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"Joe Becker" <bjoe@ccxn.com>  
06/07/2006 09:30 AM 
Please respond to 
"Joe Becker" <bjoe@ccxn.com> 
To 
<necarmp@ca.blm.gov> 
cc 
 
bcc 
 
Subject 
BLM Alturas Draft Resource Management Plan 
 
 
 
 
Dear BLM Manager: 
I have traveled to Northeastern California on various camping and hunting  
vacation during all seasons of the year. This country is the ultimate for  
sportspeople because it is sparsely populated and supports many species of  
wildlife, vegetation and birds. My wife and I are both California Hunter  
Education Instructor , plus very involved with archery hunting and  
organizations in our state. And are aware of the many changes our federal  
agencies continue to make in federally owned lands and their uses.  
  
Thus we ask that you continue to keep our sportspeople both hunting &  

2-1 fishing in mind during your future changes to management plans. And as  
always the wildlife and habitat that supports life for each specie.  
  
Thank you in advance for supporting outdoor recreation and management  
through hunting of our natural resources.  
Sincerely & God Bless; 
  
Joe & Joan Becker 
733 Queens Ave.  
Yuba City, CA. 95991 
530-751-7767 
bjoe@ccxn.com 



"Bickfords" <bicky@frontiernet.net>  
07/26/2006 10:37 PM 
To 
<necarmp@ca.blm.gov> 
cc 
 
bcc 
 
Subject 
Comments on Alturas Field Office Draft RMP and EIS 
 
Ken Bickford 
539-550 Pittville Rd 
McArthur, Ca 96056 
  
2.6 Fuels Management 
  
   Fuels management should be a high priority 
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   Fuels management isn't about stopping fires, nothing can do that. It's  
about having a cool ground fire promoting growth instead of a crown fire  
destroying the whole stand.Good fuels management will lead to easier fire  
control. 
   In this way I don't think that the preferred alternative ( 2.6.10 ) is  
enough, I think alternative 2 (2.6.8 ) is better because it is more  
aggressive. Chemical treatments are helpful in that plants killed one year  
can be used to start a prescribed fire the next year when the fire danger  
is low and fires are hard to start. Biological fuels treatments are  
expensive unless you can get operators to do it for the feed ( but "red  
tape" probably will prevent it from being done in a timely manner ). 
   Consistency is the main thing. If you start and then stop a project you  
will lose what you've gained because the forest and brush will grow back  
to where it was before. Start small and expand when people see the results  
and you gain experience. 
  
2.4 Fire Management 
  
   I prefer 2.4.8 to 2.4.11 because putting the fire out quickly doesn't  
really solve the problem. The next fire beyond the last fire line will be  3-2 bigger because it will have another year of fuel to burn. 
   But on the other hand you are playing with fire. 
  
   I would prefer 2.4.19 to 2.4.22 for the timber salvage, but in the end  

3-3 it probably won't make a difference. The wood will be rotten and no good  
by the time it gets out of the courts. 
  
2.1 Air Quality 
  
   Smoke is natural with the forest. You can have it with wildfires, plus  
spend lots of money and risk the lives of the firefighters, or you can  3-4 
have it with prescribed burns, plus spend less money and have less risk  
for firefighters, but either way you will have the smoke. 
  
2.3.6 Saleable Minerals 
  
   I would prefer 2.3.6.8 . Cinders are more of an environmentally sound  3-5 
material than asphalt or concrete to use and there are less problems when  
you are done with the materials. 



"Brasher, DeEllen M CIV, CNRSW" <deellen.brasher@navy.mil>  
06/26/2006 09:40 AM 
To 
<necarmp@ca.blm.gov> 
cc 
"Brasher, DeEllen M CIV, CNRSW" <deellen.brasher@navy.mil> 
bcc 
 
Subject 
Alturas Resource Management Plan Comments from Military 
 
 
 
 
Alturas RMP Planning Coordinator:  
On behalf of the Department of Defense activities that utilize the  
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airspace that overlies the area covered by the Alturas RMPs, we offer  
military language for your consideration to insert into each BLM RMP  
either for the initial plan or as they come up for renewal.  We are in the  
process of working this language with BLM in California, NV and AZ.    We  
appreciate the opportunity to provide comments for your review.  I  
understand I will need to provide comments for each individual plan and  
therefore, will submit this language under each project.  Our military  
language is shown below.  Please call me if you have questions regarding  
this language. 
"BLM shall consult with the military and jointly analyze any impacts to  
the military mission including; Military Operating Areas (MOAs), Military  
Training Routes (MTRs), air space, coastal, and ground access, when making  
any land use decisions on BLM property at the earliest possible time to  
minimize impacts to current and future military mission uses. Examples of  
land uses that could impact the military mission include, but are not  
limited to, recommendations for wilderness designation, habitat  
improvement projects, environmental restoration projects, public utility  
development (e.g., erection of cell phone towers, electrical transmission  
lines, wind energy towers and solar array towers), large mining  
development, recreational development (e.g., campgrounds, visitor  
centers), and land exchanges for the purpose of facilitating the preceding  
land uses."  
Regarding wind energy towers, this language is consistent with and  
supports language in the programmatic EIS for wind energy development  
completed by BLM last year, which states, “Incompatibility with military  
missions could be a basis for permit denial should there be no available  
mitigation options.” 
DeEllen M. Brasher  
Regional Environmental Coordinator Officer  
Commander, Navy Region Southwest  
33000 Nixie Way  
FASW Bldg. 50; Rm 332  
San Diego, CA  92147-5110  
(619) 524-6263  
Provide comments for Environmental Services at:  
< 
https://ice.disa.mil/index.cfm?fa=card&site_id=720&service_provider_id=1003 
60>  
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Eagle Lake, Alturas      Karen Coulter, Director 
& Surprise RMP Comments        League Of Wilderness Defenders 
Attn: Planning Coordinator        Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project 
Bureau of Land Management     27803 Williams Lane 
Eagle Lake Field Office     Fossil, Oregon 97830 
2950 Riverside Dr.      (541) 468-2028 Office 
Susanville, CA 96130             (541) 385-9167 Voice mail 
 
