March 14, 2022
Project Leader Carly Gibson
c/o Carol Hatfield, Deputy Forest Supervisor
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest 
420 Barrett St.
Dillon, Montana 59725
Submitted via email: https:////cara.ecosystem-management.org//Public//CommentInput?Project=56926

RE: Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest Outfitter and Guide Permit Authorization Environmental Assessment
Welcome to your new position. I’m sure Leaf Magnuson left things in good order (she’ll be missed) but I don’t envy you stepping into this project during the 30-day comment period! I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the outfitter proposal, and for the second time! 
[bookmark: _Hlk98023774]The Beaverhead-Deerlodge NF is the largest National Forest in Region One, geographically positioned to provide connectivity between the Yellowstone and Selway Bitterroot ecosystems and characterized by landscapes with exceptional wildlife and wildland values. These landscapes are directly and especially impacted by the management of Outfitter and Guide permitted activities, which permeate the entire forest - top to bottom and in all seasons. That is why it is so important the proposed new uses and permit expansions conserve and enhance ecosystem function, not jeopardize this part of America’s finest remaining wild landscapes, increasingly rare and greatly valued in today’s world.  
My personal experience with the Beaverhead-Deerlodge is primarily in the Big Hole Valley, beginning in 1980 when I cooked for an exploratory drilling operation on Shaw Mountain in the West Pioneer Wilderness Study Area. Access was by helicopter from a nearby valley ranch and we loved watching elk, moose, and bear as we passed overhead. On my days off, the drillers would head into the Wise River Club while I took the company truck, exploring and camping nearby, especially along the Pioneer Mountains Scenic Byway, long before it was paved.  A favorite memory was the time our pilot said “Let’s go for a ride” and took me over to a nearby lake. As we touched down, a father stormed around from camp followed by a wide-eyed young son and upset with the intrusion. We apologized and flew garbage bags of trash out but turned out the father was friends with the Forest Supervisor – needless to say, the company was notified not to give joy rides. We naively had no idea of the protected status so recently granted to this landscape. Ironically, I later spent nearly 20 years as a Wilderness Ranger on the Bitterroot NF, helping young and old better understand the intent behind Congressional Wilderness and WSA designation! Retirement has given me more time to explore – Miner Lakes, Mussigbrod, Pintler and Lacey Creeks, Sand Basin, the Centennials, Sphinx Mountain, and the Continental Divide Trail. Hope my legs hold out, since there is so much remarkable country to discover!
These comments cover a broad range of concerns, but let’s start with general agreement on the need to evaluate and potentially provide the public with guided services for new and emerging activities. The question is how to balance commercial recreational use with non-guided public use and without resource impacts. 
There are significant enough changes in the Proposed Action, Allocation of Service Days and Design Features of the 2020 Proposal Scoping and the 2022 Outfitter and Guide Permit Authorization Environmental Assessment (EA) that the project requires new scoping. See following comments on the 2022 Draft EA. 
The broad scope of proposed activities and potential for a four-fold level of increased commercial use Forest-wide in landscapes that include many of the 31.2 NEPA Extraordinary Circumstances that warrant further analysis and documentation in an EA or an EIS - including Congressionally designated Wilderness Study Areas (WSA); Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRA), Recommended Wilderness areas (RWA); Federally listed threatened or endangered species or designated critical habitat, species proposed for Federal listing or proposed critical habitat, or Forest Service sensitive species; and American Indians and Alaska Native religious or cultural sites – requires a reasonable range of alternatives, not limited to the No Action & Proposed Action Alternatives. See following comments on the 2022 Draft EA, Recreation & Travel Management Roadless Area Analysis and the Recreation and Travel Plan Analysis. 
Concerns with Proposed Pool
These comments are based on the 2022 Draft EA Proposed Action & Allocation of Service Days under the Proposed Action, vastly different from the 2020 Proposal Scoping. It states the proposal is a pool of 30,000 Service Days (SDs) for priority use permits based on “2019 existing condition numbers as described below”, then states “the balance of days in Table 1 would be available for future new or expanded use permits”. It indicates the 30,000 SD proposed pool “would be available for future new and expanded permits” and “without additional NEPA because this EA contains the analysis for those 30,000 service days”. Table 1 shows a calculation of allocation from the pool that includes only the Table 2 & 3 new or expanded proposals coming from the pool, leaving 27, 156 pool days available for future new or expanded use. Note that the previous 2020 Proposed Action stated the pool would “include days for existing permitted activities” – 13,207 – but this EA’s Proposed Action does not include existing permitted activities. 
