcg)on arc (4) dluppcarina at an 
21arming rate. Tbc bill Is one way 

<,> to pmcect madles:s areas 
wtc:hout significant joh loss. 
(6) Accnrc:Ung m Professor Tom 
Power, jobs that will he IOSl (7) 

arc equivalent m three weeks at 
normal job wowth. 
(I) What we'll he plnln~ includes 
economic (9} opportunities, 
healthier ccosySlems and watersheds, 
(IO) wildlife populations, recreational 
opponunitics and (11) tplritual and 
aathctic conslden.tiona. 
(l2) J urge Congress to support 
Nlt.EPA. Thank you. 
(l>l WOODY REAI<DSLEY 
CHAJRMAN, RITI1!RilOOT·MISSION 
GROUP (14) SIERRA CLUR (ttl 
MISSOULA, MT 59801 (16) WOODY 
BEARDSLEY: I'm the Chair nf the 
local (17) Rlnerroot·Mission Group, 
the Sierra Club and a resident (18) 
here or Missoula. I'm pleased to he 
olrerlng the {19) aJpport or the 
Northern Rockies EcosyMem 
Proccctlon (JO} Act ·· the support o( 
tbe Sierra Cluh for lbc Northern (11) 
Rockies Ecosystem PrCKection Act, 
and I want to tell you (U) a little 
bit about our group. 
(Ul We have 3.fS memhcrs here in 
the greater (l4) MiS$0Ula/Hamilton 
area. The Slcrra Club in the st:nc, 
(1$) in the Monuna chapter, has 
about just under 1300 

r.tc n 
(1) members statewide, and 
nationally we have over .f50,000 (2) 
members all over the country; so a 
fairly decent O> representation . 
(4) I 'm aotna to start reading this, 
and I need to Ul specify lh2t !IUs 
b In addJtlon 10 cestlmony that the 
(6) SJcrn Club is g,lvtng at the 
hcarlng in Washingc:on today (7} at 
the subcommluec, so I'd like th:lt to 
be part of the (8) record. 
(9) I'm plcaxd 10 o trcr the Sierra 
Club's (10) enthusiastic support for 
thc Nonhero Rockies Ecosystem (ll ) 
Protection Act. This bill representS 
a scientific and (I'Z) econnmk·hased 
ecosystem approach to land 
manaaemcnt, an (lSJ approach that 
the Conpcss muM tum to If we arc 
to (14) safeguard America's great 
natural hcriugc. We welcome {1,) 

tbe subcomminee's Jntcre& In this 
k:gislation and (t6) appreciate this 
heartna and its willtnaness to look 
at (t1} new and Innovative ways of 
protect&na whole ecosystems. 
(Ill It Is no longer cnouAtt co uc:at 
problems In (191 isolation from one 
anocber. Our furure sutvi¥" .. 1 
demands {JO) a comprehcnsjve, 
integrated plan to save the global 
(21) cnvlronmcnL Looking hcynnd 
polttkal boundaries Is (U) 
lmpcradvc. Our current wildctne$$, 

national park and (tl) nMJonal l"ddge 
system 1s a tett2ment. to tbc vl8on 
of (M) conscrvadon lc:adcrs and tbc 
kotdcrship of thl.s Conarea (.H) and 
others berort. 

.... " 
(1) But It ls not enouab. Nature 
docs not respect (2} artlftdal 
boundaries, and cbac: lands are 
quickly 0> becoming bolat.ed 
Islands ln a sea of dcwlopmea.L 
We (4) must both expand tbe limiu 
of these natural islands, U> and 
begin · to control tbc envtronmcn.tal 
impacts of (6) development in the 
ecosyscems surroundfna me 
protected (7) core ate:L 
(I) NREPA ls a l5.tsc step ln looking 
beyond the (9) political boundaries 
tn the interrelated needs of tbc: ( lt) 

ecosystem for one critically 
import::ant ecosystem, the (11) 
Northern Rockies. We look forww~ 
10 working with (12) Congress on 
this and other measurc:t to ensure 
the furure (t,) of the Northern 
Rockies and other ecosyaems. 
(14) And I gue$$ I will bold off on 
the detailing {Ul of all the beauty 
:.nd bounty that we have here that: 
we'd {16) like to protect, because a 
lot h:u been said about that (S7) 
already this morning. Rut I want to 
reiterate, the (11) Sierra Club's vtsl.on 
for the Northern Rockies it to (19) 
restore and maintain biological 
integrity and diversity (»l with 
sustainable human act!Vklel and 
communities as an (21} integral put 
of that ecosystem. NREPA will take 
a (n) major 3tc:p mwvd that CDd. 
The Sic:rn Club (>Jl cnthuaaodcally 
supports H.R. 2638, The Nortbcm 
(24) Rockies Ecosystem Procecdon 
Act. 
(U) The bean of NREPA Is 
wilderness designation 

.,..'" )'7 
(I) for most of the remaining 
national fore« roadless lands {2} in 
the Northern Rockies. 'This is tbc 
most important (5) portion of tbe 
hill, since the permanent, inviolate 
(4) prmectlon of the roadless laads 
as components of the (5) Nadona.l 
Wilderness Preservation Syaem mua 
be the (6) centc:tplece of any . 
ecosystem protection eflbn ln tbc 
(1) Nonhcrn Rockies. 
(ll Many of the farge , wide·ranatn& 
species of the (91 Nonbcrn Rocldes 
require core areas for tbdr bealtby 
(10) survival. As have been 
mentioned, lflUly bears. elk, (11) 
wolverines, fish such as aalmon and 
bull uout, all rely (U} on 
undisturbed habitat. Tbc lost and 
Isolation of (1J> habitat b tbc 
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number one cbtat to animal .pedes 
In <••> tbe Nonbetn Rocldcs. 
(15) Tbc SJcrra Oub aapports the 
bill's aprCIICd (16) reserv:adon of 
ledetaJ rex:rve w-.cr rlpt for the 
(11) wilclerncs areas protected in 
the bill. Tbc Slctn Oub <••> bas 
lona supported tbis proven method 
of Pl'oc.cctiDa (stl water r~rccs 1n 
wtJdcrndsarcu. 
,,., NREPA a1oo c~es~pwes noo 
miles ol riven u (21) componenu of 
!be natloaal wild ond ICenk riven 
(U) S)'ICCID. Tbe Qub bu 
Rlpporte:d lbac: rJ:ven b wtld (U) 
and scenic dcllgnallon lot many 
years, due co cbdt (Ml clean water, 
wlldllr., oparldlna bcau<y and 
importance (10) of Ssbcrlcs. _ .. 
(t) NREPA contains pr<Kecdvc 
manaacment foe (:I) biological 
cooncct:~D& corridors. 1bc: scicndllc 
u> commUAky bas dctcnnlAcd tbac 
rnaintainlnt viable (.fo) conidon co 
allow wUdllic and plant migrations 
ond Ul FMdc ln<cccbons< 
between cote-protected arcu is also 
(6) critical to a btl.llby CCOI)'IUm. 
(7) 1bc core arcu arc too Isolated 
and too 110&11 <•> to ensure 
pc:tpe(UIIdon ol native wUdiU'c and 
nadvc (Jl blolo&l<a' dlvonky on 
lhdr own. 
(to) NRRPA IWta a pilot .,..em ol 
Nadonal (11) Wildland Recovery 
Ateu. 1blJ - callt Cor lhc 
(U) rebabiUWlon of areas that have 
been abutcd tbrougb (lJ) excc:sivc 

louin& rood -· ond rninln8 In 
lhc--
{14) 1'bese arc areas JUcb as rhe 
portion or tbc: Targbec (U) National 
Forest wbcrc clearcuu dclinc:atc the 
western (16) boundary of 
Yellowstone National Park, and 
similar cuu (17) occur alons Glaciu 
Nadona.l Park. Wbctc c.beac areas 
<••> arc now aU!n& they once were 
thrivins wtdJ. I fUll {If) raftiC of ftsh 
~d wtkllilc. Rcbabilitatlolll of l:bc:sc: 
(30) areas wtll be an important 
addition to me bealtb of the (21} 
Nortbc:rn Rodda. 
(U) I need to add tbal wbUe N'REPA 
Is a bold and (:0) neca.ry ltcp 
co...,d ccooyacm pro<ccdon In lhc 
(34) Nortbcro Rodda. no one btU 
can be ape:cted to include (25) all 
the n~ clemcnrs. WhUc tbc:lc 
-lbu _ .. 
(1) I'm 1J0in1 to IDCtKion arc by no 
means IDCaftl to delay or (:1) get in 
!be way ol ~ Wdn& occlon 
on NJtEPA, lbcy U) arc Jl()mc 
friendly .... codoN In CcnN of Whac 
could be (t) added or what bu 

been omirtcd. 
<'> Additional lands in the Bighorn, 
Bridger· 
(61 Teton, Shoshone:, Targhcc: and 
Beaverhead NatJnnal ('1) Forest$, 
among others, have been omitted. 
It's just a (a) matter of getting 
t<J8cthc:r and agrccln1 that some 
more (9) of these areas should he: 
included in NREPA. 
(IO) Bureau of land Management 
roadk:ls areas that (lll arc adjaec::nc 
to tome of the wildland areas., such 
U (U) parts of the: Red Dcscn in 
Wyoming and areas near Ull Dillon, 
Montana, should be designated as 
wilderness. 
(141 Maru.gc:mcnt of corridors should 
be dcftncd to (tf) set standards and 
to inctudc a compatibility opinion 
on <•'> proposed new activities 
wkhln the corridors. So we're: un 
recommending that a moratorium 
should be placed on (l•l 
development within the co rridors 
until aandards ate (l'l 5Ct. 
(») We've: talked about a wa(c:r~ 
I"CCOVel'}' area, (2.1) I guess I don't 
need to discuss that. 
(U) Spcciftc hatd rock and leasing 
wtthdnwals for (Ul areu such as 
thc New World mining disuicc 
ll;Oithcul of (:M) Yellowstone: 
Nadonal Park should be added. 
(,) Apln, thb is only a lisl of 
some suggested _ .. 
(I) ideas that could Improve 
NREPA, and we don't mean (2) 
anything to delay its passage. 
()) AI this point I guess I ought to 
address othCr (4) pending 
wilderness legislation atrc:cting the: 
region , l'l 'Peclfl.cally, H.R. 3732, 
the Idaho WildcrMSS Sill, and (') 
H.R. 2473, the Montana Wilderness 
Rill. 
('7} In the cue of ldahn, the Siern 
Club opposes (&) H.R. 3732. ln 
addition tn leaving nut m:any 
impnnanl (f) and dc:scrvinK :ucas. 
the bill has highly objectionable (10) 
releuc: language and wa1er rights 
langt~agc: that utterly (JJ) fails (0 
ptotcct the water resources of the 
areos. 
(U) In the case of Montana, Pat 
Williams said (1)) rccc:ndy in an 
article: In last week's Mlssoulian .. 
and (14) I guc:sa this morning at the 
beatinp in Wuhlnaton. (U) D.C., he 
saki this as well •· that the Siern 
Club (16) cndoncs Ills bill, H.R. 
2473. This ts not uuc. 
(17) 1bc Sierra Club has only !iJ.ivc:n 
iu qualified (Ill support m H.R. 
2473 u it has been amended and 
C"c:pottc:d (It) out of the Narur.al 
RCIOUI"Cet Committee. This hill will 

(JO) only pro~dc protection co ka 
lhan 2 million acres of (2.1) ra.dlCII 
lands in Montana. 1bc bill contain:~ 
a Yer$on (U) of rc:k:uc: ~ 
which we strongly belkvc ls (UJ 
unnecessary and should be deleted 
on lhe noor, that b (at) wbctl. rbe 
hill gnc:s to the noor o f tbe Houtc 
of (1') Representatives. - - - -_ .. 
(1) Many individuals and group~ 
within the Sierra (:1) Club bcre in 
Montana arc going co condnuc to 
work to UJ amend tbe bUI and 
urge our National Board to 
reconsider (4) Rippon of H.R. 2473 
If k doesn't chanj;c or ltn't Oil 
amended on the floor. 
<'> The problem wttb H.lt. 2473 Is 
that it docs not (7) protect many 
roadless lands in Montana wbJch will 
(I) continue to be subJect to 
indusulal degradation, <f) 
development and prc:stllrc. This 
only seems m hi&}llight (10) rbe 
imporuncc and need for addidonal 
ConfC,fetSional (11) acdon. Tbe 
Montana WUdemeJS Bill will not 
prOlcct (12) the cndrc roadie. area 
resource of Montana, much ICII (I') 
lbc. rc:st of the Nortbcm Rocldcs. 
E~n If H.R. 2473 u•> bccoma law, 
it wtll be necessary to follow tc: 
with l"l NREPA. I want to 
rc:itcr:ne that pnlnt so that there's 
(t'l no mlstaldng It, we will 
continue to push ror NR.EPA (17) 

until it becomes law, both wttb the 
Sierra Club and the: <••l cidzcns of 
Montaru~ . 
(19) Again, I'd like to thank tbc 
committee: for (liO) having the 
hearings and everyone cite who 
helped put (ll) this on and I 
appreciate the opportunJty. 
tUl DOUG DOVE (2'7150) NINE MILE 
ROAD (U) HUSON, MT 59846 P4) 
OOUG DOVE: 1ban1c you lbt this 
opportu nity to (n) speak on this 
hill . I represent the: Pulp and Paper 

Pate 42 

OJ Resource: Council. We're a 
woup of people throughout (l.) tbe 
United Sbtcs that represent 
approximately 300,000 (JJ WOI'kc:n 
in the pulp and paper indlntty. 
(4) It has been said that tbls b£11 
will not bavc (f) a dcaimc:ntal 
efrcct on the: economy of the ltale. 
Let's <'l look ac this by ~"CCIOn· ln 
Eutcm Montana there bas (T) been 
very little lmpocc on !be land of 
this region. 
t•l They would noc expect a lqc 
change: in tbc: economy of (t) tbat 
region. As for land use, it would 
change some with (It) wild and 
scenic river dcsipladons. 