        July 27th, 2006 
 
 We have combined our comments on the Draft Resource Management Plans for 
the Eagle Lake, Alturas, and Surprise management areas because our comments largely 
pertain to all three plans. 
 
In general, we support Alternative 2, emphasizing ecosystem restoration over other 
concerns but, feel that Alternative 2 is still not protective enough of wildlife habitat, soil, 
and water quality, wild horse herds and other natural values.  Our comments below 
indicate areas where Alt 2 could be strengthened. 

6-1 

 
We strongly support all of the proposed Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACECs).  We also support full protection of wilderness values in all Wilderness Study 
Areas (including no juniper manipulation, no herbicide use, no motorized use, no 
structures, etc.) and ask that all additional roadless areas close to or greater than 1,00 
acres also be fully protected for wilderness values and only be used for wildlife and 
primitive recreation. 
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 The Eagle Lake RMP should recommend more creeks as suitable for Wild and 
Scenic River designation, including Susan River, Willow Creek and Buffalo Creek.  We 
are also concerned that there is a blurring of “semi-primitive motorized” with “semi-
primitive non-motorized” designations as “back country.”  Motorized and non-motorized 
use areas must be clearly distinguished and the latter enforced. 
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 In general, the protection of streams and riparian areas should be prioritized to 
protect biodiversity.  This includes no chemical use near water, excluding livestock or 
cancelling allotments if there is riparian or water quality degradation from livestock use, 
decommissioning roads near streams, etc.  Roadless area protection from road incursions 
should also be emphasized.  All rare and federally or state-listed plant and animal species 
should be fully protected.  Native species should always be given preference over non-
natives. 
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Suitable and potential Sage-Grouse habitat should be fully protected from fragmentation 
and disturbance, including from mineral leasing activities, herbicide use, sagebrush 
removal, roading and high power lines, as well as OHV traffic, which should be confined 
to designated routes only in all three planning areas.  All livestock allotments currently 
not in use should be permanently cancelled.  Any allotments that are vacated for over a 
year should also be permanently cancelled.  Livestock should be excluded from all 
sensitive riparian areas either by fencing or by allotment cancellation. 
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p. 2 BMBP Comments – BLM RMPs 7/27/06 
 

Fire management should be with the goal of returning to a natural fire regime, meaning that 
too much fire suppression should be avoided.  Aggressive fire suppression should only occur 
within or near wildland-urban interface zones.  The use of fire retardant chemicals and new 
fuel break clearing should be avoided as much as possible. 
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Juniper reduction should leave junipers with old growth characteristics and leave patches of 
juniper for wildlife use in removal areas.  Any other tree removal should focus on the 
smallest trees as the most flammable fine fuels and leave all mature and old growth trees. 
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There should be no logging in roadless areas. 6-16 
 
There should be far less mineral extraction/leasing allowed and more acres of “No Surface 
Occupancy” restrictions. 
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6-18 Wild horse herds should be maintained at a minimum of 50 head to ensure genetic diversity.  

There should be no fertility control beyond adoption of excess horses.  Adoption procedures 
should be carefully monitored to ensure BLM employees/friends/family are not buying them 
all and allowing them to be slaughtered (as happened in the Burns area) and that none of 
them are slaughtered or mistreated, in accordance with the Wild Horse and Burro Protection 
Act.  We support Alt 2’s livestock rest/rotation system.  Why was “Oregon Spotted Frog” 
deleted from consideration (p. 2-233, Eagle Lake).  We oppose non-essential rock removal 
(such as decorative rock) and ask that fewer acres are left open to sand, cinder, & gravel 
extraction. 
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We support Alt. 2 road closures-or more.  All non-essential roads should be decommissioned 
if possible.  Wildlife needs and natural hydrologic functioning should be prioritized over 
reservoirs, livestock ponds and other water diversions. 
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RE: herbicide use: Toxic chemical use should be scheduled for reduction to zero over time.  
Eg. Use half as much as now in ten years, half as much as at 6 years in 20 years, etc.  Only 
use herbicides as a last resort and then use only normal (not maximum) application rates of 
the most ecologically benign herbicide available that would be effective.  Don’t use 2, 4-D, 
Dicamba, Picloram, Diuron, Diquat or other most toxic ingredients and formulas.  Don’t use 
acetolactate synthase – inhibiting herbicides, including chlorsulfuron, imazapyr, metsulfuran 
methyl and sulfometuron methyl as these are extremely potent herbicides that can stop seed 
germination of desirable plants and crops.  Don’t use aerial or boom spraying of herbicides or 
spray herbicides on or near water as these methods result in impacts to non-target plants and 
wildlife, as well as to soils.  Use only spot application of Triclopyr.  In general, prioritize 
prevention of invasive plants (see Region 6 Forest Service new Invasive Plant Management 
Plan for an example of a fairly thorough prevention program, though it could use 
improvement).  Don’t use toxic pesticides, lethal gas, napalm equivalents, strychnine bait, 
etc.  Stop using federal animal damage control (APHIS).  Make sure any biocontrols have 
been fully tested against representative native plants. 
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Thank you for consideration of our comments and please send us your record of decision. 
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Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company Eric Eisenman 