The 30,000 SD pool would be available to authorize up to 50% more use in any given year for currently permitted activities that range from traditional hunting & fishing, to backpacking & skiing, to permitted parachute drops & proposed snow cats but the EA does not disclose a complete list of currently permitted activities (the 2015 Assessment of Need’s Table 3 documented permitted activities but did not include parachute drops or snow cats!). The Proposed Action does not disclose how they intend to analyze new proposed activities (i.e. zip lines or heli-skiing) other than “any new use must comply with Forest Plan direction or Travel Restrictions”, nor what emerging activities would be considered. The 2020 Proposed Action included Design Features that appear to have been dropped in the 2022 Design Features. Those 2020 Design Features included the statement that “We do not expect emerging outdoor recreation activities to increase” – that would probably be answered differently now – and included a partial list of emerging activities that may be considered. It appears we are asked to comment on an unknown list of emerging activities that have not been analyzed and that will not go through future NEPA analysis. Future new activities not covered in this Draft EA MUST not be authorized without analysis and NEPA!
After allocating the 2,844 SDs proposed for new and expanded uses from the pool in Table 1, the remaining 27, 156 could be authorized for new and expanded use. While unlikely, currently permitted outfitters could ask for 50 % of the already 13,207 permitted days from the pool, or 6,603 SDs. That amount, along with the 2,844 and an unlimited number of new proposals, means the Forest could theoretically authorize 10,000 or more SDs in any given year in addition to the current permitted 13,207 SDs, with no additional NEPA and with that annual amount increasing as pool days convert to new priority permits or expanding existing permits during five-year reviews. 
As an example, the new proposed permit, if authorized with 400 SDs for backcountry skiing using snowmobiles to access a yurt in the Tobacco Roots, could be granted 200 SDs more each of five years, then have that 200 added as priority after a five year review, then be granted 300 pool SDs over the next five to have that added as priority and, in a ten-year period, go from 400 to 900 SDs with no further NEPA review. Or the existing backcountry ski and yurt priority permit in the Tobacco Roots with 500 SDs and a proposed additional 500 SDs (and a proposed second yurt four miles away) would have 1,000 SDs and could be granted 500 more from the pool, then in five years have 1,500 SDs and be able to ask for 750 more SDs from the pool for a total of 2,250, and in ten years potentially be authorized for 2,500 SDs. Those two permits in the Tobacco Roots would then add up to a potential of 3,150 SDs with no further analysis or NEPA – how does a District Ranger deny a request with that potential increase in use when the only sideboard in the  Draft EA is distribution of the pool  will “depend on district ranger and staff determination of administrative capacity to manage permits which fluctuates, as do resource condition and recreation use”)? ” And any District Ranger could theoretically authorize significant amounts of additional uses if no other District had competing proposals.
A more measured approach is to gradually move unused authorized SDs from existing underutilized permits (following 5-year reviews) to the pool, anticipating a continued decline in actual use for traditional permits. The 2015 Assessment of Need showed only 48% actual use between 2007-2011, and the remaining 52% non-use of the approximate 11,000 permitted SDs would then have been available for this pool. That approach would instead now use the % of non-use from the currently permitted 13, 207 SDs. The existing SDs have gone through NEPA for amounts of use and seasons of use by specific area, so changes would only be in types of activities. After seeing how that meets demand, in another five years, any unused SDs can again be added to the pool. Then reassess in ten years to see how actual use has evolved rather than locking a flawed system in place for twenty years.
Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest Outfitter and Guide Permit Authorization Environmental Assessment (EA)
The 2022 Draft Outfitter & Guide EA project file is much improved from the 2020 Proposal Scoping and, while there are inconsistencies and omissions, the Appendix Maps are helpful.
Purpose & Need
The 2022 Draft EA states “This proposal was developed in order to meet Forest Plan…direction” but only uses one Forest Plan Recreation Management Goal for Commercial Recreation to “enhance visitor access”. The 2009 BDNF Forest Plan Recreation and Travel Management section includes Standard 5 that “New outfitter and guide permits or increases in existing permits will only be made based on need, administrative capability, and suitable mix of guided and non-guided public capacity determined by forest-wide capacity study”. The proposal does not meet commonly accepted definitions of need nor administrative capability, both covered more thoroughly in following comments about the 2015 Assessment of Need for Outfitted Services and Resource Capacity Analysis.