Plae 9 
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(U) We all undentand the need to 
save and (JJ) prCKrVC this resource 
for all people to have and enJoy. 
(U) Howevu, one ot the problems 
wich cb.ls approach is tbat (14) moQ 

people c:annoc: then ux dU! resource 
or enjoy k (lJ) because of lhc li.rnlq 
that are put on lhe use of this {16) 
resource. 
(11) In Weaem Montana we have 
already seen a (11) decline ln the · 
timber and mining Industries. In 
:: !::~~~cline of cbex job~ 
<»> Histodcalty the: jobs that arc 
klst have been some or (:n) lhc 
bco<-paylng jobs In the region. And 
when tbc$e jobs {ll) arc gone, we 
have noc onty lost a tax base, bl!t 
we also <~> put the workers ln 
need of the aovcrn.ment services 
that (14) arc funded by this very taX 
base. This includes (n) schools, law 
enforcement and other things dl:at 
are 

Paae 4) 

{1) involved. 
(1) As foe tbc forest iuclf, there 
arc more (3) pressing problems. It 
has been lhc goal of the forest (4) 
Service in me past 75 ycan to 
suppress wildfire. This Ul has 
been one of the few succese stories 
that the forest (6) Service can talk 
about. Tbat being tbc case, there is 
(7) more fuel in tbe woods now 
than there h&s ever been. 
{II Scic:nUfk .bets sbow lhat if we 
do not: continue to <t> manage this 
and do tct It bum, as we have 
done In (10) wilderness areas, that 
should a tire start, it will be (U) 
boacr and burn longer than 
anything seen in the past. 
(J:J) Some ezpcns believe Jt will be 
bot enough to sterili.le (Ul the soil. 
Thb: in rum would stop 
regeneration. M a (14) rCSlllt of 
stopping reseneration, then you 
would rux bave (15) anything to 
hold the soils ln their place and 
they would (16) be subject to 
erosion. 
( 17) "lb1s bill baa a provision for 
biotogjca.l (1tl cOMectins corridors. 
It sates that this would be (1') 
managed ro zero roads per square 
mile, or no peatcr <•> than .2S 
mUcs per squuc mile. Some of the 
land in tn> meac corridors ls 
private land. It ls our ~ lhlt 
(ll) no private land abould be used 
or taken for tbe use of <~> the 
geoeral pubUc. 
{:U) In conclusion, I will say that It 
is my belld (H) that we must 
manoge lhJs land fo< the good or 
all. I 

_ .. 
(S) think that economic 
comidctatJons arc part of that (Zl 
Sood. t do nnt think that it should 
be managed only for O> dmher 
harvest, mining or rccrodon. 11lcrc 
arc areas (.f.l that need to he set 
aside for wilderness, but nm to the 
(f) extent or th15 bill. 
(6) I bavc only talked about 
Montana, but It's our (7) belief that 
thls holds uue for all the other 
forest (t) states included In this 
bill. lba.nk you for your time (9) 
and consklcration. 
(1e) RICK HILDEBRAND P.O. BOX 
S73 ( 11) ARLEE, M'J' 59821 UZ) 
RICK HILDEBRAND: Memhcrs of 
Congress: 
(U) Everyone in this room knows 
lhat the Northern (14) Rockies 
Ecosystem Protection Act Is the only 
proposed (U) wilderness hill that has 
been drafted from a purely (16) 
ccologJcal perspective. All the 
Others have been (17) designed to 
suit pollc:Jcal :lftd spcclal·lmerest (18} 
pressures. I'm tired of hearing that 
NREPA is not U9J politically 
pos.-slble. We know that it is 00( 

only ( JO) possible, but essential. 
(ZJJ I just ancndcd the International 
Wildlife: {Ul Film Festival here in 
Missoula, a.nd I'm aucssing that 03J 
over thrce·quaners of these films 
expressed concerns (:UJ over 
declining populations of various 
wildlife species. 
(1$) Why arc these populations 
declining? Loss of habiut 

.... e 4~ 

(1) due to exploitation for man's 
consumption. 
Ul It is time tO prO(cct and 
rehabilitate this 0) ~hilat. If we­
don't, we Ntll only be sc:elng 
likenesses (4) ol many ·of these 
species on each other's tee-shirts. It 
(') is time for all of us tn reduce 
c:onsumpdon. 
(6) 1hls will be my 18th year 
planting trees on {1) the Kootenai 
National Forc.sr: in northwestern 
Montana. 
(tJ 1bc.rc arc 30 of us in our 
cooperative. We just ·· We (9) 
can't keep up. We're gcnlng tired. 
We're getting (10) older. We need 
a brok. The land needs a hreak. 
(111 I suppon lbc Northern Roc~les 
Ecosystem ( IZ) Protection Act, H.R. 
2638. I urge Congress to pass this 
(U) bill promptly. And I want to 
thank the Alliance for the (l.f.) Wild 
Rocldes for thdr vision, their 
dedicatJon and (U) their work. 
(16) GREG SHELDON (610} A VENUE 
(In MISSO\D..A, MT S9801 {18) 
GREG SHELDON: J believe that the 

Northern (l'J Rockies 2cosy5lCID 
Prmcalon Act Ia the only bill 
before (at) Congress r1Jbt now that 
would preserve tbc l.ntqrky ol (lJ) 
the narural ccosysteto atoUDd hc:rc. 
which is a rQOUrcc (21) of beauty 
and harmony in a world tbat 
desperately needs (15) every tc:acblng 
of grace that it can 8nd. 
(Ml To pass tbc Williams bill Of the 
LaRocco bill <»> jUSt so that we can 
recycle less paper or put more 

Paae 46 
(ll lumber in la.ndftlls, jua 10 a 
few people can ma.kc more (Z) 
money and gain an advan~agcs over 
their fellows, would Ul be to take 
a piece oul of the heart ol 
hum:lftity that (4) would not beal 
for thousands of years. I don't 
think m that can ever be jusdJled. 
So I give my suppon to the (6i) 
Northern Rockies Ecosyac:m 
Protection Act. 1ba.nk you. 
(7) JAKE KREILICK (JOOll SOtml 
4th WEST (I) MISSOULA, MT 
59801 (9) JAKE KREILI<X Good 
<by. I am the campaign (tt) 
coordinator ln the northern 
hemisphere for the Native (U) Forca 
NctWmk. The Natlve Foccst 
Network Is composed (U) of fOrest 
activtsu, forc.K groups., lndJgeAOUS 
people, (Ul scientists and the 
general public. We currcndy bavc 
(14) 1400 individual members and 
80 supponlng orpnJutJons (JJ) 
around the world. 
(16) On behalf of the Native Forest 
Network, I (11) would llkc to YOke 
our organization's support for the 
(18) Northern Rockies Ecosyacm 
Protection Act inuoduccd by (J') 
Representative Carolyn Maloney. 
(10) NREPA offers the opportunJty to 
recover both (U) human 
communities and narutal ecosystems, 
hoth of which (U) arc: 1n a very 
sorry state of affairs. 
(:Z3l J[ also provides procecdon lor 
rcm:llning (M) roadlcst ar~ wblcb 
are the building blocks for nadvc 
(H) forat protection and c:cosyac:m 
recovery. 1bc last 

-----
Paae 47 
{J) Intact temperate loreas in tbc 
contJncntal United {Z) SUtcs arc in 
the Northern Rocldcs. and tbey 
harbor (>) lntunadonally ...,._ 
plant and animal (.f.) communldc& 
('> The fact that s7 membcn or 
Congress have (6i) co-8p0tll()fed 
NREPA indicates to rae that a 
multi-state, m ccosyatem~ 
wildc:m·css bill enjoys considc:nblc 
(8) national suppon. 
(9) Conversely, H.R. 2473 and H.R. 
3732, uoJ inuoduccd by 

Page 10 



230 

ALLlANCE FOR THE WILD ROCKIES PUBUC HEARING • APRIL 12, 1994 

Repreac:ntadw: PM: Williams and 
Lany (u) LaRocco respectively, ha~ 
no outlidc: ~ and yet (Ul 
tbex bUis arc deemed poiiUCtlly 
pnctlal. Tbc: Old (15) Boys 
netWOrk is alive and well In 
Washingtoft, D.C. and (:114) dktadn& 
bow our lnctt wildlands In lbe 
lower -48 (15) tuecs will be 
man.a;cd. or In tbls C"UC, 

mJsmanoacd. 
U'> NREPA o6en an end runaround 
mc.e (11) audc:-in-tbc:-mud polkklam 
who are pro-environment (a) 
cvcrywbcrc but In lbc: Nortbcm 
Rockies. We occd CO pu1 (It) 
NREPA if we are to avoid similar 
I'Di3ta.kes and to let <•> industrial 
torcary prevUJ. 
(ll) DARIN AU$11N ( :Mt} ALD!R (D) 

MISSOULA, MT 59802 <n> DAIUN 
AUS11N: Dc:ac Representatives: 
{14) A system of ftW\a8lng our 
remalnln& wildlands ( J1) must be 
enacted. Tbc bislory of the forest 
Service bas ...... 
<•> sbown that cuRing timber is 
lheir main objective. Now (l) is 
the time: to revc:nc this terrible 
policy, to actUally Ul preserve the 
rorc:st and to bold these bnds in 
UUst ktr <•> me Peos>1e. 
(5) A$ a ck:iz.cn, 1 have seen my 
~etten <'> dlweprdcd, seen my 
phone calls polk<:ly rccocdcd. 
('T) Scnaton tell me tbat they can 
only fi:>llow lbc will of <•> the 
people. My will Is that thc:sc 
remaining incact: (J) wildlands be 
proteCted. I demand tbaf: this bill 
be (lOl enacted to actUally protect 
the lands that arc mine and ( Ill 
youn. 
( 12) M someone: wbo works wttb 
children, I must (tJ) ask, what Mil 
we tell tbcm when they arc pawn? 
Will (14) we :say, ob, there arc no 
more bcalc.by fotea? What will (15) 
h2ppen if cbe homes of cbe wild 
animals are .destroyed? 
(16} 'Wbat Slorict can be told? If 
there ls no griZZly, (11) caribou and 
wo lf, there will be no scorics. 
cxcepc lhc (l•J scodes of greed and 
nontbinldng management. 
( 19) Let us leave ecosys~cms. noc: 
ttec f.lrms. b <•> the: dtlzens of 
tomonow. Please enact H.R. 263fl. 
( 21) UONEL TREPANIER (:U) 

OIICAGO, IL 60607 <nl UONEL 
TREPANIER' Good aftemoon. I've 
come (>OJ from Ollcqo where I 
partidpUc wiCb cbe Cbica&o (H) 

Greens. l"w: prepared ~eVUal 
remarks that I share with _ .. 
(t ) roy friends in support of the 

Northern Rockies Ecosystem <.n 
PrOle'Ctkln Act. It Is as fOlloWS: 
Ul 1VIIdland PrOf.cctinn and 
Rcscoradon, Northern (4) Rockies 
Ecosyttcm Protection Act, H.R. 2638. 
<'l 1bc United Scates Ocpart.ment of 
Agriculrurc (6) (USDA), needs an 
auchnrtz.adon tn prncect the life m 
tuppon ~em of Earth. 1be Forese 
Scmcc, (USDA (t) USFS) 
admlnlarauws of federal land In 
MonW\11, Idaho, m Orqon, 
Wymnlna and Washington, lack a 
reaulatory bas's (10) to coordinate 
biological corridors bctwc;cn n:ational 
(11 ) parks. 
(UJ 1bc Fo rest Service has 
dctcnnJncd u·, place u .n mmt 
remaining wild areas under the 
death yo ke of (14} industrial loginx. 
1bc wUd Northern Rockles teeter on 
( lJ) the brink of fl.lll ·scale ccnlogial 
bok>caWit. To avcn ( t" disa!ter and 
procect nur longtime llllrvtv.~l and 
Earth (17 ) in(cgtky, citi2:ens have 
drafted the Northern Rockia (II) 
Ecosyslem Protection Act, NREPA. 
This comprehensive (t9) approach 
has attracted nationwide support, 
Inducting (10) introduction in the 
House of Representatives of H.R. 
( :n) 26}8; sponsors there, hy more 
than SO ·· I h2vc now {U) corrected 
my ptge, that used to say .fO •· W 
CM:ec:mcd {Z)) members of lhac body. 
1bc btU ls based on c:cosysccm {:24) 

approach co provide secure wildlife 
corrldon. and the (Ul peace 
dividend Is wnrk: Restoring public 
lands. _ .. 
( 1) c:cosysccms and sustainable 
economic viahlllcy in the (Z) 
Nonhern Rockies. 
()) NJtEPA ends the grcac fora~ 
sell oC"ltr and (4) preserves susWnahle 
wtldcmess ~reS~: ecosystems, the <" 
qualicy or life and economic base of 
the Northern (6) Rockies. With 
prntc:cdon or the remaining Forest 
(7) Service roadless areas in the 
Nonhem Rockies, any (I) logging 
jobs in the region arc: rec:Sbblishcd 
with (9) cunene normal joll gro wth 
in three: weeks. The f"asccsc · 
( 10) arowtng economic segment or 
the Northern Rockies is (Ill drawn 
here by tbc. Intact landscape:. l'teast' 
write in (Ia) support or the 
Nonhcm Rockies Ecosy51:cm 
ProteaJon {1)) Act. Our wildcmcss 
ecosystems shnuld be preserved as a 
(14) llhlnln& bcaoon of unity, a 
landmark lbr fururc (Ul gencndnns. 
~k you lOr your attention. 
{16) I came out to Missoula and I 
really apprccta(e (IT) the: pcnons 
that come out today to enter and 
hear (II) leStlmony. And 

panJ.c:ula:rly, thank you for tbc 
people {It) of Mlstoula, lbr t:be 
opponunky 1 hllve to !pCak to <•> 
forest actJYbQ and extend an 
Invitation to the (JI) National Grc:cn. 
Party Convention in Bobc, Idaho, 
Auptst (U) 11th to t:be 15th, 199-f. 
And there arc: invitations (25) pc:lCed 
at the door behind the lnfOrmation 
t.ahlc. My (:Ml name is Uond and I 
thank you for your attention. 

..,. .. 
( I) JAMES OlSEN ( )It) 8TH S'11tEET 
tzl HAMILTON, MT 59840 Ul 
JAMES OLSEN, I want to UJliC 
Congress to (4) support the 
Northern Rockies Ecosystem 
PrOlcction Act. 
{t) nus act will proc:cct bulcalty 
pan of the last sliver <'> of 
r~ca areas. and the f.aUurc: w 
pass this, bottom {7) Une is we'll 
end up logging these areas. 
(I) The large logging companies 
have e:ngage:d in a (tl pretty 
aggressive campaign l O make us 
helieve that the (IO) public lands are 
needed .. the logs ott the public 
lands (II) are needed to proc:cct tbc 
jobs of the people 1n the (12) 
NorthwCM:. I certainly sympathize 
with industries that (Ul are baWl& 
uoul>le with jobs. 
{14) I'm from t:hc: defense lndusuy, J 
worked In it ( It) my whole llfc and 
have had the pleasure of tookins my 
(16) friends and co-workers In lhe 
eye and laying lhe:m ott u ( tT) the 
defense budget has decreased. But 
things change. 
(18) And the question Is, what are 
these logging companies (tt) doing 
with the uees on their own lancU 
1bey have (10) engagc:d. ror many 
decades, apparently, just looking at 
Ull the map, In unsuscalnablc: 
loRg.ing. They seem to be {12) 

shipping lop and American jobs 
with them overseas, and <JJl they 
continue to 00 thal. So now they 
wanr co come and (24) log our 
uees. And these: are o ur uees, and 
I chink tHl most Americans want 
our uecs m say as our forest. 

-" {I ) Ry allowing them to come in 
and C\.lt these last (J) roresu. bow 
klnR Is lha( going to last.' 
UnsusWnahle OJ ktg1ng for maybe: 
a half gc.neradon o r aftOCbet (4) 
generation, then wbc:te are OW" 

children goln& to Set (Ol Jobo1 
Our children will be left. wkhout 
jobs and ...-e (6> wut be living In a 
desolated landscape. 
(7) So, anything other than this bill 
is a (tl shon·tighted apptoacb to 
making money for a group of (9) 
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campania mat haven't manaacd 
lhdr own r~ (lO) except iM' 
sbott-cerm pilL And now ·We're 
asked co {11) correct lbe 
~of tbc. latJC lumbet 
companies ua> over the past lew 
dc:cadc:l and ball tbeto OtK once ....... 
(JS) But It's a fAlse btJiout and, ln 
&c.t, tbey'll walk away {14) wtth a 
few pro8a tor another decade, but 
what about (Ul tbe next decade? 
'lbcy'll be going broke, workers will 
(16} be out of Jobs and we won't 
have any fOrala. 'lbank you {11) 

very much. 
(11) JAMES BAltNBS (tJ9) S"'U£1' {It) 

MISSOlii.A, MT 59802 <»l JAMES 
BAil.NES: It's dme to pus the 
Nonbetn (31) Rocldcs Ecosystem 
Proteaion Act. It is etSC:ndalty one 
(l.J) of che laa things we can do 
before k will be too lace. 
<n> Pac Wllllams' bill is essentially 
g:atbaae. We've seen (~l lc apln 
and apln and apln. Tbe same son 
of tb.l.na (zt) over the last decade, 
coming from the Congressional 

-" (1) delegation of Montana. 
(2) NREPA is a dlll"erent thina. It's 
somcthlna (Jl that takes all factors 
of our Nonbc:rn. Rockies Ecosyacm 
<"> into cOGSidcratilln. Jt chanscs 
the: ld.nd of aovemmcnt Ul subsidy 
for fotea: dcaucdon into one that 
will (6) 1Uppon: our com.munides 
and ouppon tbc ccosytCCm. 
(7) Tbb Is • dmc In wblch the 
United 5wes can (a) dt.ber hold 
omo tbc .._ vcodses ol what's 
decent and (t) good 2bout our 
country and tbc lan.d and our 
people:, or {lOl we can throw it all 
away and be done with It once and 
(11) lot all. 
(U:) 1 urge you to pass this bUI and 
do tbc riaJ>t (Ul !bin& lot Lhls 
counuy and b future generations. 
Utl Thank you. 
(Ul DONNIE LAUGHLIN FRIENDS 
Of 1118 BITI'EltR.OOT (1') 
STEVBNSVILLii. MT 59870 (17l 
DONNl£ LAUGHLIN: I'm prcskSc:n.t 
of tbe friends (11) ot lbe Bitterroot. 
Fric::ndt ol the Bitterroot is a (lt) 

rqpooal orpnlzatlon locaiC<I In 
Hamilton, Monuna. 
(») We work 1n llve nadonal rorcau 
a.a.d our work (:U.) Is tO prcwm: lbc 
- of -...beds, wildlife 
'"" hobltat aDd biolo(p<:al dl.-ty. 
We also work hord to (Ul procect 
tbele I• ccmalnlna roadlcss areas in 
tbc (Ul Nonbcm Rocldes, and 
panlc:ularly "' tbc .... that ,.., 
we•re world.n& ln. _ .. 