Director 
ISO Relations & FERC Policy 
 

77 Beale Street, Rm. 1079 
San Francisco, California 94105 
 
415-973-6172 
415-973-7226 (fax) 
exe3@pge.com 

 
 
July 27, 2006 
 
Alturas, Eagle Lake, and Surprise RMP Comments 
Attn: Planning Coordinator 
Bureau of Land Management 
Eagle Lake Field Office 
2950 Riverside Drive 
Susanville, CA 96130 
 
Re: Alturas, Eagle Lake, and Surprise Field Offices Draft Resource Management Plans and 
Environmental Impact Statements 
 
Dear Planning Coordinator, 
 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) appreciates the opportunity to provide the 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) with these comments to the BLM Alturas, Eagle 
Lake, and Surprise Field Offices’ Draft Resource Management Plans and Environmental 
Impact Statements (DRMP/EIS), as published in February 2006.  PG&E believes that careful 
consideration and coordination at the field office level with other efforts to implement 
relevant sections of the Energy Policy Act (EPAct) of 2005 is crucial to facilitate the growing 
energy needs of the U.S., including increasing demand, the related need for a more reliable 
bulk power system, and the desire to increase energy independence through environmentally-
friendly renewable energy. 
 
To this end, PG&E has participated in various public forums, including the scoping process 
for the West-wide Energy Corridor Programmatic EIS process, as required by Section 368 of 
the EPAct of 2005 and in which BLM is a cooperating agency as the designated agency for 
the Department of the Interior (DOI).  Upon conclusion of the West-wide Energy Corridor 
Programmatic EIS, Section 368 of the EPAct of 2005 specifies that the coordinating agencies 
will designate appropriate energy corridors on federal lands in 11 Western States, perform 
any environmental reviews required to complete corridor designation, and incorporate 
designated corridors into relevant agency land use plans.  On July 10, 2006, PG&E submitted 
its most recent comments in this process to the federal project team.  As a highly relevant 
proceeding, those comments have been attached with an accompanying map as Attachments 
1 and 2 for BLM’s ease-of-reference. 
 
Though PG&E has attempted to identify the appropriate corridors in the West-wide Energy 
Corridor proceeding, PG&E’s comments are based upon the understanding that the future 
development or upgrades of energy pipelines and transmission and distribution facilities will 
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be fairly considered for federal permits and environmental reviews, whether or not the 
locations for such facilities are situated within a designated corridor.  It is impossible to 
determine the needs and most appropriate locations for all potential energy facilities.  Siting 
such facilities is a fluid process, dependent upon external factors including the location of 
generation, geography, climate, environmental, and historical concerns.  For example, 
California, like many areas of the country, is seeking to enhance its use of renewable 
generation resources to meet environmental objectives and diversify its resource portfolio.  
The sites for such renewable resources are potentially remote from load centers and would 
require expansion of the electric transmission system in order to develop.  However, since in 
many cases such sites have yet to develop, the transmission need does not yet appear in 
congestion studies.  As other generation sites and transmission needs evolve, the process for 
the designation of such energy corridors and/or permitting of such transmission lines needs to 
be flexible so that it can be updated as system needs change. 
 
It will be a challenge to access the renewable resources in these areas as it is.  Therefore, 
BLM should consider preserving potential corridors to meet these goals.  BLM’s preferred 
approach to “expand existing transmission line and pipeline project width up to a maximum 
total of 250’ off of the centerline, and designate existing lines as utility corridors” would not 
help to bring renewable resources in these areas to other areas in Northern California.  Under 
BLM’s preferred alternative for Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs), land area from 
Britterbrush down to Skedaddle (just north of Honey Lake) would close off a large section of 
land that could provide crucial access to generation development.  The major transmission 
lines in the area would connect the potential resource area to Oregon and Nevada.  Even if 
these transmission lines are in the limited designated transmission corridors, renewable 
resources would have to first travel to Oregon and then head south into California across the 
California-Oregon Interconnection, or to Nevada and then head west over the Sierra Pacific 
Power-PG&E tie, adding to the already congested ties.  Such an arrangement would require 
reinforcing the Bonneville Power Authority, Sierra Pacific Power, and PG&E systems and 
thus add significant transmission costs to the renewable projects, further lessening the 
benefits of the potential renewable resources to serve the northern California market.  
Introducing disincentive to renewable resource development would also impact the long-term 
environmental health of California. 
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Flexibility in allowing transmission siting is needed to assure development of renewable 
resources.  In the West-wide Energy Corridor process, PG&E identified at least one general 
corridor with potential to access renewable resources, that comes in from the Oregon border 
around Goose Lake and continues on down to Chico (please reference map).  While it seems 
that the distance between the Lava WSA and Pit River Canyon WSA is sufficient to 
accommodate such a corridor, the maps are not detailed enough to provide clarity. 
 