Appendix Maps
It is not clear if the Appendix maps “broken out by activity” show currently proposed new and expanded permit uses or all currently authorized Forest permits, which would fully disclose existing numbers of permits and activities. It’s also not clear if Table 2 proposed uses that “fall outside of policy” are included as existing uses in the Appendix maps. For instance, the EA scoping Table 2 includes overnight bike as one of the “new” proposals, but the Appendix A map for overnight bike only shows an existing area, not a new or expanded use. The Appendix maps do not consistently show Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) but do a good job showing Recommended Wilderness Areas (RWAs). Since some people are particularly interested in the disposition of wildlands, under whatever name, having Inventoried Roadless Area (IRAs) must also be included, so folks don’t have to go to another map in the planning section of the B-D website to compare where proposed changes might impact IRAs. 
Updates to Proposal Since Scoping
The analysis continues, under the section on Updates, to recognize “some” permits listed in Table 2 “fall outside of policy”- including operating one year with no permit! - but does not disclose which ones fit that category and then answers that issue with: “To resolve this situation, we extended current temp, term or probationary permits to Dec 31, 2022.”
The update states recreation staff “identified the need to make permit administration more efficient and consistent in the face of staff and budget constraints” but appears to address this exclusively by reducing further NEPA, increasing the proposed pool from 20,000 to 30,000 SDs and no longer including temporary permits as part of the pool (did that double the size of the proposed priority pool?). It also describes a reliance on permit administrators and LEOs to inspect and evaluate operations rather than front and backcountry field-going personnel – monitoring, inspections and enforcement are sure to fall through the cracks!
The first proposal in Table 3 for Butte & Wisdom RDs includes a statement of error, stating that there was not a proposal to expand service days and that it is an existing permit. Is this one of the permits “outside policy”? And the description differs from the original 2020 scoping - does it still include ATV, orienteering, parachute drops? Would parachute drops be considered activities covered by this NEPA and potentially authorized anywhere else on the Forest with no further NEPA?
A primary concern with specific proposals is a new use proposal on the Pintler District in the Upper Rock Creek Landscape that includes the Sapphire Wilderness Study Area (WSA) and the day use snowmobiling proposal. The EA does not disclose if the snowmobile activity would be authorized in the WSA or immediately adjacent (in which case, given the geography, would likely cross over the WSA boundary). The proposal includes other uses for a total of 100 service days but doesn’t disclose how much of the proposed use is for snowmobiling. Putting a commercial use permit for snowmobiling use in or adjacent to, and thus accessing, the WSA degrades wilderness character and affects winter motorized use levels circa 1977, violating the 1977 Montana WSA Act. The Forest’s Assessment of Need on page 88 for the Upper Rock Creek landscape shows no motorized recreation in Recommended Wilderness but the EA and associated analysis doesn’t disclose proposed WSA activities. Disclosure of impacts to legislatively designated WSAs is especially critical to know if you are following Congressional mandates.
Another concern with a specific proposal relates to the new use type for game retrieval. While recognizing the need for and public benefits of this activity (including reducing stock impacts in private hunting camps), some permit administrators have expressed concern this activity has the potential for illegal guiding along with a recommendation that clients do NOT accompany the game retrieval (instead giving the outfitter their gps coordinates). This has been used successfully in other areas. 
Recreation and Travel Plan Analysis - Beaverhead-Deerlodge Outfitter and Guide Permits Draft EA
The recreation analysis begins with a statement that the current pandemic increased recreational visitation in all seasons, seemingly to demonstrate a need for authorizing proposed new activities, expansions, and the 30,000 SD pool. Increased recreational use was most likely reflected at campground and trailhead facilities and the statement is not supported by data showing an increase in actual use. With post-pandemic returns to normalcy, along with the Ukrainian conflict and resulting spike in gas prices, it is entirely possible visitation will return to pre-pandemic levels. 
