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Survey Results

In late March 2001, the Montana Consensus Council mailed a short survey to about 1,000 people interested
in resource management planning (RMP) within the Dillon Field Office of the U.S. Bureau of Land
Managem ent. The mailing list was provided by th e BLM. Th e survey presented three questions d esigned to
ask the public how they would like to provide input for the resource management planning process, and
what public participation strategies would be most effective.

Out o f 1,000 s urveys m ailed, a tot al of 263  people c omple ted and  returned  surveys  by April 3 0, 2001 . This
is a return rate of 26 percent. Another 136 (13.6 percent) were returned as undeliverable.

Some  people d id not co mplete  all parts of th e survey , while ot hers add ed writt en com ments . Most p eople
gave their responses using the suggested three-point scale, where 1 is the most important, effective, or
preferred, and 3 is the least. A few people, however, ranked the criteria from 1 to 8 (or 1 to 4 in the case of
Question 3). Finally, a few people used check marks instead of numbers, with no indication of greater or
lesser importance or effectiveness among item s checked. For these responses, we assigned  a value of “1” to
all check marks.

This report sum marizes resu lts from the survey, w hich, we em phasize, is but the first step in
designing the public participation component of the resource management planning process. The
information reported here is by no means final or complete. Additional information will be
gathered during the next “interview” phase of the process, as well as during other public scoping
throughout the duration of the RMP process.

Question 1. What are your primary interests in BLM lands?

The first question on the survey asked  people to rank eight interests and an “other” catego ry as “most
important,” “less important,” or “least important.”  Each of the eight interests (as well as interests identified
by respondents under “other”) was ranked as most important by at least some of the respondents. Table 1
lists the interests in order of the number of people who ranked them as most important. “Wildlife and fish”
was ranked m ost important by 133 peop le (51 percent of respondents), and also received the few est
rankings as least important. The next three “most important” interests, in order, are livestock grazing,
outdoor recreation, and watershed . Only one interest (cultural and historical resources) was ranked as m ost
important by less than 20 percent of survey  respondents (see Table 1).

Table 1. Ranking the Importance of Interests.
Interest Number (and Percentage) of

People W ho Ranked  this
Interest as “ Most Im portant”

Number (and Percentage) of
People W ho Ranked  this

Interest as “ Least 
Importa nt”

Wildlife & Fish 133 (51%) 12 (5%)

Livestock Grazing 120 (46% ) 33 (13%)

Outdoor Recreation 113 (43%) 37 (14%)

Watershed 112 (43%) 18 (7%)

Wilderness 68 (26%) 71 (27%)

Oil, Ga s, & Min erals 66 (25%) 51 (19%)

Timber 63 (24%) 39 (15%)

Cultural & Historical Resources 38 (14%) 56 (21%)

Other 37 (14%) 0

Respondents identified the following “other” interests, most of which were ranked as most important:
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Educational use Big game hunting Multiple use
Balance Sage grouse critical habitat Trails

Public access Land exchange policy OHV  access
Bird watching Fishing Paleontology
Mineral exploration Snow mobile  trails Stop the let burn policy

Riparian management Native ecosystems Jobs/commodities

Utility resources ACEC designations Weed management

Minimizing resource damage Water Vegetation health

Balanced ecological
management

Economic Sta bility Sale of land/Subdivisions

Tax base and payments in lieu
of taxes

Maximum benefits for
Montanans

Post-fire timber managem ent 

Coordinated BLM/USFS
management

Impacts to Coun ty finances,
growth policy and local
economic and environmental
health

Interagency cooperative
projects, e.g. walk in hunting,
ecosystem plan, Blackfoot
River planning, etc.

Question 2. What is the most effective way for you to provide input to the BLM for this
planning and decision-making process?

