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THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY

October 31, 2001

Mr. James L. Connaughton, Chair
Council on Environmental quality
Executive Office of the President
17" and G Streets, NW
Washington, DC 20503

Attention: Task Force
Dear Mr. Connaughton:

The Wilderness Society appreciates the opportunity to comment upon the August 10,
2001 Notice regarding the establishment of a federal interagency Task Force “to work
with and monitor federal agencies’ efforts to expedite their review of permits or take
other actions necessary to accelerate the completion of energy-related projects...” We
are very concerned about the pro-development bias inherent in the Task Force’s
articulation of its mission in the above-referenced Notice, as will be explained in detail
below.

In enacting the National Environmental Policy Act, Congress recognized that nearly all
federal activities affect the environment in some way and mandated that before federal
agencies make decisions, they must consider the effects of their actions on the quality of
the human environment. Perhaps it is worthwhile to remind the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) of the purposes of NEPA as set for in Title I of statute, and
of CEQ’s own responsibilities in assuring that the purposes of NEPA are met:

b) In order to carry out the policy set forth in this Act, it is the continuing
responsibility of the Federal Government to use all practicable means, consistent
with other essential considerations of national policy, to improve and

coordinate Federal plans, functions, programs, and resources to the end that

the Nation may —

1. fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the
environment for succeeding generations;

2. assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically
and culturally pleasing surroundings;



3. attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without
degradation, risk to health or safety, or other undesirable and
unintended consequences;

4, preserve important historie, cultural, and natural aspects of our national
heritage, and maintain, wherever possible, an environment which
supports diversity, and variety of individual choice;

5. achieve a balance between population and resource use which will
permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life's amenities;
and

6. enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the
maximum attainable recycling of depletable resources.

(¢) The Congress recognizes that each person should enjoy a healthful
environment and that each person has a responsibility to contribute to the
preservation and enhancement of the environment. (Sec. 101 [42 USC § 4331] (b)

CEQ’s responsibilty with regard to the purposes of the Act as set forth above is
articulated in Title II, Sec. 204 of NEPA:

...to review and appraise the various programs and activities of the
Federal Government in the light of the policy set forth in title I of this
Act for the purpose of determining the extent to which such programs
and activities are contributing to the achievement of such policy, and to
make recommendations to the President with respect thereto...

Unfortunately, the Task Force’s mission, as articulated in the Notice, is contrary to
CEQ’s responsibilities as set forth in Title I of NEPA noted above, and will undermine
the objectivity of federal agency decision-making under NEPA and other statutes, by
introducing a pro-energy development bias in CEQ’s review federal decisions regarding
energy development project proposals.

For example, according to the above-referenced Notice:

...to work with and monitor federal agencies’ efforts to expedite their review of
permits or take other actions as necessary to accelerate the completion of
energy-related projects, while maintaining safety, public health, and
environmental protections. (emphasis added)

However, in the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA, PL 94-579),
Congress set forth the following statutory mandate for management of the public lands
and resources under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management:

The Congress declares that it is the policy of the United States that the public

lands be managed in a manner that will protect the quality of scientific, scenic,
historical, ecological, environmental, air and atmospheric, water resource, and
archeological values; that, where appropriate, will preserve and protect certain



public lands in their natural condition; that will provide food and habitat for fish
and wildlife and domestic animals; and that will provide for outdoor recreation
and human occupancy and use...(43 U.S.C. 1710 (a)(8))

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has jurisdiction over the leasing and
development of oil, natural gas, coal, coal-bed methane, geothermal steam, oil shale and
other minerals occurring on the public lands it manages under the auspices of FLPMA
and the Mineral Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 181 et. seq.). (The BLM also has responsibilities
for certain aspects of energy mineral development under lands administered by other
federal agencies, such as the Forest Service.) In addition, the BLM has authority to issue
permits for rights-of-way for pipelines and electric transmission lines that cross public
lands.

For many years the BLM has operated a robust program of energy mineral leasing and
development. As a consequence, today there are over 57,000 operating oil and gas wells
on the public lands, and fully one-third of the nation’s annual coal production derives
from lands it manages. In addition, well over 90 percent of the lands the Bureau manages
in the “Overthrust Belt” states of Colorado, Montana, New Mexico, Utah and Wyoming
are available for oil and gas leasing, or over 110 million acres (see Attachment I). Today,
oil and gas leases cover 25 million acres of the public lands. Each year, the BLM permits
thousands of new exploration or development wells. For example, in FY 1999, the BLM
issued over 3,400 drilling permits.

In carrying out its energy development programs, the BLM is also statutorily obligated to
protect other resources and values that can be adversely affected by oil, gas, and other
energy development related activities. The BLM is also legally obligated to “preserve
and protect certain public lands in their natural condition,” as noted above. Like other
federal land management agencies, the BLM is responsible for complying with the
Endangered Species Act, and the lands it manages harbor over 3,000 wildlife species,
including 309 species listed under the ESA as threatened or endangered.

Moreover, some of America’s most magnificent natural landscapes are managed by the
BLM, lands which in many instances deserve protection under the Wilderness Act of
1964. Within the BLM a new Office of Landscape Conservation System is responsible
for assuring that the Wilderness Areas, Wilderness Study Areas, Wild and Scenic Rivers,
National Monuments, and National Conservation Areas under the Bureau's jurisdiction
are managed in a way that does not impair their archeological, cultural, paleontological,
wildlife, environmental and esthetic values. Some lands managed by the BLM harbor
values of particular concern to American Indian people, and the Bureau is statutorily
obligated to protect such values in managing the public lands as well. In other words, the
Bureau of Land Management is statutorily obligated to protect a wide range of cultural
and environmental values from the adverse impacts of oil, gas, coal and other energy-
related activities.

Likewise, the Forest Service is required by various laws - including the National
Environmental Policy Act, National Forest Management Act, and Endangered Species



Act - to manage the national forests and national grasslands in an environmentally sound
manner. Regarding development of oil and gas resources in the National Forest System,
"the hydrid goal of this nation is to encourage the development of domestic oil and gas
production while at the same time ensuring that such development is undertaken with an
eye toward environmental concerns." Park County Resource Council v. USDA, 817 F.2d
609 (10" Cir. 1987).

The Forest Service shares responsibility with the Bureau of Land Management for
management of energy resources in the National Forest System. While the BLM is
responsible for issuing oil and gas leases, the Forest Service is required by law to
evaluate the potential effects of development on endangered species, environmental
quality, and other forest resources. The Federal Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Reform
Act of 1987 strengthened the Forest Service's role in the leasing process by giving the
Forest Service a statutory veto over BLM's issuance of oil and gas leases on national
forest land. 30 U.S.C. 226(h).

The Forest Service is required to fulfill its environmental duties regarding energy
resource development at several stages in the decision-making process. First, the agency
must consider mineral exploration and development during the periodic revision of land
and resource management plan as required by the National Forest Management Act. 36
CFR 219.22. An important part of the forest planning process is the identification of
lands that are suitable for resource management. 16 U.S.C. 1604(g)(2)(A). The National
Academy of Sciences has recommended that the Forest Service and BLM should use
their planning processes to isolate lands as unsuitable for oil and gas activity where other
potential uses "clearly outweigh" oil and gas potential. Committee on Onshore Oil and
Gas Leasing, National Research Council, Land Use Planning and Oil and Gas Leasing
on Onshore Federal Lands, 1989, p. 3-4. At the leasing stage, the Forest Service must
carefully evaluate the potential effects of development and involve the public by
preparing an environmental impact statement prior to issuing oil and gas leases without
no-surface-occupancy stipulations. Sierra Club v. Peterson, 717 F.2d 1409 (9" Cir.
1983); Conner v. Burford, 848 F.2d 1441 (9™ Cir. 1988); Bob Marshall Alliance v.
Hodel, 852 (9" Cir. 1988).

This dual obligation — to both foster energy development projects on the public lands and
protect the environment and other resource values from the adverse impacts of energy
development activities — puts both the BLM and the Forest Service in the position of
having to make choices between the conflicting goals of resource protection and
development. Unfortunately, the Task Force has ignored this reality in articulating its
first goal as follows: “to accelerate the completion of energy-related projects.” If
federal permitting agencies were to fulfill this goal, the permitting process would be a
biased one where the approval of any energy project permit application would be a
foregone conclusion, regardless of its impacts on the other values and resources the BLM
and Forest Service are obligated to protect. Successfully implementing the goal of
“accelerating completion of energy projects” is therefore an inappropriate task for CEQ’s
Task Force.



The CEQ Task Force instead should be in the business of assuring that energy
development project proposals are not given federal agency approval unless they are in
full compliance with all of the legal obligations that may apply.

It is furthermore disturbing that that CEQ’s notice states that:

The Task Force will work through an operational approach that addresses
impediments to federal agencies’ completion of decisions about energy-related
projects in a way that will increase the production, transmission, and conservation
of energy...”

Although the goal of timely completion of the decision-making process is laudable, it is
obvious that the goal is to not simply assure expeditious decision-making, but instead is
the expeditious issuance of permits. Coupled with the Task Force’s request for
information and comments about “particular energy projects” and “major pending
projects or major projects under development,” it is apparent that the Task Force’s only
interest is in assuring that all such projects receive federal approval. Again, this biased
approach to federal decision-making is inappropriate and probably illegal. CEQ instead
should assure that any projects that may be permitted do so only if in full compliance
with all environmental and land use prescriptions that apply to federal lands affected by
the project proposal, and in fulfillment of the goals articulated in Title | of NEPA
referenced above.

In order to eliminate the clear bias in favor of permitting energy projects regardless of the
environmental conflicts they may pose, we suggest the following changes in the Task
Forces mission statement:

(1) To assure that decisions regarding energy related projects are made in a timely
fashion;

(2) To insure that energy-related projects that receive federal agency approval do so only
when in full compliance with all pertinent statutes, regulations and policies that
assure protection of environmental values;

(3) To improve the transmission of energy in environmentally safe ways; and

(4) To better coordinate federal agency permitting in geographic areas where increased
permitting activities are expected.

CEQ’s Notice also invited the public to comment on particular energy projects. Perhaps
inadvertently the Notice omitted an invitation to the public to call to the Task Force’s
attention areas of the public lands which should be either protected from energy
development projects, or where special care should be taken to assure that sensitive
environmental or cultural values are preserved if energy development activities do take
place. We have appended to these comments (Attachment II) our presentation entitled
“Too Wild To Drill,” a description of 15 areas of the public lands which have important
values that should be protected from energy development schemes. The list is not
inclusive, but is intended to provide the Task Force with a sampling of the issues that



arise when energy production projects are proposed for especially sensitive areas of the
public lands and national forests.

In conclusion, The Wilderness Society urges the Council on Environmental Quality’s
Task Force to focus its efforts on ways to improve the quality of federal agency decision-
making with respect to energy-related projects in ways that will assure that only those
projects that are compatible with other resource values are approved. The Task Force’s
efforts should assure that environmentally sensitive resources occurring on federal lands
are protected from damage accompanying energy development projects.

Sincerely,

David Alberswerth
Director, Bureau of Land Management Program

attachments



ecveled Pages

@

THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY
October 31, 2001

Mr. James L. Connaughton, Chair
Council on Environmental quality
Executive Office of the President
17" and G Streets, NW
Washington, DC 20503

Attention: Task Force
Dear Mr. Connaughton: ‘

The Wilderness Society appreciates the opportunity to comment upon the August 10,
2001 Notice regarding the establishment of a federal interagency Task Force “to work
with and monitor federal agencies’ efforts to expedite their review of permits or take
other actions necessary to accelerate the completion of energy-related projects...” We
are very concemned about the pro-development bias inherent in the Task Force’s
articulation of its mission in the above-referenced Notice, as will be explained in detail
below.

In enacting the National Environmental Policy Act, Congress recognized that nearly all

“federal activities affect the environment in some way and mandated that before federal

agencies make decisions, they must consider the effects of their actions on the quality of
the human environment. Perhaps it is worthwhile to remind the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) of the purposes of NEPA as set for in Title I of statute, and
of CEQ’s own responsibilities in assuring that the purposes of NEPA are met:

b) In order to carry out the policy set forth in this Act, it is the continuing
responsibility of the Federal Government to use all practicable means, consistent
with other essential considerations of national policy, to improve and

coordinate Federal plans, functions, programs, and resources to the end that

the Nation may —

1. fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the
environment for succeeding generations;

2. assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically
and culturally pleasing surroundings;

3. attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without
degradation, risk to health or safety, or other undesirable and
unintended consequences;

4. preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national
heritage, and maintain, wherever possible, an environment which
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supports diversity, and variety of individual choice;

5. achieve a balance between population and resource use which will
permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life's amenities;
and

6. enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the
maximum attainable recycling of depletable resources.

(c) The Congress recognizes that each person should enjoy a healthful
environment and that each person has a responsibility to contribute to the
preservation and enhancement of the environment. (Sec. 101 [42 USC § 4331] (b)

CEQ’s responsibilty with regard to the purposes of the Act as set forth above is
articulated in Title II, Sec. 204 of NEPA:

...to review and appraise the various programs and activities of the
Federal Government in the light of the policy set forth in title I of this
Act for the purpose of determining the extent to which such programs
and activities are contributing to the achievement of such policy, and to
make recommendations to the President with respect thereto...

Unfortunately, the Task Force’s mission, as articulated in the Notice, is contrary to
CEQ’s responsibilities as set forth in Title Il of NEPA noted above, and will undermine
the objectivity of federal agency decision-making under NEPA and other statutes, by
introducing a pro-energy development bias in CEQ’s review federal decisions regarding
energy development project proposals.

"For example, according to the above-referenced Notice:

...to work with and monitor federal agencies’ efforts to expedite their review of
permits or take other actions as necessary to accelerate the completion of
energy-related projects, while maintaining safety, public health, and
environmental protections. (emphasis added)

However, in the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA, PL 94-579),
Congress set forth the following statutory mandate for management of the public lands
and resources under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management:

The Congress declares that it is the policy of the United States that the public
lands be managed in a manner that will protect the quality of scientific, scenic,
historical, ecological, environmental, air and atmospheric, water resource, and
archeological values; that, where appropriate, will preserve and protect certain
public lands in their natural condition; that will provide food and habitat for fish
and wildlife and domestic animals; and that will provide for outdoor recreation
and human occupancy and use...(43 U.S.C. 1710 (a)(8))



The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has jurisdiction over the leasing and
development of oil, natural gas, coal, coal-bed methane, geothermal steam, oil shale and
other minerals occurring on the public lands it manages under the auspices of FLPMA
and the Mineral Leasing Act (30 U.S.C. 181 et. seq.). (The BLM also has responsibilities
for certain aspects of energy mineral development under lands administered by other
federal agencies, such as the Forest Service.) In addition, the BLM has authority to issue
permits for rights-of-way for pipelines and electric transmission lines that cross public
lands.

For many years the BLM has operated a robust program of energy mineral leasing and
development. As a consequence, today there are over 57,000 operating oil and gas wells
on the public lands, and fully one-third of the nation’s annual coal production derives
from lands it manages. In addition, well over 90 percent of the lands the Bureau manages
in the “Overthrust Belt” states of Colorado, Montana, New Mexico, Utah and Wyoming
are available for oil and gas leasing, or over 110 million acres (see Attachment I). Today,
oil and gas leases cover 25 million acres of the public lands. Each year, the BLM permits
thousands of new exploration or development wells. For example, in FY 1999, the BLM
issued over 3,400 drilling permits.

In carrying out its energy development programs, the BLM is also statutorily obligated to
protect other resources and values that can be adversely affected by oil, gas, and other
energy development related activities. The BLM is also legally obligated to “preserve
and protect certain public lands in their natural condition,” as noted above. Like other
federal land management agencies, the BLM is responsible for complying with the
Endangered Species Act, and the lands it manages harbor over 3,000 wildlife species,
‘including 309 species listed under the ESA as threatened or endangered.

Moreover, some of America’s most magnificent natural landscapes are managed by the
BLM, lands which in many instances deserve protection under the Wilderness Act of
1964. Within the BLM a new Office of Landscape Conservation System is responsible
for assuring that the Wilderness Areas, Wilderness Study Areas, Wild and Scenic Rivers,
National Monuments, and National Conservation Areas under the Bureau'’s jurisdiction
are managed in a way that does not impair their archeological, cultural, paleontological,
wildlife, environmental and esthetic values. Some lands managed by the BLM harbor
values of particular concern to American Indian people, and the Bureau is statutorily
obligated to protect such values in managing the public lands as well. In other words, the
Bureau of Land Management is statutorily obligated to protect a wide range of cultural
and environmental values from the adverse impacts of oil, gas, coal and other energy-
related activities.

Likewise, the Forest Service is required by various laws - including the National
Environmental Policy Act, National Forest Management Act, and Endangered Species
Act - to manage the national forests and national grasslands in an environmentally sound
manner. Regarding development of oil and gas resources in the National Forest System,
"the hydrid goal of this nation is to encourage the development of domestic oil and gas
production while at the same time ensuring that such development is undertaken with an



eye toward environmental concerns.” Park County Resource Council v. USDA, 817 F.2d
609 (10" Cir. 1987).

The Forest Service shares responsibility with the Bureau of Land Management for
management of energy resources in the National Forest System. While the BLM is
responsible for issuing oil and gas leases, the Forest Service is required by law to
evaluate the potential effects of development on endangered species, environmental
quality, and other forest resources. The Federal Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Reform
Act of 1987 strengthened the Forest Service's role in the leasing process by giving the
Forest Service a statutory veto over BLM's issuance of oil and gas leases on national
forest land. 30 U.S.C. 226(h).