Table 1 lists Indicators and Measures for Analyzing Effects but only frames conclusions for two Forest Plan Goals. Where did the stated Indicators and measures originate? In the analysis, Commercial Recreation can only be evaluated with authorized or denied use and an increase or decrease of permits rather than visitor demand/actual use? In addition, Forest Plan Standard #19 (Is the BDNF providing desired recreation opportunities?) is not included as a “Regulatory Requirement” but is shown in the Dec 2021 Biennial Monitoring Evaluation Report, which answers the question for Standard #19 with “recreation opportunities are well provided and visitor satisfaction remains high.”
Under Existing Condition, the analysis does not disclose the Forest-wide number of priority permits, authorized SDs, actual use, or permitted activities by season of use, a major omission!
[bookmark: _Hlk97988833]Under Environmental Impacts of the No Action Alternative, it states “current priority use permits would return to the original allocation of days and uses on Dec. 31, 2022”. This only applies to proposed new uses and expansions that have been repeatedly issued “outside of policy”, not the 57 outfitter/guides providing 23 different activities operating on the Forest as shown in the 2015 Assessment of Need. It goes on to state “Longstanding priority use permit holders would not be able to respond to changes in public demand for other types of activities than they currently offer” but the description on page 7 of how the pool would be allocated states “A permit holder may only request additional days from the pool for the types of activities already authorized”. It states this alternative “would not meet the purpose and need” but that need, based on meeting Forest Plan and FSH direction, was limited to one Forest Plan Goal related to permitted outfitting that enhances visitor access and not to Forest Plan Standard 5 under recreation and travel management, stating that, “New outfitter and guide permits or increases in existing permits will only be made based on need, administrative capability, and suitable mix of guided and non-guided public capacity determined by forest-wide capacity study”. See following comments on the 2015 Assessment of Need. 
Under Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Action Alternative, it states forest visitors likely won’t be impacted because “all but one of the permit holders listed…are already operating”. These are the same permits proposed in the 2020 scoping, “some” undisclosed numbers operating “outside of policy”. Actual use is likely at reduced levels, since 2020 was also the year Covid hit. 
In the Direct & Indirect Effects for Wilderness, Recommended Wilderness Areas (RWA), and WSA, it indicates no effect of the Proposed Action in WSAs because the proposal includes” the same activities that were taking place in 1977”. The analysis contains no defensible disclosure of how increased use would affect the wilderness character in WSAs nor in RWAs other than a statement that “We manage RWAs to protect or improve their wilderness character”. Appendix maps do not consistently disclose existing or proposed activities or expansions of use in WSAs.
The S 393 Montana WSA Act mandated these areas be administered to maintain their presently [circa 1977] existing wilderness character. Northern Region FSM direction goes on to state “At the time of designation of the areas, uses that existed in 1977 can be allowed to continue subject to 36 CFR 212.57.  If increases in amount of use occur, the line officer should consider how the increases affect wilderness character and the area’s potential for inclusion in the NWPS.” 
Further, the 2001 WSA ruling by Molloy on a suit brought against the Forest Service by the Montana Wilderness Association included his following relevant statements:
“Even so, Congress did not require a “freeze” of all activity. It contemplated that use levels might fluctuate and that types of motorized vehicles might change. Congress intended that existing and new or different uses should be accommodated, so long as they did not undermine an area’s potential for Wilderness designation and so long as they did not undermine the area’s presently existing wilderness character.”
“Because the Forest Service has interpreted the Act to require only that the areas’ potential for wilderness designation be maintained, it has failed to consider whether, how, and to what extent its management decisions have impacted the wilderness character of the areas as they existed in 1977, as the statute requires.”
“The Forest Service has not considered whether, how, and to what extent its management decisions in the Hyalite-Porcupine-Buffalo Horn Wilderness Study Area in the Gallatin National Forest and in the West Pioneer Wilderness Study Area in the Beaverhead National Forest have impacted the nature, quality, and scope of the wilderness character of those areas as they existed in 1977. Thus, the agency has unlawfully withheld or unreasonably delayed its maintenance of the areas’ 1977 wilderness character.”
“Whether Congress acts tomorrow or years from now or never, the 1977 Montana Wilderness Act requires that the nature, quality, and scope of experiences supported by the Wilderness Study Areas shall be maintained, awaiting Congress’ decision.”
It is not enough to look at whether the same activities were occurring in 1977. The agency must also evaluate how increased use would impact the wilderness characteristics of WSAs, including the qualities of Untrammeled, Natural, Undeveloped, and Opportunities for Solitude and Primitive Recreation. See following comments on the Inventoried Roadless Analysis. 