The second question on the survey asked people to rank eight methods for providing public input and an
“other” category as “most effective,” “somewhat effective,” or “least effective.” Each of the eight methods
(as well as methods identified by respondents under “other”) was ranked as most effective by at least some
of the respondents. Table 2 lists the method s in order of the number of people w ho ranked them as m ost
effective. “Surveys and questionnaires” was ranked most effective by 132 people (50 percent of
respondents). “Public meetings and hearings” was ranked most effective by 106 people (40 percent) and was
ranked least effective by the fewest number of people. Four methods (submit your own alternative, open
houses, advisory committees and the Internet) were ranked “most effective” by less than 20 percent of the
respondents and ranked  “least effective” by more than 20 percen t of the respondents (see Table 2).
 

Table 2. Ranking the Importance of Public Participation Methods.
Method Number (and Percentage) of

People W ho Ranked  this
Interest as “Most Effective”

Number (and Percentage) of
People W ho Ranked  this

Interest as “Least  Effective”

Surveys and Questionnaires 132 (50%) 31 (12%)

Public Meetings or Hearings 106 (40%)  26 ( 10%)

Focus  Group s or citizen  panels  72 (27%) 39 (15%)

Collaborative Problem Solving 67 (25%) 50 (19%)

Submit own Alternative 43 (16%) 72 (27%)

Open Houses 44 (17%) 63 (23%)

Advisory Committees 28 (11%) 75 (29%)

Web Pages and the Internet 20 ( 8%) 86 (33%)

Other  9 (  3%) 0

Respondents identified the following  list of “other” input options:
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• Submit letters regarding specific issues
• Meet with BLM
• One-on-one meetings with BLM Range Cons
• Field trips
• NEPA/FLPMA
• Review draft docu ments
• Use all op tions to re ach as m any peo ple as pos sible
• Put artic le in new spaper an d encourage th e public t o apply p ressure as  well as ad vise  othe r counc il

memb ers

Question 3. Would you like to further help design the public participation process for the
Resource Management Plan? If no, please explain. If yes, how would you like to provide
input?

The thir d ques tion on th e survey  asked p eople w hether th ey wou ld like to fu rther help  design t he pub lic
participation process and, if so, to rank four formats for providing input (and an “other”  category) as “most
preferred,” “somewhat preferred,” or “least preferred.” E ach of the four formats (as well as formats
identified by respondents under “o ther”) was ranked as m ost effective by at least some of the respondents.
Ninety  respond ents (34  percent)  indicate d that th ey did n ot wan t to furthe r help de sign the p ublic
participation process. They did so either with a “no” answer or by declining to complete that portion of the
survey. Table 3 lists the formats in order of the number of people who ranked them as most effective. “One-
on-one interviews” and “small group interviews with like minded people” were ranked most effective by 87
people (33 percent of respondents) and 78 people (30 percent), respectively. Participation “through one or
more people who  can speak on my beh alf” was ranked “mo st preferred” by 19 people (7 percent) and  “least
preferred” by 66 people (25 percen t) (see Table 3).

Table 3. Ranking the Importance of Formats to Help Design the Public Participation
Process.

Format Number (and Percentage) of
People W ho Ranked  this

Interest as “Most Preferred”

Number (and Percentage) of
People W ho Ranked  this

Interest as “ Least 
Preferred”

One-on-One Interview 87 (33%) 26 (10%)

Small Group Interview 78 (30%) 8 (3%)

Existing Public Forum 57 (22%) 9 (4%)

Others  Speak  on my B ehalf 19 ( 7%) 66 (25%)

Other 8 (3%)

Respondents identified the following  list of other options to assist with the design of the process:

• Via e-m ail
• Field trips with the manager there to answer questions
• Use exam ples of what h as been don e before

Respondents  w ho indicated that they did not w ant to further help design the public participation process
offered the following explanations for declining to participate:

• Live too far away
• Live out of state
• Limited interest in public lands in the Dillon area
• Lack of time
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• NEPA  process is adequate
• Don’t have the expertise and/or experience
• Confident in the RAC
• Confid ent in the  BLM  to involv e the pu blic
• Skeptical that anything meaningful will come from being involved

Comments

Many respondents also offered written comments about their interests and concerns. We have paraphrased
them here. More issues will likely be raised as this process moves forward.