The Forest Service is required to fulfill its environmental duties regarding energy
resource development at several stages in the decision-making process. First, the agency
must consider mineral exploration and development during the periodic revision of land
and resource management plan as required by the National Forest Management Act. 36
CFR 219.22. An important part of the forest planning process is the identification of
lands that are suitable for resource management. 16 U.S.C. 1604(g)(2)(A). The National
Academy of Sciences has recommended that the Forest Service and BLM should use
their planning processes to isolate lands as unsuitable for oil and gas activity where other
potential uses "clearly outweigh" oil and gas potential. Committee on Onshore Oil and
Gas Leasing, National Research Council, Land Use Planning and Oil and Gas Leasing
on Onshore Federal Lands, 1989, p. 3-4. At the leasing stage, the Forest Service must
carefully evaluate the potential effects of development and involve the public by
preparing an environmental impact statement prior to issuing oil and gas leases without
no-surface-occupancy stipulations. Sierra Club v. Peterson, 717 F.2d 1409 (9" Cir.
1983); Conner v. Burford, 848 F.2d 1441 {9‘“ Cir. 1988); Bob Marshall Alliance v.
Hodel, 852 (9" Cir. 1988).

This dual obligation — to both foster energy development projects on the public lands and
protect the environment and other resource values from the adverse impacts of energy
development activities — puts both the BLM and the Forest Service in the position of
having to make choices between the conflicting goals of resource protection and
development. Unfortunately, the Task Force has ignored this reality in articulating its
first goal as follows: “to accelerate the completion of energy-related projects.” If
federal permitting agencies were to fulfill this goal, the permitting process would be a
biased one where the approval of any energy project permit application would be a
foregone conclusion, regardless of its impacts on the other values and resources the BLM
and Forest Service are obligated to protect. Successfully implementing the goal of
“accelerating completion of energy projects” is therefore an inappropriate task for CEQ’s
Task Force.

The CEQ Task Force instead should be in the business of assuring that energy
development project proposals are not given federal agency approval unless they are in
full compliance with all of the legal obligations that may apply.



It is furthermore disturbing that that CEQ’s notice states that:

The Task Force will work through an operational approach that addresses
impediments to federal agencies’ completion of decisions about energy-related
projects in a way that will increase the production, transmission, and conservation
of energy..."”

Although the goal of timely completion of the decision-making process is laudable, it is
obvious that the goal is to not simply assure expeditious decision-making, but instead is
the expeditious issuance of permits. Coupled with the Task Force’s request for
information and comments about “particular energy projects” and “major pending
projects or major projects under development,” it is apparent that the Task Force’s only
interest is in assuring that a/l such projects receive federal approval. Again, this biased
approach to federal decision-making is inappropriate and probably illegal. CEQ instead
should assure that any projects that may be permitted do so only if in full compliance
with all environmental and land use prescriptions that apply to federal lands affected by
the project proposal, and in fulfillment of the goals articulated in Title I of NEPA
referenced above.

In order to eliminate the clear bias in favor of permitting energy projects regardless of the
environmental conflicts they may pose, we suggest the following changes in the Task
Forces mission statement:

(1) To assure that decisions regarding energy related projects are made in a timely
fashion;

(2) To insure that energy-related projects that receive federal agency approval do so
only when in full compliance with all pertinent statutes, regulations and policies
that assure protection of environmental values;

(3) To improve the transmission of energy in environmentally safe ways; and

(4) To better coordinate federal agency permitting in geographic areas where
increased permitting activities are expected.

CEQ’s Notice also invited the public to comment on particular energy projects. Perhaps
inadvertently the Notice omitted an invitation to the public to call to the Task Force’s
attention areas of the public lands which should be either protected from energy
development projects, or where special care should be taken to assure that sensitive
environmental or cultural values are preserved if energy development activities do take
place. We have appended to these comments (Attachment IT) our presentation entitled
“Too Wild To Drill,” a description of 15 areas of the public lands which have important
values that should be protected from energy development schemes. The list is not
inclusive, but is intended to provide the Task Force with a sampling of the issues that
arise when energy production projects are proposed for especially sensitive areas of the
public lands and national forests.

In conclusion, The Wilderness Society urges the Council on Environmental Quality’s
Task Force to focus its efforts on ways to improve the quality of federal agency decision-



making with respect to energy-related projects in ways that will assure that only those
projects that are compatible with other resource values are approved. The Task Force’s
efforts should assure that environmentally sensitive resources occurring on federal lands
are protected from damage accompanying energy development projects.

Sincerely,
David Alberswerth
Director, Bureau of Land Management Program

attachments



Attachment |



Availability of Public Lands

The vast majority of public lands are available for leasing. In the states with considerable
production of 116.6 million acres only 2.9 million acres are not open for leasing. In
Colorado 16.2 million acres are open and 600,000 closed to leasing; in Montana out of 19
million acres 400,000 are closed; in New Mexico of 29.9 million acres of lands only 1.3
million is not open to leasing; in Utah 900,000 acres are closed to leasing leaving 21.2 million
acres open; in Wyoming 700,000 acres are closed out of 28.6 million.
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BLM W0-310 FLUIDS GROUP

January 4, 2001

Federal Oil & Gas Leases Issued

Calendar Years 1989 to 2000
(includes all O&G leases issued on BLM, FS, and all other Federal lands,

except NPR-A shown below)
Number of Leases Acres Leased Bonus Bids Received*
1989 8,344 6,559,544 $62,847,022
1990 6,383 5,121,444 $49.363,154
1991 5,289 4,110,355 $41,493,134
1992 3.654 2,710,843 £18,804,174
1993 3,960 3,060,888 $22,747,870
1994 4,315 3,780,180 $41,430,784
1995 4,418 3,660,764 $47,339,046
1996 3,924 2,780,209 $31,979,336
1997 4,726 3,901,194 $58,494,833
1998 4,591 4,295,852 $77,214,000
1999 2,531 2,346,662 $64,992,064
2000 2,818 2,634,874 . £52,359,670
+ Bonus Bids Received are by fiscal year rather than calendar year
Oil & Gas Leases Issued in the NPR-A

Calendar Years 1989 to 2000

(National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska)
Number of Leases Acres Leased Bonus Bids Received
1999 132 861,318 $104,598,258

Post-It™ brand fax transmittal memo 7671 [rotpages» | |
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Year

1980
1981
1982
1981
1984
1945
1986
jaar
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
19497
1894
1899
2000

Lower 414

Compedilive lzases [ssvand

Mumber
am
521
445
505
A79
1596
1263
890
2464
4058
3496
3140
2004
2614
2887
KRB
2911
3192
i
2509

Acres
L easell

11,620
126,070
991,186
191,702
394 264
1,585,051
153,055
211 488
1.913.023
2,800,737
1,723,845
1,845,365
1,118 816
1,744,117
2,147 415
2,194 854
1,584,795
2.265 457
2,480,035
2,962,094

Honus
s

22,048,947
103,314,189
65,304,216
31,150,106
49,484,379
48,671,382
26,643,080
33,345,494
51,208,738
62,047,022
49,363,154
41,493,134
18,804,174
22,747,870
41,430,784
47,139,046
31,919,336
58,494 812
17,214,000
59,624,005

Source: Public Land Stalistics
Nole: APD's nol reported in PLS unlil 1985

id
Acre
307 .85
819.50
896.15
236.52
125.51
J0.69
75.46
157.67
26,77
22.18
28 64
22 449
16.81
13.04
14929
19.77
2012
25 A2
31.13
2013

Mon Compehlive Leases

Issued

Mumber
10,208
12,0348
19,762
11,469

6,714
9,891
1,746
6,357
6,770
4,294
3,056
2,325
1,956
1,426
1,286
1,369

nya

98A

928

5G6

Udimisd

Acres
| eased

11,184 451
26,000,116
54,927,921
18,247,476
10,114 G69
16,385,732
9,504,437
7,215,215
10,302,550
4,974,040
5,560,364
2,591 651
2,072 4417
1,430.134
1,677,147
1,473,920
931,763
1,201,646
1,122 0496
640,456

Total Issuad

Number
10,509
12,565
20,207
11,974

7,683
11,489
9,008
7,247
9,234
8,352
6,552
5,465
3,980
4,040
4173
4,520
3375
4,180
4,105
3,075

Acres
| eased
11,256,574
26,126,186
55,919,107
18,379,178
10,508,933
17,971,583
0,937,452
7.426,703
12,215,573
71.805.717
7,284,209
4,437,016
3,191,264
3,183,911
1,824,562
o6, 7/4
2,523,558
3,467,048
3,602,101
3,602.550

sl
&Q_\i 2 P

APDs
Approved

3318
1,886
1,486
1,172
1.851
2617
1,969
1.947
2222
2,113
1,870
1.959
2,580
J.14A
1.823
1496

. -

-
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-



Grazing Permits and Leases 18,568 permits 4 nd leases, 12.994 883 Animal Unit Months

Timber Volume Sold 17-6 million cutic feet, 105, million board feet

O3l and Gas Leasing ;37 ew holes starte, 10,72 ifion aces in producing Status,
37687 curently producing welis

Helium Activity 8 active heliym $10rage contracts, 5.7 billion cubic feet

stored, 54 independen Producers.

Geothermal Production 5 producing leases, 5.9 milkian megawat hours of energy

Coal Production 134 producing leases, 387 6 milllien tons produced

Mining Materials (Salables) 2,910 permits issued, 11.75 million cubic yards produced

Nonenergy Leasables 305,626 acres under lease, 15,75 million tons produced
Solar power plant. Exploration and Mining 640 notices reviewed, 155 plans of -nperaunn eviewed

Activity (Locatables)

Rights-af-Way 2,690 granted

National Wild Horse and Burro Program

| CORSNONEN  [erecrecanay
. VM Extimated Appoprian Manaprent Leves . b o Anisas Adopted™

4951 5,306 5.1 i 1095 o
Wild Horses Wild Burros
Iwo burtes munch grass during o " Some animats eve not adopted the some year that BLM resmoves theem fram tive range
Bloomingtan, Mirads, wild horse and burro
adfoption,
B e Pl P National Recreation ngrjes -
i”sﬁﬁ *i““‘.;;..‘.;"; on BLM-Managed Land, Fiscal Year 1999
Permits Perminy 5
L‘fﬂ#ﬂ_ it = Hmataun_ Use Permits Numbers Revenues "oy el
= 1994 1999 1994 1999
| mnm
.- Special Recreation Permits 15072 42356 51,286,211 52,361,028
30
1999 Recreation Use Permits 102,902 2292719 526,000 51,573,743
Recreation Use Fees - Revenues Recreation Use Fees 1994 1999
§ -me —
= e s s g Land and Water Conservation Fund and $2.29,287 35,714,029
E - Fee Demonstration Authority
= (Recreation Use Permits, Concessions,
= Special Recreation Permits, Golden Passports)
= Cost Recovery and Other Contributions $488,218 $457,066
3

Total Revenues 52,117,505 $6,171,005

Recreation Fee Demonstration Program, FY 1999: 05 projects, 85,153,000 collected

1994 1999

_——
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THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY

Too Wild to Drill

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

www.wilderness.org

rom the deep hardwood shade of Eastern forests

to the lush alpine meadows of the Rocky

Mountains, to the red slick-rock canyons of the
West to the sun-baked Chihuahuan Desert, America’s

Yet there 1s another kind of contrast to be found on
the national lands, one that is not nearly so inspiring,
If you were to ﬂ}-' over Wyoming, Montana, Colorado,

Utah, and New Mexico, the region that energy experts

public lands are a remarkable study in

refer to as the “overthruse belt,” you

variety and contrasts. They are home to “Arid terrain peopled |4 get a birds-eye view of the beauty

a stunning array of wildlife, plants, geo-

logic formations, and historic treasures.

by cactuses and

fringe-toed lizards,
lush tree fern forests

of some of the nation’s wildest lands. At

the same time, you might be surprised

They offer unparalleled opportunities to ~ that shelter rare (and perhaps dismayed) to find how few
d_eljght in the never-ending banuiuet of spoc:;:“:;hf:jl; e wild lands remain lln@gt‘d by energy
sights, sounds, and smells of this sculpted by eons development. Indeed. in places such as the
nation’s natural and cultural heritage. of wind and water,  Upper Green River Basin in Wyoming,

The national lands offer different and quite wooded intensive oil and gas drilling encroach

. trails that soothe the i
people different reasons to love and pro- irit—all belong upon untouched lands important to elk,
tect them. The :mgIrr treasures the to the collective deer, an[clupl:. and sage grouse,
relaxed beauty of a mountain stream national heritage Mow, even these pt}d&t‘ls of wild lands
while the hunter revels in the bugling of that lies just beyond . 1, . cened. Although the vast majority
: g your front door.” " ) , ' , "
the elk on a frosty fall morning. For the of public lands in this region—well over
E From MNahiral America

rock lover, it’s the thrill of reading the by T H. Watkins. 100 million acres—are already available
Earth’s story told in layer upon layer of ~— EEE———————————  for oil and gas development, the Bush

shale and sandstone millions of years

old. For the Native American, public lands may be
sacred, as is true of the Gwich'n people and the Arctic
Coastal Plain. Even the names of these wild lands—
the Red Desert, the Grand Staircase-Escalante
National Monument, Badger-Two Medicine National
Forest, the Upper Missouri River Breaks National
Monument, and the Vermillion Basin—stir our senses
and entice our imaginations with a hint of the beauty

and secrets they hold.

administration is aggressively pushing a
“drill America first” energy plan that would target
some of our nations wildest, most valuable lands,
including National Monuments, Wilderness Study
Areas, roadless areas within the National Forests, and
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. In addition, the
Bush administration is seeking to weaken environmen-
tal safeguards afforded wildlife and other environmen-
tal values on the lands that already are available for

development.



The Bush Energy Plan
Threatens Wild Lands

here are some places where it is appropriate to

drill. The sixteen areas contained in this report,
however, are high-profile examples of treasured pub-
lic lands that should not be developed. To compile
this list, we examined the immediacy and gravity of
the threat, including the permanence of damage and
the natural significance of the area. In addition,
many of the areas in the report were temporarily or
administratively put off limits to oil and gas devel-
opment following intensive public comment process-
es during the past few years. There are many other
wild areas that are threatened by the Bush adminis-
tration'’s energy plan; therefore, this list is by no
means comprehensive.

m The Arctic Nofional Wildiife Refuge, Aloska

m (olifornia Coastol National Monument, California
m Corrizo Plain Nationol Monument, California

m Son Juan National Forest, Colorodo

m Vermillion Basin, Colorado

m Rocky Mountoin Front, Montona

w Upper Missouri Breaks National Monument, Montano
m Ofero Mesa, New Mexico

w Finger Lokes National Forest, New York

m little Missouri Grasslands, North Dokoto

m Book Cliffs-Desolation Canyon, Utch

m Grond Staircose-Escalante National Monument, Utah
m Lockhort Bosin, Utch

m Bridger Teton National Forest, Wyoming

m Red Desert, Wyoming

m Upper Green River Basin, Wyoming

What’s Wrong with the
Bush Energy Plan?

he Bush administration has created the myth that an

oil and gas bonanza awaits us in places like the
Rocky Mountain Front, the Red Desert, and Upper
Missouri River Breaks National Monument. This myth
is reminiscent of the “boom and bust” economy of

years past. An energy policy cannot be made in isolation
from environmental concerns. Developing an energy pol-
icy involves fundamental choices about the quality of the
air we breathe and the water we drink and about the
future of our remaining wilderness and whether these
magnificent lands will be here for our children and their
grandchildren.

While the Bush administration's energy plan claims to
protect the environment and promote energy efficiency
and renewable resources, it is significantly weighted toward
expanding traditional energy supplies, with its main
reliance on the fuels whose extraction and use pose the
greatest dangers to public health and the environment.

The Bush administration’s National Energy
Policy recommends that:

1. The Inferior Department “ [¢] xpedite the ongoing Energy Policy
ond Conservation Act study of impediments to federal ol and
gos explorafion and development.”

2. The Interior Department * [r]eview public londs withdrowols and
lease stipulations...to consider modifications where oppropriote.”

3. “... the President direct the Secretory of the Interior fo work with
Congress to authorize exploration, and, if resources are discovered,
development of the 1002 Area of ANWR [Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge].”

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
recommended to the Cheney Energy Task
Force (Energy Options Availoble to Federal and Indian Lands,
March 20, 2001)z

1. The Interior Deportment * [r]eview wildeness study oreas where
there is odministrative outhority to chonge BLW's planning decr
sions o examine their potential for energy development and

2. “Subsequent fo the Roadless Area Conservation Rule review,
reconsider Forest Service plons os they offect the ovoilability
of the overthrust belt for new oil and gas leasing...”



The Bush odministrafion has resident Bush stated that, “...there are
repeatedly stated that Nationol parts of the monument londs where we
Monuments ond other public ~ con explore without affecting the overall
londs should be open to o environment.”

he BLM is ramping up efforts fo roll back
protections for Wyoming's Red Desert.
Billings Gazette, May 15, 2001

nferior Secretary Gale Norton wanfs to see
profections relaxed ond/or boundaries
changed in order to permit drilling in Nafional
Monuments.
ABC's This Week, April 22, 2001

he Albuguerque Joumal reported on June 10,
2001, that “[flederal land managers in

northwestem and southeastem New Mexico ore
gearing up for more oil and gos drilling.”