The Table 2 - Consistency with Forest Plan Standards for Recreation and Travel Management is equally weak. It states Standard 5 (New outfitter and guide permits or increases in existing permits will only be made based on need, administrative capability, and a suitable mix of public capacity) is met because the Forest completed the 2015 Needs Assessment, not that it is being followed (see following comments on the Needs Assessment).  It states Standard 10 (Manage recommended Wilderness for primitive or semi-primitive non-motorized settings and protect Wilderness character) is met because the Proposed Action includes “no changes to management of Recommended Wilderness” while at the same time proposing new activities or expanded uses without analyzing and disclosing affects to Wilderness Character. 
The analysis ends with Table 3 – Consistency with Purpose & Need, which completely misstates the 2022 Draft EA’s Purpose & Need statement and then basically says the No Action doesn’t meet need while the Proposed Action does, with no discussion!
Inventoried Roadless Analysis
While this analysis at least attempts to describe the qualities of wilderness character, it still misses the mark with lack of analysis and a conclusion that “Short-term effects described in this analysis are slight, temporary and don’t contrast greatly to actions already taking place in IRAs”. For the wilderness quality of Natural, there is no description of effects, just a statement that neither alternative would change the attribute and that permit terms & conditions cover the effects even though the Preliminary Wildlife Analysis shows potential effects to grizzly bears, lynx, mountain goat and other species (and it is unknown if the analysis is based solely on Tables 2 & 3 or includes the 30,000 SD pool). For the quality of Undeveloped it again states neither alternative would change the attribute based on permit terms and conditions while Appendix A Basecamp and Yurt Map shows three proposed base camps in the Torrey Mountain IRA, which will significantly affect that IRAs undeveloped quality. For the quality of Solitude (remoteness from sights and sounds of people and measured by amount of visitor use), there is an error in logic with the statement that “Service days for proposed new and expanded activities disclosed in the EA (Table 1), represent [only] an additional 10 people per day, anywhere on the 3.3-million-acre BDNF.” The 2,844 SDs proposed for new and expanded uses is less than 10% of the additionally proposed 30,000 pool that could be authorized anywhere on the Forest, excluding designated Wilderness, with no further NEPA. A quick look at Tables 2 & 3 proposals that either specifically include IRAs or do not exclude permitted activities shows a proposed pool authorizing 50% of existing priority use could result in over 1,200 additional SDs, just in IRAs and primarily for summer use (and that doesn’t include an unknown additional # of SDs if pool days are issued to all other Forest priority permits not included in this EA at 50% of the authorized 13,207 SDs). Adding new and expanded commercial services increases visitor use and degrades the experience of solitude, especially so with significant increases of SDs. This flawed logic continues in the Cumulative Effects of the Proposed Action, stating it culminates in “the potential for an additional 10 people on the any part of the entire project area on a given day, a minimal effect.” 
Preliminary Wildlife Analysis 
The Preliminary Wildlife Analysis shows potential effects of the proposed action to grizzly bears, lynx, mountain goat, mountain sheep and other species. It is unknown if the analysis is based solely on Tables 2 & 3 or includes the 30,000 SD pool.
The wildlife analysis confirms that grizzlies have been verified across much of the BDNF and could be present anywhere at any time. Most of the proposed activities take place in core habitat, including for denning, where surprise encounters with bears is a concern for both humans and bears. Snowmobile and back-country skiing disturbance of denning habitat would be greatest at den emergence time (Mar 1 through mid April) but sows with cubs leave the den later, with potential conflicts for other proposed activities. The proposed bicycle and overnight long distance, high elevation running trips have the most summer potential for surprise grizzly encounters, with at least one documented fatality involving a bicyclist’s surprise encounter. And, of course, guided and non-guided hunts are already a huge issue during hypophagia period (pre-denning, ~ mid Oct to end Nov). Year-round permits that include the practice of baited wolf traps would present the greatest potential to harm grizzly bears. Re-consultation with USFWS may be necessary if consultation occurred prior to the new MTFWP wolf trapping regs.