• Control the special interests and get young people involved.

• There a re too m any spec ial interest g roups th at don’t e ven w ant our fo rests used  at all.

• Our groups [PLAA and Anaconda Sportsmen] are particularly concerned about land exchanges and
loss of access to public lands. The BLM  has not done a very good  job here in the Butte office in these
areas. The Dillon resource office has done a much better job.

• Surveys are good, if the information they produce is actually used.

• Many  resident s of the B itterroot [re create] o n the Be averhea d NF  and BL M land s in that are a. Public
meetings should be scheduled in Hamilton and Missoula and not just in Butte, Dillon, and Lima.

• Friends of the Bitterroot has, for over a decade, taken an active role in the administration of the
Beaverhead NF. We have participated fully in the NEPA process covering such things as grazing
allotments, proposed timber sales, ORV use and administration, mining, trail construction,
reconstruction and maintenance, watershed restoration, transportation planning, land management
planning, etc. We fully intend to continue that process on the federal public lands (natural resource
lands) administered by the BLM’s Dillon office.

• Be good to the land.

• Listen to the people that have been on  the land all of their lives. Learn from history with regard to
natural resources. Learn what has happened and why. Use this information to help solve resource
problems. Most of our resource prob lem is no boss, too much pu blic, and nothing gets done to
improve resource. No management because of public bickering and no one with authority to do
anything.

• These deals are all just window-dressing. You folks have no interest in listening to folks who have had
the respo nsibility of c aring for th ese land s since the  Taylor G razing A ct was e nacted . You’re  more “ in
tune” with the supposed “masses”—the enviro groups who don’t care about the resource like we
have. They just want to control and kick us off the land. Unfortunately, for the sake of this country,
they’re slowly succeeding. The agency seems more apt to try and please the public than the rancher
who is paying and taking responsibility of the lease. We feel it is a waste of our time to get involved.
We’ve been caring for this land since the Taylor Grazing Act was enacted, but our opinions mean
nothing. Those that have no financial responsibility are who you listen to.

• All interests are important to the citizens of Butte-Silver Bow. Our primary interest is to foster
multiple use of BLM  lands.

• My interest is in having a balance among the competing activities and in finding ways to be good
stewards w hile permitting a ctivities to occur.
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• I am skeptical that anything meaningful will come from being involved.

• Hopefully, to Gov. Judy M artz. None of the above (interests) can be accom plished if you continue to
torch Montana with your stupid let burn policy. That policy destroys all the above (list of interests) for
years to come. What the hell good does it do for an individual to respond to any of the above
(question #2 list). The BLM has their minds made up and that’s the way it will continue to be. An
ounce of common sense would work wonders. The people in Montana are used to putting fires out
and they don’t need 8 days training to continue the fires going like you people did last summer. How
many ranchers had the fires nearly contained on their property and then have you people come and
order the m aw ay so fire co uld con tinue to b urn. Th at happe ned no t once bu t many  times. I ho pe it
never happens here. I know w here this little letter will go, but I hope at least one of you reads it.
Native Montanan.

• Four more years of paper shuffling. Livestock grazing—the Montana Wildlife Federation peddled a
so-called riparian grazing program to federal agencies. This program is a total failure. What n ext?
“Paper shuffling” Waste of time (regarding #2)  Bad idea. This spreads to public out to ask questions
to the spe cialist. I wa nt the m anager’s fe et put to  the fire. BL M m anagers  must b e held ac counta ble
but now they are not. The manager must respond directly to the public concern and follow up on the
ground with the questions. BLM has continued to resist the opportunity to develop rest-rotation
grazing programs on public land. Rest-rotation grazing, as developed by Augus L. Hormay, is the only

system that works. The so-called “riparian” is a total failure. I was a wildlife biologist with the BLM
for 35 years in Montana and I can tell you that nothing will be accomplished by this paper shuffling
exercise for 4 more years. The lack of field experience of the current BLM and poor leadership at
higher lev els will crea te more  of the sam e after the  exercise is  over. BL M has d rifted aw ay from  their
multip le use m andate  over the  last 10 ye ars and I e xpect n o return t o norm al.