How Much 0Oil and Gas Can Be Gained?

ronically, the amount of oil and gas resources under

these wild places is relatively small and will do litdle if
anything to help meet the nation’s energy needs. Based
on The Wilderness Society’s analysis of US. Geological
Survey data, the 15 new BLM National Monuments
contain a I5-day supply of oil and a 7-day supply of
gas to meet the nation’s consumption needs. The road-
less areas in the National Forests located in the Rocky
Mountain states contain only 4 percent (four-tenths of
one percent ) of the total US, oil resources (on and off
shore) and only .6 percent (six-tenths of one percent)
of total US. gas resources. Even the Arctic Coastal
Plain would provide little relief. According to the US.
Geologic Survey, an estimated six months supply of oil
for the nation is thought to be within the Arctic
National Wildlife Refuge.

Abundant Access Has Led to Abundant
Development

xtensive oil and gas exploration is currently occur-

ring on our public lands without the need to open
new areas or weaken environmental protections. In fact,
the vast majority of public lands managed by the
Bureau of Land Management in the Rocky Mountain
states—95 percent to be precise—is open to drilling.
The oil and gas industry has taken full advantage of
this access with widespread exploration and develop-
ment activities. The industry has been eyeing Montana's
Rocky Mountain Front for decades, going so far as to

sue the Forest Service in an attempt to overturn a [997
decision to protect the area from energy development.
There are more than 55,000 oil- and gas-producing
wells on the public lands, and thousands of drilling
permits are issued each year. (For example, the BLM
issued more than 3,400 new drilling permits last year.)
All of this drilling on BLM lands accounts for 11 per-
cent of the nation’s natural gas supply.

Acres open Acres not open
State to drilling to drilling
(olorodo 16 million 600,000 (3.5 percent)
Montono 18 million 400,000 (2 percent)
New Mexico 28 million 1.3 million (4 percent)
itah 20 million 3 million (12 percent)
Wyoming 28 million 700,000 (2.5 percent)

The same is true in the Far North as well. The vast
majority of the Arctic Coastal Plain is available for oil
and gas drilling. Indeed, Phillips Petroleum recently
announced what it considers a major oil find in the east-
ern portion of the National Petroleum Reserve Area,
located in northwestern and north-central Arctic Alaska.
Nonetheless, the Bush administration and its allies in the
energy industry are demanding that the heart of the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge be opened to oil
drilling,




What Is the Environmental Cost
of All This Development?

nergy corporations like to talk about environmental-

ly friendly drilling. They speak of “small footprints”
and paint a public relations picture of wildlife frolick-
ing among the development. Advocates of dnilling may

attempt to claim a small “footprint”—just 2,000

acres—but using that logic, the “footprint” of the

sprawling New Jersey Turnpike is less than that at some

1,800 acres! The truth is, full-field oil and gas develop-

ment entails hundreds of miles of pipelines and roads;

production facilities, airstrips, and ports; and housing
and sewage treatment for hundreds of workers. Besides
the direct impact of this industrialization on the land-
scape, such facilities with their associated noise, water,
and light pollution can also have a much larger impact

“footprint” by displacing wildlife and recreationalists

over a far greater area.

w According to the Aloska Department of Environmentol Conservotion, ol
companies on Alaska’s North Slope emit more than o spill o doy of ol
and other toxic substances, while emissions of some ir pollutants are
fwice as much os occur in o mojor ity such os Washington, DC.

O Apil 15, 2001, Phiis Peroleum spiled more than 92,000 gok
lons of sltwoter ond crude oil on Alaska’s North Slope.

m In 0 spon of some six weeks, Biifish Petroleum was responsible for
three major spills of between 3,000 and 18,000 gallons of oil and
drilling fluids. Last year, BP Amoco pled guilty fo illegally dumping
hazordous waste o the supposedly benign Endicott oil field near
Prudhoe Bay and wos fined $22 million.

w ExxonMobil wos ordered in the spring of 2001 to pay one billion dok
lors in domoges for contominating 33 acres of land in Louisiona with
toxic materiol. (Woll Street Journal, May 23, 2001)

m “A 1987 study performed by the Wyoming Gome and Fish Dept. in
the Upper Green River Bosin found that for every acre covered by ol
and gos wells ond drilling pads, 97 acres of winter range were abor-
doned by elk.”

Drilling operations have other impacts as well. One
method known as coal bed methane gas release, involves
pumping enormous amounts of ground water to the sur-
face, as much as 40,000 gallons a day per well. The dis-
charge of ground water can deplete freshwater aquifers,
lower the water table, and dry up drinking water wells.

In addition, not only does oil and gas development

require the construction of towers and pumps, oil com-
panies also scrape the land clear of vegetation in the area
surrounding the drilling equipment, construct miles of
pipelines, grade a dense spider web of roads, dig large
waste pits, and install numerous large tanks.

What Americans Are Saying

“atiun:d and regional polls over the last few months

repeatedly find that the American public over-

whelmingly opposes drilling for oil and gas in the
nation’s wildest lands.

w According to a Zogby poll (June 24-26, 2001) only 37 percent of
respondents approve of the way the president is handling energy
issues.

w A New York Times/(BS News poll (June 14-18, 2001) found that
68 percent of those surveyed support conservation over increosed
drifling.

m A poll conducted by the Los Angeles Times (April 30, 2001) found
that a 57 fo 32 percent majority oppose the Bush odministrofion’s
plans fo corry out more oil and gos drilling in the northem Rocky
Mountuins as a means of boosting the nation’s energy supply.

m A biportisan poll conducted by Greenberg Quinlon Research ond the
Torronce Group for the League of Conservation Voters (June 20,
2001) showed that 62 percent oppose opening the Arctic Nafianl
Wildife Refuge to drilling and 53 percent oppose opening the Rocky
Mountoin Front.

Responsible Alternative

Prtsidmr Bush is willing to trade a few days of oil
and gas for a lifetime of wildland benefits for cur-
rent and future generations. The Wilderness Society
urges the Bush administration to restore some balance
to their misguided energy proposal and not undercut
protections afforded the last of our pristine wildlands.
The Wilderness Society pledges to ensure that the great
spaces and rich history of our nation encompassed by
these spectacular wilderness lands remain intact and
preserved from the threats that exploit their finite
rESOUrCes.

We can meet the nation’s energy needs without
destroying America’s special wild areas. Rather than giv-
ing in to pressure from the oil, coal, and electric utilities
lobbies, President Bush should lead the nation toward a

cleaner, healthier, more secure energy future.
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Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, Alaska

%

Wilderness Values

here is no other place on earth quite like the rolling tun-
Tdr.n rugged Brooks Range, boreal forests, coastal lagoons

and barnier islands of the 19.6 million-acre Arctic
Manonal Wildlife Refuge in northeastern Alaska, Within the
refuge, the 1.5-million-acre coastal plain 1s often referred to as
"Americas Scrcngctt" and like 1s Afnican counter-part, it sus-
tains an immense herd of large migratory mammals. The
130,000-strong Porcupine canbou herd uses the coastal plain
of the n:f'ugr as 1ts annual calving grounds, traveling hundreds
of miles from wintening grounds in Canada and the US.
More than 200 animal species, including polar and gnizzly
bears, wolves, muskoxen, and millions of migratory birds also
dwell within the coastal plan.

Unul now, the coastal plamn of the rr:fuge has remained vir-
wally free of any human development enabling this very spe-
cial land to continue to exist as it has for millenmia, ke almost
no other region of the United States tud.'l:.'. Ths nursery
ground for caribou and other wildlife 1s sacred to the Gwich'in
pmpIH nation of 7,000 Athabascan Indians who live i a
village near the rufugﬂ. Canbou are at the center of the
Gwich'in culture.

“Oil development i the birthplace and nursery grounds of
the porcupine Canbou Herd would hurt the canbou and
threaten the future of Gwich'n,” smd Sarah James of the
Gwich'in Steering Commuittee.

The US. Fish and Wildlife Service has called the refuges
Coastal Plain "the center for waldlife actvity” for the entire
refuge. m

n 1960, President Dwrght I.}. Esenhower created what was
It.'hcn called the Arctic National Wildhife Range to preserve

the arcas “umque wildlife, wilderness, and recreanonal val-
uts.."Twmt]i' years later, Congress expanded the refuge as part
of the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act. The
act also directed studies of the refuge coastal plam’s wilder-
ness, wildlife, and s ol and gAs reserves. It |:|m|11|:r1trd o] and

gas development without a further act of Congress. m

Threats to the Refuge

Congress have tned to pass legislation that would open

the coastal plan of the Arctic Refuge to dnlling. In
1995 Congress passed a massive budget bill that included a
coastal plam drilling provision, but former President Clinton
vetoed it, ating his objection to the dnlling scheme. Despite

smcc the late 1980s, the oil industry and its allies in

surveys that show a solid majonity of Amencans oppose
drilling in the refuge, President Bush has repeatedly stated his
desire to open this treasured land to development and he has
m:-u:lr L:l!'iulilg tj“.‘ff l.'h: 'CI:T'III:['PIECI'.' U‘I'- I'I'I.S I'I-:I.tlﬂnﬂl rnc[gjr
strategy.

On July 17th, the House of Representatives Resources
Committee passed the "Energy Secunty Act” (HR 2436) that
would mandate ol drﬂ]ing in the Arctic National Wildlife
Refuge. The bull, sponsored by Committee Chasrman Jun
Hansen (R-UT), would allow o1l and gas leasing in the bio-
logcal heart of the Arctic Natnonal Wildhife Rclhgf. It could
come to the House floor for a vote before the August congres-
stonal recess. If it does, 1t would mark the first tme in more
than 20 years that a vote on drilling n the Arctic Refugr has
taken place in the House of Representatives.

The Wilderness Society believes if the bill does go to the
House floor for a vote, there will be strong bipartisan support
o protect the I‘E‘ﬁjgt. In addition to the "En:rg:.f Secunty
Act,” two other bills have been introduced to open the Refuge
to ot dnlling—in the House, Rep. Don Young (D-AK) has
introduced H.R. 39 and in the Senate, Sen. Frank Murkowsk:
(R-AK) has introduced (S. 338). m



0il and Gas Development

For More Information

Survey, the mean estimate for the amount of oil that

could be economically recovered from beneath the
refuge at projected o1l prices 1s 3.2 billion barrels-less than
what the US. consumes in six months. At no time would oil
from the refuge be expected to supply more than two percent
of Amenca’s demand. None of this oil could reach consumers
for at least 10 years.

The USGS' mean estimate for techmeally recoverable natu-
ral gas from the refuge is 7 milion cubic feet-about what the
LS. consumes mn four months. None of this gas was projected
to be economically recoverable. By companison, the National
Petroleum Council estimated a natural gas resource base in the
lower-48 states of 1,466 milion cubic feet. Even after sub-
tracting gas estimated to occur in federal land areas that are
protected from drilling, this 15 enough gas to meet Amenca’s
esumated needs for 40 years.

The oil industry claims it can develop the Arctic Refuge in
an “environmentally sensitive” manner and points to its histo-

Accmd:’ng to a 1998 report from the US. Geological

ry in Prudhoe Bay. But according to the Alaska Department of

Environmental Conservation, oil companies emit more that a
spill a day of oil and other toxic substances, and emissions of
some air pollutants are twice as much as those found in
Washington, D.C.

Ol or gas development in the Arctic Refuge would forever
destroy this treasured land as wilderness with hundreds of
miles of roads and 'pipcli'nu. oil and other toxic spills, and the
construction of infrastructure for thousands of workers. m

@ i Waltman
Director of Refuges and Wildlife
The Wilderness Sociery
202-429-2674

| Allen South
Regional Director, Alaska
The Wilderness Society
907-272-9453

® Adam Kolron
Arctic Campaign Director
The Alaska Wilderness League
202-544-5205
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California Coastal National Monument

California

Wilderness Valuves

entire length of Califorma’s beautiful, jagged coastline
stretching 840 miles from Oregon to Mexico. It begins
just oftshore and ends at the boundary between the contmen-

Thr California Coastal National Monument runs the

tal shelf and the continental slope. It includes all of the pub-
licly owned 1slands, rocks, exposed reefs, and pinnacles above
the high water mark.

The California Coastal Nanonal Monument 1s considered
to be a biological treasure because geological formations creat-
ed by constant, pounding wave action have created a wide
range of nch and diverse habirtats. Upwcl.ling currents and
freshwater inflows infuse the ecosystem with nutnents, result-
mg in the creation of an ecosystem that supports diverse haln-
tats and a multutude of plant and amimal species.

Dl‘\'ﬂlﬂ!}n\t“[ 'L'!f d'.l!’.‘ mﬂll'lI.ll'Id. I‘bmw'-‘cr. F'IM ﬁ.'l‘rffd Sf-ﬂbll\iﬁ
that once fed and nested in the shoreline ecosystem to retreat
f'lﬂ.fd"lfr f‘l'l.ll'l'i ﬂ'!f CORsL. !EL\ a rcsu]t. t]'i'.'. MOonument 13 Now an
important feeding and nesting habitat for an estimated
200,000 seabirds, mcluding the endangered Califorma least
tern, the threatened brown pelican, and the snowy plover. Bald
eagles and peregnine falcons are also found wathin the monu-
ment. The coast also contains forage and breeding habiar for
Sf'r'l."fﬂ] m:trim‘ mﬂ‘.ITI.ITIﬂl‘- fﬂ.lch s []"I.{' d']ﬂ:ﬂ[{'ﬂfd Wllﬂ'ﬂ'm sCa
otter, harbor seals, sea lions, and elephant seals.

Because the monument 15 nch in biodiversity and particu-
I.EII":." S’El’ﬁ'l[l"'-'ﬂ‘ (] d‘lsmrbanci‘. It Shﬂlﬂd bf Prﬂlff[fd ﬁ'um f'-ur-
ther pollution and indusinal development. m

Status

Why is the Monument Threatened?

he concept for a California Coastal Nanonal Monument
Tw.u discussed duning an ocean summit organized by the
Chinton admimistration in Monterey, Calforna.
Subsequently, while visiting Grand Canyon National Park last
vear, former President Bill Clinton declared the California

coastline a national monument on January 11th, 2000, =

“The California Coastal National Monument is
located, quite literally, at the edge of the conti-
nent. It is a dramatic and dynamic landscape
that supports a unique marine ecosystem as
well as an entire coastal economy,” said Jay
Watson, California/Nevada Regional Director
for The Wilderness Society. “The California
Coastal monument in large part defines the
coastal state. It must remain fully protected.”

hile the threat to the monument from the Bush
w administration’s energy policy is real, forunately

there is strong, bipartisan opposition to increased
drilling oft the Califorma coast. Nonetheless, the administra-
tions energy proposals consider dnilling in recently created
national monuments, including those in California, a state that
is facing an energy shortage. In addinon, although there 15 cur-
I'Eﬂdl"-" A MOrALOTILm On new ﬂlI-dl'l]Ilﬂg IE‘ESL'S iﬂ ﬁ.‘df[ﬂ] waters
off the coast of California, the Bush administration’s energy
plan recommends the review of all laws related to off-shore
dnﬂing. That would include the moratorium that protects
waters off the California coast.

An existing management plan would have to be changed
through a public comment process to open the monument to
oil and gas exploration. However, there 1s strong biparlisan
opposition to additional drlling off the coast of Califorma.
Mear-shore operations within the nanonal monument will face
a steep, uphill battle should any actvity in the monument be

PI'OPDSL'CI. ]



How Much 0il and Gas can be Gained?

Take Action

ccurding to The Wilderness .:‘-pctﬂ'_lr' nn;tl}-sis of data

obtained from the United States Geological Survey's

USGS) 1995 Nanonal Assessment of United States
Ol and Gas Resources, the total amount of economucally
recoverable oil in the area of the Califormia Coastal Nanonal
Monument would equal just less than two weeks of US,
national o1l CONSUMpPLON. The same ana.lysis reveals that dhere 15
less than one week-just five-and-a-half days-worth of econom-
cally recoverable narural gas in the area of the monument. =

nite a letter expressing your support for the
Califorma Coastal Nanional Monument and oppo-
sition to drilling in the monument to: Secretary of

the Intenor Gale Norton, US. D:parnnm of the Intenor,
1849 C Streer, NW, Washington DC, 20240. =

For More Information

® Jay Watson
California/Nevada Regional Director
The Wilderness Society
415-518-2604
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Carrizo Plain National Monument, California

O

Wilderness Valves

ust west of California’s Temblor Range, the remote basin
Jnf the Carnzo Plam MNatonal Monument rolls out like

a carpet of grass extending as far as the eye can see. It s
the last large remnant of native grassland that once covered
the San Joaquin Valley. The 18,000-acre Caliente Mountain
Wilderness Study Area is within the boundanes of the
monument,

Visitors often descnibe the Carnzo Plan as a pi:lcr frozen
in time. The and and treeless grassland valley is the largest
remaming example of the type of wildland thar once sprawled
across the San Joaquin Valley centuries ago-land that has
been largely eliminated by agncultural, urban, and industrial
development.

