February 25, 2026

Rob Davies — Ranger

Hungry Horse Ranger Station
PO Box 190340

Hungry Horse, MT 59919

Re: Comments on Draft CRMP and its associated Environmental Assessment
Submitted via https:/ / cara.fs2c.usda.gov /Public/ CommentInput?Project=56536

Dear Ranger Davies;

Please accept these comments in the above matter into the public record. They are
submitted on behalf of Swan View Coalition and Friends of the Wild Swan. We
incorporate by reference further comments being submitted by Friends of the Wild
Swan. We also incorporate by reference our 1/30/25 comments on the CRMP Proposed
Action.

In short, the CRMP and EA are fatally flawed by assuming that User Capacity can be set
at or above existing use levels on all stretches of these rivers, which assumes that no
harm is currently being done to the Outstandingly Remarkable Values (ORVs) you are
charged with protecting and enhancing under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.
Moreover, the EA is fatally flawed by not considering a wide range of reasonable
alternatives as required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) given the
numerous “unresolved conflicts” inherent in management of these rivers. In fact, given
the high degree of public controversy and disagreement about essential data and
science, the preparation of an EIS is required.

We alerted you that river use levels in the 1980s were degrading ORVs in our 1/30/25
scoping letter, based on the experience of our members. We are not alone in finding that
river use levels are most certainly degrading ORVs now and are already beyond
sustainable user capacity. The 2/19/26 Flathead Beacon reports on your 2/17/26 public
CRMP meeting;:

Joe Basirico, a former commercial outfitter who's been floating the Flathead River
system since before the Wild and Scenic Act was written, said he’s concerned
about the degree to which the conditions of the three forks have deteriorated in
the past 20 years. Specifically, he said commercial use has reached unsustainable
levels, and the plan doesn’t provide any consequential guardrails.



“My concerns are with the capacity numbers. I started one of the first two
commercial river companies in Glacier Park the year before the Flathead was
declared a Wild and Scenic River,” Basirico said Feb. 17 during a public
information meeting. “So when one talks about outstanding remarkable values I
know what they are and they do not exist anymore, not anywhere near what
they were back then.”

... For Basirico, the user capacities on the Middle Fork, especially, are already
too high; allowing for a 300% increase makes it “impossible to think that isn’t
degrading the outstanding remarkable values that we're talking about.”

... “The new CRMP gives the commercial outfitters a 70% increase in their user
days between Paola Creek and Blankenship,” Mike Burr, a Columbia Falls
resident and longtime river runner. “That’s quite a bonus to the raft companies.”

... "If we start to see a decline in conditions, we see more complaints, we start to
have problems, we might have to institute some management actions,” Davies
said.

In other words, the public has been telling the agencies that use levels are already
exceeding levels that would sustain ORVs, but the agencies aren’t hearing it, let alone
acting on it. Instead, the agencies assume they can increase existing use levels by 11-
299% on every single stretch of these rivers! And they think they can increase
commercially permitted service days by 71% overall and by up to 1259% on some
Recreation segments! (See our attached Table 1). The whole CRMP process is based on a
flawed assumption, after admitting that existing user and resource conflict data is
essentially inadequate:

For the Three Forks of the Flathead River, the agencies have determined that
current visitor use is not presently degrading any river values, but on many
segments may be getting close.

Resource specialists estimated user capacities on the various reaches of the Three
Forks by first estimating existing use and considering how much more use the
stretch could absorb before the limiting attribute would be degraded.

(CRMP Appendix B, pages xix and iv, respectively). To make matters worse, the
agencies invent a new limiting attribute, “freedom of access,” to argue for increased
river use - even though “freedom of access” is not an ORV, let alone an ORV that must
be protected and enhanced under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act! “Freedom of access”
is then used to not look at an alternative in the EA that would set user capacity at
current use levels:

The first alternative considered and dismissed was to set user capacity at current
use levels rather than at the estimated user capacity proposed in this EA. This
alternative was developed from scoping comments requesting use levels capped
to protect/enhance recreation experience, as well as potentially reducing impacts
to bull trout populations by users. This alternative was dismissed as setting
capacity at current levels would likely have significant effects on freedom of



access, a critical component of the recreation outstandingly remarkable values
"wide range of recreational opportunities.”

(EA at 14). The phrases “freedom of access” and “wide range of recreational
opportunities,” however, appear nowhere in the agencies’ January 2013 “Outstandingly
Remarkable Values Assessment of the Flathead River System.” Nor do they appear in
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. It appears the agencies are making stuff up.

Another indication that the agencies are not listening to the non-commercial public is
the fact that they increased commercially permitted service days by up to 72% on 6 of
the 10 river segments as they revised their Proposed Action between January 2025 and
February 2026! (See our attached Table 2). Simply put, our review of the CRMP and EA
indicates the agencies have no intention of restoring ORVs to preexisting conditions nor
of recognizing problems and correcting them before ORVs are further degraded.

What the agencies propose instead is to continue to deny any serious problems exist, to
spend a bunch of time collecting more data, and then taking years to take any corrective
actions should the facts finally pierce the agencies’ denial. The CRMP is a plan to
greatly increase human impacts to the rivers and not trim back user levels and service
days where they are already excessive, regardless of the impacts to ORVs.

The CRMP totally kicks the can down the road by denying that current uses exceed user
capacity. It unreasonably expects the public to believe the agencies will take corrective
action in the future when it is unwilling to take such actions now, all the while
demonstrating that the agencies will instead increase use levels under the banner of
“freedom of access.”