(1) We have klns supported the 
Northern Roddes (l) Ecosystem 
Protection Act as a visionary and m 
comprebcnslvc proposal of the 50rt 
tbat is required if (6) biological 
dlverslry in ks roots, the broad 
range of (J} plant and 2nimal 
species chat now lnhabit this region 
(') and have inhabited this region. 
arc to be able to ('7) continue to 
exist hccc. And of particular 
concern to us (ll is the ability or 
the low-density. wtdc-nnging species 
"' lllcc wolf, &riUIY bear, 
wolverine. pine martin, fisher, ( 10) ct 
cctcta. to be able to have the 
babftat and have the (U) ability m 
move from one bahitat to another. 
(U) We arc pleased tn be pan of 
the many citizens (13) and the many 
groups that do suppon the Northern 
Rockies (16} Ecosysrem Protectkln 
Act. And we would like to point 
(U) out chat this is tbc only 
wilderness proposal introduced (1" 

l.nto Congress that wu developed hy 
dtJzens, by (l?l conservationists, by 
wildlife scientists, and we think {18) 

that that says, il not all, quite a bit. 
Thank you very (19) much. 
(JO) GABRIELA BAR.R.ElT P.O. BOX · 
573 (21) ARLEE, MT S9821 (:n) 

GAftRIELLA BARRET: Members of 
Congr~ss: 
(U) 1be Northern Rockies Ecosystem 
Protection Act {24) is an essential, 
whmc-syaems step towards resolving 
(~) our wildlands crisis. I would 
llke to voice my suppon _ .. 
(I) and consensus with the speakers 
on me panel. and (1) applaud the 
authors and sponsors of this hill ~ 
their (.5) peat perseverance and 
wisdom. 
(t) It Is time that w~ acknowledge 
the mess we're (5) · in, in terms or 
our eroding biodiversity and 
ecosystem l'l susta1nahllity . It is 
dme to halt the mismanagement, (7) 

kick out the extractive 
boom·and·busc: indusuy, and band (I) 

the IOSHcts and other disenfranchised 
wood products (9) •nrkers hocdags 
and Kart reforesting instead of {1e) --(U) As a woods worker and tree 

" plancer, 1 have (11) witnessed the 
dattuction and wasre that Forest 
Service (Ul policies have wrought 
on our public lands. As a (14) 

conlcrVadonlst citizen, I am appalled, 
as many people (U) ar~. at the 
current ecotoaJcal holnctust here in 
the ( 16) west and the land 
management agencies' Incapacity co 
(17) seck a common-tCNC, 
comprc.berulvc: and b&oklglcally· 
(1&) Informed policy. 

(ttl 1be NREPA Is 1ood news. not 
only for the (») evc:r·pcc:B~ted and 
endangered crearutc:t thac 8Cdt 
refuge (n) from an lnaeuiD81Y 
Industrialized, dlsc:ued IOdc:ty, (D) 

not nnly lbr conacrYation of clean 
rivers and the (,J) qualldca and 
clements that these ~cosystcms 
sustain, (:Ml but for those of u• who 
wlue clean living and a (~) 
meanJnglul turure. And It's 
economical! Everyone ln ... ~ ,, 
(l) the Northern Rockies will have 
plenty of work ln. tbc (Jl Northctn 
Rockies Ecosystem Proc:c.ctlon Aa 
p>SSeS. 
m Everyone will be cmp~ed in a 
fulfilling, honest { t ) prolelsk>n they 
can re~l proud of in the restoration. 
and u> rehabilitation of our ailing, 
yet essential, wild t'l country. 
<"l There is so much work to do, 
and it's lime to {I) start. We've 
got our work cut out for us and 
we're (9) ready, willlng and waking. 
Members of Congress, It's (10) up to 
you . Please suppon H.R. l638, 
NREPA. Thank you. 
{U) ALLISON SLATER (5U) 4111 {1, 
MISSOULA, MT S9802 {U) ALLISON 
SLATER: J haven't prepared any (tt) 
comments, so I won't be able to 
give any of th~ (U) aadstjc~ but I 
believe that those have been 
covered (1') by pr~vious !pCakcrs. 
en> I would mostly like to give my 
supPOrt or urge (11) tbc 
Representatives to suppon the 
Northern Rocld.cs Ut) Ecosyacm 
Proccetlon Act, and maybe give a 
few images (JO) that I bave of lbc 
situation. 
(11} I live in Missoula ncac the 
railroad, and day (U) aAct day I tee 
cars going by filled wkb logs. I do 
a U!) lot of bicycling around tbc. 
area o n Forest Service (M) roads. 
and see logging truck:$ consuntly 
coming ou1 full (15) or lop. 

---.... ~ ,., 
Ul I volumeer at the ecology 
center here ln (,) Missoula, and 
every day scoplng nodccs and Ul 
Environmental AsKssmcnts and pJa.a.s 
come in to further {4) m1ne. los, 
gru~ on the nadonal for~ and 
Rureau of Ul Land Manqcmau: 
lands. 
{6) I al50 volunteer at the local 
food bank, and I (7) realize tbat 
there are people wbo ac~ concemed 
about (I) the economic ImpactS 
that protecting wl.lclemca wtll (f) 

have oo the. area. ftnir ot all, I 
don't bcllevc. that (JO) tomc.daiDa 
th:u's wrona can be Ju«i8ed Just by 
S3.ylng (nl fobs depend on k 
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CcrWnty tbe aoplre of die old <•:n 
Sourll .... tx....... do"" and lou of 
people """"'ed (Ul economically by 
lbe abolldon ol slavay, but no one 
(14) would tugat tbat llavuy 
sbould bave becll. preacrved <U> 
simply beauoc: k JXOC<Cted Jobs In 
tbe coacn -.uy. 
(16) So I don't tblnk tbat that'S 
jutdficadOG, and I would (11) ju. 

Ilk<; 10 "'~~" co- 10 - tbe 
Notthem {11) Rodda Ecosyttem 
Protccdon Act.. 
{lt) WD.I. SNODGRASS MlSSOULIANS 
FOR CLEAN ENVIRONMENT l»l 
P.O. BOX 2885 MISSOULA, MT 
59806-2885 (Ul WILL SNODGRASS, 
I am dlc founder and (U) 

~ fo< Mlsooullans fo< 
Clean EnvitonmaK. At (34) lh1s 
cridcal moment I.a. dlc Uk of our 
planet. u we (U) wlulca all around 
us cnvitorunc:ntal dcsuuction and _ .. 
<•> death, wblch tuet tbc human 
oplrl< beyond belie( 
(1) M rbc IUJtll of our planet. bcr 
occans and 01 lorau arc poboned. 
a:r&n&Jcd and cut as envlr011111Cfttal 
{4) law ll broken rcpeaccdty, u 
blind and - ....... (f) 
polkk:lano wllicb aid ond - tbe 
timber lnducy Jllant <•> wbldl 
- upoll die Ina ond .......... of 
timber wcxto:n m ond tbe lblru>lnc 
earcaa of Mocbc:r Eanb. 
(I) As tbose Wctlcm poUddans 
o«er up Ul sbon.sped, 
desavcdvc, peed-driven lcgbladon, 
<••> such as tbc: Williams and 
LaRocco so<allcd wildcmcse <n> 
bills., wb.l.ch would surely cauae lbc: 
&naJ blows upon our (Ul living 
environments. 
(1)) A$ tbcx watcm polkklans ftOl 

Orlly look (14) away, hue: Ullll In tbc 
proc:eta of dauoylna what (IS) 
rem.atns ot OW" Uvtng cnvtronmcm. 
u tbe pooclccu and (16) 101111 of our 
children ore picked, leavln& bebind 
a (17') wutcland of crytna souls. one 
lqpal.ative lniU'Umcnt (18) aands 
above all, ICidt rep<eaentln& pride, 
beau<)', (If) lnt<ll'kY, ........... 
survival mel Ute: 1bc Nortbcm (JO) 

llocldea l!cooy1lem Prcccc:doo Act, 
NREPA. 
(D) In tbe focc of tbe -
deoaucdoo of (22) tbe land of oil 
people. NRIIPA - NREPA lo as 
tal (D) and U - as tbe oplril 
of die ...... - k (>t) J>!'O'<CU. 
NREPA lo tbe law of tbil bour. 
Swcaln tbe ( .. ) land, ....... Ilk, 
Jet:k-ofNREPA. 

-" (ll JENNIFEJt FERENSTEJN <Wl 
3Rd WEST, NO. 2 (>I MISSOULA, 

MT ,9'101 Ul JENNIFER 
FERENmiN: J live :and work here 
In (4) Montana. I'm a member nf 
tbc Executive Committee of me (f) 

Sierra Oub, the Bittcrrooc:·MI-'on 
Group of the Sierra (6) Club, and I 
al10 haw: worked l'nr che CnJghcad 
(7) Wlldlik·WIIdlands lnstirute here 
In Montana. 
(t) fit'll, I'd like to lhank the 
Alliance for the ( t) Wild Rockies, 
the organizatio n and lhc individuals 
who ( lO) have made this ctfon 
polllbk. I think d\at it's (U) 

through these grass·rnots 
orpnlutkml and through (ll) these 
advocacy cffnru that we can really 
1« lq:kJmatc (I)} change: occur. 
(14) I would fu• like to say thai as 
we sit bcrc, (I') we all want to 

believe thM we can help and heal 
the U'J cvcr·wldeolng rifts of the 
biodc bbrlc through lhc: ll7) choices 
du.t we make In our day·to-day 
UYa. However, (II) I think lhc 
truth belies the simple philosophy. 
1berc <•t> lt no time for the 
romantic nodnn that this tr l$ the 
(30) lul belt place. We can't 
believe this when all around (Z1) us 
Montana's n.cunl communities and 
ccosy1Ccnu arc (ZJ) beinl daUoycd 
lftd limpllfted. 
(Ul from a moral, ecological, 
ec:onomk and (U) todolngkal 
JrandpoUu. nnthlna ls more 
Important than (JSJ the procectkm of 
the wtld places and nadve _ .. 
(1) hiodivc~ry that remains Jn this 
rqpon. I thAnk thai (l) the 
Nonhcm Rockies Ecosyaem 
ProteCtion ACt Ll the m only 
credible and lq.ltlmatc approach that 
is wtthln our t•J lfUP· I urge 
you to a.ppon NllEPA. 
(t) JAMES TAYLOR LENNOX (II') 

NO. 5 (6) MISSOULA. MT 59802 (7J 
jAMES TAYLOR LBNNOX: 1bank 
you Cor the (t) opportunity to 
comment on dUs landmark 
lepiation. 
<tl 1bc Northern Rockies 
Ecosystem Protection Act, H.R. 
(10) 2638, Is the beJr: bill for 
proccctina me laK ot .ntd tn> 
Amc:ric:a. 
(13) I am a concerned dtlzcn ol 
Montana. J care UJ) about the 
people ol this planet and our Mute. 
We '*" (14) no Jon&er live with 
.,.-. ""' will ""' - wl!b k. 
(U) I am I volunteer Wortdn.J wkb 
tbc Alliance ol the Wild (") 
Rnckk:s. one nf many volunteers 
who care .tlaut wUdllfe, un humans 
and our habitat. 

· t1a) I artcd a fund·raiscr in 1990 
called Pennies (19) for Wilderness. --

Pennies do add up to polldVe 
change, 1 C•> mfa,hc: add. I 
dcslgned • Pennies for Wlldc:tnele 
label .en> and produced ~ ot 
!hem wilh the 160 In pcnnlea I (22) 
collected at my r:unuys bome. 
(ll) 'Throuah the penny~ 
ampaign, I bad to ()4) abare lbe 
Idea with people lbat 8f'ced ls noc 
the answer (J5) to tbc: many 
life·threatening problems we f.ace ln 
!be 

,..t' ,, 
(t ) world tcxlay. I lbouaht tbat 
collcctina currency wltb (l) the 
least moncary value would help 
convey thb ~ U> to lbe 
world. Greed ls noc the IINW't1'. 
We anly have (4) enouab b 
human need. not hunwt arced. 
m Tbe IUnd·nllcr bas IICftC'1I'ed 
thousands or ,,, dol~ bdplna to 
pay ror airline tkkcts. enabUna (7) 

citizen actlvtsu throuabouc: lbe 
rcg.io n to travel to (I) W~ 
n .c., to educate Congral Oft cbe 
importance (9) ol protec:Una tbc 
Northern RockJes ecosyKCm and tts 
(Jo) biological clivenlty. 
tUl I also helped rund tbc prlndn& 
of the NIIEPA (U) ablolclo, deblJhla 
the tclcndftc and ec:oaomle (Ul 
lcnowledlc behind tbc NJ.EPA and 
othet ...._ 
(14) At • subc:-ommtace bcarln& July 
20th, 1993, (Ul Rcprcec:nc:adve l.an'y 
LaRocco claimed that tbc AlllaGcc 
(t'> for the Wild Rockies Is working 
to save ~ only (11) for the 
money. A WR !tlrted out wkh 
literally one (II) lndiftduaJ's iAcome 
from a summct job. 1bat pcnoo 
(19) ettcd cnouah to act to proteCt 
grtuly bear habitat in (lO) tbc 
Nonbem Rocldea. Nobocly'f wbo 
involved witb this (11) ausc: Is In k 
rm the money. 100 perceac: ot cbe 
( 11) collected pennies bavc eonc 
towards the lnttoducdon and (U) 
eventual enactment of the Norcbc:ra 
Rocldcs lko.yttem (l'l Protecdon 
Act. 
(l:J) Our sndety mUI( conalder oc:bc:t 
species that 