The Carnzo Plain 1s home to the largest concentration of
endangered wildlife mn all of California-a total of 13 plant and

ammal species have been state or tederally listed as endangered.
These rare species include the San Joaquin kit fox, the blunt-
nosed lcopn:d lizard, the California condor, and the California
jewel flower, Other large mammals within the monument
include pronghorn antelope and rule elk. These two magmifi-
cent animals were almost totally eliminated in the region by
uncontrolled hunting during the last century. They have start-
ed to thrve in the Carnzo Plain once again following success-
ful reintroduction programs.

The monument also contains Soda Lake-one of the largest
undisturbed wetlands in California, providing an important
habitat for migratory birds, including one-quarter of the
state’s wintering sandhill erane populanion. It was designated a
national monument in January of this year and deserves pro-
tection from further explotation. =

Status

Why is the Monument Threatened?

National Monument on January 17, 2001, The

President acted only after legislanion that would have
established a national conservanon area failed to move in
Congress. The key sticking point was whether the bill should
withdraw the area from oil and gas exploration. =

Prcsidmt Bill Clinton declared the Carrizo Plain a

““\We will definitely look back at the Carrizo
Plain National Monument someday and see
how forward-thinking it was to set these
places aside,” said Irv McMillen, a rancher
near the Carrizo Plain. “In time, we will be
remembered for what we save, not what we
expleit.”

Ithough dnilling in the Carrizo Plain would produce
Ammi&nﬂc amounts of oil and gas, and cxphl.ting the

area would not reduce prices or halt California’s rolling
blackouts, the Bush administration’s energy plan nevertheless
calls for dnlling in newly created national monuments, partic-
ularly in California. Secretary of the Interior Gale Norton
recently stated that the Bush administration would be looking
at "all public lands,” including national monuments, for new
sources of energy. Such a policy could lead to opening up the
Carnizo Plain to o1l and gas exploration and other forms of
development.

A management plan already exists for the Carnzo Plain that
requires the BLM to review any proposed leasing agamnst the
conservation purposes of the Carrizo Plain, To reduce the
importance of land and resource conservation in the area, this
plan would have to be amended through a public comment

P‘I‘D-Cfs.i. ]
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Take Action

obtained from the United States Geological Survey

(USGS) 1995 National Assessment of United States
Qil and Gas Resources, the total amount of economically
recoverable oil in the Carnizo Plain would equal just two days
of US. national o1l consumption. The same analysis reveals
that there is just 19 hours' worth of economically recoverable
natural gas in the monument.

Accn:ding to The Wilderness Society analysis of data

Current oil and gas operations within the area are economi-
cally marginal. In 1998, more than 22.5 million barrels of oil
were produced from BLM leases within the junsdiction of the
Bakersfield field office; the contribution of the Carnzo Plan
to this total was negligible. There are 17 active oil and gas leas-
es within the Carnzo Plain, only four of which are currently

pmducing. [ ]

eople interested in seeing the Carnzo Plan stay free of
oil and gas wells should write Secretary of the Intenior
Gale Morton, US. Department of the Interior,

1849 C Street, NW , Washington DC, 20240. ®

For More Information

| Jay Watson
California/Nevada Regional Director
The Wilderness Society
415-518-2604
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Roadless Areas, Colorado
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Wilderness Values

he San Juan Mountamns of southwestern Colorado com-
Tpnsr the wildest region of the Southern Rockies, The

place of the last recorded sighting of gnzzly bear in
Colorado, the San Juan Nauonal Forest contains Colorado’s
]:Lrgc.-\:t wilderness arca, the awesome S00,000-1cre Wemimuche
Wilderness, as well as an additional 350,000 acres of spectac-
ular unprotected roadless lands.

Located 25 miles east of Durango, the 34,84 5-acre HD
Mountains Roadless Area iz the largest roadless tract of oak-
brush and pinyon-jumper forests in the San Juan National
Forest. The area also has some of the }uglwst-quallr}’ old-
growth ponderosa pine in Colorado-the most underrepresent-
ed ecosystem type n the Rocky Mountain region’s wilderness
system. HD Mountains also provides a landscape Iinkage to
tnbal forests of the Southern Utes and Jicanlla ﬁpachu:s and
portions of the Carson Nanonal Forest in New Mexico,

Ar 150,000 acres, the Hermosa Roadless Area north of
Durango 1s the largest remaming unprotected roadless area on
the San Juan National Forest. Hermosa provides an important

roadless habitat corndor between the Animas \’.1"::}' across the

LaPlata Mountains to the Dolores Valley. The area contamns
the most diverse forest habitats on the entire San Juan NF,
harborng superb examples of old-growth ponderosa pine
stands as well as thrving populitions of Colorado River cut-
throat trout. The nearby 59,7 38-acre San Miguel Roadless
Area offers outstanding backcountry recreanion and solitude in
one of the most spectacular settings in Colorado, As a key
link of old growth- and mature-spruce-fir-forests across the
San Juan landscape, San Miguel connects the Weminuche and
Lizard Head walderness areas, providing both essential waldlife
habitat and abundant hiking opportunities on its generous
network of truls,

"The roadless areas of the San Juan National Forest are
some of the largest and wildest unprotected wildlands in
Colorado,” says Mark Pearson, director of the San Juan
Citizens Alliance in Durango. "Rather than destroy the wild
character of some of our most scenic and nologrcally rich forr-
est wildlands for a miniscule amount of potential od and gas,
they should be protected for their higher values as watersheds,
wildlife habitat, and pfaces of sohtude and recreation” =

Rule, adopted on January 12, 2001, protects 58.5 mil-

lion acres of inventoried roadless areas on Nanonal
Forest lands nanonwide, including 4.4 pullion acres in
Colorado, from road building and most Iogging. The Polic}f

Thc LIS. Forest Service’s Roadless Area Conservation

also prohibits all new o1l and gas leases on these wildlands,
(It does not, however, limit public access ro roadless lands for
recreation nor does 1t close any existing roads. )

Scheduled for March 13, 2001, 60 days after it was pruh-
lished in the Federal Register, the rules implementation was
delayed another 60 days by the Bush admnistranion, which
claimed that it needed additional time for review:
Subsequently, in Mirch 2001, as defendants in two Idaho dis-
trict court roadless rule cases, the admmistration failed o
defend the rule’s ments. This inaction paved the way for a pre-
liminary mjunction agamst i1ts |mp|fmtnt.'1'r.|ﬂn ]:-} a LS,

Dhstnicr Court judge in Boise, Idaho; this injunction 15 cur-

rently bang appealed to the US. Court of Appeals for the
MNinth Circuir

Meanwhile, the Bush admumistranion has imitiated another
public comment peniod on the roadless rule even though prior
(5] t’hf ﬂIIC.S ld.D'P(IDn tj'll'.' Fﬂl’fﬁt f:;cn'ice I.I]'Id.l:[tﬂﬂk T.IE"JII}'
three years of research and analysis including extensive public
involvement. The agency held more than 600 public meetngs
natonwide, including 27 i Colorado, and received more than
1.6 million public comments, includjng more than 28,000
from Coloradans. The majonity of comments nationwide, and
92 percent of those from Colorado, suppor!td the roadless
rule or urged even stronger protection than the rule would
provide. In addition, a statewade poll taken in March 2000
dicated that 75 percent of Coloradans supported a roadless
policy that "would allow most types of recreational use in the
MNatonal Forests..but prohibit loggmg. new roads, uning, ol
drilling and off-road vehicles” m



Why is the Rocky Mountain Front Threatened?

major threat to the pristine quality of San Juan NF
Amadlm areas 15 o1l and gas leasing and development.
Part{ﬂllﬂl'i!.' cca]-bcd m:thant df'\'l.'lﬂpml'l'lt.

Destruction of watersheds and water quality for communities
dependent on Nanonal Forest roadless areas 15 a major envi-
ronmental cost of coal-bed methane development. To release
coal-bed methane from inside coal beds, enormous amounts
of overlymg water must be pumped and mjected into the coal
beds, which can lower water tables and adversely affect drink-
ing wells, Gas seepage can also contaminate aquifers and

destroy large swaths of vegetation. Dewatered coal seams may
Caldsg ﬁ.'l'l‘ I:'ll.lf‘StS Ehat E:I.I'I‘.t l'H."‘ cxl‘lngmshcd.

Far beyond the actual dnlling sites, o1l and gas resource
dm'apmmt m mﬂt{ll‘ﬁi AlCEas IE'-'I\'-'E".‘ hl’.'hlnd I;I.I"b"'f Emtppnts nlr
I'O‘-'iki'i.. IJII.'K"IH'I-E!G, .'Iﬂd dﬂ]] I:‘Jd\'-.-.."'-ﬂ.'.'lr.\' I'.Iﬂl'l'l [DJ‘d S}'Stl'."l'l'l.."-
required by transport trucks carrying survey and dnlling
equipment remain long after even exploranon of an area.

Implementation of the roadless rule would preclude much of
this new destruction because new leases could not be ssued and
new roads could not be constructed to access these areas. ®

Oil and Gas Potential

0il and Gas Development

he Nanonal Forest System pnwidc_t rr]nliu'clf little of our
Tmucn’s petroleum resources. In 1999, the Nanonal
Forest System produced just 0.4 percent of the nations
gas supply. MNationwide, 759,000 roadless acres with |"|.'|g}1 ol
and gas potential are already under exisung leases and not sub-
ject to the prohibitions under the roadless rule. Leasing in
Dd’ll!'r I'D.'ld.ll."SS frigan L fur DII il'ld Eﬂﬁ h:ﬁ l}fl’.‘l’l aml:lblf fUr
decades, but the industry has demonstrated litde interest in
exploiing potential energy resources in these remote wild-
lands. Clearly, the areas with the highest oil and gas potental

have already been leased. m

Take Action

vers, the Bush admimistration appears mtent on disman-

thing the roadless area policy and the protections it
affords our Natonal Forest wildlands. With such revocation,
the HD Mountains, Hermosa, and San Miguel roadless areas,
as well as dozens of other splendid wildlands on the San Juan
MNatonal Forest, could be commeraially logged, roaded, and
opened up to o1l and gas development.

Please wnite the Forest Service in support of the Roadless
Area Conservation Rule by Seprember 10, 2001. Send com-
ments to: USDA-Forest Service—CAT, Attention: Roadless
ANPR Comments, PO. Box 221090, Salt Lake Gity, Utah
84122; via electronic mail to roadless_anpr{@fs.fed.us; or via
facsimile to 1-801-296-4090, Anention: Roadless ANPR

Comments m

B}f their recent legal, administrative, and policy maneu-

he Forest Service leased 6,000 additional acres in and

around the HD Mountans in M.:l}' 2001 and |r|du5,tr!.f

submitted plans to the Forest Service w dnll up to 200
new coal-bed methane wells on the San Juan National Forest,
1nc|uding more than 100 inside the HD Mountans Roadless
Area, Potennally, four wells could be drilled per section, with
associated roads, pipelines, and power lines scarning the land-
scape, This could result in 100-200 new wells within the
roadless area, {:ﬁcnhaﬂ}* obliterating it

The May lease auction indicared I.'I‘bdl.l."ih}"s strong interest
mn development; one Oklahoma company bid a half-million
dollars extra just to ensure that it obtamed the lease nghts for
a sing]t 1.000-acre lease.

Besides this immunent threat to the HD Mountains
Roadless Area, both Hermosa and San Miguel roadless areas
have underlying sedimentary formations and are shown on
maps of putml:iai oil and gas reserves. The Bush admimistra-
tons energy policy encourages otl and gas drilling on our pub-
lic lands, making these and other San Juan roadless areas espe-
cially vulnerable. m

For More Information

B Suzanne Jones
FDI.II Cmﬂm mﬂ,“f WIJ.dI'.TI'IESS Sﬁmf[}’
303-650-5818, ext. 102

m Mark Pearson
San Juan Citizens Alliance
970-259-3583

m Michael Francis
Director, National Ferest ngmm.s.ﬂ'm“"ﬂdnmxs Society
202-429-2662 \

m Kate Fielder
Roadless Forests Campaign, The Wilderness Society
202-429-2675



Vermillion Basin, Colorado

2

Wilderness Values

Status

n Colorado’s wild canyon country you can gaze across
I panoramic vistas of glowing redrock, discover hidden

canyons, and walk for miles across windswept plateaus of
ancient piions and gnarled jumipers. It is here that natve awi-
lizations etched into rock the sacred symbols of their culoures.
It 15 in this country that coyotes howl, eagles soar, and elk
calve. Vermuillion Basin, in the northwest corner of the state,
embodies this wild and rugged landscape-with its vidly col-
ored badlands, nich archacological history, and large number of
rare plant species and communities.

Lookout Mountain and the adjacent Vermillion Bluffs nse
up in a dramanc 1,700-foot escarpment, gracing wisitors wath
views encompassing much of northwest Colorado. Below,
Vermillion Basin stretches out in a vast, undulating, rainbow-
colored basin, transected by a stunning desert canyon that has
cut through the sandstone layers, shaping and breaking the
soft sediments. Vernmlhion Canyon 15 spectacular, wath desert
varnish, sculpted sandstone, and a steep crumbling chiff nsing
more than 1,000 feet.

“Special places like Vermillion Basin should be Pml:ccl:cd as
wilderness, not sacnificed for oil and gas dmlufnnmt." says
Clare McCullough, a Grand Junction resident and Public-ar-
Large representative on the Bureau of Land Management's
(BLM)) Northwest Resource Adwsory Council, who parta-
pated in the BLM's wilderness review of Vermillion Basin.
“The roads, pipelines, and dnll pads associated with ail and
gas dwclupmmt would irreversibly destroy the wald character
of this specracular landscape to the detnment of wildlife pop-
ulations, backcountry enthusiasts, and the area’s nch cultural
hentage” =

itizen conservation groups have been calling for

increased protection for BLM waldlands ever since the

BLM released its iminial Colorado wilderness inventory
back in 1980. At that time, the BLM found only 800,000
acres-out of 1ts 8 mullion acres-as worthy of further walder-
ness study and intenm protection. Because the agency over-
looked key areas, conservationists conducted their own mven-
tory. In 1994, 48 conservation groups, including The
Wilderness Society and Colorado Environmental Coalinion,
first p-ubhsl'u:d the Colorado Citizens” Wilderness Proposal
recommending an additional 276,000 acres of BLM land for
wilderness protection (as well as some adjacent national forest
lands) on Colorado’s West Slope. Conservation groups
n:qucstfd that the BLM protect these atizen-proposed wild-
lands from damaging dm‘:lnpmrnl:—m P:lrm:ular oil and gas
leasing-until Congress could consider them for wilderness des-
gnation, In response, the Colorado BLM adopted a policy to
review aitizen-proposed wilderness areas as needed before it
allowed any “irretrievable or irreversible” actvinies thar could
destroy wilderness values.

Since then, Colorado conservationists have formed the
Colorado Wilderness Network (CWIN), which has grown to a
coalition of more than 280 conservation, recreation, religious,
and civic orgamizations including more than 150 businesses
within Colorado. The CWN has built upon the Colorado
Cittzens’ Wilderness Pmpos:tl and is now working to protect
roughly 1.5 mullion acres of BLM and adjacent Forest Service
land. Representatives Diana DeGette (D-CO-1)) and Mark
Udall (D-CO-2) have introduced the bulk of the network’s
wilderness proposal as congressional legislavon. =

Why Is Vermillion Basin Threatened?

have 13.1?_{":!.' been leased for ol and gas dtw:lupmcnt. and
indeed driving along the Colorado/Wyoming border
north of Vermilhion you will see numerous dnll pads where

lnnds stretching to the north and east of Vermillion Basin

development has already occurred. However, except for its
northeast corner, Vermillion Basin, as well as the adjacent
Cold Sprning Mountain proposed wilderness, 15 otherwise
unleased and represents an oasis of wildness in a landscape
otherwise slated for oil and gas development. Unfortunately,

the industry wants to lease and dnll Vermullion Basin too.

In 1996, Marathon Oil, a Houston-based firm, requested
that the BLM make certain areas in northwest Colorado aval-
able for lease. The BLM |nitinl|}' agrecd to offer the areas for
lease; however, just days before the proposed lease sale, the
BLM “discovered” that some areas proposed for lease were
within the Vermillion Basin aitizen-proposed wilderness. The
BLM informed Marathon Oil that it could not lease the areas:

contltraes on the flm'k



Why Is Vermillion Basin Threatened?

consequently, Marathon protested the decision. In response,
conservationists urged the BLM to reject Marathon Oil's
protest, which it did, arguing that 1t was within the agency’s
discretion not to lease the area and to review the area’s wilder-
ness character before proceeding with any leasing. Marathon
Oil filed suit against the BLM in January 1997, clauning that
the agency did not have the discretion to withhold leasing in
ATCAS W]'Im cxlsl]ng m:-magcmmt P]ﬂ.l'ls ﬂ.ﬂﬂ'“‘fd It TI'IL' US\.
District Court for Colorado ruled against Marathon Oil and
m El\'ﬂr GF I'.hf EI,MJE m.ll:l"l.ﬂﬂt}-’ to Iﬂﬂkﬂ‘ S'I.Id'l mm‘l.'lgtmml:
decisions. Marathon is appealing the case.