• I am trying to convey to you as a ranc her that managed grazing  is beneficial not only to me but also to
other inte rests – w ildlife, recre ation, w atershed , etc. 

• All of the interests (question #1 list – except watershed and wilderness) are important for the
economy and the health of the land. A recent C-Span hearing held by the Senator from Idaho
produ ced m emos st ating pu blic inpu t was to  meet re quirem ents and  the plans  were d ecided  weeks  in
advance. I would like to help but it has been my experience that input is useless as government policy
is preset and the government will not deal in good faith. Environmentalists make the rules and the
general public is not considered in all policy.

• I may w ant to resp ond to t he propo sed reso urce m anagem ent plan b ut not in  the desig n of the pu blic
participation process.

• Quite one-sided (question #2). General directives that fits all areas and states. Montana is even
different  from ea st to we st. One s ize does n’t fit all.

• As an adjacent resource manager, I’m interested in being informed about the proposed management
so we can evaluate how  that matches what w e are managing for. There are only 3 sections adjacen t to
the Targhee NF on my District (Ashland/Island Park)

• These la nds sho uld be m anaged  for max imum  benefit of  Mont anan’s w hile main taining a s ustainab le
condition.

• I really like the standard process. 1) Have a public scoping open house to get ideas not just about
issues but also about how to respond to them. 2) Open house and comment on draft. The problem
with a m ore inten sive proc ess, like foc us grou ps (the be st of the lot ) and tas k forces a nd espe cially
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collaborative pro cesses is that they slo w dow n the who le process and w ear you dow n and then y ou’re
still nowhere when all the non-participants show u p and find fault with the result.

• Encourage BLM to consider a newsletter to inform public of RMP process and alternatives and issues
in order to stimulate public thought processes and promote and invite public comment. Make
newsletter available on paper and on the Internet an d/or via e-mail. Meet w ith local community
organizations/groups. Hold p ublic meetings.

• You have a responsibility to preserve and protec t these lands for future generations.

• I don’t have much faith in the public involvement process especially since your ranking system seems
to be look ing for a “m agic bulle t.” Ther e needs  to be as m any optio ns as poss ible for pu blic
interaction. Doing things the same w ay over and over doesn’t do  much for obtaining new  results.
Also, cf Linda Ellison’s letters for her critique of each of the methods for public involvem ent.

• It looks like a good public participation process is in place.

• They are all equally important (interests in question #1). That is why multiple use concepts need to be
maintained  and the vario us uses balanc ed with eac h other.

• My prim ary interest in BL M lands is to se e that their overa ll integrity of health con tinues to supp ort
native ecosystems.

• I don’t know anything about planning a public participation process!  But, I’m willing to try.

• Water – if one manages the landscape to obtain water, all the other resources, i.e. landscape, will be
managed correctly. The w ater naturally has to meet the fed/state standard s.

• I like to snowmobile and go 4-wheeling on my ATV and any restrictions on these recreations are not
to my idea of good public policy.

• I want to stay updated on the issues and make decisions on scientific data.

• All must be balanced (interests in #1) with each other. I would like it to be used but used properly.

• Based on the Gravelly landscape analysis experience, it will help to have a focused purpose with BLM
authority clearly presented at the outset and a reasonable time frame for the process to unfold and be
completed.

• Have BLM show me where they are spending our wildlife money and look closer at land pooling and
other land deals.

• Is this the one [referring to open houses] where you are met at the door, taken to a corner, debriefed
and sent on your way without hearing what others came to say?