-" (I) happen to make a uw.a on. cbis 
little bluc-arccn planet (l) we call 
Eanb. NltEPA lo a ...-J -
takes lnc:o Dl COftlldendoo wtldi:IJe 
conccmo, ndlc< cbon jut< bumla <<> 
fp'eed. All - _..­
the human pcpuladon Ul In oae 
way or another, wbUe wUclllle 
populadons arc (I) rciDOftd lrom 
the pkturc. We eMil oo JoGact 
alford to m Ignore blolop:al 
diversity. We an all bcndt. trom 
( I ) prcscrvtng our nlb.lnl bcfit.aF. 
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We _. make a ' b\llna <J> off lbe 
-ol~,noc1u 
capkal. 
(M) PrildDe ~ arc ow Hie --(11) Wicboul daaD. there woukl be 
oo dean w.~e:r co drink or (U) aU 
tobradl. 
(1!) Ova 600 bu.mes.e. and 
orpnizadoGs baw (lfl endotxd 
NltiPA, t'cpl'acRdiJI more than 5 
rnJ1Uon (U) Amcricane.. Coftcemed. 
ordlaary ddzcns wous!Jou• lbc: <•<I 
counuy have voiced tbclr IUppOn 

fo< - bloi<Jslcally (1'1) and 
economk:alty comprc.bensivc bill. 
1bc plan bas (11) eojoycd favorable: 
auendon by tbc: media, includlna 
CNN, { It) CNBC, 1bc: Christian 
Sdc:ncc Monkor, Tbc New York 
Times, {30) MTV, Rolling Stone 
Maaazlnc and countless othc:rs. 
(21) The: ,orld's mOM: renowned 
biolopsu and {D) economists 
suppon NllEPA, and currently there's 
S7 tn > members of the U.S. House 
of RqKcscncadvcs that have (U) 

co·sporuorcd tbc bill. 
<~> Wcstc:m dclcptions have n<K 
511pp<>ncd NllEPA _ .. 
(t) doc to the f.u:t that most 
received IUJC conrrtbudons (Z) 
&om induauy to lbcit clect:Jon 
campa~&n~. lberc Is m solid 
evidence tbac: large muldnatJonal 
corporations {f) have destroyed 
million. of acra of wildlands. 
Ol Ocarcuts and open?t mines 
scar rDOA: of tbc west and (6) 
Otber pans of me country. The 
land can no longer (7) handle mass 
man·made destruction. II is bad 
economics. 
(I) Praident Clinton's proposed 
bud&ct calb for (f) a 30 percent 
increase in dlc: Forat Service's road 
<••> bud&ct and eliminates l'undifl& 
for Wal:er qualky (U) monimring in 
the Northern Rockies. 1be COSC" per 
mile (11) or road corutrucdon lnco 
roadlc:u areas is up to (U) 
uoo,ooo. 
(14) Taxpaycn (00( the bill! Many 
batd-worldna people- that (l'l I talk 
to about dU laic arc upset and 
would ratbc:r (16) sec that money 
aolna cowards education or 
ptotcctina (1'7) ecosystem intcplry. 
We need co eUmlnatc wutc:lul (11) 
spc:ndlna projccu llkc the Forca 
Sctvice ra.d bulklina (19) and 
below-cOlt dmbc.r IIIIa. 
(lO) Sc:acc wtklcrnc:. bills currently 
making tbdr (l.l) way through 
Congress make no ccolotPcal or 
economJca1 (D) acnsc whatsoever. 
WUdUIIC knows no boundaries. 
(l!l Condcmnina millions of ac res of 

land ln the Northem (M) Rockies 'to 
be rek:alcd to forCM: Plana that 
contain bJtb <»> ASQ'a Md were 
developed in the Rcapn.'llush en is _ .. 
(J) outright: wrona. These bills are 
saJUna through (::J:) Congress wtlh 
the aid of deal·maki.ng handshakes 
and (5l big-money ulk. 
Oevek;tpment of roadless areas In the 
(4) Notthcm Rocklc5 will equate to 
ipCdcs extinction. All (') tor 
what, I might ask? Short·term 
profit. H.R. 3732 (6) and H.R. 
2<C73 musr: not: pass. 
(7) Thousands of johs will he 
swuincd and (I) created if NREPA 
is enacted. Logging opcracinns will 
(9) continue ln already roa<k:d , 
National Foresu on a (IOl susuinahle 
basis. Wildland recovery etYorts in 
heavily (U) damaged areas will 
require the: hands of many men and 
(U) women. For every mile of road 
built, rwo miles should {1)) be 
retUrned to foreas. Let's put 
people ro good work, (14) rescoring 
life to lands th:!:t have ht:c:n stripped 
of iL 
(lSl We can learn from our original 
forests how to (16) put hack 
together an abuxd rorest. In order 
to do {17} this. we must enact 
NR.EPA m prntect functioning (11) 
ecosystems and their hiologiC:II 
corridors. 
(I') Please urge the enactment of an 
lmponant {lOl hill, H.R. 2638. 
Th2nJc you again for the: oppnnuniry 
to (:11) comment on NREPA. Please 
include my comments in the (U) 

official hearing record. 
(::1)) DAVID HARMO N U SOOl 
OUNCAN ORIVE t::J:4) MISSO ULA, MT 
S9802 (ll'l OA VIO HARM ON: I'm 
an oudlrter. I earn my 

Pqe " 
(a) living from the: land, from 
wilderness. During summer (l) 
months, I take: pcftpfc: from all the: 
over the country inco Ol the 
wtldcmcss In Mont2na, and they're 
all amazed char (4) we h:lve this 
beauty here and sn excited th2t t 
can share (') it with them. This 
NREPA bill needs 10 he passed, I (61 
thlnk. and the other bills bll far 
shon of doing what ('7) needs to 
be done. The thing thai really dcks 
me off is (I) when the argumen1 
comes up ahout, well, we e:an't have 
(9) any more wtl<k:mcss, because 
it's going to cost jobs. I (10) nevc:r 
hear anyone talking ahour my joh or 
the thousands (11) or more people 
that do what I do, using the 
wilderness (U) in a productive 
manner without taking anything from 

II. 
(Ul Maybe IOmeOftC lbould do a 
IIUdy on diM and lnd out bow (14) 
many }oM would be aea&al jult iD 
the OOrtllalntl (If) - alone If 
N1tEPA wae ~ and men mat 
coukl (16) be tubtnctcd &om tbc: 
rcw logging Jobs chac would be (11) 
lnsl:. I urae conpcamen and 
women to pleuc pus tbc: (11) 
NREPA bill. 
(ttl DOYLE GERRARJ) "") LANE 
(10) CORVALLlS, MT S9828 (D) 
DOYLE GERRARD: I'm here to 
speak In support (U) of the 
Nortbcrn Rockies EcOS)'3tem 
Prot:ection Act. Moa: (::1)) ccoJotPcal 
prohleltl$ reduce ro the sin&lc 
proh~m or ( i4) :supply and demand, 
but the two words "supply and 
demand" 
(Ul Stand for dltparate thinp. 
Supply is strictly limited. 

.... 66 
(1) while demand is esecntially 
unlimked, becau~~e the (1) concept 
implies demand made by human 
beings. 
(Sl There is no limit to the 
demands made by the (4) ForCit 
Service, the timber industry and the 
Western (J) delqption on wbat 11 
perceived to be avaJlablc timber (6) 
supply .. alvvays a political 
perception •· and the m roadie. 
lands of whalevcr type, of whatever 
:a. ltirude. 
<*> The Endangered Species Act 
will be annulled and tbc (f) 
appeals prot.cctions slanted to bcndlt 
indu5u y , long (so) befOre the timber 
gang reallus the &uits or a mJ.staken 
( II) ~(hie and ruinous policy. 
{U) If we all cake but one ccruinty 
into the 21st (1S) century, it must 
bt: lhc amidlesis of the Chamber of 
{14) Commerce attitude, that blgcr 
is beuer, that more of U'l almost 
anything is bcner. It ls dme &o act: 
limits. I (16) urge you co paa tbe 
Northern RoCkies Ecosysc:cm (11) 
Prntection Act. 1bank you. 
(Ill novo WOOD MUSK.IlAT LANE 
09) CORVALLIS, MT ~98Z8 (a) 
FLOYD WOOD: I certainly can't 
march the: ( 31) etoqucnt wordll that 
have been used here today, so I'll 
(2::J:) hit ic at a little different anaJe. 
(::J:S) I saw the clearcut area bqpn. 
I logged ac (14) that: period of lime; 
starred in 19<C8. 'J'wcnc:y.ave yean 
(l:Sl ago I ant lrivolved in the 
environmenul movement, 

.... e 61 
(ll because ·• 11 was a sclftab 
motive •· t.bey had maftaiC<I (2) to 
lng all my favorite elk bundn& arcu. 
m 1ben abouc thac lime 1 •w the 
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-- (4) - -"""'on, Uldlbere_IIO..,._tbeiMd 

(J) could - tbe CUII:Ina -
WU eotal OIL ADd m ·(') dill 
wbolc ~ liM to c:ome to an end 
and we baft co ('1) ave wbM lkdc 
wre baft ldt ot out UlltC*Ied areu. 
(tl ADd I .... c.oapc. to -
NUPA Uld forp:c Wllllaml' IJI bill, 

.,..,....., bltbW -- ......... 
dote lO (H) COYerina wbll ftCCds 
covued. n.at you. 
(U) S'I"BWAltT BRANDBORG 
Cll1ZI!N AcnON COMMJ'MU (Ul 
187 TIN CUP ROAD DARBY, MT 
59129 U4l Sl"BWAJtT BRANDBORG: 

I come bcrc wttb • cleepe« '"' -cciodoD ~ chis prOCCII wlllcb 
bas dooc: ., m\ICb co <•'> rdcc:t &be 
will and c:oovtcdoD of MonWlanl. I 
don't (17) know bow we could bavc 
aaked fiw a more doqueot and (II) 

~ICOdmooyli'oma­
group of (lf) well-iM:mned, 
knowlcd&al>i< people, ......,. &om 

<•l ld- - yean ol 
experlcDcc, --- In (:ttl d>elt profelolooal nnb; cconombls of 
note and wbo (Dl have contributed 
so much ro the knowledSC: or our · 
economy (ZJ) bcrc ln Montana and 
d>e qucocloas of jobs; tbtouslt "' 
(:141 d>e people wbo have been on 
d>e lando, wbo mow d>e (H) 

dlvenky of our w1ldllk. d>e · 
wondc:n of our rqion. ...... 
(1) and wbo .peak mo« lmportat:Kiy 
from tbe bean. I dll.nk (2') it'S an 
imprcalive claaonaratlon. of wbac 
good people ue (J) capoblc of In • 
lime wbcD - cballcaae d>e sy><an, 
many <•> ot us. 
''' I have spcnc my earlier yeatS as 
a wildllie <61 biolopll. woddna 
wid> ...... ..... fedenl ....,cles. 
And (7) 1 went into Montana and 
Orcaon. cruio1n8 dnobcr Uld (a) 

noOAing ""'''" _.. I We< 
IOcused on wiklllfe, <J> workin& 
wltb .... ...., - wlldllk 
research (to) qendea in Idaho aAd 
Montana. And after 12 yean I (11) 
moved to Wubi.ftal:ol\, wbetc I wu 
UIOdl.tc:d wttb {la) aadonal . 
cnvtron.mc:ntal ~ lout and a 
ball yean (U) wttb cbe Nali.Oftal 
WlldllfcF--of 
(14) some 20 yean wkb tbe 
WJ.kiemc:a Sodery, 12 u ks <•'> 
csecudve dlrecuw, and u an 
employee of tbe larp left <"> 
nadoD&I orpDiZidoal 1D COODCCIIoa 
wtm Ita <•7J ....-rOCXJ leaclc:rsblp 

f:,~ raany )'cars in 
appearances bdotc the (ttl Conpe. 
and o&rin& """""'"Y and mfu<mln& 
people <»> wlcbln d>e mcmbcnhlp 

ol tbc ,., __ Sndc<y, and (:tl) 

otbu nadonal - - """'" lhc ,., __ Sndc<y (U) 

cooperated clotetr. wtrh the illucs 
o( tbc clay. I pvc (Z>l this 
bac..,.,..nd, bcauac I lecl that tbc 
quadoftl I uk (Joil of Cclft&ral now 
Uld ol tbc Subcommittee and tbe 
full (15) C01nmlaee uc somcwbal 
rcleftnt to the crises we tee In ...... 
(I) Amerfa. 
(ll I have: t«n Cong.rc:ss do 
wonderful thlnp. 
Ul I've seen chis Commkt« 
accomplish wcac thlnp mr me (4) 
procecdon of the public lands and 
tbc rctOUrccs of the: 01 Unlted 
Sa.ra, and patt~culatly ot the w~. 
So I have <'l a peat appredation 
of wbll cbc eonar~ can do to be 
m prosrc.avc to 5Ct'YC lhc people. 
(ll I wonder very much rocby, 
bowever, wha1 it (tJ happcni.ns In 
Amcr&ca when k 's imposalhle to 
bavc (lO) hearlnp cbmugbout the 
Northern Rockies, two or lhrcc (11) 
in eacb IUitc, ln ftnd out wh2t 
people arc really (Ul thinking, and 
to use d1c hearlna process to get at 
the (IJ) heart of what dt.ls '-'c 
represents. We know that if we 
(14J apply cbc ecosystem concepts 
tbat have been projected (.,) durint 
tbc:se beadns;s. we will he inco the 
bar of land (S6) planning.. 
(11) And at a time ~n Monta:u. 
and the Rocky (Ill Mountain st:ltcs 
arc .ubJcc:tc:d to a massive innux of 
{If) pcop(c, development has gone 
wild; brmland, ranchland, (l!OJ the: 
beautiful river bonnms, screams arc 
threatened by (UJ ovcr<kvc:lopment 
and ttaJk mistakes. threatened by 
(UJ mining. unplanned and 
unronttoUcd, overcuttlnA -nr <"~Ur (:Ul 
beautlf'ul national fore• lands, to say 
nothins of {M) private lands. 
(n) 'Wbat il the main obsu.cle (o 
tbc Congrcsolonal -,. 
(1) process which would bring 
chac qucatjons: Where do we {1) 

SO from bete? How do we 
prcxrve the belt lui place ()} b 
the American people? Of course, 
k's fltukous co (4) say that thb 
- .. ..,.., "' be made by 
Monunans. (J> and Idahoans and 
tboac In 1Vyomln& and Washington 
and ('> Orqon. This dcdston, as 
bas been potn!Cd OUI ao (7) 
eloquendy, bdonp to thc American ~ 
people: 1be people (I) In New 
Jersey and Lns Angeles and Memphis 
and .. you (f) name It ·· Alaska, 
everyone shares In the: decision. 
(10) Well, why can't we ask fO&I , 

Memben nl <n> ~ ro look • 
!his aa an _...n11y to bria8 a 
(1J) new era Into Amcrian poltdc::.. 
to hrlng a new a. 1nto (JJ) laad 
planning. the ll\ldlcs of die 1IAiqoc 
wildlife and (14) plant popu­
and tbc - o( tbe people 1D tbe 
Ml Nonhcm Rocldeo, by a IIIII 

public procc. -· '"' (16) ...... 
"' people, '"' CIICOUfW8< dltlop>c, 
we encouncc U1l cbc beM. ldeDd8c 

• ~. - ......... o( local 
(lO) people, tbc fom>cn, d>c 
ranchers, lhc people on Main {lf) 
SUcct, tbc people In tbc 
environmental ~ and 1n {111) 

every oc.hc:r socW chranac poup m. 
we have. Wby can't (Jt) we baw: 
this now? 
(lll lnsread, what do we have? All 
ahhceviaiCd (Z>l bcat1ns In a period 
wbcn k's very dlftlcuk "' b<lng (:Nl 
chc members ol the CQIDIDiacc 
together, when we're bcc:d (25) wkh 
tbc lhnrt ... &IKcd lcglstallon adv>nccd 
by 

...... .,. 
(1) Congressman Williams tlw 
leaves most of the wildlands (J) of 
Montana unprocected and In a very 
vulnerable aatc. 
(SJ Tbue's greac: advantqe of 
having spent those (4) yean from 
19S4 10 1986 In Waablngton. F1ra 
nf all, (') tt's a place where eudl 
can be and will been <'l 
accomplished If t.hoK: wbo rcpracnt 
the national (1) orpn.tzadonl aRd 
opcak Inc tbc nadonal oqpn1u0ona 
<•> are clnscly tied to lhe people 
out In tbc land. And I {J) think 
we flee the: same kind of dlllandn& 
In some (lo) lnsunces between the: 
environmental orpnludons at {11) 
national &evcl chat we toe In tbc 
Conarca of the UnJtcd tul Scates. 
where lhcre's a rcmotcnca, a 
withdrawal. Leave (U) It to ut 
within me Beltway to make 
decisions. And I (14) think it's 
critical lhat Cnng;rc:~~ and the 
membcn who {Ul reprc.ent u.s 
come out fnr the people In this 
process. · 
(1'1 We've heard 10 D:WJ.y draa, tc 
can't he done, {11) ~ ft's DOC 

somc<hlng tbal's pnctlcal, polklcally 
t••> it 's not rcaliatc. And I ltand In 
full cnnvlctlnn to (If) testily that. 
that's a story we've heard many, 
many Woes c•> bcfofe. 
(Jl) We beard k wttb Redwood 
National Park In (Dl Colllomla. You 
can'< get tbat lhrov&b- Tbc local 
(U) congrc:sarnen and many In lbe 
Congressional dclcptJons, {M) 
particularly those who are Influenced 
by the large (J'l corporations dw: 
warned to continue to dcluoy the: 
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(l) r~ redwood&, we can't 

do an)'tlllna - lbat. 
(~) We beard tbat in the cue of 
lbt: Nonb UJ Cucadcs National 
Park of Wasblfl&ton. Nadonal For~ 
(4) land, COIU:Jiuou~ areas had been 
rawacd by ovcrcutting, l'l 
clearcuain& the wonr: kind of 
c:levutldon Chat one can (6) wicnes~ 
anywbetc In !be Northwest. People 
raiUcd and (1) tbey insaed that a 
Nonh Cuc:adc National Park be (I) 
aubl.iabed ln the absence of 
credible, responsible (9) 
manaacmcnt on lbc: pan of the 
United States Forest (IOJ Scrvkc. 
{n) 1'bcn ·Ia'& ....go to the Wilderness 
Bill. I was (l:l) there through Its 
wrleln& tbroush clgbc years of !be 
(Ul dtflk:uk struglc to gain Its 
~· Even then, the <••> 
opponeNt of the VIUdc:rncss Bill 
lMilled cbM: we 10 to (Ul the 8cld 
and bold bcsrlnp In places Hlcc 
McCall, (16) Idaho, and Reno, 
Nevada. Tbc martial forces, some of 
(11) tbcm fousbt ....... ""' bill, but 
you know wbat {11) happened? 
There wu a great uprWng of 
people ln all (lf) of those remote 
communkk:s.. Peopk: who ~nt 
their (a) Wnc In the woods. some 
of tbem logcn.. saying .tame (11) 
areas must be preserved In 
pcrpc:ruky for rbc American (UJ 
people. 1bls ls our herlcagc. We 
can't sacriJk:c k . 
(l!J Let's c:akc dJht years of 
hcarinas tbat seemed (:141 unendlng. 
Again, &om tbc WTJting of the bill, 
the (lJl dtculation among the 
critics. tbe supporters. it was 