Meanwhile, the BLM has undertaken a wilderness review of
Vermullion Basin and released its final findings m June 2001. In

a vindication of what citizens have been claming for years, the
BLM found that 77,067 acres out of Vermllion’s 81,028 total
acres (or 95 percent) have wilderness charactenstics. Ths con-
clusion sets the stage for the BLM to inmate a process to
amend the area’s resource management plan, during which time
the public can weigh in on whether Vermillion Basin should be
gwven intenm protection (untl Congress deaides on wilderness
designation ) or should be opened for oil and gas development.
Gaven the Bush admimistration’s statements about removing
impediments to oil and gas dnlling on BLM lands, this public
process-if it is allowed to occur at all-may have a predeter-
mined conclusion to open Vermillion Basin to dnlling, despite
its outstanding wilderness character. ®

0il and Gas Development

Take Action

pproximately 3,885 acres within the northeast corner
of Vermillion Basin 1s covered by oil and gas leases,
though none of the leases has been developed. More

recently, however, Marathon Oil has filed a request for leasing
roughly 2,000 acres (not all within the Citizen's Proposal) in
the northwest corner of Vermillion, in a contested area where
the BLM disagreed wath conservationists and found the area
to lack sufficient wilderness character. Despite CWN's protest
of this latest lease sale, the BLM is proceeding with the sale in
August.

In addition, the Bush admimistranon could overturn the
Colorade BLM's policy requiring the agency to conduct
wilderness reviews of ciizen-proposed wilderness before
allowing oil and gas leasing. Mot only could this undermine
the ongoing Vermuillion Basin wilderness review, it could also
:mmmimtr]lv open up more than half a muillion acres of other
citizen-proposed wilderness areas across Colorado to ail and
gas exploranon. =

he BLM will soon be initianng a public decision-making

process to amend its management plan for Vermillion

Basin. Duning this planning process, the fate of the
Vermillion Basin proposed wilderness will be decided, inchud-
ing whether the area will be protected from oil and gas devel-
opment or not. There will be many opportunities for public
participation once this two-year process gets underway, and all
concerned citizens should make their voices heard.

Additionally, citizens should support a “lock before you
lease” policy for the BLM to ensure that atzen-proposed
wilderness lands, many of them overlooked by the BLM in its
oniginal inventories, are reviewed for their wilderness values
before rreversible development is allowed.

Ulamately, however, the solution to preserving wilderness-
quality lands in Colorado 1s legislative passage of the Cinzens'
Wilderness Proposal, which would protect more than 1.5 mil-
lion acres of Colorado’s canyon country. »

For More Information
B Suranne }nne:'. m Pete Kﬂlbensdﬁng
The Wilderness S-u-cicr;.r Colorado Environmental Coalinon

303-650-5818, ext. 102

® Clare McCullough
Grand Junction resident and Public-at-Large representanive
on BLM’s Northwest Resource Advisory Counal
970-255-1997

970-527-7502

® Sabrina Williams
The Wilderness Society
202-429-8441
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Rocky Mountain Front, Montana

2

Wilderness Values

Al:md of :;Pectarui;lr mountans towenng over rolling
plans and sparkling nvers, the Rodky Mountain Front
1s where the short-grass pramnes of the plains slam into
the mountans i northwestern Montana: An mrcgral part of
the S-million-acre Glacier Nanional Park/Bob Marshall
Wilderness ecosystem, the “Front” 1s part of one of the
largest and most intact wild ecosystems in the United Scates.
In the north, the Rocky Mountain Front includes the 200-
squam-milc Badger-Two Medicine portion of the Lewis and
Clark Nanonal Forest. This area 1s directly adjacent to Glacier
Mational Park and 15 sacred gmund to the Blackfeet Tribe.
South of the Badger-Two, the Front includes a 400-square-
mile stnp of nanonal forest land and abour 20 square miles of
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) lands, including three
BLM "Outstanding Natral Areas”

The intersection of mountan and grassland found in the
100-mile-long Front produce habitat so nch that it is often
called "Amernicas Serengen.’ Indeed, not only does the Front
still retain almost its entire native species (only bison are miss-
ng ); it also harbors the country's largest bighorn sheep herd
and second largest elk herd. The Rocky Mountain Front sup-
ports the largest number of grizzly bears south of Canada and
is the only place in the lower 48 states where grizzly bears sull
roam from the mountains to thewr historic range on the plams.
Threatened and endangered species like lynx, wolves, and
wolverines are also found on the Front, as are mule deer, ante-
lope, mountain goats, badgers, and mountain lions. m

ith such exceptional habitat and with world-
I_‘l:'n{'ﬂ-'l"“flj }‘I.LII“IT'IE_ .'Iil"lrd ﬁshmg t‘.lPi:H]l't'LH'“hE.\'.. SF'UTL“

men, hikers, land managers. and others have worked
for many decades to preserve the Front's wildhife |fg:lf§.'. The
Sun Raver Game I{cﬁlgc was established m 1913 to protect
elk winter range, the first of several state wildlife areas in the
region that sportsmen have secured. More recently, private
conservation groups like The Nature Conservancy have pro-
tected entical parcels along the Frone.

Building upon this significant public and private conserva-
tion investment and following an extensive public comment
process, the Lewis and Clark National Forest decided in 1997
to withdraw for 15 years 356,000 acres in the Front from any
new otl and gas leasing. While this withidrawal did not affect
vilid existing leases, several industry trade groups stll sued in
federal court to overturn the decision bur were ultimarely
unsuccessful,

Almost the entire Front 1s “inventoned roadless area” that
would be protected from road construction under the “road-
less rule” However, with the rule in court and the Bush
administration backtracking from the policy, it is unclear how
much pmttcrinn the roadless rule will pm\"tdc the Front. =

Why is the Rocky Mountain Front Threatened?

ndustry has a lnng-stm';ding interest i dnlling in the Front

and over the past several decades has acquired numerous

leases in the area. In the Badger- Two Medicine portion of
the front, there are almost 50 leases covering 80,000 of 1s
128,000 acres. These leases are currently suspended pending
completion of a st‘ud:.' of the area’s cultural and histoncal sig-
nificance. Once this study 1s completed, the administration
could allow dnlling here.

Elsewhere on the Front, there are several places where
industry holds leases that are under temporary suspension

pending additional environmental review or because of legal
challenges. Yet, the threat of development remains very real.
For example, in the Blackleaf area of the Front, a Canadian
company 1s secking to dnll in the BLM's Blindhorse
'Clut.smnding Marural Area. This would require ﬁ‘rr:,"mg 100
semi-truck loads of dnlling equipment three miles and 2,000
vertical feet up a primitive road.

In addition, there is a real concern that the Bush admims-

contirtes on the back



Why is the Rocky Mountain Front Threatened?

tration will attempt to undo the withdrawal that the Lewas
and Clark Forest put in place n 1997, Such an action 1s allud-
ed to in the administration’s Energy Plan with 1ts emphasis on
increasing exploration on public lands and reviewing all
admimstr:ll:wd}r withdrawn Publu: lands.

The Front is also threatened because Montana's Governor,
'Cung'rcssmm. and R:publimn Senator have Sl.:lp?ﬂrtcd open-

g it to oil and gas development. Only Montana Senator Max
Baucus has defended the Front. In a recent letter to Interor
Secretary Gale Morton he wrote, “"Opening the Front to ail
and gas exploration could result in irreversible impacts to s
beautiful yet fragile area that Montanans care deeply
about...An unnecessary inwvasion of the Front for short-term
gain 1s not the answer to our long-term energy needs.” m

0il and Gas Development

Public Support for Protection

hile industry likes to cite a 1989 US, Geological
w&n-c}r study that gives a 50 percent chance of find-

ing 2.5 tllion cubic feet of natural gas in the
Montana G'l'f[t}lﬂ,lst &k (.II. mud'l ]algrr area thﬂ.l'l d'l!' FI.'DI'II
that includes Glacier National Park and the Bob Marshall
Wilderness), much of this gas i1s not economically recoverable.
Furthermore, in 1995, the US. Geological Survey revised its
estmate downward to just 18 million cubic feet of natural
gas-enough to meet the US. demand for less than a month. =

Take Action

their congressional representatives urging that the cur-

c oncerned citizens should contact the administration and
rent leasing withdrawal for the Front be honored.

activity in the Rocky Mountain Front. A Great Falls Tribune

poll in 1997 found that Montanans by 2 2 to | margin
want to see the Front protected from oil and gas development.
In addition, more than 80 percent of the 1,500 public com-
ments the Forest Service received supported its 1997 no leas-
g deaision. As well, the Blackfeet Tribal Council has passed a
resolution opposing any dnlling in the Badger-Two Medicine
portion of the Front

Numerous local and regional papers have recommended
that no dnlling be allowed in the Rocky Mountain Front. For
example, the Missoufian recendy editonalized, "Anyone who
gazes at the Front, even from afar, must have some notion of
why so many care so deeply about it. It is here, where the
Rocky Mountams spill onto the Parries and anud the elk,
bighorns, grizzlies, and other wildlife, that you discover the
soul of Montana. There are people that would drill holes in
that soul! And to them we say this: not even if this were the
last place on carth left to dnll” =

It 15 clear that the public adamantly opposes any oil and gas

For More Information

B Peter Aengst B Mark Good
The Wilderness Society-Northern Rodkies Office Montana Wilderness Association
406-586-1600 406-453-9434

B Gene Sentz B Dave Diddoff
Friends of the Rocky Mountain Front Montana Wildlife Federation
406-466-2750 406-458-0227



Upper Missouri River Breaks
National Monument, Montana
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Wilderness Values

land of beautful rock formations, magnificent cliffs,

and wide-open praine scenery, the Upper Missoun
Raver Breaks Matonal Monument protects a remnant
of the Grear Pluns that possesses a rare blend of natural, his-
toncal, and cultural atmbures. Located m ceneral Montana,
the monument’s upstream, western boundaries generally con-
form to those of the Missoun Raver (designated a Wild and
Scenic Raver m 1976 ) downstream, the Monument area
extends both north and south of the mver o indude six
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Wilderness Study Areas,
the rugged Bullwhacker Coulee area, and several other wild
|1J'.1l.'l.'5. Ar s castern fd-gc. t]H.' H‘*L‘t‘: = Mnnunmm comnects
to the Charles M. Russell Natnonal Wildlife Refuge, In toral,
the Monument encompasses 377,346 acres of federal land,
with approximately 120,000 acres of interspersed state and
I'lr!\'.l.lt' ||.'|I]| [h.

I'he niver banks and upland breaks of the Upper Missoun
River Breaks Monument provide essential, unfragmented habui-
tat for more than 60 mammal Specics, 230 types of birds, and

20 species of amphibians. Mule deer, as well as sharp-tailed
grouse, are abundant on the :i|ﬂpt.\ and i the coulees, while
the rolling areas above the nver bottoms provide important
habitat for antelope and grouse. In the Monument’s castern
section, elk and ighorn sheep are found. Many raptors,
mcluding cagles, prarie falcons, and hawks, perch and nest in
the chiffs above the river.

Besides providing nch wildhife habitar and wilderness, the
Monument includes recreational opportuntics of utmost pub-
lic value and allows visitors to experience a remarkable western
|;|:1r.l:.-c;1}:;' as 1t was seen and expenenced by Lewss and Clark,
native plamns mbes, fur trappers, and steamboat captamns. The
Monument includes segments of the Lewis and Clark
MNational Historic Trail, which follows the oiver, and the Chiel
Joseph Nauonal Historic Trail, which traverses the arca from
south to north, One guidebook has described the Monument
as follows: “a |.1|11.]sc-.|}u~ of living hustory, a Plzn where a pro-
found appreciation of Montana’s past s made possible by a
largely undisturbed natural environment” m

Status

Why is the Monument Threatened?

portsmen, conservation organizations, ranchers, business

owners, and other Montanans have worked for decades to

protect this special part of the state. Following a visit
from Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbit in August 1999,
the Central Montana Resource Adwisory Council was asked ro
work with fellow Montanans to explore options for protecting
the Upper Missoun River Breaks country, While this group
eventually agreed that the area should be kept unchanged, no
consensus was ever reached on how to .-tc..-_qmr.hsh this.
Montanas congressional delegation could alse not come w
agreement on how to protect this speaal area. So, on January
17, 2001, after two years of public meetings and htﬂnngs.
President Clinton used his power under the Antquities Act to
create the new Upper Missoun River Breaks Nauonal
Monument. The BLM was charged with creating an interim
management plan for the new Monument that would address

‘;|."I-‘4.'lrll-.' |‘FTIL'C[!IUH ﬂl'll.! Lsc U'I— 1S many resources, |

oday, the oil and gas industry is lobbymg to explore

within the Upper Missoun River Breaks Monument.

Ths is despite the fact that the Monument’s boundaries
mtentionally excluded the largest area with oil and s poten-
tial and that the Monument’s 60,000 acres under valid lease
were specifically protected n Clinton's proclamanion. Sull, the
Bush administration has shown an nterest in supporting
mdustry’s wish, staung that it would be looking ar “all public
lands™ tor new sources of energy including the 15 BLM-man-
aged Nattonal Monuments designated by President Clinton.
Meontana’s Congressman and Republican Senator, both of
whom opposed the creation of the Missoun Breaks
Meonument, have also been explonng ways to open it up to oil
and gas actmity, including possibly reducing the existing
boundaries. On a positive note, Congress 1s expected 1o pass a
budger ball that forbuds any new leasing m the new monu-

ments over the next fiscal vear. =



0il and Gas Development

- Take Action

ile north central Montana does contan signiﬁmm

w.‘-mnﬂ gas fields, the Monument s unlikely o

contan sizeable reserves, According to the US.
(3r111(ngf31 Survey, developing the Upper Missoun River Breaks
Monument would mppf}r the nation wath just ane hours worth
of oil and 15 hours of natural gas. Furthermore, a:cnrd:'ng to
the Montana Department of MNatural Resources, of the 154 s
wells that have been dalled within the Monument area over the
last 20 years, only 10 found any gas and just 2 reported produc-
non m the fourth quarter of 2000. w

Public Support for Protection

monument has been widely supported by Montanans,

mcluding local business people, ranchers, sportsmen,
and scientists, In a poll conducted last year by the Graat Falls
Tribune, 64 percent of Montana voters supported the Missoun

Dns’gnmmg the Upper Missoun Raver Breaks a national

Breaks Monument designation while only 26 percent ::lescd
it In addinion, thousands of ciuzens cxpressed their endorse-
ment at public meetings and hearings, and letters to the editor
as well as eduonals in local papers have issued calls for vigor-
ous protection. One local rancher, Hugo Tureck, explamed the
cost of opening up the monument to ol and gas as follows:
“It 15 an wrreplaceable landscape in the history of our country-
2 landscape we must save for our children and grandchildren.
It would be teresponsible wo allow this special place to be
developed and scarred by a shortsighted campaign char wall do
nothing to address the nation's energy situation.” W

% the last, undeveloped section of one of Amenca's
A‘gﬂ:ntut l:nmnp]'m-ﬂ".r Lewis amnd Clark Expcditiunnit s

mperatve thar the protecuions provided the Upper
Missouri River country by monument dnsign:lliun not be
““l’ﬂkk‘md. hmffll:ﬂ-ns must dl'l“:ﬁnd [E'I'.‘It nex Jfldlllll‘]"ldl Htl ';IIH.{
fas !rmug be allowed m the Uppcr Missourt Haver Breaks
Monument. Furthermore, Congress and the admimstration
must ensure that the current boundaries remain unc‘h;mgnl,
that strict protections are included m the final management
plan for the Monument, and that adequare funding 1s allocat-
ed For mumgcmrnt-induding sufficient funding to acquire
propertics and leases from willing sellers within the
Monument, m

For More Information

m Bersy Buffington/Peter Aengst
The Wilderness Society-MNorthern Rodkies Office
4(06-586-1600

B Mark Good
Friends of the Missoun Breaks Monument
406-453-9434

B lony Jewen
Mational Parks and Conservation Associanon
Montana office
406-495-1560

8 Dave Dindloff
Montana Wildlife Federation
406-458-0227
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Otero Mesa Region, New Mexico

2

Wilderness Valuves

o first-ume visitors, Otero Mesa may appear too hot and
Thusulr to support much hife. But biologists say the
greater Otero Mesa region 1s one of the most iumportant

arcas for wildlife m New Mexico. Blacktailed prame dugs-.
.‘"I.I.'tii:lt'hﬂc[t'! falcons, Ffml.g'lrllﬂﬁ hawks, bobeats, and mountain
hons can all be found here. It 1s also home to a umque prong-
horn antelope herd that, unlike other herds, was not remntro-
duced to the region. Rather, these ammals descended from
native pronghorn herds over thousands of years.

Otera Mesa is sull vich with wildlife because 1t 1s one of
the wildest grnsslands remaining in the state of New Mexico.
It 1s one of the last places in the Southwest where people can

see the unique grasslands of the Chihushaun Desert. Because

it remains so wild, the Otero Mesa Region serves as an impor-
tant migration corndor for many species of wildhfe moving
between the Sacramento Mountams (Lincoln Natonal Forest)
and Guadalupe Mountains (Carlsbad Caverns and Guadalupe
Mountans National Park). A portion of the area includes the
31,000-acre Brokeoff Mountains Wilderness Studl'.' Area.
Since 1987, aitizens have proposed that the Brokeoff
Mountains WSA and surrounding lands be designated as a
66,350-acre wilderness area to protect the land’s wild charac-
ter and prevent ol dnlling, road construction, and other devel-
opment. The c;rt:r.ca"l—prupuried wilderness includes the Alkali
Lakes area, which supports rare plants that are known to occur

».mi:r here and in one other location in Texas. =

Status

he Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has 1ssued a
Tdmﬂ Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and

Resource Management Plan (RMP) for the region.
Conservanion groups have been working to get the BLM to
withdraw grassland areas from o1l and gas development. Sadly.
the current preferred alternative that the BLM has chosen fails
to address the oil and gas pml:'llq:mm]e:wmg almost 89 percent
of the area open to drilling. While the BLM's preferred alter-
native is an improvement over the current management plan,
which provides virtually no recogmition of the area’s many nat-
ural values, it calls for only modest protection in the form of
stipulations on when companies can drill wells and leaves the
vast majority of land i the region open to leasing and devel-
opment. The ::umrnapmlwd wilderness area surmmding the

“The thing that makes the Otero Mesa region
great is its vast, unspoiled character and
abundant wildlife. To bring in rigs, roads and
power lines will take the heart out of this
great wildland. Once again industrializing
a piece of our wild heritage, with little public
debate on the ultimate consequences.”