In some instances, BLM could effectively balance environmental concerns with needs for 
reliable, renewable energy by carefully reconsidering its parameters.  Based on our 
experiences in routing and siting for linear facilities of this nature, PG&E believes that 
corridor widths could be increased to a minimum of one mile to allow adequate room for 
avoidance of sensitive resources and to maintain sufficient separation of facilities within the 
corridor so as not to compromise safety, reliability and national security concerns.  PG&E 
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would support the use of this standard until such time that a more effective width is 
identified. 
 
BLM's preference to consolidate transmission right-of-ways (ROWs) does not give 
consideration to ROW separation for system reliability purposes.  For example, BLM's 
Alturas land use plan states, "[b]y consolidating compatible transportation and utility projects 
to existing corridors, the agency can reduce habitat loss, degradation of resources, and 
fragmentation of public land ownership patterns.  However, this can increase costs and 
disutility to a ROW grantee if this approach results in a longer or more expensive project. 
Consolidation of ROW grantees at existing communication sites can cause user conflicts and 
electronic interference."  However, there is no mention of the increased probability of 
simultaneous loss of multiple transmission circuits in the same ROW and the related impact 
on electric system reliability.  The distance of separation required to reduce the probability of 
simultaneous loss would depend on the terrain, the vegetation and the consequences of losing 
the multiple facilities.  For example, ROW separation will typically need to be wider if the 
lines traverse forest land because a fast moving forest fire can cause outage of both lines if 
the ROW separation is not wide enough.  Similarly, if study shows that the system cannot 
survive if multiple line loss occurred in the same corridor, then wider ROW separation would 
also be needed.  PG&E urges to include due consideration of system reliability in addition 
efficient land resource utilization. 
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In conclusion, PG&E appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Alturas, Eagle Lake, 
and Surprise Field Offices’ Draft Resource Management Plans and Environmental Impact 
Statements.  PG&E believes that it is crucial for BLM to consider and modify its plan to 
address its suggestions and concerns above.  If you have any questions, please contact Ryan 
Stanley at (415) 973-0415. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Eric Eisenman 
 
Eric Eisenman 
Director, 
ISO Relations & FERC Policy 
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Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company 

Diane Ross-Leech 
Program Manager 
Environmental Policy 
 

77 Beale Street 
San Francisco, California 94120 
 
415-973-5696 
4150973-9201 
dpr5@pge.com 

 
 
July 10, 2006 
 
Ms. Julia Souder 
Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability 
Room 8H-033 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20585 
 
 
Re: West-wide Energy Corridor Programmatic EIS 
 
Dear Ms. Souder, 
 
 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) appreciates the continuing opportunity to 
contribute to the West-wide Energy Corridor Programmatic EIS process.  Previous comments 
were provided for the record on November 28, 2005 regarding corridors within the State of 
California.  This letter will supplement those and previous comments provided to the federal 
project team by PG&E. 
 
PG&E indicated in our previous comments that there was a need for the federal project team 
to engage in more interaction with stakeholders and respectfully request that you provide 
opportunities to work more closely with project team members to discuss in detail 
stakeholder issues and future plans.  The last public forum was in November 2005, and it 
would be an opportune time to get stakeholders together again to discuss the preliminary 
corridor maps.   
 
Though PG&E has attempted to identify the appropriate corridors in this proceeding, 
PG&E’s comments are based upon the understanding that the future development or 
upgrades of energy pipelines and transmission and distribution facilities will be fairly 
considered for federal permits and environmental reviews, whether or not the locations for 
such facilities are situated within a designated corridor.  It is impossible to determine the 
needs and most appropriate locations for all potential energy facilities.  Siting such facilities 
is a fluid process, dependent upon external factors including the location of generation, 
geography, climate, environmental, and historical concerns.  For example, California, like 
many areas of the country, is seeking to enhance its use of renewable generation resources to 
meet environmental objectives and diversify its resource portfolio.  The sites for such 
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renewable resources are potentially remote from load centers and would require expansion of 
the electric transmission system in order to develop.  However, since in many cases such 
sites have yet to develop, the transmission need does not appear in congestion studies.  As 
other generation sites and transmission needs evolve, the process for the designation of such 
energy corridors and/or permitting of such transmission lines needs to be flexible so that it 
can be updated as system needs change.   
 
Congress enacted Section 368 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 in order to facilitate the 
necessary expansion of the energy transmission system in order to maximize reliability and 
efficiency.  Refusal or undue delay in considering requests for permits for future projects 
merely because they would be located outside of a designated corridor would violate the 
intent of Section 368 and restrict the potentially critical expansion of such transmission.  
Moreover, as the Notice of Intent for the current process indicated, new proposed project 
activities, though situated in designated corridors, will be analyzed in separate environmental 
analyses (70 Fed. Reg. 56647, 56648 (Sept. 28, 2005)).  PG&E therefore urges the agencies 
to maintain and supplement as necessary the procedures by which utilities may expeditiously 
seek and obtain permits for future projects, whether such projects are located within, partially 
within, or outside of a designated corridor. 
 