-" <•> tbe same ROry: Nodling can 
ever happen berc. We'll do (ll 
well to get a simpk: statement of 
policy &om Coftll'css u> that 
ballcally wilderness Is good. ballcslly 
wikiemess (4) ls a 6ne thing. Lec:'s 
let: J[ stand u a simple <'l 
sta[ement that wbere possible ·· a 
word cbac: lava much <'J ladtudc: 
for devutadoo of wildlands ·• where 
possible, ('1) let's save a Uttlc. 
<•> Well, now we're down to a 
little wttbout tbc (t) wtldcme. law 
and !be clgbc-ycsr strUglc, and !be 
l10) people from all over the 
country lnsistlng that it be llll 
enacted, where it went dvough in 
final paseaae wtlb (Ul great majority, 
ap1n. with tbe ldckina, suugglina, 
(1JJ opposidon of many of those: In 
tbetc weaem states (14) because of 
one bet: We bavc a Congress that 
sorely U'l needs campaign l!lnancing 
that's public, to that we {1'1 loosen 

our members of Congreas., we 
reUeve them of the (17) de$ to the 
corporate scctm that wu spoken of 
earlier (II) in the testimony, who 
contribute ""* of the money lhat 
(It) they carry their campaigns on. 
This is a fact of life. 
(JO) We have got to relieve people 
of t.his uemendous burden, (11) 
thole who represent us, and it is 
with this clear (3:31 recognition that 
I address myself to the members of 
the (Ul committee. 
(Z4l Campaign refinancings or 
campaigns that are (Ul financed hy 
the public, not by the special 
lmereRS who 

,.., 74 

(1) have dominated the politics of 
Montana since the early (ll history 
of the state. Montana has had the 
copper Ul rollar, k's had every 
other kind of coHar around ics (4) 
neck as tbc muklnatlonals have 
come ln to exploit the l'l people, 
to c.xplok the workers, to exploit 
the rcaources <'> in the land. So 
this must stop. 
('1) Another one: National Interest 
Plan &om (I) Alaska. Here in the 
fina l stages, we saw 100 million (tl 
acres of Alaska prOlected tor wildlife 
refuge. <t•J wilderness, n:nional park 
and od\cr dedications. This (II) was 
totally impossible. I rememhcr the 
esteemed friend (11) of mine, Morris 
Udall, ac one scagc when a group or 
us (U) wenc in Co visit with hJm, 
saying, we11 be lucky if we (14} can 
get 2S ro 30 million. To gO more 
Is way out of the {15) b:lllpark. 
Don't uy to do it. h 's impossible. 
(16J What ha~ned? People stayed 
In then~. 1bc (17) pcopk from 
everywhere In the nadon rallied, 
and we saw (JI} the enactment or 
lhc National Interest Plan. As I 
said, (J9) it preserved ov~r 100 
million acres. 
(liD) So all of this Is possible, and 
we can'c take (31) words to che 
contrary. Yes, It may take time. 
Me« of (:til the rruajor legislation of 
tbls nadon, from health care: (UJ on 
tbroug.h. may t:ake a kx: more time 
than we antidpate (34) lnitl:llly, but 
Jet's stick through It, and let's take 
(DJ issues to the American people. 
Let's rome out to the 

,.., ,., 
(I) west and hold hearings that will 
reach people and let (l) them he 
Involved. 
<J) I have great confidence in the 
people I know (4) in small 
communities of Montana, lcb.ho, 
Wyoming. Eaaern <'> Washington 
and Eastern Oregon. lbc:y have the 

capacity <'l to make Judtp:raatts oo 
behalf of tbcmldva., wbar• be8l (7) 
for me, what's bat for my 
community and what's bat A:w (I) 
the nadon. If we Will ,.,. come 
forwt~rd as a Congrell. (tl It we u 
citizens will come forward and 
participate and {10} tully pvc of 
ounc:lvcs to the raoludon of tbc 
{11) difticult questions we face, 
there's nothing that can (U) tcop rbc 
process. 
tUl I olfer my comment. wttb srcat 
humility In (14) view ol tbc depdl 
and competence of tbc many wbo 
have (IS) spoken bere today, and 
will continu~ to speak. I o6'er (J6) 
my comments in the mott 
con!JU\Jctive sen!C to the (11) 
Congress of the Unl1ed States and 
the Members of tbe {Ill 
SUbcommitt~~ and the tun 
Committee. I would very much {It} 
urge tbdr early considcradon of 
NREPA In a conc:cxt (liD) tbM: will 
allow the careful ~DCU~rin& of It, 
that will (31) prevent tbc enactmc::nl: 
of legisladon, such as tbc (ll} 
current Williams Bill, until we ba"Ve 
all the facts on (UJ tbc table, until 
we have explored the Ktenti8c, tbe 
(3•1 economic, the soda) impacts of 
NREPA and know what we (Hl are 
doing as we go forward lfKO a new 
period nf land 

.... , 76 
(I) planning. ~COS)"lc.m manqctacnt 
in chc true sense of the (3) 

concept. 
(3) This is a unique oppom.nlty for 
the Congress. 
(4) It's a unique opportunity lbr 
the American people. I (') doo't 
think il should be denied by bury 
action and (6) ill-concdved 
decisions. 
(7) I lhank you, lhe Committee. for 
Ibis (I) opportunity 10 tc3dfy, md 
wilb that I ask the (t) Commktce, 
wUI you pay any attc:ndon to wbal's 
been (tO) said herer Will you pay 
any real attention co lbe (II) 
substantive comments tbat baw 
come to you by tbe mall (Ul 01' ID. 
this hearing record? '\l'bu:'s 
happened to (13) America .. to ao 
back ·· when dtlz:ens have to hold 
(14} their own . bearings to reacb 
you? What is happening to (IJ) .tbe 
democratic process! Should we not 
ask you to come U'l to our 
assistance, (o our suppon, md in 
extending this (1'7) procaa 10 we 
can have a full, objecdft radln& on 
this (ll) vital NREPA lqisladoa.? 
Thank you. 
(It) CHRIS CANE (•11 <f1b S'nEET 
WEST (lOJ MISSOULA, MT 59801 (n) 
CHRIS CANE: Mcmbcn ol Coapa.: 
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(ZZ) Now is the time to preserve 
what resources we {Ul ha~ leA for 
our cbildrcn.'s future and economic 
!Uture (:U) ot oor counuy. Pat 
Williams' biU, also named the <»> 
Wllde.mc:ss Bill, Utustratc:S very poor 
management for 

- T> (I) natural reeoorces and animal 
habitats. Nlt!PA is an {2) 
cconomk::ally-fcuible route to lake 
to belp tbc balance m of our 
Nrurc. 
(4) CAR.A CUMMINGS MISSOULA, 
MT {6) CAllA CUMMINGS: My 
name is Cara Cummings and I (1) 

came w Milloola tbJs year from St. 
Paul, Mlnnctoa, <•> spcci8calty to 
stUdy tbc cxplotl.vc: wilderness {f) 

conuoversy esUiing in W Northern 
Rockies. Alec (10) being exposed to 
a spectrum of viewpoints.. including 
(ll) moderate legislation, wise usc 
rcpte:scnw:tvc:s. (U) indc:pcndcnt 
rancbcn, radical activtas, cconom.lsts, 
(IS) pbilooophen. Indigenous pc<Jplcs 
and my own apcdcnce (U) in tbe 
wilderness. I have come to rcallu: 
that (U) wilderness encompasses 
much more than the land (16) 
unuammclcd by man. I've come to 
find chat wUdetncss (17) is much 
more than islands ot rock and ice 
now protected (tl) by existing 
wilderness legislation and proposed 
by the (") Pat WUllams' Wlkkmcss 
Bill. 
(lO) Wilderness cncompuscs an 
ethical, aeschc:tic (:U) view of 
lancbcapc: and the organ.Lsms exiSting 
within it. 
(U) It includes maJnlaining biological 
integrity, not just <»> for humans' 
sake, but for tbc sake of organisms 
"Wtth (14) which humans live ln 
relation. 
lHl NREPA creates a vision of 
wilderness tbat 

....... 
(1) crosses political boundaries, 
concerns indigenous (Z) peoples and 
the economic problems of 
lhtcatcned (Sl communities. Mosr. 
impcKUndy, NliEPA .... lhc: boliak 
(4) science of conserntion bloiotD' 
tbat takes into account (S) the uue 
habitat needs of not only large 
ptec:btors, aa<:h (6) u pizzly bear 
and wolf, but those: analler 
orpnbms m living In lhc: 
threatened riparian zones and (8) 

klwcr-clevadon areas currently 
targeted by loalnll (" operations. 
UO) 1bc Nortbcm Rockies EcosySicm 
Protection Act (11) repretcnts a new 
sy«em of dUnking that looks at (Ul 
wildcmes~ wkb a clearer 
prcscdp:Jon or IJIUKS llhat (Ill more 

members of Congress need m try 
on. 1bis (14) rethinking of the W3Y 
we protect wilderness Is a (15) 
catalysr. essential to tbc progress of 
the: political and (16) social process, 
and I wholly support the Northern 
(17) Rockies Ecosystem Protection 
Act. 
(18) ANN ORLANDO (Mil ROAD (19) 
MlSSOt.n.A, MT 59801 (lOl ANN 
ORLANDO: I'm here to endorse 
the Northern (ll) Rockies Ecosystem 
Proccction Act. The last remaining 
(Z1) pristine wildlands o f Nonh 
America arc being d~roycd (23) hy 
unsustainable timbering. The 
exuactive induStries U4) have hcen 
in decline tOr the las( 80 years. 
Logging (HJ will never lead to 
economic growth for t.he Northern 

-" (IJ Roddcs. The unsuStainahlc 
mass timbering going o n on (1) our 
publk lands and private lands doe$ 
noc iead to m prosperity nr 
ccooomlc vttaliry. LnRalng towns 
arc (4) usually depressed places 
with high unemployment, OJ 
degraded hillsides, degraded water 
quality, dying fish (6) and 
cndanacred 3pecics. 
(7) NR.EPA is ftCCC$$U')' to preserve 
our economic (81 future in the 
Northern Rockies region, which is 
our (9) pristine narural 
cnvtronmem. I'm a junior ac the 
(JOJ University nf Montana, studying 
wildlife biology. And (Ill what I've 
lcamcd in these four years is that 
for the (11) minor benefits of timhcr 
logging. as it is being (IS) practiced 
today, Is an cxucmcly destructive 
InduStry. 
(14) When we lng steep hillsides, as 
is chc case in (U) the: Nnrthcrn 
Rockk:s, the M»l washn dircctly olf 
the (16) land. Even when uees arc 
plancc=:d on the cuts and an (17) 

Wtc bold and grow, the diversicy 
and value of our (18) oriJtinal forests 
arc gone. Watersheds, fisheries, (19) 
wildlife habitat and the many v:alues 
of our forests arc (::10) destroyed. 
Primary native lorcsu are something 
more (:11) and more rare, and more 
and more precious in our world. 
(:Ul Americans do v:alue our foresu 
very, very (:IJ) much, especially 
those of who us live In W 
beautiful (:14) Northern Rocklcs 
bforeglon. The Williams hUI docs 
nne: (:It) represent tbc Yk:ws of 
Monwwu. ...... 
(1) 1be NREPA makes perfect sense 
cconomkally and (:1) ecologically. 
I urge your support of this scnsih4c 
(S) bill. 

(4) JORDAN MACY (ztf'l SOt.rm 
liTh WEST <Ol MISSOI.Jl.A, MT 
S980 I (6) JORDAN MACY, I ... 
been a student here at tbc m 
Universky; thi"~ is my second year 111 
the University. 
<•> M we arc ftOW movtna: lneo tbc 
twcnry·ftnt ccnrury. 
(9J lbcrc's more need fot c.banF 
in govcmmcnt policy ol (M) babkal 
pmc:cctlon roc cndanJc:rcd apc:da. 
EcosySICIIIS (U) arc in dire need ol 
salvation, whk:b can only klok to 
( n) NREPA ror protection and 
recovery guarantee. 1bcx (IS) 

ecosystems that will be protected 
take the big plcrurc (14) into 
consideration, whk:h is exactly bow 
we need co (I') approach baltin& 
the dcsttuction of natural corrldon 
(16) which arc eaential co meadow 
populations.. 
( 17) I think if we look at the 
hig-scalc pk:ture of (II) rhinp, we 
sec a lot more than we: expect co 
Stt. 1bc (tJ) corrldon that NREPA 
procects Ls essential to prcuy (JOJ 
much all animals: grizzly bear, tbe 
wolf and aquatic (zt) spc::dc:s. chat 
nt::ed humans to help them out. 
And I (U) really support NllEPA, 
and I 'll go as Car as It needs lO (l.S) 
go, I guess. 