—Stephan Capra, New Mexico Wilderness Alliance

Brokeoff Mountains WSA, for example, would, under the pre-
ferred alternanive, mostly be open to oil and gas drilling with
some limitations on timing of dnlling actvity and/or surface
use. Local conservation groups have requested that the BLM,
at the very least, prohibit new road construcnion if oil and gas
dnllmg and development are allowed to continue. They are
quick to point out that while this is not an ideal solution, him-
iting new dnilling projects to the existing road system would
prevent further habitat fragmentation and loss of the remam-
ing roadless areas. ldeally, conservatiomsts would like to see oil
and gas dnlling pmh:bl.t:d on the remaiming roadless grass-
lands and permanent wilderness protection for lands that

qualify. =



Why is the Otero Mesa Region Threatened?

one well in operation and holds a number of other leas-

es that could be developed. The company continues to
lobby the BLM to allow for large-scale development. George
Yates, president of HEYCO (the parent company Yates
Petroleum), in a recent US News and World Report story, claimed
that under current management they have been “unable to
develop.” but that they expect policy changes affecting these
problems to come soon from the Bush administranion.

Oil and gas development with its associated roads, well

Ym-s Petroleum, the largest ol company in the region, has

pads, power lines, and pipelines have devastated much of the
area east of the greater Orero Mesa chiun including Eddy
County in the Indian Basin between Carlsbad and Artesia.
Diue to habitat loss and fragmentation, a local Eddy County
herd of Pmng|'1.om thar once numbered more than 300 head
is now down to only 30. Much of the region where oil and
gas dfvelupmmt has occurred in Eddy County 15 regularly

engulfed in noxious and potentially dangerous gas fumes
including hvdrogen sulfide gas.

With the Bush admimistration pushing hard for more il
and gas development throughout the Rocky Mountain region,
many fear that che remaining gl;mslands mn the Otero Mesa
Region will be sacrificed to meet the drlling expectations cre-
ated by the Bush plan. Local lawmakers have endorsed the
Bush dnlling plan despite the recommendations of biologists
that the region be protected. Conservationists fear thar the
Bush plan will roll back even the modest improvements pur-
posed by the BLM for this region when the draft plan s made
final. Some elected officials have already said that the BLM's
current recommendations go too far. In a recent Albuquerque
Journal article Rep. Heather Wilson (R-NM) enucized the
BLM for considering even minimal protections for the region
because of the biological concerns, saying, "Give me a break.
We can drill responsibly on public lands.” m

Take Action For More Information
lease contact Tom Philips, BLM project manager for Oil B Pam Eaton,
and Gas Planning in Otero County, and ask him to The Wilderness Society
close critical grasslands and other roadless areas in the 303-650-5818: ext-103
Otero Mesa Region to oil and gas development. m Michael Carroll
m Tom F’hﬂip& The Wilderness Support Center
Project Manager 970-247-8788
Bureau of Land Management ® Stephan Capra
1800 Marquess The New Mexico Wilderness Allance:
Las Cruses NM 38005 505-843-8696

Phone: 505-525-4300




Finger Lakes National Forest, New York

%

Wilderness Values

Status

he Finger Lakes Nanional Forest 1s a hidden jewel 1n the

Matonal Forest System. It 1s the only Nanonal Forest in

New York State and part of very little federally owned
land in all of New York. At approxumately 16,000 acres, the
Finger Lakes Nauonal Forest 1s one of the smallest national
forests in the country. Despute its small size, it 15 a haven for
both recreatiomsts and rare birds.

It 15 located on the spine of the ndge between Cayuga and
Seneca Lakes in the Finger Lakes region of upstate New York.
Horseback riders and hikers enjoy the many trails, bicdwarch-
ers look for rare sightings, and anglers fish the small ponds,
The arca :iurrnundmg the MNational Forest also is home to a
number of vineyards producing outstanding local wines.

Ower the years. local citizens protested and succeeded in
both saving it from the avcuon block and persuading Congress

to make 1t a permanent part of the Nanonal Forest System. =

he Finger Lakes Land and Resource Management Plan

(Forest Plan) allows for "leasing for gas exploration and

development, i a way that 1s compatible with conserving
surface resources and thetr uses” In 1998, narural gas compa-
nies approached the Forest Service to request leasing and sur-
face occupancy for o and gas exploranion. That requiest
prompted an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and
analysis in order for the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) to make a decision as to whether to per-
mit leasing on the Finger Lakes NE m

Why is Finger Lukes National Forest Threatened?

oday, the Forest Service is considermg whether to amend
the Finger Lakes National Forest Plan and lease substan-
tal portions of the forest for oil and gas development.
A draft EIS has been ssued and public comments about
the proposal can be submitted to the Forest Service unnil
Auguse 1, 2001,

Due to the p:ttchlmrk ownership patterns of the Forest,
federal gas resources will be extracted one way or the other, A
sigmificant issue revolves around whether to allow surface occu-
pancy of the Forest. In the absence of federal leases or royalty
agreements the gas companies are free to dnll on ncarby pn-
vate land and take the natural gas under the Forast without
compensating the federal government i any way. All alterna-
tves mvolve either ]famng or royalty agreements. Rather than
dnll on public land, the leaseholder could use directional
drilling from private land to access the natural gns that bies
underneath the Finger Lakes National Forest without causing
ground disturbance on ;:n.thhc land. The drafr EIS descnbes

alternatves allowang for leasing acreage ranging from 13,200
acres to all of the Forest’s 16,036 acres, with VATying propor-
tons of surface occupancy allowed on up to 61 percent of the
lease arca.

The proposal has met wath a grear deal of controversy.
Jesse Strack, one of the organizers of the Finger Lakes Forest
Warch Congress, echoes the sentiments of many, " Tlis gem
of upstate New York should not be allowed to be exploited by
a few il and gas companies for their own benefir, leaving the
public with the cost of road mamtenance and a devastated for-
est.” The Schuyler County Board and the Hector Town
Selectboard (one of two counties and one of three towns
m the project arca) have both voted to officially oppose the
project. In addition, Senator Charles Schumer (D-INY),
Senator Hillary Rodham Clinton (D-NY), and Representative
Maurice Hinchey (D-NY) have all tecently expressed opposi-
uon to the project. ®



0il and Gus Development

Take Action

he Trenton-Black River layer exists under the Finger

Lakes NF as well as most of the Southern Ther of New

York State. Interest in the area by natural gas explorauon
companies has mcreased substanually in the lase few years, as
the industry estimates the overall area to contam 35 billion
cubic feet of natural gas. The gas industry estimates 16 billion
cubic feet are contaned under the Finger Lakes National
Forest. The Forest total would supply just 2.7 days of New
York State’s daily natural gas consumption. However, extrac-
tion would take place over a 25-year cycle with leases lasting
anywhere from [8-40 years. m

pancy of the Finger Lakes National Forest. Given the

opportunities for drilling on private land there 15 no rea-
son to destroy the natural beauty and ecosystem health of the
Forest by turning it into a patchwork of derricks, well heads,
and pipelines. The Forest Service 1s taking comments on the
draft EIS untl August Ist, 2001.

Write to the Forest Service at the Finger Lakes National
Farest, attention Oil and Gas DEIS Comments, 5218 State
Road 414, Hector, NY 14841, and tell them that you favor
Alternanve 4, which does not allow leasing or surface occu-
pancy of the Finger Lakes National Forest but does allow the
BLM to make royalty agreements with the gas companies
conducting directional dnlling from nearby private land.
Individuals and groups can also write to Representative
Amory Houghton, Jr. (R-NY'), Representative Sherwood
Boehlert (R-NY"), and Governor George Pataki (R-NY) and
ask them to express support for no leasing or surface occupan-
cy of the Forest. m

T he Wilderness Society opposes leasing and surface occu-

For More Information

8 Mary Krueger
Mortheast Regional Associate
The Wilderness Soctety:
617-350-8866

W Jesse Strock
Finger Lakes Forest Watch Congress
607-220-4222



Little Missouri Grasslands, North Dakota

)

Wilderness Valves

hese wondrous grasslands contam more than a million

acres of praine, m"mg hulls, rugged buttes, colorful

canyons, and 200-year-old Rocky Mountan juniper in
the famed North Dakora Badlands. Lying along the Montana
border, surrounding the north and south umits of Theodore
Roosevelt Manonal Pack, this area also features 200 miles of
the Lutle Mussourt River: Wildlife includes ;nu:hi]:tr. elk, mule
deer, coyotes, bighorn sheep, prame dogs, mountamn lions, ind
golden eagles,

The Littde Missoun National Grasslands are P‘“i‘“]-‘f
among hunters, campers, canoeists, and homseback niders.
5lght5vr1's can also find long. beautiful vistas throughout the
area. Every year, people visit the region to hike and bike the
1 20-mile-long Maah Daah Hey Trail that winds its way
through the region. History buffs can also find a treasure trove
of dinosaur, bison, and crocodile fossils. Natve Amencan
archacological sites are abundant throughout the arca.

A number of great Amencan leaders and conservaniomsts,
from President Theodore Roosevelt to Olaus Mune, one of
the founders of The Wilderness Society, have been drawn o
the spectacular landscapes of Litde Missoun Grasslands.

hf'iilﬂl.‘ on onc visit to TI]{‘ rt'ginn wrobe:

"Will the people of today, the people of tomorrow, contm-
ue to feel the pull of land that beckons o a sample of our
country as it was, a country of space and beauty and a sense
of freedom?

The sun went low and dusk was creeping over the »,-.-:IIr:.-
below us. We warched that poenc quality of light envelop the
cliffs and nms abour us, and settle over the niver bortom where
we glimpsed the glean of water in the bends.

Mot a serrated mountam range here, not a mossy forest,
nor a lake studded paradise, Rather an open country, its trees
are twisted and storm worn, and grow sprmnghr '.l!img the
niverbanks. A raw country, a country in the making ixr}mp_-._
Thus very fact, this character, the attnbutes of dhseled buttes
and domes, the clay and praine grass, the cagle, the praine
drr_g:-. deer, coyote; the flocks of grouse at heads of the wood-
ed draws—all these sprll one phase of our west—not to be
compared wath different ones—to be taken and enjoyed for its
own singular beaury and character. Ordimary country, but with
an aura of the west—something that drew Roosevelt, the
Jd\'mt“l.::'uus. nnr:i." | |

Status

f the 42 stares where the ULS. Forest Service manages

the public’s lands, North Dakota is one of only rwo

where not a single acre has been protected as part of
the National Wilderness Preservarion System.

The Forest Service addressed o1l and gas issues along
with the growing pressures of irresponsible off-road-vehicle
use and over-grazing in a new proposcd management plan
for the arca. The plan and the final Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) are scheduled for release with a six-month-

long comment period starung in July. The final management

plan is expected to state thar a handful of arcas are suicable
for wilderness designation. Deespite chus, prelimmary mfor-
mation from the Forest Service suggests thar their recom-
mendations will Gill far short of the wilderness proposal of
local, state, and national conservation groups.
Conservationists have proposed more than 200,000 acres of
wild roadless areas including Bullion Butte, Kinley Placeau,
Long-X Divide, Lone Butte, Magpie, Bennetr-Cottonwood,
and Horse Creek 1o be given wilderness protection. ®



Why is Little Missouri Grasslands
Threatened?

Take Action

he Cheney/Bush Energy Plan and the potential rollback

of the Forest Service’s roadless pohicy will open key wild

lands to ol and s l’.{t"r'l:h'l].‘-mt'l‘.ll and new road construc-
tion. Given the extensive development thus far in the region,
any addittonal pressure from furcher dnlhng and road ]:mddmg

will devastate one of our nations last great prasshinds m
5

izens can wrte North Dakora's threé members of
Congress 1o urge them to press the Forest Service to
adopt a management plan thar provides more wilderness

protection for this area, m

For More Information

Oil and Gas Development

oday we see a sea of oil and gas wells surrounding a few
T islands of potential wilderness. Since the 19705, the

acreage of roadless lands here has plummeted from
S00,000 to 218,650 mamnly as a result of ol and gas '-l'-"'ft'iﬂ'[‘-
ment and many associated roads. There are more than 1,500
well sites m the region. Seventy-three percent of the publics
land here has been leased ro oil companies, and anather 25
percent is available for leasing, With a mere 2 percent of the
region off-limus to ail and gas exploranon and ._{|'|I]5115::, the
Forest Service must du all 1t can to prohibit new leasmg and

dnihn!: m thl‘ 1‘[‘.11’1.1II1I.IIR EJI"-L\'EII'II.' Arcas, |

“ As 1 pick this year’s bountiful harvest of
juneberries that the badlands offers up,
| think of a lifetime of picking wild fruit,
so much a part of growing up and living on
a ranch in western North Dakota. Will these
wild canyons and draws remain unspoiled,
left as secret, tranquil places of discovery
and of plenitude, | wonder? Surely the
three-quarters of the badlands that has been
sacrificed to provide the nation with oil and
gas is sufficient toll. With my thanks, | offer
up a silent wish that the ovenbird and the
wren can be left to their peaceful lives as
I walk away te my kitchen, to my pies and
my pint jars.”
Lillian Crook, lifelong resident of North Dakota
and local champion of the Litle Missouri Grasslands.

m Barr Kochler
The Wilderness Support Center
970.-247-8B788

B Lilban Crook
Badlands Conservation Alliance
T01-483-1297



EMERGY AND PusLIC LANDS

Book Cliffs-Desolation Canyon, Utah

Wilderness Values

orth of Green River, Utah, the 2,000-foot-high escarp-
N ment of the Book and Rean cliffs marks the southern
penmeter of a millhon-acre wilderness of F.‘JC'EEPT.!UH.‘I.!
geographic and biological dwversity. Bounded by a 250-mule-
long thousand-foot-high band of diffs, the longest continuous
escarpment in the world, the Book Chffs Region 15 one of the
largest unprotected natural and predominantly roadless areas
in the western United States. This region is nch in waldlife
habirar, ancient cultural remains, and current recreational
OpPPOTTUNIties.
Because of its size, lack of human mtrusions, and the diver-
sity and abundance of its habitar, the Book Cliffs Region 1s an
important sanctuary for wildlife. An estimated 375 vertebrate

.lapq:cu::.—h'.llf the number found in all of Utah-are found in ths
region. Its historical sigmificance to humans 1s marked by
numerous archealogical sites, including rock art, rock shelrers,
campsites, and bunal grounds. Today people float the region's
White and Green Ravers, hunt its canyons and mesas, or
.qqrnpli:;' enjoy observing wildlhife bound over silver-green sage
and early light burn on redrock chiffs. The Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) recently called the Desolatnion Canyon
area "a place where a visitor can expenence true solitude—
where the forces of nature continue to shape the colorful,
rugged I:lndsc:lpc." Unformunately, much of these remaining
wild lands are open for the development of coal, pﬂ:m]ru.m.
and natural gas. =

Status

Why Is Book Cliffs Region at Risk?

wilderness designation for more than 1 million acres of

wﬂdcrntss quiijlt}' I;u'ld.’ﬁ “"“}“n l-hl.' B‘ﬂﬂk CI!ITS—UlnL‘i
Basin Region in pending lemslation before Congress
(Amenca’s Red Rock Wilderness Act, HR. 1613 and S. 786).
Through Amenca’s Red Rock Wilderness Act, units like
White River and Lower Bitter Creek would forever be protect-

T he Utah Wilderness Coalition (LJ'WC) 1s proposing

ed as areas i which animals can thrive and future generations
can discover and enjoy. &

“As a fifth-generation Utahn, born, raised and
living in Roosevelt with a degree in biology,
I can tell you first-hand that rampant oil and
gas drilling and road construction has had
devastating impacts to wildlife and wild
places in the Book Cliffs region. Help me
protect my heritage and my home.”

— Chad Hamblin, Roosevell, Utah

ne-hundred and forty years have passed since John
o Wesley Powell made his voyage discovery on the Green

River through Desolation Canyon-a century of devel-
opment. Yet the canyon and a very large surrounding region
remain as wild as they were when Powell explored them. Bob
Marshall once called this region the “Book Cliffs Roadless
Area” and esnmared its size at 2.4 million acres. In the 60-
plus years since this survey, however, mineral development and
road construction have reduced the size of this roadless area
b}' more than 60 percent.

Much of the Book Cliffs Reg{nn has already been carved
and dnlled by development companies, narrowing the cnnical
summer and winter range of the waldhife. The Utah Division
of Wildlife Resources has idenufied a dedimng deer pupu];l-
tion due to factors such as drought, livestock grazing,
increased human presence, and ongoing energy development
projects. And both the Environmental Protection Agency and
the Fish and Wildlife Service have expressed concern over the
cumulative impacts of these projects in a letter to the BLM.

