_________________________�To:  pwoods@cityofboise.org�    jeff_sayre@craig.senate.gov�    Scott_Forssell@blm.gov�    joppenheimer@wildidaho.org��From:  Larry McLaud, Friends of the Clearwater��Please accept the following comments on the proposed Foothills Land exchange:��This controversial land exchange proposal is complicated (perhaps by design?), and raises a number of concerns for the American public.��The meeting held in Moscow on September 22, 2004 was inadequate because:


1. Inaccurate maps were displayed with dated land ownership and were unclear in regards to the parcels to be traded. ��2. No written material was offered to explain the trade such as a feasibility study or draft proposed bill.��3. No appraisals for the land to be traded were available.��4. No environmental impact statement was prepared as to the effects of this trade on federal public lands.��5. No Forest Service official was present to talk about the overall impacts this proposed trade would have.


Given the above limitations, it is very hard for the public to assess the overall impact of this proposed land trade.  Friends of the Clearwater (FOC) strongly suggest you correct the above limitations and then conduct another round of public meetings.  FOC strongly suggests a simpler administrative exchange be proposed instead of this legislative approach.��The overall tenor of the trade smacks of favoritism for the City of Boise as a special interest.  The American people would bare the costs by giving up federal timbered forestland to protect the view for Boise.  This proposed trade is unfair to American landowners and would effectively lower the public assets for all Americans. ��This proposed trade would be illegal if proposed by the usual administrative methods.  Legislating the exchange will trample the public's right to all the relevant information, full disclosure and the ability to appeal.��Below are comments of specific parts of this proposal as I understand it now but without more and correct information they are not complete.  Limitations cited above hinder my ability to give complete comments.��The Idaho State parcels in Ada County would only marginally protect the Boise city viewshed. The State parcel farthest north of Boise is large and would have only a minimal effect on the view from the city. I suggest this parcel be dropped from the trade.��Forest Service Lands in the former Pits Land Exchange proposal have mature timber and offer important resource values for wildlife and people.  Considering the Clearwater National Forest is below the 10 percent minimum for old growth; conserving and protecting mature forests should be a priority.  The State of Idaho is busy liquidating the last of old growth on state lands.  Trading these parcels would decrease habitat for a number of important species on national forest lands.  My suggestion is to drop these parcels that have mature forests such as on Mica Mountain and Schwartz Creek.��The Willow Creek parcels should also be dropped as they will not "block up" ownership for the State of Idaho.  The proposed trade would further fragment the ownership patterns in that area.��The Grandmother Mountain segment of the proposed trade needs to include the WSA protections for any BLM land traded to the Forest Service.  FOC has concerns regarding inconsistencies of this land exchange in the Grandmother Mountain area.  In the 1992 Idaho-Arkansas Land Exchange Act, BLM land that was transferred to FS was specifically required to be managed according the language contained in section 603(c) of the Federal Land Management and Policy Act.  However, in the current proposal, additional BLM land immediately adjacent to those lands transferred in 1992 contain no such restrictions. Better yet include a simple clean Wilderness designation for the entire roadless section of Grandmother Mountain, including all BLM and Forest Service lands in the area.��� Crystal Lake:�      Under this proposal, BLM would acquire lands from the State of Idaho that are adjacent to or surrounded by the BLM Crystal Lake Wilderness Study Area (WSA).  Any such lands acquired by BLM from the State should be managed by BLM under the same restrictions as lands included in the WSA, and should be formally included in the WSA if they meet the minimum criteria established for WSAs.  The legislation should reflect management of this acquired land.�


FOC will likely have more comments as more information is made available to the public.