...... 
UJ MAC DONOSRJO MlSSOt.JLA. 
MT S9802 m MAC DONOSIUQ, 
I'm a residcm of MISSOUIL I (4) 
have worked for t:he Pack Service 
for nine yean:. I (51 support 
NREPA. 'That Mil do. 
(6J MIKE BAKER. l7755) STAIUl 
DRIVE, NO. 3 (1) MISSOULA, MT 
S9802 (ll MIKE BAKER: I strongly 
suppon the NREPA <J) bill, H.R. 
2638. a.nd urge Congress to pass 
lhl5 hUI Uctl wtth a vision ol the 
fun,rc beyond :a rwo-ycar (U) 
Cnngressional tC'I'm or a five-year 
political budget, but (U) with I 
vision or decades of fun,rc 
generations who will (U) pc1illy 
apprcciatc our wUc decision Jn tbl.s 
gcncn.don. 
( U) Consider not ourxlva and bu&C: 
profiu of (If) multinational 
corporations today, but cons&dcr (16) 
sustainable pnctices for our 
grandchildren and even (17} their 
grandchildren. Thank you for your 
time. 
(18) JEREMY J. GLENN C'"'l NO. 2 
(19) MISSOULA, MT 59802·4638 (JO) 

JEREMY GLENN, As 1 OIIIVc-bom 
Montanan who (ZI) has lived ln 
Missoula for more 20 yean and 
worked both (22) as a uce planter 
and . a timber Inspector, I ba.ve (:IS) 
wtmessc:d flndland daauction of 
tbc wUdlands here. 
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<~> I therefore muSf suppon NllEPA 
with a sttcnstb of <~J convk:don 
surely fck by any penon protcctlns 
tbclr _ .. 
(1) bomc """ famlJy &om . 
devastadon at tbc band of another. 
(2) RANDY SIMMONS (21UJ SOUTH 
6111 WEST (S) MISSOULA, MT 
:S9801 (41 RANDY SIMMONS: I'm 
berc to vok:c my support tn lor 
NREPA. I came to Montana four 
yean ago &om <'> VlrJ.inia because 
of the beautlAJI mountains and the 
('7) outdoors. I was shocked to sc:c 
tbe mass dcM:nlction <•> that was 
occurrlD& ln. tbe bests of the 
Nortbctn <t> Rockies ·· shocked, as 
are roost Americans. 
(10) 1bc loafna practices ln usc 
here arc (11) completely 
unsustainable. America's forests and 
tbc (Ul many, many species which 
tbcy contain Will not survive (13) 
into the: next cenrury if lbc NREPA 
is not: passed. 
(lt) Griuty bean. gray wolves. west 
slope cutthroats and (U) bull lCOOl 
arc just the roost famous or our 
forest (l'l lnbabitant:s that arc 
quickly dlsappcaring. We need to 
(11) proteCt our foresu. 
(11) As an avid &shennan, I have 
gainc:d an added (t') appreciation for 
prlldtlc waters. Montana is a <•> 
8sbc:nnan's drcarD. Few other places 
can oft'cr the (21) vtrality of 
Montana's waters. But these unique 
and (Zll prcdous riven and streams. 
so valuabk: to mo. of us, (13) arc 
bdn& aplottcd and degraded to no 
end for (14) short-term profit, and 
not p!'oftt for Montanans. 
('H) Tbe loggers get lower and 
lower wq;es, more 

-·· (1) u...uble jobs and dependent, 
clcpresaed communiUel. But (l) 
the mukinatlonal timber companies 
that are datroytng m the last 
wildlands of America are making 
m.UUons. 
(4) And our aarrmt polltklans, like 
Conrad Bums (J) and Pat Williams. 
ate rc:apln& the bendtts of these 
ricb (6) dmbct glanQ at me 
expense ot our national heritaac (7) 
and at the orpensc of all tbe people 
that muM: llvc In: <•> these degraded 
rqpoas. 
<Jl Witb tbc: lon& Ust of Ph.D's that 
stand bc:bind (10) NltEPA, k Is 
obvtously an extremely well-<houabt 
out and (n) c:omplet:e and sound 
bill. America'• faR remaining (U:) 
forau are simply too valuable to 
lose to greed and (Ul shon·term 
proBt or to Pat Willlams' Wilderness 

JJJII. 
(U} Pleue support NREPA. 
(ttl SUSAN BRADFORD P.O. ROX 
8574 <•'> MISSOULA, MT 
59807-8574. 
(17l SUSAN BRADfORD: I support 
this bill, (1&) H.R. 2638, tile 
Northern R.ocldcs EcosySII:em 
Protection {19) Aa, and urge all 
Members of Congress to pleue pass 
{a) NREPA Into law. It ls critically 
necessary for all of (Ul ~r public 
land/water management agencies to 
adopt (UJ ecologlcally·snund 
managemem practices. 
(13) Given the limited knowledge of 
economic (M) processes, including 
the dJversc needs of wildJite, rare 
<»> plants, mlcroorpnisms, soU 
fungi , ec cetera, the only ...... 
(1) responsible action we can t:Lke 
at this time is to (3:) preserve and 
protect: remaining wildlands and 
·roadless m areas of this nation, 
while doing our best to learn to (4) 
restore cbc: areas already <bmaged, 
which are many. Many (JJ mfKe 
than wuted In the NREPA Act, as a 
matter of fact, <'l bu( that's a very 
good start. I appreciate It and (7) 
support IL 
(I) An existing management plans 
are currently m Inadequate 
because they're based on Insufficient 
data (10) and research. The 
sclendHc community does not yet 
(Ul understand the complexity of 
~r living planet, nor any (IZ) 

subdivision or eco.sysc:em which ls 
part of chat. It is (Ul true that we 
arc heginning m understand the 
needs of {14) various species and 
beginning to gain a sense of the (15) 
complexJty of the narural world. 
(l'l Rut thb Is only a beginning of 
what we need (J7) m know before 
we can pnssfbly jusdfy the 
defOrestation (til and disruption of 
many more acres. We are losing 
soli. 
U9l We are losing diversity, We 
arc losing streams. We are (ZOl 
unravellns narure'• LapUCry at an 
alarming rate and we (ZI) don't even 
know what we're losing and 
wbcther the (Zl) remainder can 
survive on its own. 
(U) Thls is not responsible and must 
not be (l4) sanctioned by Congre$$. 
u ls time, rather' ror (lJ) Congress 
co taJce a stand in suppon of 
procecdng _ .. 
(I) America's narural heritage, being 
responsible co our (1) children and 
the generations who Inherit this land 
and (3) our responsibilities as 

care121kers of Earth. Please (4) 
Sllpport NREPA. Make it law. 
(5> Moreover, pkase suppon habitat 
recovery and <'l resroralion. Given 
our ignorance of ecological (7') 
complexity, It ls only smart to 
invest in recovery and (I) 
restoration of wtlc:llan~ streams and 
habitat. ThJs (9) could also be a 
w::ly m restore the: economic 
su.hilicy of (10) our biorqlon .. by 
deveklping jobs and oft'erln& (U) 
conuaru for restoration and 
recovery workers. 
(U) Earth needs you. Please 
suppon NREPA. 
(13) Thanks. 
U4l STEVE KELLY ROZEMAN, MT 
(t'J STEVE KELLY: I'd like to xe 
all the Members (17) of Conp'as 
seriously consider lhe passaae of lhls 
bill, (II) H.R. 2638, because in the 
Northern Rockies we have the (19) 
lut great forest ecosySlCJDS ln the 
lower 48 •• in (lO) America, 
basically, areas that people: may 
acrually snme Ul) day gel to 
experience Rrsthand. 
(U) I also suppnrt this bUI because: 
it recognizes (U) the needs of 
Indigenous species and lndJgenOUJ 
people. 
(Z4) Native Americans ln dlis part of 
the country depend on <~> 
wilderness areas, de facto roadlcas 
areas being 

••at ~& 
()) considered In this bill, tor 
prO(ection of their (ll splritual 
needs. Many people not in any of 
the Indian (3) uibes abo depend 
on these: very same lands for their 
{4) spiritual needs. 
m I think that the: indJgenous 
species, the <'> grluly bear, tbc 
carfbou, the bull trout, rpccles that 
(7) depend on wilderness, tbat 
depend on areas that have <•> beal 
left undamaged by man's actJvfd~ 
are really (91 critical to remain as 
an example to the rea of the (10) 
world, actually, as a model ror bow 
places on Earth with (11) rorc;a. 
with clean water, can bqpn to 
repair and ( U ) rcgencra[C: and 
acrually bqljn to produce IUitainable 
(13) habitaQ for the species and for 
the humans that occupy (14} tbe8c: 
areas. · 
{U) I would also jua like to add 
that I am (1') currently involved in 
an etron to become an lndc:pcndcnt 
(l7) candidate, and one of tbe 
primary reasons I have dcdded (ll) 
to lake on this elron to run u a 
candidate for the (l') Unkcd States 
House is I feel the two-puty S)'ll:c:m 
has (lOJ failed co adequately address 
the needs of indigenous (Zl) spedes 
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and Indigenous people. 
(22) I bopc - the tcotlmony heard 
today will (15) compel the mcmben 
o1 die us. - ol Repnxntatlves 
(:W) lbal arc noc: already 
co·lpC)flJC>rlna this bill 10 consider 
(:HJ co-llpOftiOI'ins and passing this 
legislation of tbc Hou!C .... ., 
(tJ of Representatives. lbank you. 
(t) WAYNE Pllfi'CHE1T MISSOULA, 
MT {6) WAYNE PIU'i'cHETT: I 
would like: to make a (7) special 
note to tbe Members of Congress. 
I'm boplng (I) lhat those fellows 
down lbcre undcra:and tbc clttl'emc 
ttl gravity and imponancc of me 
bill tbat 1s filclna them, (lo) the 
NREPA, tbc Bcosyacm Protection 
Act. I DOl only (ttl believe, but I 
know for a fact ·• sdend.fic and 
every (UJ ocher wbi.cb way ·· that 
this is an. atrcmdy Imponant (lJ) 
and majOI' dcdslon, a tum.l.ng point 
in hbc:ory for tbis (Hi) <:onsrest to 
Wee action on and to loiJow the 
people's (U) will and wisdom. 
(16) I'm really hoping those fellows 
can bear the (17) cry to enact 
ecosystem protection on a 
region--wide (liJ basts. The 
sustainabllity of QUt entire rurure 
and our (ttl chlkircn's future is at 
question, :and I WOllld like the <•J 
Congress and all the Repcescntatives 
to take second and (21) tbfrd 
thoug,bc.s on this quaaon and the 
l.mponanc:c and (U) vumcss of it. 
(ll) All the sdentUic evidence, 
wisdom of all {34) sorts. common 
sense bebooves lbem to at least 
open up to (U) an extensive debate 
and in-depth dc:rcrmlnatio n by lhc ..... 
(1) Conatca. thac rc:pcc:sc:ntatives 
of ou~ and I sure hope (1) that 
they lblen oo the cry and wisdom 
of the (5) grass-roots people who 
have brougbt this bill bdotc (4) 
eongr.... I thank you. 
('l SC01T EDSON P.O. BOX 70 (6) 
GRANTSDALE, MT S983S ('1) 
SC01T EDSON: t'm &om the 
Bitterroot Valley, (e) the Hamilton 
uca. Speaking as a pt'ofcssional ") 
graduate-degrecd sdcntbt:, I'm here 
tO support NllEPA. 
( 10) Tbc mafoc points have already 
been strcscd and Ue of (11) 
paramount lmporu.nce. Those of us 
addressing you, our (11) Congress 
Members today, arc wetl-educaled 
with, and are (UJ current of the 
tnUicacla and the natural 
complexida (14) of these landscapes. 
It's kma overdue lot us to (Ul 
recognize that "MOtbcr Nature Is tbc 
chief ucbitect.'" 

<••> Hence, leave these lands alone, 
Le., absent of man's (11) impact. 
(10) JEFF )UEL (,..l 2ND STREFI' 
WEST Utl MISSOULA, MT 59802 t•J 
JEFF JUE.L: Flrsr., I'd like to thank 
{J:l) Representative Carolyn Maloney 
who inttnduced the (nJ Northern 
Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act, 
and all those tlll co-spnnson who 
have joined her. With NREPA, 
Congress (14) has a rare opportUnity 
to do somcdllng good for the (l5) 

people of this hiorcglnn, for lhc: 
people of this cnunuy _ .. 
(IJ and for the whole world. 
(ll NREPA would prmect some 
thinp and would nne m protect 
some other thlnfit5. NREPA would 
protect our (4) natJve ecosyRems 
and the people, forests, wildlife, ('l 
ftsh and plants that live amonK these 
eCOS)'!tcms. h (6) would support 
and ptoc:ect the wise, sustainable (1) 
recreational usc: of chesc lands. 
(I} NR.EPA would noc: prncect the: 
profits of {t) Jndusuiat mining and 
logging corporations Jn their (10) 

short·term seizing of the resources 
of chis bloreginn. 
(11) They have and continue to 
leave scars lhat won't heal (U) for 
hundreds and even thousands of 
years. NREPA wnn 'l {13) proceet 
people whose recreational usc 
consists of riding (14) machines and 
who won•t see what's really a part 
of the (UJ lands as cbcy go buzzing 
through. NREPA would not {16) 
protect ·the PAC cnnuibutions of the 
members of the (17) Congressional 
delegations of W sta.tcs in the 
Northern (JI) Rockies hioregion. 
(ltJ tr the: members or the 
Subcommittee and the (20) rCS( of 
Congress wnuld invatitptc chc 
amount of PAC ( 11) money that Pat 
Williams, Max Raucus and Larry 
LaRocco (21:} receive, they will see 
why those congressmen have fought. 
(Z5) the lnttoducdon of NREPA. 
(U) I have lived In Montana for 
about nine years, {15) and In that 
time I have learned a lm about this 
region, ...... 
(1} Its people and ~ ecosystems. 
I kel lucky to live (U here In a 
time when nadve species, although 
now rare, UJ still cltiSI: and 
ecosystems arc scm functioning, co 
{4} some extent at least. 
(SJ I have sc:en on the land the 
damages created by (6) the greed 
of short·sightcd people. I also have 
had the (1) oppom.niry to look 
lnto the acdvtEies of the Forese ttl 
Service on an almo,; daily basis 

throul!h the work I do. 
(tJ Believe me., tbc Forat Scnice 
is nne cbangtns fut <••> Cft0U1b.. 
( 11) 1be 10-callcd Wllcler1le. BID 
that the (u) Committee bas already 
passed, as introduced by Pat (Q) 

WIIUams., would allow jua IDOC'C 
busina. as ua.al and (U) dcm'ucdon 
in the roadlcsl lands It rdcuca. 
nut (lS) can't be allowed co 
happen. The tupoycn can~ oiJotd 
(16) it, the ecosyaems can't lake k. 
and we. as citizens. (11) will 8a;bt 11 
at every .srcp. 
{II) Now ls lbc: time to bqtn a 
healing process. 
(19) Indeed, tbc: mOll reputable 
sciemisu say that we mu• (JI) 
bqipn now if we arc co aw: what 
Is lel't. I urge (J:I) Mcmbcn ot 
Congr.., to do die rll!h< thin& lot 
the 5hon (>2) term ond the ..... 
term in passlna tbe Nonbc:ra 
Rockies (UJ Ecosr-em ·Prorccdoa 
Act:. It Is lbc: only !JUilalnlblc (:W) 
pach we have, and lc is why cbc 
wise dti2.cns of chis (H) arcac. 
bioreg.lon have crc:ated thit bill. 
lbank you. 

-- ·-------- ----
Pqe 91 

(11 ERIC LUNDE MISSOULA. MT Ol 
ERIC LUNDE: 1 currendy work u a 
reJPstered (4) nunc; bowcver, I 
worked for many scuoru in cbc 
back (5} counuy, for bocb tbc 
Forest Service and the Nadonal (') 
Park Service. Altbou&b I baw: .omc. 
empathy for Pat (1) WUU:aftls and 
his position, having to reprc.ent tbc 
(I) various interesu in Moruana and 
the United States, I ") pcDOnally 
believe that the NREPA bUI, now 
hefore (to) Congress. is tbc bat bUI 
for designation of current (11) 

ro:r.dless areas, for both Montana and 
the United States. 
(n ) I believe that tt rqn-acnrs tbe 
bcs( tUl protec:tion. in cbc lona run. 
for America, and I fltmly (U) 

"'Ppon the passoge ol thb bUI. 
(Ul HOWARD D 'TEIUt.Y P.O. BOX 
8628 (16) MISSOULA. MT 59807 (1'1) 
HOWARD 0 TERRY: Where CO 
start? I think a (Ill good place co 
sun is juSt the fact tbat wbUc we 
elect (t~) and de facto employ tbolc: 
In govern.mcnt chac: aca&aUy <»J 
create. this opportunity 00 aet our 
teStimony bopdu11y (n) bc::ud. I 
think Is a very si~ni&cant 
development and (22} very 
unfortunue. I think k 3pC8.kl co 
what ls going in (U) the c:urrcnt 
American and Montana poUtlcal 
process. And (MJ It's a very 
imponant thing that we look at tbc 
process (U) as well as wbat we're 
trying to accomplish.. 
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-" (ll And the bet that I have to 
come dowD bcrc on (J) a Tuaday 
akrnoon in a bc:arina that was set 
up by ut o> locally and tcltlly in 
tbls way, I jUit think that it's (4) a 
real strona indicator of what's aoln& 
on with our <'> public processes. 
(6) And I urac, other than the 
purpose chat I'm ('7) here to tesdfy 
about, NREPA, tbat we look at our 
public (I) processes and we ask 
ourselves. wby ls that we {.1) 

repeatedly create public processes 
that lbe O!.ttCOmc ( IO) doesn't reflect 
tbc input, and we sec that a kK 
aroond (111 Montana, and lhus In 
pan the: reuon for creating dli.s (UJ 
forum. 
(131 With lhat, I have a couple ·• 
three tbinp to (14) :say about Pat 
Williams' so-called wilderness .. I'll 
(Ul refer to It as a dcvcloprneru 
bill. I know Pat a little (16) bit. 
We've sac together on a couple of 
occasions and (11) exchanged views. 
And llke tbc previous gendeman 
wbo ( Ia) lC3ti8ed, I too have 
empalhy for Par's posidons and (19) 
for Pat'• Interests of the constituents 
tbat be's (10) cboosln& to represent 
ln Ibis matter. 
(l:l) But it is noc in any way a 
wilderness bill. 
(ll) Wbat It docs b release all of 
the accaeibk, currently (2)) roadless 
·- we could call them wih;k:rncss 
areas ·• 10 (34) polelltial 
development. And that's nm to say 
that ( lJ) development will occur in 
those areas, but It does _ .. 
(l) nolhing to prouct lhe cx!sting 
roadless areas, except (2) those 
wbicb arc basically inaccessible 
anyway, that UJ wblcb has been 
called the rock and kc, lbc high (41 
counuy. 
(5) The NREPA bill, by contrast, 
protects (6) migration corridors. I! 
doesn't set: up whal could be ('7) 
called an island wilderness system of 
a patchwork of (I) different 
wtldcrnc. arc:u lbac: don't accoum 
b lbe (J) &act dlat large mamm1IS, 
like bean and wolves, have to (ttl 
migrMc: over peac: <~blanca and 
llCCd corrldon to (UJ trawl through 
to coodnuc to cxiM:. 
(ll) We arc fairly certain that an 
island approach (UJ will chansc the 
character of lhex anJmals, if they're 
<••> able to turvlvc at all. And the 
large mammals, just as (IS) the 
small~ inKcu, arc lbc indicators of 
tbc bcakb ( 16) of any ecosystem. 
(1'1) And wbal: NllEPA seeks to do is 
take wbat is (liJ lei of the la.R 
aiiDOit·intact ecosystem in the Unilcd 