“’]‘r}' would the BLM refuse to protect the wilderness char-
acter of lands with such outstanding recreanional, scenic, and
wildlife resources? The BLM's fiscal year 2002 budgft provides

contines on the back



Why Is Book Cliffs Region at Risk?

instght into what the future holds. It recognizes that the ol
and gas industry has targeted most of eastern Utah as the next
“gold rush” for il and gas dnlling. According to the BLM's
April 25, 2001, testimony before the House Commuttee on
Resources, the BLM's pnmary focus now 1s inventorying oil
and gas reserves and accelerating the approval process for
dnilling.

Some specific projects paint the picture. The BLM has
already approved various well dnilling, road construction, and
pipeline installation proposals within the White Raver umit
(ironically in an area the agency itself recently found to have
wilderness character) and Lower Bitter Creek. Currently, the
BLM is reviewing a proposal to dnll more than 400 gas wells
and to construct hundreds of miles of roads throughout an
80,000-acre project area that mcludes both of these units pro-
posed for wilderness designation. If this development 1s
approved, these wild lands will be rammeled by hundreds of

miles of roads, pipelines, dnlling pads, production wells, and
pumping stations. Visually, the project would be devastating,
Well-access routes would be bulldozed over ndgetops, mesas,
and through wash bottoms, and the landscape would be lit-
tered with noisy production equipment. Any opportunities for
primitive recreation would be lost and wildlife habitar would
be further compromised.

And development 1s neither limited to ol and gas nor con-
fined to the White River and Lower Bitter Creck wilderness
units. The BLM recently approved nghts-of-way for a coal
mining operation within the Desolauon Canyon proposed
wilderness-the largest block of unprotected roadless land m
the lower 48 states. The proposed Lila Canyon Mine of nearly
2,000 acres would overlap both an existing Wilderness Study
Area (WSA) and newly inventoried BLM wilderness units,
displacing bighorn sheep and de-watering crucial seeps and
springs-unique water sources in an otherwise dry area. m

0il and Gas Development

he oil and gas industry already has access to a vast
expanse of Utah public lands for energy exploration and
development. Dnlling in Utah wilderness lands makes
no sense when vast resources exist outside wilderness:
® The Uinta Basin covers about 6,900,000 acres in north-
eastern Utah. The Urah Wilderness Coalitions (U'WC)
wilderness proposal in the basin covers 1,132,913 acres, or
just 16 percent of the Basin.
® More than one-half of the total wells related to oil and gas
production dnlled in Utah from 1911 through November
of 2000 (15,315) were drilled within the Uinta Basin
(8,737, and the most productive part of the basin is north
of the UWC proposal, closer to Viernal and Roosevele. The
fields in this area (Altamont, Bluebell, and Cedar Rim) have
produced about 31 percent of Urah's oil.

m Oil and gas development is at an all-ume high in the Uinta
Basin, with more rigs operating and more Applications for
Permit to Dnll (APD) being processed than ever.

® From October 2000 through Apnl 2001, the BLM's Vernal
Field Office alone had received 337 APDs and had
approved 306, at an average of 44 approved each month.
The projected number of APDs submitted by mdusery at
the end of the year 1s 578, and the BLM anticipates being
able to approve 525. That 1s more than three times the aver-
age number of wells approved per year since 1990,

With all of this area already open to dnlling, it is not nec-
essary to permanently destroy the few remaining Urah lands
that are sull worthy of wilderness designation. =

Take Action

For More Information

1s passage of Amenca’s Red Rodk Wilderness Act. This
legislation would preserve more than 9 million acres of
Utah wilderness.

In the meantume, citizens should support a “look before
you lease” policy for the BLM to ensure that citizen-proposed
wilderness lands, many of them overlooked by the BLM in 1ts
onginal inventories, are reviewed for their wilderness values
I}fﬂ)ﬁf 1[m’:f§!blf dﬂ'\fiupmcnt 15 -ZI].ID“Td. L]

Thc solution to preserving the precious wildlands in Urah

® Pam Eaton
The Wilderness Society
303-650-5818, exc. 103

® Herb McHarg
Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance
435-587-3636

B Sabrina Williams
The Wilderness .‘.;-Dcict:.'
202-429-8441
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Grand Staircase-Escalante

National Monument, Utah

Wilderness Values

%

etween the floor of the Grand Canyon and the nm of

Bryce Canyon, the land nises 7,000 feet in a senes of

great clifts and pl.tte:ms. Thas 15 the Grand Staircase-
Escalante National Monument, a masterpiece of geologic and
biological mnovation, a world where tme wself les ss_mp;_-micd
in honizontal and vertical planes. Its huge SLIWALY Spans six
major life zones, from Lower Sonoran desert to Arctic-Alpine
forest. Its colorful rock formanons contain some four billion
years of geologic history, and its fossils are a biography of life

rounded by the canyons of the Pana, Escalante, and Colorado
rvers, 15 one of the most remate and least wvisited wild areas in
the southwestern United Seates. Its rugged landscape, 1sola-
tion, and sheer size have made the Kaiparowits a rcl'-.xgc for a
remarkable variety of plants and ammals,

In May, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
announced that the Monument’s p.ﬂmnmlnglst. D, Alan
Titus, had made a surpnsing discovery of fosal skin impres-
SHOMS On @i r{lhnsaur Sk(‘lﬂ.l.‘ln under excavabion lhq:
Kmp;lnml."- Plateau area of the monument. ﬁcmniing to the
BLM, this discovery ranks as one of the most important
dinosaur finds made in the stare and will provide important
data on how these creatures appeared m life. m

oan [ulﬂ'h T]'I-L' K.uparuwm- I‘.I.'IH:ELI., W!d‘l!!l t.ht monument, sur-

he Grand Staircase-Escalante was established as a

MNanonal Monument o “protect” the spectacular treas-

ures and natural resources that are found within s
boundanes. Elghl:}r-ﬁw percent of the Monument's nearly 1.9
million acres has been proposed for wilderness and 15 included
in pending congressional |cgisl.1uon-:5|.mi:nc.1'5 Red Rock
Wilderness Act (HR.I613 and 5. 786). There are 16
Wilderness Study Areas (880,000 acres) m the Monument,
plus 457,000 acres of lands the BLM recently imventonied and
found to have wilderness character; thus, 1.2 million acres are
recognized by the BLM itself as having walderness character.

The federal government has spent neardy 520 million o

buy back coal leases within the monument to further protect it
from clnrclopmrm. In 1999, after several years of negotiation,
the federal government paid Seartle-based |]'.'n:|ﬁmrp $5.5 mul-
Lion for 18,287 acres of coal leases and Andelex $14 mullion
for coal leases covering 34,499 acres within the Grand
Starrcase-Escalante National Monument. m

Why Is the Grand Staircase-Escalante at Risk?

oon after her appomntment as Intenor Secretary, Gale

Norton proposed shrinking the boundaries of the new

National Monuments to accommodate the energy indus-
try; Stnce then members of [:ungmss have followed suir,

Representative Chris Cannon (R-UT) stated in recent pub-

lic forums in southern Urah that he would favor re-leasing the
K.llpamwm for coal Li-:w]upmi:nt. chrcsmt.uiw ]lm Hansen
(R-UT) has often remarked that the coal on the Kaiparowits

should be mined. In addition, he has repeatedly stated that the
Grand Starcase encompasses much too much land and chat
the boundaries should be redwn.

Congress could unde the protections afforded the Grand
Starrcase-Escalante MNanonal Monument by enacting legisla-
tion to change the mineral withdrawal established by the mon-
ument proclamation so that Kaparowits coal could be re-
leased, m



Energy Development

How Much 0il and Gas Can Be Gained?

w:hin the Monument, there s currently a total of:

8 Eghty-eight oil and gas leases (113,000 acres);

8 Thirteen mineral leases (5,800 acres) that include lime-
stone, coal, and metalliferous leases and that were trans-
ferred to the BLM from the state of Utah as part of a land
-'.'.xd'i:l.ngff ﬂnd

B Sixty-eight unpatented mining claims (2,700 acres).

In additton, 52,8000 acres of coal leases thar ensted in the
Monument at the ume it was created have been bought back
by the federal government for 111:‘.1.1:1}' $20 million.

There 1s one producing oil and gas field within the bound-
anes of the Monument. The Upper Valley field. located pri-
manly in the adjacent Dixie Nanional Forest, has been produc-
ing oil since 1964 and produces approximately 220,000 bar-
rels/ year. There has been one dry hole (oil) dnlled m the
Monument since 1t was established, Another dry hole was
drilled near the eastern boundary. If there were ail to be found
and profits to be made, the 88 leases in the Monument would
likely have been developed before now.

The main coal resource m the region lies in the Kaiparowits
Plateau i an 18-mile-wide belt in the Straight Cliffs
Formation. The Katparowits Plateau has been esumated to
harbor 11 billion tons of recoverable coal. However, the coal
resource 15 low i hearng value, high in sulfur, does not com-
ply wath air quality standards, and would require a substantial
public subsidy to compete in the private marketplace with
munes in central Uah, Australia, or South Afnea. A public
subsidy would be required to overcome the high start-up and
transportation costs associated with developing a new mine in
a remote location far from the dosest milhead.

“The Katparowits 1s the best habitat in the Monument for
large mammals, such as the bobeats, coyotes, deer, and elk that
lwve there now and the mountan liens, bears, antelope, and
desert big horn sheep that have nearly been exurpated,” said
Ton Woodard, of the Escalante Wilderness Project. “The
most valuable resources of the plateau are the wind, space, dis-
tance, silence, solitude, and the sheer unknown aspects of this
remote place. Removing the Kaiparowits Plateau from the
Grand Staircase-Escalante Nanonal Monument to allow coal
mining would remove the monument’s wild heart” m

he Bush administration and its allies in Congress have

created the myth that an oil and gas bonanza awaits us in

our National Monuments 1f only we turn Big Oil loose
there, It’s a fairy tale. Based on The Wilderness Society’s analy-
sis of LS. Geological Survey dara, the Grand Sturcase-
Escalante Natonal Monument holds enough oil to meet the

nations needs for 4 hours and enough £as to meet the needs
for 1 hour. »

Take Action

for digging for coal or drilling for oil m pristine wilder-

ness quality lands, This is an extreme approach and is the
antithesis of the “balance” that the Bush admimstration claims
to be seeking between energy needs and sound environmental
management of our public lands. Concerned citizens should
contact US. Interor Secretary Gale Norton at the US.
Department of the Interior, 1849 C Streer, N'W,
Washington, DC 20240 and tell her that they support keep-
g the Grand Starrcase-Escalante National Monument intact
and protected from mining and dnilling.

Addiuonally, aiuzens should support a “look before you
lease” policy for the BLM to ensure that citizen-proposed
wilderness lands, many of them overlooked by the BLM in its
onginal inventories, are reviewed for their wilderness values
before irreversible development is allowed. =

Thr Wilderness Society opposes President Bush’s proposal

For More Information

® Pam Eaton
The Wilderness Society
J03-650-5818, ext. 103

m Liz Thomas
Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance
435-259-5440

B Sabnna Williams
The Wilderness Society
202-429-8441
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Lockhart Basin, Utah

%

Wilderness Valuves

Bastn just outside [:Jnl'.nnl:mds MNational Park and umme-
dmtr]].- below the Bureau of Land Managements (BLM)
Canyon Rims Recreation Area. Lockhart Basin forms the

lﬂd{h:‘lrt B.L"pl!"l ilﬁ in 'll'll’.‘ castern purl'. \J"F Cilﬂ}'i.ll'llﬂndﬁ

backdrop for some of Utah's most famous scenic vistas,
mcluding the Island 1n the Sky District of Canyonlands
Manonal Park. The White Rim of Cinvonlands National
Park, an creasingly popular vehicle and mountain bike tour
arca, also contains many scemic viewpoints that look d:mcti:.'
mto Lodchart Basin. Together with the mesa tops above the
rum, mdudmg Hatch Point, Lockhart Basin forms crincal
yearlong habitat for desert bighorn sheep and is home to pere-
gnne falcon and other raptors.

“If ever there was a place where scenic quality should be
strongly protected, Lockhart Basin 15 it said Kevin Walker, a
Moab, Utah, resident. “I invite President Bush to come to the
basin and take a long, hard look at the natural beauty of this
area. | doubt that he would sull be able to msist, in good con-
science, that the government should proceed with the exploita-

tion of dus beaunful place.” m

ockhart Basin 15 part of a more than 50.000-acre roadless
l:m:-.x managed by the BLM. Citizens have proposed 1t for

protection as a wilderness area as part of Amenca’s Red
Rodck Wilderness Act, now pending in Congress as HR. 1613
and 5.786. Lodkhart Basin 15 an Lntr:gr.!] part of the ecosystem
of Canyonlands National Park and was ongimally proposed
i‘::-r H'IEIL'I.SIDI'I “-'I:h]l'l th[‘ I“Hl'kls lwunuhnta. Unﬂ}rmnattl}', It
was excluded from the final boundaries in [964 for political
reasons. In recent years, the Natonal Park Service (NP5) has
l.'KFI’ESSCd ﬂ.'l'll?"u\"l:d mterest in ﬂpunt[in_g Cﬂ.ﬂl\'ﬂ“lﬂ.l'ld_ﬁ thiunaf
Park from “rim to nm” to encompass all of Canyonlands
Basin, which includes Lockhart Basin. =

Why Is Lockhart Basin Threatened?

ment plan for Lockhart Basin because the existing plan was
out-of-date and did not reflect the value of the area for
recreation and wildlife. Among the issues to be addressed: “oil

In [998, the BLM pmpuscd to amend its land-use manage-

and gas categories to determine if changes are necessary to
protect sensiive resources.” Unfortunately, at the same tme,
the BLM began sanctioning oil and gas development directly
within Lockhart Basin by approving permiuts to dnll and by
issuing new leases above the nm on Harch Pont. And even

though the BLM has yet to amend 1ts ourdated plan, it con-

tnues to offer addinonal leases on Harch Point. Under the
Bush plan, such leasing and development could be accelerated,
and what few environmental protections are in place for
Lockhart Basin could be waived,

Although the BLM acknowledges that the general vicimity
airc:ad}' has severe off-road-velucle (ORV) pmblcms, its Flm
to allow additional o1l and gas exploration and development
would lead to new road construcnion and could resule in addi-
tional ORNV abuse of Lockhart Basin, m



0il and Gas Development

Take Action

exploration company in Denver, Colorado, has two

approved Applications for Permit to Dnll (APD) in the
Basin and has acquired new leases in the Canyon Rims
Recreation Area on Hatch Point. In approving the wells and
1SSLINg these leases, local BLM officials appear to be ignonng
the natural values that make this a special place.

The proposed well sites and newly leased parcels are i one
of the most scenic areas m Utah. The only difference between
these wells and one within a national park 1s an arbitrary line
on a map. And according to the Utah Division of Wildlife
Resources, the wells are located within entical yearlong habirat
for desert bighorn sheep. m

lcg;c}' Energy Corporation, a privately held o1l and gas

is passage of Amenca’s Red Rock Wilderness Act (HR.
1613 and S. 786). This legislation would preserve more
than 9 million acres of Utah wilderness.

In the meantme, citizens should support a "look before
you lease” policy for the BLM to ensure that aitizen-proposed
wilderness lands, many of them overlooked by the BLM n 1s
onginal mventones, are reviewed for their wilderness values
before irreversible development 15 allowed. =

Th: solution to preserving the precious wildlands m Uth

For More Information

How Much 0il and Gas Can Be Gained?

t would be tragic to destroy the natonally significant visual,
wildlife, and recreational resources of the area for such a
small chance of smking otl. The estimated success rate for

discovery of oil in Lockhart Basin is only 14 percent. =

® Pam Eaton
The Wilderness Sociery
303-650-5818, ext. 103

® Herb McHarg
Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance
435-587-3636

m Sabrina Williams
The Wilderness Society
202-429-8441
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Bridger-Teton National Forest, Wyoming
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Wilderness Values

ith spectacular mountain meadows, blue-nbbon
Wmiul streams, and lush valleys contaiming vast herds

of elk and some of the rarest and most vulnerable
species in the lower 48 states, the Bridger-Teton National
Forest (B-T) 1 a truly exceptional pI.mc. Located in north-
western Wyoming, the Endgcr-Tntun Manonal Forest borders
Yellowstone and Grand Teton national parks and 1s a key com-
ponent of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem-considered one
of the most intact temperate ecosystemns in the world.