PG&E also requests that the federal project team communicate the process, criteria and 
decision matrix used to develop the preliminary corridor locations.  Several of the corridors 
proposed by PG&E are either not referenced on the map and/or shown at locations which are 
not consistent with our future needs.  Of specific concern to PG&E is the corridor identified 
between Topock, AZ and Bakersfield, CA.  PG&E had proposed an expanded gas pipeline 
corridor, parallel to the existing gas transmission pipeline (L-300A&B) system between 
Topock and Bakersfield.  The corridor shown on the draft map parallels Interstate Highway 
I-40 from the Arizona border towards Barstow near the intersection of I-15, and then heads 
southwest paralleling I-15 towards Victorville and San Bernardino.  PG&E reiterates its 
request that a corridor be extended westward from Topock to Barstow along the existing 
pipeline corridor, and then on towards Bakersfield roughly paralleling Highway 58 and the 
existing pipeline route.  PG&E anticipates that possible future expansion of gas supplies from 
the Rocky Mountains and LNG terminals within SW CA and NW Mexico may create a need 
to expand the gas pipeline capacity within this utility corridor.  
 
It is unclear why the current corridor width of 3500 feet was selected.  Based on our 
experiences in routing and siting for linear facilities of this nature, we believe that this could 
be increased to a minimum one mile width to allow adequate room for avoidance of sensitive 
resources and to maintain sufficient separation of facilities within the corridor so as not to 
compromise safety, reliability and national security concerns.  PG&E would support the use 
of this standard until such time that a more effective width is identified.  The scale of the 
draft maps makes it difficult to confirm absence of federal lands.  Perhaps future maps could 
be published at a larger scale to compensate for this issue. 
 
In addition, whether proposed corridors are intended for oil, gas, or hydrogen pipeline or 
electricity transmission or distribution facilities, or some combination thereof will have a 
significant impact upon the environmental effects of the designation of such corridors and the 
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incorporation into land use plans.  To maximize efficient use of resources in studying the 
proposed corridors and the accuracy and relevance of the environmental reviews, the federal 
project team should determine which use (or uses) is intended for each proposed corridor.  
Studies can then be appropriately tailored to the intended use and will most effectively reflect 
the corresponding environmental impacts. 
 
We recognize that the intent of this action is to designate energy corridors across federal 
lands.  Since any future corridor will ultimately impact private and public lands, including 
federal lands, PG&E recommends that final mapping be coordinated with the California 
Public Utilities Commission and the California Energy Commission efforts to establish 
energy corridors within California.  Where possible, locations of these federal corridors 
across private and public lands should be identified on future maps to provide continuity on 
the transition between federal land ownership and privately held lands.  This would serve to 
identify possible points of constraint with local land use policies that may conflict with future 
utility facilities. 
 
Finally, we would like to reiterate some of the key considerations for these federal corridors, 
including: 
 

• Provide corridors suitable in terrain and free from physical constraints that prevent 
cost effective construction and management of utility facilities.  Be mindful that 
underground pipelines have different corridor constraints than overhead electric 
power lines;  

• Provide a mechanism to allow a utility to reserve corridor space;  
• Allow perpetual entitlements within future corridors once approved;  
• Streamline or simplify environmental and public review; and 
• Incorporate existing utility corridors crossing federal lands into this designation 

process. 
 
Attached for your use is an updated map for PG&E’s service area that depicts recommended 
corridors in their approximate location, with the addition of the following specific new 
corridor:  a 500kV electric transmission corridor from Midway Substation in Kern County to 
Gregg Substation in Fresno County necessary for future generation sources and bulk system 
transfers from the Western Electric Coordinating Council. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Diane Ross-Leech 
 
Diane Ross-Leech 
Manager, Environmental Policy 
 
 
Cc:  
Bud Anderson – Western Utility Group 
Jim Bartridge – California Energy Commission 3 

 



 

Pamela Lacey - American Gas Association 
Richard Loughery – Edison Electric Institute 
 
Bcc:  
Dede Hapner 
Robert Howard 
Steven Kline 
Alyssa Koo 
David Kraska 
Loren Loo 
Stewart Ramsay 
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Friends of the River 
915 20th Street ~ Sacramento, CA 95814 

Phone: (916) 442-3155 ~ Email: sevans@friendsoftheriver.org 
 
 
 
July 25, 2006 
 
Ms. Sue Noggles 
Bureau of Land Management 
Northeast California RMPs 
2950 Riverside Drive 
Susanville, CA 96130 
 
 
Re:  Comments in response to the Northeast California Draft RMPs/EISs
 
Dear Ms. Noggles: 
 
Thank you for soliciting public comments in response to the draft Eagle Lake, 
Alturas, and Surprise RMPs/EISs.  Friends of the River’s comments focus on the 
Wild & Scenic River evaluation component of the draft RMPs/EISs. 
 
First of all, Friends of the River commends the BLM’s effort in the draft RMPs/EISs 
to evaluate candidate Wild & Scenic Rivers and recommend designations. This 
continues a positive trend in most BLM plans to complete both eligibility and 
suitability evaluations for potential Wild & Scenic Rivers in the RMP. 
 
Friends of the River has a number of specific comments concerning the Wild & 
Scenic Rivers components in the draft RMPs/EISs.   
 
Suitability Recommendations 
 
Friends of the River strongly supports designation of all eligible river and stream 
segments identified in the draft RMPs/EISs, including upper Smoke Creek, lower 
Smoke Creek, Willow Creek, Susan River, upper Pit River, lower Pit River, Horse 
Creek, and Twelve Mile Creek.  Designation will not only protect nationally and 
regionally significant streams, it will increase the diversity of streams represented in 
the National Wild & Scenic Rivers System. 
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Maximum river protection is best represented in the Ecosystem Restoration 
Alternative for all three plans.  Friends of the River therefore endorses this 
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alternative and urges that it be adopted as the preferred alternative in regard to  
Wild & Scenic Rivers in the final plans. 
 