(19) States, outside of Alaska, and 
preserve as . much as (:JOJ possible., so 
thai we can ace what's left o r this 
system, (nl and hopefully thrive, 
rather lhan 10 continue to (Dl 
conuact and gel smaller and smaller. 
I think thai a (UJ 101 of people 
1oday have tcsdficd abou1 the 
le<:hnical {~) aspectS of th::at and 50 
fonh and I won't spetk to that. 
(25) I will speak co the Interests that 

''" _ .. 
( IJ Williams and others arc c atering 
to right now which arc ( 1) 

dcveklpmcm interestS, and they act 
in contrast to UJ InterestS which 
we wish to preserve, wilderness and 
this (4) great ecosystem, and whafs 
potentially the last grca1 OJ 
almOS(·intact ecosystem in ~ 
country. 
(6) We al50 have a very 1..1nusual 
opportunity with ('7) this that has 
giobal significance with the Crown 
of the <•) Continent Project. We're 
essentially a ulplc divide. 
(J) There is ·an lncacc portion of an 
ecosystem whkh It is (10) the 
divider of the condnent, where 
water Rows nonh, (Ill cast and 
wco<. 
( Ill And rcM:arch propos;tls have 
been created to (I)) look at Ulat 
area, to learn what we can about an 
Intact (Ul ccosyRcm's function. And 
there arc very few places (Ul left 
on Eanh where we can do that, and 
we have one of (.J6) thoM: spots 
right here in this region that is ( 17 ) 

included -· right now, it's ~rt of, of 
course, Glacier (II) National Park 
and so forth. 
(I') So it 's very imponant thai we 
do what we can (:JO) to get NREPA 
passed, so we can keep this -· 
csscnd:ally, (ZJ) one of lhc grettest: 
narural laboratories lhat we have to 
t:n) learn about ecosystem 
management -- Intact as well. If (Ul 
we erode lhc surrounding fearurcs 
of the ecosystem, lhcn (24) triple 
divide peak and Ju watersheds will 
no longer (U) remain an ecosystem 
that: can be stucticd as It can be 

-" (I) now, that we can learn from 
and that: would haw: global (2) 
implications. 
()) I could go on and on and on 
about the benefits (4) of NREPA, 
contrut1n1 that with Williams' 
development ('l bill or forea 
mlsmanagemcm act or whatever we 
want to (6) call it. fkn in closing. 
I would juSit say that there ('7') is .. 
to me, it's potntiCJS to COntra5l the 
two nr to <•> even compare the: --

two, because they have completely 
(9) different purpox:s and ends, and 
would achieve (10) complctcty 
different ou1corncs. 
(11) And I think that people of tbb 
rcgton have (12) spoken loudly alld 
clearly ahout what Is needed, wbat 
is ( 13) rlghl, and what we want, and 
I urge Congress to act ln (Ul 
keeping with those messaacs that we 
have M:Rt over the (15) put •· I 
don 't know how many yean now. 
U'l RILL SCHENK MISSOULA, MT 
(lll RILL SCHENK: I've Uved ln tbe 
su.tc lor (191 chrce yean and I was 
Orawn to Jt by ks wUd charsctc:r, 
(JOl tuvtng come from a pbce that 
retains no wild character. 
(21) I believe ln the Northern 
RoCkies Ecosystem Protection (21:) 

Act. I advocate for its ~e in 
this testimony, and (Ul 
simultaneously oppoec the bill 
offered by Rcprescn~dw: (at} 
Willbms. 
(U) I, like nur last speaker, could 
go lnro a list ...... 
(lJ of reasons why I lhln.k N'RBPA 
Js a good idea. I guess I (2) will 
limit that 10 only a couple, I think 
the most (3) imporwu of wbk:b is 
me biodiversity crisis wbicb we (41 
arc fJ.ccd with. We arc losing 
species from this ptancc ( Sl at an 
l..lnprcccdcntcd rate. 1be Earth bas 
seen species (') lost bcfo«"e on a 
large scale, large numbers, but never 
f ' ) due to anotbcr apecics. And 
nnw we :uc one causing: the (I) 
demise of many ocbcn. 
l'l I hclic:ve lhat NR..EPA is 
probably the finest (JO) and tbe 
easiest: first: st:cp we have t.OWVds 
son of a (UJ st:cmmJng tbc dde ol 
species lost in lhls counuy. It (12) 
could be aecompllshcd quickly and 
casJiy, and l do lK'K (15) believe that 
the costs associated wilh k, ln 
human (14) terms, would be at all 
substantial when considering tbc: (lJ) 
human economics In this ate tbar 
it would a1fect. 
u'> On • technical level, I would 
like to add, in (17) terms ol 
conserv:~~tJon ~ology or 8peCks 
diverslry, that (11) NREPA doaft't 
ra.lly preserve corridors. k ptaa"YU 
(19) habitat. And a larJe babbl, 
such as Glader National (at) Park. 
Yellowstone Park, Rob Manball, 
Centr.lll Idaho, (21) ct. Cetera, do not 
need to remain connected beautle 
of a (22) secure place fOr one 
animal to run from one area to (:U) 
another. What we need is occup&ed 
and viable habk:at (M) for our larJC 
species of animals. all the way lrom 
the (25) Rob Marshall to 
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Ydlowaone. na.t' b. we n«d 
recovered 

-" (I) tpedcs everywhere so that 
genetic connccdvc:ne. (:J:) remal.ns. 
Tbosc arc my tboughts on 
blodlvcnlty. 
()) I'd Ukc to Jus: gO Utto one 
more rc:uon that (4) I think that 
wtl~ pracrvadon is U\lly l') 

signiflcanL I m1nk: Wt tbc: 
preoervulon ol (0) wilderness Is an 
exprc:ssion of butnllky on lhe pan 
of a ('1) tpcdet of animal lhat bas 
moved to oc::cupy 90 percent of (I) 
the &J-. We, u human beings. 
and all dw: we CODIWDC <f) and 
tbc government we acace and the 
corporatJons we (lt) create, bavc 
Utttally moved into every awilable 
place (Ul that we can extract 
IOftled>IDg &om the place and make 
(121 usc of Jt or make money oil of 
it. Some of us arc (I)) wiiHng to 
draw a line and say tbat we don't 
need quttp (If) &om this place. 
We can act along wkbout them, 
even (IJ) though Jr mi&ht COil us ..,..,_,._ 
(16) WUdcmess will, in cfrcct, at 
least b some (11) length ol lime, 
kec:p the corponllons out or 10me 
piece (Ul of land. It's bold.in& back 
tbe tame beet tbat WOllld {1191 take 
resources from tbe Indians; we 
comc:rcd tbc::m Oft tbe <•> 
reservadona. We would aJadly take: 
wtw Uttlc tbey (21) bave &dt.. We 
would dump cbemicals and pollute 
lbe (ll) stteams. leave open pits 111 

over tbe Eartb's IW'foacc (U) where 
they've taken minerals out. 1'bolc 
same forca (at) would gladly move 
""" the ..-.. .._ and (:If) 
unfonwwdy, the ......,_, lw 

t.cillWcd - rape _ .. 
{l) of tbe l!u1b. 
(2) I bdlcve NREPA Jbouk1 be 
~ bccauK ()) llnally, the 
governmeru, tbrousb the will or the 
people, <•> would be ay:tna no, not 
bere, we'll leave somctbina. 
Ul 'l'bM:'a all I bavc· ro say at dU$ 
droe. Tbank you. 
(6) KARIN SCHALM (Uil 3Rd WEST 
C7l MI$SOUI.A, MT S9802 (ll 
KA.JliN SCHAI.M: I wu born aftd 
........ In (f) - Dlqjo, - ,..., 
IICC:ft 40,000 DeW, pink aucc:o (.M) 

c:onclomlnlwDI ao In twO mila cur. 
of wbc:rc l uvc. I'd (U) bacc: co ICe 
the lut of the rcmalnin& lora< tneu 
o1 <u:> wl1dlaDdl ao ar: me IUilC 
bk-by-bit - I don't cbtn.k os> pace ll 
the rlgJ>t WO<d, buC I'd IMc to ooe 
- (14) dJtoppear bk by bk In the 
SUDC way, jult bct:auoe ol UJ) lack 

of protealon. Althousb houses 
won'c be built In (ti) these 
wlldlan<b, they arc bdn~t uxd up 
bc:caurc of (.171 ranurce depletion. 
(11) I'd be: lntcrettc:d in sccins a law 
paJKd in (191 rcaricting the c:xpon 
of raw logs to Japan before UOl 
cunJng another tree In our road1c:ss 
areas or In any of (21) our 
wikllands. II we truly warned to 
preserve (UI endangered species, the 
biology tells us that we need to ( Z.Jl 
protect lbe last or these roa<Uess 
areas. 
(~) I support NREPA because it's 
tbc only viable (J!I akemadve at 
this point that tpeaks out ror these _ .. 
U> wildlands. NREPA has lots of 
pus·roots Rippon and I (l) 

support It strongly. 
<•> DON VANCE (lt<UI SOUTH 
11m WEST (51 MlSSOtn.A, MT 
S9801 (iJ DON VANCE: Along 
with Jirl Goskodl and Liz (7) 

Sedler. I'm one or lbe audlors of 
tbc Forest ln\l'entory (IJ Repon on 
tbc: Kootenai National Forest, which 
showed (f) chat the Kooccnai Forest 
b uSng erroneous mature (IO) 

timber inventory ftgures. Leroy Lee 
has shown the same (U) thing on 
the Clearwater. 
{U) 1bc Kootenai now admits that 
thcit figures are (IS) crroncou$. 
Unlomtnately, me new ligures that 
thq'vc {U1) put: forward arc just as 
erroneous. The methodology that 
UJ) c:hcy'vc used In their most 
recent assessment ls just as {16) 
phony. 
{17) Havins been exposed, entering 
their falx {11) numbers Into 
FORPI.AN, their relpONIC has hccn 
ncx to {19) reform theit invmt:Of')' 
ond method of cakul•tlna the (10) 
allowabk Mk quantky, but tmtcad 
to rcddlne m:MVtC (zll Umber 10 
<hot they can ltlll •Y that they have 
almost <Ul u much as they 
oripnally claimed. 1bls Is an (ll) 
unrcgcnef1tc aaency that has no 
intcndon of improving (14) iU 
manaac:ment of forest l211ds. 
(15) NREPA is necessary hc:cause 
committing any _ ... 
(I) further untouched primary forest 
&nco cbe hancll ol tbc (2) Foceat 
Scrvkc wUI p.~arantee IU 
JD.llmana&C:rncnt. In chc: m 

, Nonbem Roc:ldel Ec01)'1tem, 
probably only about ' to 4 t4l 
percent or the OtiJIInal old 8fM"'h 
ren~aJna. 1be For~ ('l Service 
intends to condnue •wtna old 
JfOwth In chc: <'l fore. lands that 
would be relc::ucd to them hy a ('7) -

multipk-use bill, such u Pat 
WiUiams puu forth. 
(e) florthc:r c:u<tlng In old growth 
will suanntee new (f) a.ddltJons tO 
the endangered !pCdes list. We 
can't (10) alford to cut any more 
anywhere ror a long. long dmc:. 
uu lblt's all. 
<Ul (Wbc:rcupon, the he2rtntp were 
conctudcd.) 
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1 C E R T I F I C A T E 

2 

3 STATE OF MONTANA 
ss. 

4 County of Ravalli 

5 

6 I, Deborah Meredith, RPR, Official-Freelance 

7 Court Reporter for the State of Montana, residing in 

8 Hamilton, Montana, do hereby certify: 

9 That I was duly authorized to and did report 

10 the testimony in the aforementioned hearing; 

11 I further certify that the foregoing pages of 

12 this transcript represent a true and accurate 

13 transcription of my stenotype notes . 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my 

hand on this the le day of 
I 
~ __.~=.-=:......:'----=----· 1994. 

!i~ .. ~ .. ~ 
Official-Freelance Court Reporter 
Notary Public for the State of Montana, 
Residing in Hamilton, Montana 
My Commission Expires 7/5/95 

JEFFRIES COURT REPORTING 
(406)721-1143 
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IDAHO CONSERVATION LF.AGUE 

Idaho Conservation Leaaue Testimony on HR 2638 

The Idaho Conservation League also requests inclusion in the 
testimony on HR 2638. As a. statewide, grassroots organization with a 
20-year history of involvement in wilderness advocacy, the Idaho 
Conservation League supports the concept of the Northern Rockies 
Ecosystem Protection Act. 

ICL believes HR 2638 is on the exact right track to look at the 
ecological connections of the wildlands throughout the northern 
Rockies. The welcome approach of HR 2638 goes beyond state and 
political boundaries, to protect and preserve the ecologically 
significant public lands of value for all Americans. 

Members of the Idaho Conservation League are working with the 
Montana Wilderuess Association, the Alliance for Wild Rockies and 
others, to use local knowledge of wild landscapes to craft a 
regionwide framework of wilderness, biological linkage corridors and 
wildland restoration zones. ·ICL offers its field tested maps and 
documentation of Idaho wildlands across the state to assist Congress 
in fine tuning HR 2638. While some details will benefit from further 
refinement, ICL believes the concepts and the intention of HR 2638 
are well defined. 

Submitted for, 

~-~.e--
Michele Tae 
President, Board of Directors 
Idaho Conservation League 

P.O.B'u 144, 8~lte, Udo 83701 • 4JJ W, l4tl'lo , S11ife ZOl • t20fH4,4Jll • Fn (ZO!}.J44..(1,H4 

Ktfrlrl11"' Fill~ 0/fiu. P.O. 811% U 11. Krtchsm.IO llJ«O • rJOIJ >"2f·74H • Fu UOfJ 72,·U'J 



July 14, 1993 

The Honorable George Miller, Chairman 
House Natural Resources Committee 
1324 Longworth Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Chairman Miller, 

We in the conservation community, like you and others in Congress and the 
Administration, recognize the opportunity and urgent need to protect this country's 
ecosystems and to promote sustainable economies. Accordingly, we have 
developed the enclosed ecosystem study and management strategy for the northern 
Rockies. 

This proposal is a working document that we present more as a conceptual 
framework than as a finished product. In the aftermath of the ancient forest 
debacle in the Pacific Northwest, we believe important lessons can be applied to the 
northern Rocldes and other regions to avoid a similar crisis. Most important among 
tht)se lessons is that scientific guidelines need to be applied before the crisis point, 
rather than after the fact. 

This ecosystem study proposal provides ample evidence that an ecological crisis 
looms for the northern Rocldes, a region that still contains a full complement of 
native fish and wildlife species. It documents the decline of fish and wildlife 
species, the loss of habitat and the degradation of water. It demonstrates the failure 
of federal agencies to acknowledge and address these problems. 