While several large wilderness areas have been designated
within the 3. 4-million-acre B-T, more than half of the forest
has also been opened to oil and gas leasing. Yet the fate of one
of the most critical parts of the B-T, four Management units

squeczed among the Gros Ventre, I:Ltzpamck, and Hn-.lg«:r
Wilderness Areas, 1s about to be decided, as the Forest Service
15 poised to make a decision on whether or not to lease this
important area. Encompassing 370,000 acres, this section of
the B-T provides crucial habitat not only for threatened
species like gnzzly bears, walves, and lynx but also for elk,
deer, and pronghorn, wildlife species that have used this area
for more than 6,000 years as part of their seasonal migration
route to winter habitar, In addition, the spcct.lcufar mountim
vistas, unparalleled recreational opportunines, and world-class
hunting and ﬁshing found on this section of the B-T are a
hnchpin for the tourism economies of nearby towns like
Jackson, Dubois, and Pinedale, m

n its 1990 Forest Plan, the B-T decided thar 94 percent of
Irhr forest’s admimistratively avalable lands (1e., lands not

designated as Wilderness or wilderness Study Areas) were
available for oil and gas leasing but also that area-speatfic
analyses would need to be conducted before formal leasing
occurred, Thus, the four management units descnibed were
managed i their current state untl industry nominated the
area for leasing m 1997, Since that ume, the area has contin-
ued to be off-hmits to oil and gas development pending com-
plenion of the h:asmg annl}-‘.ﬂs for the region. In December
2000, after three years of study and public inpur, the B-T
came out with 1ts draft Emvironmental Impact Statement
(EIS), which proposed “no leasing” as the agency’s preferred
alternative, m

Why is the Bridger-Teton National Forest
Threatened?

on whether the Forest Service stays true to its draft EIS

and recommends no leasing in the final EIS, which 1s
scheduled for release this summer. However, the Bush admunis-
trations energy plan, with its directive that all administrative

Th:‘ fate of this 370,000-acre portion of the B-T h.'mgs

withdrawals of public lands from oil and gas leasing be re-
evaluated, has many worned. In addinon, since the release of
the draft EIS, the governor of Wyoming has weighed in, urg-
g that the Forest Service re-evaluate 1ts draft EIS and open
the area to leasing. Fmally, the “roadless rule” developed by
the Clinton administration would protect around three-quar-
ters of the area, but its effect may be weakened by amend-
ments put forth by the current administration. =



0il and Gas Development

Public Support for Protection

on this part of the B-T is a gamble-even if they are

allowed to drill here, they may not find any economucally
recoverable deposits. At best, they estimate that four days’
worth of fossil fuels ar current consumption rates could be
extracted from the area. The hismry of exploration on the rest
of the B-T is lustrative: of the 160 wells that have been
dnlled on the Forest, only 11 are producing, and all are locat-
ed in the extreme southern end of the B-T. On the Forest’s
northern half, where the four management units under consid-
eration are located, at least 75 wells have been drilled. Of
these, only 3 or 4 yielded anything remortely close to commer-
cially viable amounts-and even these were not developed
because the “find" was too costly to extract. m

Th: industry acknowledges that exploning for ol and gas

Take Action

public support. The Forest Service recewved more than

13,000 comments, with 95 percent of them supporting
the B-T's decision not to lease this enitical part of the Forest.
Furthermore, 80 percent of the atizens who attended hear-
mgs in local commumties spoke i favor of protection. The
Teton County Commussion, the Jackson Chamber of
Commerce, recreational clubs, and hunting orgamzations all
endorsed the Forest Service’s proposed no leasing decision.
Wyoming Senator Craig Thomas, a conservative Republican,
has also supported the agency’s draft EIS. In a letter to con-
stituents, he wrote, "I believe other areas in the state are more
appropriate for oil and gas exploration, Clearly, some areas
should and deserve two be protected-the Bndger-Teton Forest 1s
one of those arcas” ®»

Thc B-T's draft EIS garnered an unprecedented level of

he B-T needs to immediately release a final EIS that for-

malizes the no leasing position the agency proposed last

December. Delay or some other recommendation would
be a flagrant disregard of the publics will and would jeopard-
ize irreplaceable wildlife and recreational values. As the state’s
largest newspaper, the Casper Star Iribune has editonalized: “lt
(putting this part of the B-T off-limits to ol and gas) 15 a
move t]'lﬂ[ '“"I].I Pmtl!ﬂ S0me L‘rf W}ming's most “"I]d .n'lﬂd sCe-
nic places. These are open spaces that are nanional treasures to
be carefully conserved, not subjected to the effects of full-
fledged mineral development” =

For More Information

® Perer Aengst
The Wilderness Sociery-Northern Rockies
Office: 406-586-1600

B Scotr Groene
Greater Yellowstone Coalition,
W}'Dmmg Field Office
307-734-6004

® Lloyd Dorsey
Wyoming Wildlife Federanon
307-733-1707

® Kelly Matheson/Meredith Taylor
Wyoming Outdoor Counail
307-332-7031

® Pam Lichtman
Jackson Hole Conservation Alhance
307-733-9417



Red Desert, Wyoming

Wilderness Values

owering buttes, stunning rambow-colored !nm‘]smp:-r-, the

continents largest active sand dune feld, seasonal wet-

lands, the nation’s greatest nntn:hbpe herd and s :mf}*
desert elk herd, rare piunts. ancd prchlsmnc rock art - these are
just some of the treasures that await the visitor to this trudy
unique part of North America. Compnsing the largest unpro-
tected and undeveloped high elevation desert left in the
Urited States, the Red Desert encompasses 4.5 mullion acres,
much of 1t within the Great Divide Basin of southwestern
Wyoming. Whale ail and gas dn-elupmcm has permanently
c}ungcd the face of the state —mr:iudmg much of the Red
Desert, the 600,000 acre heart of this ﬁ'.‘r(‘flil[ place remains
remarkably intact. In fact, the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) has identified ten Wilderness Study Areas m this core
arca of the Red Desert. Wyoming conservation groups and the
Wilderness Society have recommended that appraximately
300,000 acres in eleven areas be dt:.!gnawd as wilderness,

which represents the largest concentration of BLM wildlands
m Wyoming.

Called the Jack Morrow Hills arca by the BLM. today this
“wild heart” of the Red Desert still offers an unparalleled
wilderness expenience with world-class wildhife viewing and
hunting opportunities. More than 350 species make their
home here, including cougar, wild horses, mule deer, bobeat,
black bear, badgers, owls, falcons, sage grouse, and cagles. In
addinon, more than 45,000 '.um:h:-pc reside in this area, many
of them migraung annually to and from the Greater
Yellowstone Ecosystem.

since the settlement of the West and even long before, dhus
region has played a special role i the lives of Natwe
Americans and carly settlers. In the Red Desert one can find
two-thousand-year-old rock art and Shoshone spiniual sites
and view wagon ruts and important landmarks used by
Mormon settlers and pioneers on the Oregon Tral. »

or more than 100 years there have been attempts 1o per-

manently protect the Red Desert-from an 1898 effort 1o

designate the region a “winter game preserve’ to a 1935
campagn by Wyommg Governor Leslie Miller to create the
“Great Divide Basin Navonal Park.” WNonetheless, in 1998 the
BLM offered oil and gas leases i the intact heart of the Red
Diesert and today nppn’.}xim:ﬁtﬁl}' 60 percent of this area 1s
leased. However, onl and gas acuvity was put on hold while the
agency went through a multi-year process to develop a land
use plan for the area,

In the summer of 2000 the BLM came out with ats Jack

Morrow Hills draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS),

which recommended oil and gas du.'wlnpmml for much of this
special place. The response was a rremendous public outpour-
mg of opposition, as well as a grade of “unacceptable environ-
mental impacts and msufficent mformanion” from the
Environmental Protection Agency. In Diecember 2000,
Intenior Se'cmnr}r Bruce Bablbiu stepped m, nnlrnng the BLM
o drwl::p a supplemental analysis that conserved the area. He
wrote, " [ he presence of fimite resources should not deprve
future generations of the natural and aesthetic wonders of the
Great Divide Basin...An appropriate decision will be made to

protect this umgtie arca and its uulsl.:mclmg values" m



Why is the Red Desert Threatened?

0il and Gas Development

th the Bush admimistration advocating increased
w:n:rg}r development across our public lands, it is

quite possible that the BLM will go forward with a
final EIS that opens to oil and gas development this last intact
portion of the Red Desert. Currently, the agency 1s still
['{'\"Il."ll"r"-ll'lg 1.|'|l.' [ﬂ'lm.‘nduu& mll“l.?fl' ﬂf- comiments it I'E'L:E"I"'-'E"d {81}
its draft EIS and has not indicated whether it wall complete
[hf new S{IPP‘IE]“E‘I’IL}J .'II'I:Ii}-'F-IS qulﬁ[tlj h}' Babhlt[ hfrl;'}fl.‘
issumng the final EIS. Meanwhile, the Governor of Wyoming
:Ind tl'll:' W’}mmmg pflﬂ!lﬂllm .ﬁS\SﬂCIMIUﬂ bﬂd'l- I'I'.‘Cmfl.j' I_'H.'T.l—

tioned the new admimstranon asking that Babbit’s directive 1o
t[ll‘ B‘LM bf Lw:‘rlurn:d. =

ccording to the BLM, much of the Jack Morrow Hills

AI‘I'L'H has a high hkelihood of contaimng narural s
ipplies. However, nearby areas are already beang drilled

and any benelits that might come from exploranion are com-
P|1:1:1:|}' ounvmgiwd ]"}' the certan costs of forever dﬂ".lst;mng
the habitat and aestheue values of this last undimimished rem-
nant of the Red Desert. In addition, one needs to conssder
that the vast majonity of public lands in Wyoming are already
open to oil and gas acuvity. For example, of the 18 million
acres of BLM land i Wyoming, over 17 mullion acres
(94 percent) are currently avatlable for mineral leasing, dulling,
and minig. .

Public Support for Protection

the heart of the Red Desert have become better known,

As the spma] lzmdsmpe, wildlife, and historical values of

a groundswell of public support for protectuing the area
has been building, The BLM recerved more than 12,000 pub-
lic comments on its draft EIS-a record number for the agency
for a single project. Even more impressive 15 the fact that more
than 93 percent of these comments supported closing the arca

to any oil and gas development. This included many long-time
Wyoming atizens. As Crug Thompson, a college professor m
nearby Rock Springs and a son of a petroleum worker,
expressed it, “I've got a lor of !qdmca:b-nn ﬂmwng through
my veins, but in this case | just can't see the unlity of sacnfic-
ing this scientific reserve so we can drve our SUVs down the

highway and get 12 miles per gallon” m

Take Action

For More Information

lenging months ahead. Citizens of Wyommg and around

the country are urged to contact UL & Interior Secretary
Gale Norton, the BLM, and their congressional dclcgaumt,
demanding that the conservation alternative that former
Secretary Babbutt lad out for the Jack Morrow Hills area be
fully developed and smplemented by the BLM. In addition,
Wyoming conservation groups and The Wilderness Society
are now ca]lmg on f.:ungrcs.-: to dfsigml.c the 600,000 acre
heart of the Red Desert as a National Conservanion Area

Thr fate of the Red Desert will be decided i the chal-

with a number of new wilderness areas to be designated
within its boundaries. =

B Mac Blewer
‘h'\"}fnrnmg Ouedoor Couneil
307-332-7031
m Bart Koehler
The Wilderness Sociery-Wilderness Support Center
970-247-8788
m Perer Aengst
The Wilderness Society-Northern Rockies Office:
406-586-1600
B Jeff Kessler
Bitﬂjl-\ml[}' Associates;
JO7-T42-7978



Upper Green River Basin, Wyoming
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Wilderness Values

ocated 100 miles southeast of Grand Teton Nanonal
lF’;er. the Upper Green River Basin consists of vast sage-

brush mesas punctuated by meandening nivers and verdant
ribbons of npanan forest and wetlands. A huge mountam-to-
high-desert ecosystem, this part of northwest Wyoming is a
land of vast open spaces and stunning vistas.

Seldom wisited, the Upper Green Raver Basin P’i’ﬂ'.'ldﬁ cniti-
cal habitat for migratory big game, songbirds, raptors,
amphibians, and upland game birds within the southern
Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. This semi-arid basin is the
primary winter range for one of the world’s largest herds of
antelope and mule deer-every wanter an estmated 100,000
ungulates rely on the snow-free fc:r:igr found here. In fact, the
longest terrestrial mammal migration this side of Alaska
occurs each spring and fall when pronghorn antelope move

between Grand Teton MNanonal Park and the Upper Green
Raver Basin. The basin also harbors gln]:m“}' 5|gmﬁc:ml: popu-
lations of sage grouse, a species being considered for listing
under the Endangered Species Act.

The Upper Green Raiver Basin encompasses more than 7
million acres of mostly puh]ir lands situated among the
Wyoming, Gros Ventre, and Wind River mountan ranges.
Most of this area 1s administered by the Pinedale office of the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), wath the flanks of the
basin located on the Bridger-Teton National Forest.
Conservation groups have |1:mg Pm}msrd wilderness ds‘stgn:t-
tion for areas within the basin, including along the east slope
of the Wyoming Range, the eastern extension of the Gros
Ventre R;mgi'. and the lower elevanon west flank of the Wind
River Range. ®

Status

nfortunately, the vast majonty of the publc lands in the
u Upper-Green River Basin have already been leased for

ol and gas development, and the Forest Service and the
BLM have temporarily withdrawn only a few crinical areas
from leasing. For most of the basin-especially the lower eleva-
ton BLM portion-a major natural gas boom 1s occurring
today with new wells going 1n as fast as the agency can give
approval and industry can secure the drill ngs. For example,
Sublette County, located i the heart of the Upper Green
River Basin, currently has almost half of all the dnll rigs oper-
ating in Wyoming and close to double the number of ngs
operating n all of Alaska. m

Why is the Upper Green River Basin
Threatened?

his headlong rush to explore the Upper Green Raver
TE:EITI 15 m.':umng Withﬂllt H.E'ﬂ.-' Cﬂ!‘{‘ﬁ]l. fﬂmp‘l‘fhl‘l’lﬁﬂ"f

analysis of the impacts of this ol and gas development.
Mo one knows ar what point the region’s wildhife populations
Wlﬂ bf []'I[‘:;Ilcﬂ{'d ar W]'IE:I'!L'T ljfl:'ﬂ.]rnf PG"IJ“U'H F!'ﬂm [!"IE
basins bcmmmg otl and gas dtvclapmfnt will 5igniﬁcantl}'
degrade the air and water quality of nearby wilderness areas,
With industry having secured permits to potentally dnll
thousands of new wells in the basin, the threat s thar much of
the basin will end up being reduced to a single, exclusive use.
In essence, public lands would be converted o an industnial
ZOne.

This is already the case in the heart of the basin in the
Jonah 11 gas field, which hg:m dwefopmem just four years ago
and now sprawls over almost 50,000 acres and ncludes several
hm‘l.drcd W:lls. Hl.'I'I.' one ﬁnds d L']J'!-(:ISEEPE‘ thﬂt once ﬁfr'ln'l.‘d as
ungulate winter range and is now pockmarked with dnlling

Padi and compressor stattons and crisscrossed by roads,

comtirmees o the back



Why is the Upper Green River Basin Threatened?

pipelines, and power lines. The Jonah [ field graphically tllus-
trates the falsity of industry’s claim that new technology
allows them to develop with a much smaller “footprint”

Now development of the Upper Green River Basin would
occur even faster under the Bush admimistranion’s proposed
energy plan, which calls for a streambining of the regulatory
process governing oil and gas development. In addition, the
adrmimstranion recently released a senously flawed Department

of Energy report on the greater Green River Basin that con-
cuded that a significant portion of public land gas resources
were off-limits. Among its many shortcomings, the report
wrongly included in 1ts access limitations such reasonable
requirements as seasonal nming restrictions to protect
wildlife winter range and calving areas (a Wilderness

Soaiety critique of this report can be found at:
mm.wf“:mm.ogfmwmfpdffﬁﬁgmﬂrr_ﬂ?fﬂﬂ?.pé‘j. ]

0il and Gas Development

Support for Protection

o1l and gas resources, though how much of it can be eco-

nomically recovered 1s sull uncertain, More than 3,000
wells have already been dnlled in the Upper Green River Basin
and current permits allow for up to 4,000 addinonal wells.
Industry has stated that southwest Wyoming-including parts
of the Upper Green River Basm-could become the major nat-
ural gas-producing region for the country by the year 2015.
So the issue 15 not whether any development will occur, but
where it will be allowed and whether it will be carefully con-
trolled to ensure protection of the region’s wildlife, air quality,
and other cherished values. m

Thr Upper Green River Basin clearly contamns sigmficant

Take Action

congressional representatives asking that there be a

moratorium on any new leasing in the Upper Green
Roiver B-ES'I.I'I l.lntl] a Pﬂ]glmtlc En\"ll‘ﬂl]mmtﬂl II.'I'.I.PEC{
Statement 15 conducted that examines the cumulative impacts
of oil and gas development in the basin. Mingation measures
to protect wildlife, such as seasonal timing restrictions on ol
and gas acavity, must not be weakened and must be acuvely
monitored and enforced. In addinon, wildlife migranon

c oncerned aitizens should contact the BLM and their

routes, cntical winter range, and important river corndors
need to be formally delineated and permanently closed to any
oil and gas de".'t|upmc11t. with valid existing leases traded our
or purchased by the federal government. m

it 1s viewing antelope m Grand Teton
National Park, hunting for elk in the Wyorming
Range, or expeniencing wilderness i the Wind River

Mountains, what happens with o1l and gas development i the
Upper Green River Basin will have a entical impact in north-
west Wyoming: For this reason, conservatiomsts are increasing-
ly scrunmizing the BLM's o1l and gas permitting and oversight
in the basin. More local residents are also protesting the noise,
air, and light pollution associated with all the new oil and gas

.lcﬁwt}-'. [ ]

For More Information

| Peter Aengst
The Wilderness Society

MNorthern Rockies Office
406-386-1600

m Kelly Matheson,/Meredith Taylor
Wyeming Outdoor Council
307-332-7031

B Scotr Groene
Greater Yellowstone Coalition
W:l.umlng Freld Otfice
307-734-6004

® Lloyd Dorsey
Wyoming Wildlife Federanon
307-733-1707