The wildlife analysis indicates wolverines have been documented in all landscapes except the Upper Clark Fork, although I personally saw one in the Ross Fork of Rock Creek while hiking on Rooster Comb from the Bitterroot side of the forest boundary (later entered in the Montana Natural Heritage Program database by the Bitterroot NF’s wildlife biologist). The highest potential for negative disturbance impacts is theorized to be disturbance at den sites. Disturbance, especially surprise encounters with fast moving permitted long-distance runners or bicyclists, during this critical period may have adverse effects on survival of young wolverines.
2015 Assessment of Need for Outfitted Services and Resource Capacity Analysis 
Note: I retired in January 2014 from a position on the Bitterroot NF as the Forest Outfitter Permit Administrator. The Beaverhead-Deerlodge NF’s 2015 Assessment of Need references, as one of three publications used to guide their efforts, the 2014 Bitterroot National Forest. Outfitter-Guide Needs Assessment & Resource Capability Determination that I developed (the other two were ones that also guided my efforts), so I am fully aware of how hard it is to wrap your head around the complexities of permit allocations. The 2015 Assessment of Need was a lot of good work but, in my professional opinion, missed some commonly accepted approaches to allocation. 
The description of the process for allocations of service days and use pools states “Allocations of service days or quotas to a use pool will be based upon this Need Assessment and Resource Capacity Analysis, which are required to evaluate the current utilization of service days, whether service days are available to place in a pool, and to determine the agency’s capacity to manage and administer additional use”.
The Assessment went on to disclose just 48% actual use of 11,085 priority SDs (highest utilization on the Madison RD at 65 % and lowest on Wise River at 23%) over a five-year review of the Special Uses Database. It did not disclose if any of this unused service days could be available for a pool used for new and expanded permits and instead appears to create a 20,000 SD temporary and priority pool from thin air. Then, in the 2022 revised EA, the temporary pool is dropped and the proposed priority pool increased to 30,000 with the same thin air disclosure. There is no disclosure of how projections for maximum visitor use potential show that the BDNF can supply three times more use than shown as occurring in the 2005 NVUM.
Forest Service personnel were asked about the amount of administrative capacity currently available to manage outfitter permits. They answered that “new activities or at least modification to existing permits should be considered. Overwhelmingly, however, many answered that time, budget, infrastructure, number of employees and skills of employees was not adequate to take on more permits in any case.” Despite this lack of administrative capability, authorization of new and expanded uses is left to the discretion of District Rangers, and capability concerns are primary addressed through a reduction of NEPA. What percentage of permits are now administered to standard? 
The 2015 Assessment of Need reported that most of the outfitters, sporting good stores and FS interviewed already see resource degradation. Logically, if administrators already have problems managing currently permitted activity impacts, how will they handle a proposed pool that allows 50% more use and new activities? The proposed forest-wide pool to expand use on over ¾ of the largest forest in R1 is not broken out by landscape compartment, so what’s the mechanism for limiting too many new uses in one (i.e. the Madison District, which already has almost half of the outfitter use)?
Table 3 shows activities offered “according to outfitter survey responses” but doesn’t match Table 4 (Activities with unused days) “as reported by outfitters”. For instance: Table 3 shows 11 hunting outfitters and no biking, Table 4 shows 29 hunt outfitters with unused days and 2 biking. 
Table 16 (Resource Capacity Issues by Landscape) shows compartments with resource issues, but the 2022 Draft EA proposal includes uses that would exasperate these issues. For instance, ATV & snowmobile use was considered a conflict between quiet and noisy recreation in the Madison and Tobacco Root landscapes, but the 2022 proposal includes one using snowmobiles to access a yurt in the Tobacco Roots (and two more proposed yurts in that landscape) and proposed snowcat skiing in the West Fork Madison. Cross country skiing was considered a crowding issue in the Clark Fork Flint Landscape but there is still a proposal for more use. Backpacking was considered a crowding issue in Clark Fork Flint, Pioneer and Tobacco Root landscapes but the proposal includes backpacking in each of the three landscapes.
In summary, without stronger sideboards targeting specific landscapes that places limits on the amount of increase that would be additionally authorized in those landscapes by season of use and requiring NEPA for proposed new activities or significant permit expansions (say over 25% of a permit’s priority SDs), accepting this EA proposal has the potential to create preventable public conflicts of use and resource impacts. It is critical that a more reasoned and detailed alternative is developed as a Proposed Action.
Thanks for your time and I look forward to seeing how the proposal evolves. 

Marty Almquist
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