Eagle Lake RMP Preferred Alternative 
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Friends of the River cannot support the identified preferred alternative in the draft 
Eagle Lake RMP because it fails to recommend for designation lower Smoke Creek, 
Willow Creek, and the Susan River.  Although guidelines suggest that local 
governments be consulted, their parochial views should not be the primary factor in 
determining suitability. Lassen County’s opposition to Wild & Scenic protection in 
order to retain the option to build dams on the Susan River and Willow Creek 
directly contradicts and ignores the benefits the county residents receive from the 
outdoor recreation and tourism opportunities provided by these streams.   
 
These streams are national resources and the BLM has the responsibility to protect 
and preserve the free flowing character and outstanding values of these streams for 
everyone in the United States.  The agency should not be held hostage to the 
contradictory whims of local government that claims authority over the future of 
national resources. 
 
The decision in the draft RMP/EIS to not recommend lower Smoke Creek is even 
more ambiguous.  According to a draft suitability rationale not included in the plan, 
Washoe County has apparently not taken a formal position on federal designation of 
lower Smoke Creek, although their planning policies support the protection of the 
creek’s free flowing character, riparian habitat, scenery, and heritage values.  Again, 
local government support or opposition, or in the is case, the lack of a position, 
should not be the sole or primary factor in determining suitability.  
 
Alturas RMP Preferred Alternative 
 
Friends of the River supports the suitability recommendations found in the Alturas 
RMP’s preferred alternative for the lower Pit River, upper Pit River, and Horse 
Creek. 
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Surprise RMP Preferred Alternative 
 
There are some ambiguous aspects to the suitability recommendation for Twelve 
Mile Creek in the draft Surprise RMP.  The first is that although the RMP repeatedly 
states that a 2.2 mile segment is recommended, the WSR map in the Vol. 1 suggests 
that five or more miles of the creek, including segments in Oregon, Nevada, and 
California, are recommended.  The map suggests but the narrative does not confirm 
that the Lakeview Field Office has already recommended its segments of Twelve 
Mile Creek and that the Surprise RMP completes the decision by recommending a 

10-5 
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2.2 mile connecting segment. There is also a somewhat confusing discussion (V.1, 
pgs. 2-62-63) about the different roles of various field and state offices in the 
decision.  Things are confused even further because a typo on pg. ES-7 states that a 
“22 mile section” is recommended. 
 
In addition, the draft RMP repeatedly states that Twelve Mile Creek is 
“administratively suitable” for designation.  “Administratively” is an unnecessary 
and meaningless qualification. It implies that the creek may not be suitable in other 
venues or perspectives, such as the political arena.  For purposes of clarity, the RMP 
should simply use the language found in the other RMPs; Twelve Mile Creek is 
recommended as suitable for designation. 

10-6 

 
 Interim Protection of Suitable Rivers  
 
The Alturas draft RMP/EIS states: 
 
“If Congress fails to act within three years of receiving the suitability report, 
management of the river reverts to the guidelines established in the land use plan 
for the area where the river is located and interim protection under the WSR Act 
lapses.” (V. 1, pg. 4-104) 
 
The Eagle Lake draft RMP/EIS ends this sentence after “land use plan”, although it 
implies that interim protection lapses after three years (V. 1, pg. 4-162). 
 
Friends of the River is not aware of this directive in the BLM Manual 8351.  The 
latest version of 8351 we found on the internet was dated 1993 and it makes no 
mention of interim protection lapsing after three years if Congress fails to act on a 
suitability recommendation. 10-7 
 
Congress has not designated a federal river in California in 18 years.  After more 
than six years of intense local organizing and development of local political support 
by a large coalition of local, statewide and national conservation organizations, 
legislation for two modest designations of the Black Butte and Amargosa Rivers are 
currently under consideration by Congress.  Despite recent positive events, it would 
be naïve to assume the Congress at this time is going to expedite additional 
designations of recommended rivers. 
 
Three years is not sufficient to develop the local, statewide, and political support 
needed to convince a member of Congress to introduce and secure passage of a Wild 
& Scenic River bill.  Maintaining interim protection of suitable rivers until Congress 
does act is critical to the process. 
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If this is indeed a formal provision of 8351, we strongly recommend that it be 
reconsidered and withdrawn as national policy guidance.  If the manual requires the 
withdrawal of interim protection, we recommend that the draft RMPs/EISs consider 
the option provided in BLM Manual 8351.41(4) to “defer any such WSR 
recommendation until such time as public support is favorable to designation.”  
T r segments until the p l 
situation becomes more positive for designation. 

If this is indeed a formal provision of 8351, we strongly recommend that it be 
reconsidered and withdrawn as national policy guidance.  If the manual requires the 
withdrawal of interim protection, we recommend that the draft RMPs/EISs consider 
the option provided in BLM Manual 8351.41(4) to “defer any such WSR 
recommendation until such time as public support is favorable to designation.”  
Thus, interim protection would remain for eligible river segments until the political 
situation becomes more positive for designation. 

hus, interim protection would remain for eligible rive olitica
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Eagle Lake RMP Suitability RationaleEagle Lake RMP Suitability Rationale 
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The Eagle Lake draft RMP/EIS only briefly justifies the decision not to recommend 
lower Smoke Creek, Willow Creek, and the Susan River.  During the public 
comment period, we discovered that an extensive draft rationale narrative had been 
prepared but not included in the document.  The draft rationale was made available 
upon request and it was promised that it would be included in the final RMP/EIS. 
 