For example, capacities are much higher than the current use in some
management units where the limiting attribute is the recreational experience.
Under the proposed action in these areas, the desired condition emphasizes
maintaining access to the river with a minimum amount of use restrictions rather
than managing for low densities of use.

(CRMP Appendix B, page iii). And the public is supposed to believe that greatly
increased user density will not harm the quality of the recreation experience, something
the CRMP conflates with “range of recreation opportunities?”

The interdisciplinary team . . . determined that the Recreation ORYV, the range of
recreation opportunities, was the limiting attribute on all but one management
unit . ..

(CRMP Appendix B, page v). One can clearly maintain a broad range of recreation
opportunities without increasing user densities. In fact, increasing user densities greatly
decreases opportunities to experience these rivers in less crowded conditions.

The CRMP is also a gift to commercial river outfitters at the expense of maintaining and
restoring Outstandingly Remarkable Values. It is another unfortunate, typical bow to
big business at the expense of the recreational experience itself, scenery, fish, and
wildlife — the very ORVs the law is supposed to protect.



The NEPA, even as newly interpreted by the Trump administration, requires that an EA
or EIS include a broad range of alternatives to the Proposed Action, including a No
Action alternative against which to compare the impacts of the various alternatives,
when there are “unresolved conflicts” about uses of resources. The CRMP and its draft
EA clearly indicate that unresolved conflicts remain, yet the EA includes no alternatives
to an apparently modified Proposed Action (see the attached Table 2), not even a No
Action alternative. This violates NEPA.

Moreover, the CRMP and EA also show that substantial uncertainty and controversy
exist regarding both existing data and how data will be collected in the future. Indeed,
significant uncertainty is displayed in the CRMPs denial of current excessive impacts
and its reliance on the “adaptive management” described therein, as though the
agencies will be more responsive to future data than they are now. In the face of this
significant uncertainty and controversy, the preparation of an EIS is required.

The breadth of some of this uncertainty and controversy could be better understood if
the public were able to review the comments being submitted currently and the
comments submitted on the PA during scoping. You continue, however, to keep the
Public Reading Room for this project closed, as you did with the Granite Moccasin
Project until after the close of the comment period. (See the attached screenshot of the
Reading Room). We can understand this behavior as nothing short of an effort to
hamper public understanding and informed public comments.

We ask that you open the Public Reading Room ASAP and prepare a draft EIS in this
matter.

Sincerely,

KeMn
Keith J. Hammer and for Arlene Montgomery
Chair Program Director
Swan View Coalition Friends of the Wild Swan
keith@swanview.org arlene@wildswan.org
Attachments:

Table 1: Changes in Overall Use Days and Changes in Permitted Service Days
Table 2: Change in Total User Capacity; Scoping Proposed Action v. Draft CRMP

2/24/26 Screenshot show the CRMP Public Reading Room still closed / not active



Table 1: Changes in Overall Use Days (persons per day) and Changes in Permitted Service Days

Segment Existing Use User Capacity Change Existing Permit SD Proposed Permit SD Change
NF SCE MU1 235 310 32% 814 814 0%
NF SCE MU2 185 480 159%

NF REC 160 360 125% 641 8712 1259%
MF WILD 55 150 173% 436 436 0%
MF REC MU1 95 105 11% 1031 1031 0%
MF REC MU2 947 1220 29% 63347 73810 17%
MF REC MU3 476 1900 299% 9688 45980 375%
SF WILD MU1 80 90 13% 557 557 0%
SF WILD MU2 15 30 100% 283 283 0%
SF REC 35 70  100% 354 354 0%
EDUCATIONAL* 0 150

TOTAL 2283 4715 107% 77151 132127 71%
Sources:

Draft CRMP Existing Use and User Capacity taken from February CRMP EA, Table 3, page 9.

Draft CRMP Service Days taken from February 2026 draft CRMP, Table 10, pages 103-104.

* Proposed "additional Education and Special Groups outfitting and guide permit for no more than

150 user days." February 2026 draft CRMP, Table 10, page 103.

Source documents are available at

Prepared by Keith Hammer on 2/18/26.

https://www.fs.usda.gov/r01/flathead/projects/56536




Table 2: Change in Total User Capacity (persons per day); Scoping Proposed Action v Draft CRMP

Segment Scoping Capacity DCRMP Capacity % Change

NF SCE MU1 180 310 72%
NF SCE MU2 450 480 7%
NF REC 330 360 9%
MF WILD 170 150 -12%
MF REC MU1 100 105 5%
MF REC MU2 1100 1220 11%
MF REC MU3 1280 1900 48%
SF WILD MU1 90 90 0%
SF WILD MU2 30 30 0%
SF REC 70 70 0%
TOTAL 3800 4715 24%
Sources:

Scoping Capacity taken from 1/6/25 Proposed Action, Table 3, page 17.
Draft CRMP Capacity taken from February 2026 draft CRMP, Table 10, pages 103-104.

Source documents available at  https://www.fs.usda.gov/r01/flathead/projects/56536

Prepared by Keith Hammer on 2/18/26.






	260225 SVC-FOWS on CRMP
	Table 1 CRMP Existing v Proposed
	Table 2 Scoping v CRMP Capacity
	Screenshot 2026-02-24 at 12.04.49 PM.png