• Timber harvest, livestock grazing, oil and gas development can be done without degrading recreation,
water, and/or fish and wildlife if done p roperly.

• I believe that BLM has the experience and expertise to do the public participation process fairly and
correctly.
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• My interests are only for long-range use. These lands belong  to all the people in the US, not just
Montanans! W e must stop thinking of our personal interests and m ake plans for future generations.
We have already ch eated future citizens of US of some  use of natural resources.

• I would  rather see  Mont ana citize ns who  have live  in Mon tana for m ore than  20 years  and resid e in
the Dillon Resource Area participate. My home has always been in eastern MT. Therefore, I may not
be able to adequately add ress southwestern MT  issues.

• Need coordinated management and staffing opportunities with the Forest Service. Providing “service
first.”

• People in Montana need to be able to make a living. We can’t all work for the government. Someone
has to produce the products and the things we need to survive. Gas, oil, timber, cattle and recreation
and mining all of these are needed for growth.

• NEPA process must form the backbone of public involvement. This is vital for those not living in the
immediate area.

• In response to the phrase “RMP will allocate” – Don’t you believe it, they will go against fair play and
will favor the greenies. In response to question #1 – getting government personnel back to making
land available to  us instead of alw ays closing it up. (3 ) Since these (p ublic meetin gs or hearings) are
always rigged their way for most government meetings. So far, they have never listened (to own
alternatives).

• Interested in ecosystem man agement from a m ultiple use perspective that conserves watershed s,
airsheds, vegetation, soils, fish and wildlife, and endangered species.

• Wondering why the public participation processes established under NEPA and FLPM A are not
adequate me ans to gather public input.

• Outdoor recreation, livestock grazing, timber, minerals, watershed and wildlife and fish are all rated as
a number 1 priority. All of these are possible and necessary in the year 2001 and beyond. Cultural and
historical resources should also be preserved by they should not always be able to be used by special
interest groups to get their way. Wilderness should be our last priority, unless common sense is used
in making the regulations.

• I think the most productive forum is a citizens panel that includes diverse interests, with an
opportunity for the public not on the panel to express their views as well. I also think some one-on-
one outreach or small group interviews are very important to include people who don’t have the time
or inclinat ion to par ticipate in  formal p rocesses b ut are affe cted by  BLM  decision s. Witho ut this
outreac h, they ca n com e aroun d at the e nd and  underm ine the w hole proc ess and s ay they w eren’t
consulted.
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Preliminary Conclusions

1. Wildlife and Fish, Livestock Grazing, Outdoor Recreation and Watershed were ranked most important by
the greatest number of people responding to the survey. But all of the listed interests (and those identified
under “other”) were ranked as most important by a significant number of respondents. The resource
management planning process should accommodate public participation to seek a fair, effective, and
reasonable balance among the se interests.

2. Most people prefer Surveys and Questionnaires, and Public Meetings or Hearings as the most effective
ways to provide input to the BLM for the resource management planning process. Some people also favor
Focus G roups or Citize n Panels, and C ollaborative Pro blem Solv ing (though  not in the form  of advisory
committees). This sugge sts that most people prefer the approach com monly used in the N EPA process,
perhaps relying o n focus grou ps and citizen p anels to addre ss specific issues, and  with an em phasis, where
appropriate, on collaborative problem solving.

3. Mos t people w ho wan t to furthe r help de sign a pu blic particip ation pro cess prefe r a one-on -one or sm all-
group interview. A number also favor relying on an existing public forum. We should interview those who
requested a one-on-one interview and arrange small-group interviews that include existing public forums
(such as  the Big H ole Watershed  Com mittee a nd the B eaverhe ad Co mmu nity Foru m, etc.). M any peo ple
also said they do NOT wish to further participate in the process design. We may want to include room for
people to comment on substantive issues (such as how to frame the issues to be addressed by the RMP)

during the interviews, perhaps after we have heard their advice on process design.