The suitability rationale document is critical to understanding the BLM’s decision 
not to recommend lower Smoke Creek, Willow Creek, and the Susan River.  The 
rationale document contains essential portions of the suitability study, including the 
critical “factors to consider” required by Sec. 4(a) of the Act and BLM Manual Sec. 
8351.33A.  The rationale document should be included in the final RMP/EIS with an 
additional opportunity for public review and comment before a ROD is signed. 
 
Suitability rationale documentation for eligible rivers should also be included for 
public comment in the Alturas and Surprise final RMPs/EISs. 
 
Eligibility Evaluations 
 
The BLM Manual encourages a comprehensive eligibility evaluation of river and 
stream candidates. Section 8351.12.2 states, “All rivers which may have potential for 
wild and scenic river designation must be identified and evaluated.  Care should be 
taken to avoid overlooking any river segment located on BLM-administered lands.” 
 
A comprehensive eligibility evaluation was apparently conducted for the draft 
Alturas RMP/EIS, which mentions the review of 21 streams (V.1, pg 3-60), and the 
draft Surprise RMP/EIS, which at least implies that 47 streams were reviewed (V.1, 
pg. 3-62). However, we could find no mention of the total number of streams 
evaluated for eligibility in the draft Eagle Lake RMP/EIS, which simply notes the 
four stream segments determined eligible.   
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Each draft RMP/EIS should, at the minimum, list every stream evaluated and why 
specific streams were rejected as ineligible (not free flowing, lack of outstanding 
values).  This will assure the public that a comprehensive look at all candidate 



streams was accomplished, as required by both the BLM Manual and Section 5(d) of 
the Act. 
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Additional Outstanding ValuesAdditional Outstanding Values 
 
In its scoping comments, Friends of the River recommended that outstandingly 
remarkable fish, wildlife, and ecological values be considered for portions of Smoke 
Creek and Willow Creek.  Willow Creek was identified as a potential Aquatic 
Diversity Management Area in the 1999 Sierra Nevada Ecosystem Project (SNEP) 
report in recognition of the need to protect native species and aquatic biodiversity.  
A master thesis documents possible unique gastropod species on Smoke Creek 
potentially found nowhere else. It is unknown whether these potential values were 
investigated and rejected or simply ignored.  The final RMP/EIS should resolve this 
issue. 
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Summary 
 
Friends of the River supports suitability recommendations for all eligible rivers and 
streams identified in the draft RMPs/EISs, including upper Smoke Creek, lower 
Smoke Creek, Willow Creek, Susan River, lower Pit River, upper Pit River, Horse 
Creek, and Twelve Mile Creek, and therefore supports the Ecosystem Restoration 
alternative for all three RMPs/EISs. 

10-2 

 
Although local governments should be consulted in the study process, their position 
concerning designation or non-designation should not be the sole or primary 
consideration in the BLM’s suitability decision (as appears to be the case with all 
eligible streams in the Eagle Lake RMP except upper Smoke Creek). 10-3 
 
Friends of the River cannot support the Eagle Lake RMP preferred alternative 
because it does not protect from future dam development nationally and regionally 
significant river resources that provide important outdoor recreation and tourism 
opportunities for Lassen County. 
 
The suitability recommendation for Twelve Mile Creek should be clarified.  Are 
other sections of the creek also recommended in other plans (as implied by the WSR 
Map) or is the 2.2 mile segment documented in the Surprise RMP/EIS the sole 
segment recommended? 
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If the withdrawal of interim protection for suitable segments if Congress fails to act 
after three years is indeed an actual provision of the BLM Manual, suitability 
recommendations for all eligible streams should be deferred and interim protection 
maintained until local support and politics improve. 
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Complete suitability rationales, including consideration of the critical “factors to 
consider” should be included in the final RMPs/EISs and a period allowed for 
public comment before RODs are signed.  

10-9 

Friends of the River’s Comments – Northeast Calif. Draft RMPs/EISs Page 5



 
To assure the public that a comprehensive review of potential candidate Wild & 
Scenic Rivers was conducted, each draft RMP/EIS should list every stream 
evaluated and why specific streams were rejected as ineligible. 10-9 
 
Documentation that additional outstanding fish, wildlife, and/or ecological values 
for Smoke Creek and Willow Creek were considered should be included in the final 
Eagle Lake RMP/EIS. 

10-10 

 
10-11 Please keep Friends of the River on the mailing list to receive the final 

RMPs/EISs/RODs.  Thank you for considering our comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Steven L. Evans 
Conservation Director 
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"Steve Evans" <sevans@friendsoftheriver.org>  
07/26/2006 04:53 PM 
To 
<necarmp@ca.blm.gov> 
cc 
 
bcc 
 
Subject 
Additional comment from Friends of the River 
 
Dear Ms. Noggles: 
 
I just sent Friends of the River's comments concerning the Northeast  
California RMPs today.  One of the issues raised in my comments were  
statements in the Alturas and Eagle Lake RMPs to the effect that interim  
protection for suitable rivers lapses after three years if Congress fails  
to act on the recommendation.  I questioned the source and veracity of  
this statement and it turns out I was correct.  I queried Paul Brink at  
the state office and he queried Gary Marsh.  Below is Gary's answer.  In  
short, interim protection of recommended river identified and found  11-1 
suitable in the 5(d) study process (the process used in the RMPs) does not  
lapse no matter how long Congress may take to act on a recommendation. 
 