The actions of federal agencies often are contradictory, and agencies are internally 
divided. Management plans for federal land agencies are narrow in scope and 
cumulatively fail to provide a common vision for ecosystem management. Resource 
inventories and other basic data often are incomplete or inaccurate and typically err 
in ways that encourage unsustainable resource exploitation. Meanwhile, accelerated 
logging on corporate lands and rapid development of other private lands during the 
past decade have compounded ecological problems. 

A major redirection in federal leadership is necessary. Many of the necessary 
changes can be made administratively. Existing laws and mandates can be more 
faithfully interpreted, and inter-agency coordination can be improved. Legislative 
action may be necessary to eliminate contradictory mandates. The proposed 
Biological Survey, once established, has the potential to direct long-term regional 
management. However, all of these efforts may be an exercise in futility unless a 
clear vision and guiding scientific principles are established immediately. 

We recommend the creation of an independent scientific panel, similar in concept to 
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the Scientific Panel on Late Su«essional Forest Ecosystems. In a two- to three-year 
time frame, this committee would assess current research and data, identify 
information gaps, and administer short-term research projects to compile pertinent 
scientific dat!l. These studies should be regional in scope, without regard for 
political boundaries or ownership. The resources, personnel and expertise of 
federal agencies should be made available to this scientific panel. 

The need to establish a clear direction and scientific prindfles for ecosystem 
management in this region is complementary to legislation that protects wilderness, 
wild and scenic rivers, recovery areas, ecosystem linkage zones, and other land 
designations in the northern Rockies. Such legislation for core designations must 
not be delayed by this study. Designation of a large and well-distributed network 
of wilderness is a necessary but not sufficient tool for protecting the northern 
Rockies ecosystem. During the study period, interim protection should be provided 
for critical habitats including roadless areas, riparian zones and old-growth forests. 
This stu,dy plan should be seen as regional, impartial and in the interest of all 
parties who wish to avoid a repeat of the ancient forest trainwreck. 

We strongly urge Congress and the Ointon Administration to recognize and act 
upon this opportunity to develop a positive ecosystem plan that can become the 
basis for a sound environment and the creation of sustainable economies in the 
West. The proposed "Northern Rockies Ecosystem Study Plan" provides a ready 
mechanism. 

We look forward to the opportunity to work with you to further develop and 
implement this proposal. 

Sincerely, 

Bob Decker 
Montana Wilderness Association 
Helena, Montana 

Tony Jewett 
Montana Wlldlife Federation 
Helena, Montana 

Larry Mehlhaff 
Sierra Oub 
Sheridan, Wyoming 

Michael Scott 
The Wilderness Society 
Bozeman, Montana 

Dale Strickland 
Wyoming Wlldlife Federation 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 

Dave Erickson 
Kootenai Wildlands Alliance 
Ubby, Montana 
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Andy Andrus 
Idaho Wlldlife Federation 
Boise, Idaho 

Ttm Ullebo 
Oregon Natural Resource Council 
Bend Oregon 

Denise Boggs 
American Wlldlands 
Bozeman, Montana 

Evan Frost 
Greater Ecosystem Alliance 
Bellingham, Washington 

Rod Ash 
Montana Audubon Council 
Condon, Montana 

Tom Owen 
Resources Limited 
Polebridge, Montana 

Ttm Border 
Gallatin Wildlife Association 
Bozeman, Montana 
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ban Heilig 
Wyoming Outdoor Council 
Landers, Wyoming 

John Osborn 
Inland Empire Public Lands 
Council 
Spokane, Washington 

Sarah Johnson 
Native Ecosystem Council 
Three Forks, Montana 

Brock Evans 
National Audubon Society 
Washington, DC 

Mike Medberry 
Idaho Conservation League 
Ketchum, Idaho 

Bart Koehler 
Greater Yellowstone Coalition 
Bozeman, Montana 

Jim Owens 
Western Ancient Forest 
Campaign 
Washington, DC 



THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY 

April 12, i994 

Representative Bruce Vento, Chair 
Subcommittee on National Parks, Forests and Public Lands 
812 OHOB 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Representative Vento, 

The Wilderness Society appreciates the opportunity to offer 
its views on the Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act 
(NREPA). 

The Society views the Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection 
Act in much the same way as it views H.R. 2473, the Montana 
Wilderness Act. Both represent .pieces of a larger puzzle which 
we call ecosystem protection. We will support efforts to protect 
and manage lands · to insure · ecosystem protection which are well­
researched, enjoy wide support and do not preclude future 
options. 

NREPA is certainly larger and more expansive than any 
legislation we have seen to date and ~oes a better job of 
protecting wilderness in the Northern Rockies than any other 
bill. It doesn't, however, protect entirely the ecosystems of 
the Northern Rockies and thus would not be the final bill on this 
subject. 

The society, along with other conservation organizations, 
has worked long and hard on wilderness protection in the states 
covered by NREPA. We've enjoyed some remarkable successes. 
Since the Wilderness Act has passed, in Montana alone, we've seen 
two major additions to the Bob Marshall Wilderness and designated 
the Absaroka-Beartooth Wilderness, the Lee Metcalf Wilderness 
complex, the UL Bend Wilderness, the Mission Mountains 
Wilderness, the Rattlesnake Wilderness, the Welcome Creek 
Wilderness, the ·Medicine Lake Wilderness and the Red Rock Lakes 
Wilderness. 

We are currently working on H.R. 2473, Rep. Pat Williams 
Montana Wilderness Act, which we hope will soon pass the House. 
The bill would add 1.7 million acres more of National Forest 
Wilderness. Of particular significance in the bill is the tens 

NOKrHERN ROCKIES REGIONAL OFRCE 
105 W. MAIN STREET, SUITE E, BOZEMAN, MT 59715 
(406) 586-1600 FAX (406) 586-4700 
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o~ thousands of ac;res of old qrowth it will preserve, the mid­
arid-lower elevation wildlife habitat, and the wilderness it will 
pr9tect in important corridors between ecosystems. 

We offer the above overview of what has ·happened, and what 
is currently happeninq, in the area of wilderness and ecosystem 
protection in Montana not to suqqest that we have achieved the 
preservation of our reqion's wilderness and ecosystems, but to 
point out that a lot is beinq accomplished. 

But, we also realize, that. to protect the inteqrity of the 
great ecosystems of the Northern Rockies will take much more 
effort. Much of that effort will have to be put into 
designations. While, in the past, we have focussed on the 
national forests in our designation of wilderness, we have yet to 
address BLM wilderness, refuge wilderness; national park 
wilderness, wild and scenic rivers and the need to restore lands 
critical to th~ preservation of our qreat ecosystems. 

Both H.R. 2473 and NREPA are consistent with The Society's 
larger vision of the future of the Northern Rockies. However, 
neither contains all the elements The Society believes necessary 
to assure that Northern Rockies ecosystems will remain truly 
functional into the future. 

Any Northern Rockies ecosystem protection plan must be able 
to adequately provide for the maintenance of the diversity and 
abundance of the native flora and fauna in the region. Where 
necessary, the plan must provide for the restoration of degraded 
habitat in order to support existing, or restored, populations of 
wildlife and flora. Finally, the plan must integrate people and 
the communities in which they live into the ecosystem equation. 
This assures sustainable use of natural resources and maximizes 
economic opportunity for this and future generations. 

The society bases its ecosystem protection program on a 
three-pronged approach. First, land protection designations. As 
discussed above, we support significant desiqnations of candidate 
wilderness lands for all four land systems in the Northern 
Rockies. Neither H.R. 2473 nor NREPA are inclusive enough 
wilderness bills to be characterized as adequately representing 
the wilderness resource of the Northern Rockies. 

There should be a protected wildland core, designed to 
support the flora and fauna of a particular ecosystem in 
sufficient abundance, in each representative ecosystem of the 
Northern Rockies. For instance, we must round out wilderness 
designations in the Greater Yellowstone, Northern Continental 
Divide, Cabinet-Yaak, Selkirk, Central Idaho, Red. Desert, Idaho 
High Desert and Missouri Breaks/CM Russell ecosystems. 

In addition, we must add a series of connectinq corridors 
snf migration routes between appropriate ecosystems which 
represent realistic wildlife movement areas and which take 



249 

advantage of whatever wild lands exist. These corridors will be 
both terrestrial and aquatic. 

We also support the designation of a Wild and Scenic Rivers 
system designed to maintain the region's renowned cold water 
fisheries, clean reliable supplies of water and outstanding 
recreational opportunities. 

The second leg of The society's ecosystem protection agenda 
involves the management of lands already altered by development. 
These lands must be thoroughly studied to deternine if they can 
currently support sustainable populations of flora and fauna, if 
they need restoration work and how they can help local 
communities. 

The Society is a supporter of the Economic and Ecosystem 
Study section of H.R. 2473 for just this reason . We are a 
participant in the Eastside study process recently mandated by 
Forest Service Chief Jack Ward Thomas and we have authored our 
own studies of the needs of grizzly bears in the Northern Rockies 
ecosystems. 

Finally, any plan for ecosystem integrity must include the 
people that live within the area. The Society, through the work 
of our economists and scientists, has helped pioneer work in the 
Northern Rockies on sustainable communities and the role of 
public lands in their support. We are fully committed to working 
with communities, states and land management agencies in efforts 
designed to assure sustainable communities. A recent study, The 
Wealth of Nature, done by The Society helps explain the link 
between communities and land. 

Achieving ecosystem protection in the Northern Rockies will 
be a long and complicated process. It will involve wilderness 
designation on all four land systems, better land management 
decisions on lands already developed and the integration of 
communities into an ecosystem's sustainable base. 

In the end, while The Society is supportive of NREPA, we 
differ with those who support the bill as a substitute for bills 
like H.R. 2473. 

Thank you for the opportunity to offer the views of The 
Society on the Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act. 

Sincer~- -

l_y\'/~] 
Michael D. Scott 
Regional Director 
Northern Rockies Region 
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Scott Felker 04/18/~4 
327 Pine Hall 
1550 Blrchaont Dr NE 
Bemidji, MN 58801-2855 

R•pr•••ntativ• Brua• Y•ntc 
Subccmmitt•• on National Parka, For••ta, and Public Landa 
2304 Rayburn Houee Office Buildinl 
Waeh1n1tcn, D.C. 20615-2304 

Dear Rapr•••ntative Vento• 

I am eubm1ttinl th• followinl atatement r•1ardin1 
H. R. 2838, the Northern Rookiea Eooayatem Protaotion Act, and 
requeat that it be admitted •• part of the record of a 
hear1n1 held in the Houae of Rapraaentativaa on April 12, 
1~941 

After many Y•ara of dabat•, conar••• paae•d th• W1ldarn••• 
Act tn 1884. That bill, d•apit• ita faulta, waa a viatonary 
and landmark p1aoa of l•li•latton that aet into motion auoh 
of tha proar•••tve anvironaental activity of tha late 1880's 
and early 1970'•· Aa pro1r••atve •• the Wildarn••• Act and 
aubaaquent latialatton vaa, tn aany oa••• it haa not 
adaquately protaotad intact eoo•yatema and biolo1ioal 
diveratty, Th• preaaurea of an inoraaalnl papulation and an 
unwlllin1n••• to aub•tltute true •u•tainabillty for ahort­
term exploitatton have led to oontlnu•d abu••• of public 
wildlanda that reault ln aavare habitat fra1m•ntattcn 
thraataninl the aurvtval of many wtldarneaa depandant apecie• 
throuahcut the United Stat••· 

In my work aa an aoclo&iat and educator I hava aaen tha 
raaulta of cur land mana&ement pollcie• in the Northarn 
Rockla• ration of Idaho, "ontana, and Wyomina. Too oftan 
thaaa poltcl•• ara lmplamantad with on!y tha naada of 
axtraottva uaera in mind and with llttla or no ra&ard to tha 
haalth of local human and nonhuman oommunitiaa. The and 
raault haa bean the raal, tf not la&al, andanaarm•nt of 
ra1iona1 papulationa of ariaaly baara, anadromoua ••lmon, and 
woodland caribou amon1 •any ath•~•. Still, tha Northern 
Rookl•• reston provide• the United Stat•• with an extanalve, 
diveraa wSidarneee eoo•yatam that viii be a •ouroe of 
b1olo&lcal anrlohmant, cultural pride, aoonomlc auatenanoa, 
and aplrltual Snaplration St wa allow it to ramain •• 
unaxplolted wildarn•••· For that reaeon, I urce tha United 
Stat•• Con&r••• to aupport, enact, and implament H.R. 283e, 
tha Ncrtharn Rooklea Eooayatam Protection Aot. 



251 

14 April 1994 

Honorable Bruce Vento, Chair 
National Parks, Forests and Public Lands Subcommittee 
of the House Natural Resources Committee 
812 OHOB (Annex I) 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Vento: 

SCOTTC.WD 
sn f . ......., St. #4 a-, MT 59715 

In reviewing the Northern Rockies Ecosystem Protection Act (HR 2638), please consider the fact 
that healthy ecosystems are the basis of healthy economies. Nowhere is this statement more true 
than in the Northern Rockies region, where an increasing majority of jobs are linked to 
non-extractive industries. Now and into the 21st Century people will be drawn to this region for 
its amenities-the mountains, clean air and Water, open space, scenery, and wildlife. The future 
of the Northern Rockies is in its wildness. 

NREPA recognizes the importance of using the wildness of the Northern Rockies for economic 
gain. NREPA is sound legislation because it: I) is based on scientific principles for habitat 
protection, linking core wild areas into a contiguous whole; 2) would protect the last intact 
ecosystem in the contiguous U.S.; 3) would protect the long-term economic vitality of the 
region; and 4) has gained widespread support both -~gional!y and nation-wide. 

Changing economic and political realities indicate that taxpayers cannot and will not continue to 
subsidize below-cost timber sales and other activities the destroy the environmental amenities 
which they cherish and often depend on for their livelihoods. It is estimated that the U.S. Forest 
Service loses $1,000,00() on timber sales every week in Montana. This subsidy is clearly 
illogical, particularly since logging and associated jobs are worth $700 per person in Montana, 
while recreation is worth over $1700 per person, according to Montana economists Dr. Tom 
Power and Dr. Ray Rasker. 

Service industries now contribute more revenue and jobs to our region than any other, largely 
due to the quality of life afforded by wild ecosystems and their associated attributes of clean air 
and water, scenery, and wildlife. These qualities, however, are rapidly being destroyed because 
wildlands are not traditionally viewed as true economic resources. It has been my experience, 
however, that most people move to and stay in this region because they rely on wilderness 
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qualities for their livelihood. Guest ranches, outfitter guide services, and other tourist-based 
companies are examples of this. High paying service industries are also coming to the region to 
take advantage of the environmental attributes. 

It would be foolish to further damage the resources upon which the Northern Rockies region is 
becoming increasingly dependent upon. NREPA goes a long way toward protecting the very 
future of the Northern Rockies by protecting its wildlands. 

Please include my comments in the hearing record for HR 2638, the Northern Rockies 
Ecosystem Protection Act. 

Sincerely, 

Scott C. Ladd 
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The Committee received many letters of support for H.R. 2638. 
The number of letters was too great to print but we have included 
the names of the writers as follows: Roselyn Heil, Greg Briggs, 
Chris George, John Preston, David Jensen, Donald Mazzola, Karen 
Allen, Margaret Adam, Beth MacFawn, R.F. Krawiec, Sonja 
Nehring, Will Snider, DiLyn Arneson, Alaina Lammer, Julie A. 
Stoughton, Glenn Hackett, James A. Took, Caroline Byrd, John 
Hoffiand, Loreen Folsom, Jim Davis, Laura Ferguson, Helen 
Jagelski, Kim Gange, Paul Shively, Adam Keats, Mary Byers, Mi­
chael S. Whiting, Amy K. Smith, Shamu Fenyvesi, Bert Kraft, Paul 
Belanger, Heidi Rae Tokerud, Radley Z. Watkins, Greg Martin, 
Janet Huguet Sproull, Michael J. Schmitt, Steven Leash, Tom 
Platt, Margaret P. Baldwin, Jason Wilmot, Meredith B. Hasiton, 
Sarah Fisher, Courtney Rudd, Geoffrey Smith, Steven Cohen, and 
Margaret C.D. Schmidt. 

0 

87-342 (260) 
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