Please include this email in my comments. 
 
Thank you 
 
- Steve Evans, Friends of the River 
 
Paul Brink 
BLM California NLCS/Wilderness Coordinator 
2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento Ca 95825 
916-978-4641 (FAX 4657) 
pbrink@ca.blm.gov 
 
----- Forwarded by Paul Brink/CASO/CA/BLM/DOI on 07/26/2006 01:17 PM ----- 
                                                                           
             Gary                                                          
             Marsh/WO/BLM/DOI                                              
                                                                        To 
             07/26/2006 01:01          Paul Brink/CASO/CA/BLM/DOI@BLM      
             PM                                                         cc 
                                       Jeff Jarvis/WO/BLM/DOI@BLM          
                                                                   Subject 
                                       voice                               
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                            
                                                                           
Paul 
 
The 3 year clock is only for Section 5(a) WSRA study rivers which are 
withdrawn while under study and then after 3 years from when the Pres 
transmits to Congress the study results/recommendation, if no action is 
taken by Congress then the withdrawal expires. 
 



Most study rivers in our RMP process are under Section 5(d)(1) having no 
withdrawal effects pursuant to Sec 7 or 9 of the WSRA, unless withdrawawn 
via separate PLO, and once identified as both eligible and suitable take 
Congressional action to remove them from suitable status from BLM.  As you 
know eligible/nonsuitable segments may be released via the RMP/ROD by 
State 

11-1 Directors; requiring no further action to submit to congress but are 
managed/protected as outlined in the RMP/ROD for values identified. 
 
 
^~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~^ 
Gary G. Marsh 
Deputy Division Chief 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Recreation & Visitor Services Division 
Send Mail UPS or Fed-Ex to: 
1620 L Street, N.W. 
[MS-250; 306 LS] 
Washington, D.C. 20036-5605 
Fax:  202-452-7709 or 202-653-2154 
E: Gary_Marsh@blm.gov 
 
"For to whom much is given, of him shall be 
much required."     Luke 12.48b 
^~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~^ 
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"cnharvey" <cnharvey@citlink.net>  
07/27/2006 02:59 PM 
To 
<necarmp@ca.blm.gov> 
cc 
 
bcc 
 
Subject 
comments on draft RMP for Alturas Field Office 
 
 
 
 
FROM:   
Clifford N. Harvey 
Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control No. 3431 
1 Little Hot Spring Road 
McArthur, CA 96056 
  
TO:  Alturas RMP Comments  
Attention:  Planning Coordinator 
Bureau of Land Management – Eagle Lake Field Office 
2950 Riverside Drive 
Susanville, CA  96130 
  
Please consider the following comments on the Draft Alturas RMP which is  
currently under review. 
  
Economic Development In general:  In the discussion of the various  

13-1 

alternatives considered, in many cases we find “Economic Development”  
alternatives that focus only on extractive or intensive resource uses  
(e.g., mining, grazing, etc.). While the labels of the alternatives do  
conveniently conform to traditional perceptions of economic productivity,  
the analysis of economic outputs under the various levels of use is  
weak.   A clear comparison of the relative economic costs and benefits of  
low-impact, non-extractive uses (e.g., most recreational uses) vs.  
intensive/extractive uses is needed.   
  
This weakness is inevitable, given the assumptions stated in the economic  
analysis in Section 4.3 (P. 4-23 and following).  We are only given a “no  
action” alternative and an “economic development” alternative for  
comparison.  Once again, a clear comparison of the relative economic costs  
and benefits of low-impact, non-extractive uses (e.g., most recreational  
uses) vs. intensive/extractive uses is needed, but missing entirely.   
  
More than one potential path to economic development exists for any  
community, including Alturas.  These multiple pathways should be  
considered in this RMP.  Given today’s changing economy and society, to  
expect or assume that only past economic drivers will continue to dominate  
in any locality is short-sighted, at best. 
  
Under  Section 2.2,  5.4 Alternative 1. Economic Development it is stated  

13-2 that: 
“Partnerships would be sought with local and state museums to create  
displays concerning area prehistory and history and to inform the public  



regarding the abundance of cultural and paleontological resources found in  
the region….”      
  
Note that potential  partners, especially the River Center in Alturas, are  
in place and have the capacity to be significant partners in this goal.   
The Alturas Field Office has worked well with the River Center in the  
past.  This established local partner should be involved in any resource  13-2 
education efforts.   
  
Sec. 2.6 Fuels Management (p. 2-40 and following):  In regard to Juniper  
management, I would recommend that firewood cutting areas be greatly  
expanded.  The demand for juniper cord wood is not so great that  
significant resource damage would necessarily occur if an open season on  
junipers was declared, and the vigorous rate of replacement of juniper  

13-3 stands throughout the resource area seems to indicate that future  
shortages are not to be expected.  Adoption of rules for juniper cutting  
similar to those in place on the Lassen National Forest – Hat Creek Ranger  
District (i.e., green trees up to 20 inch diameter may be taken) would  
benefit many who live in the Alturas – Fall River area at no significant  
environmental cost.   
  

13-4 Under Energy and Minerals, I support the ecosystem restoration alternative  
for all sub-categories in this section.   
  
On page 2-47, sec. 2.7.5 Access Acquisition, it is noted that access  13-5 should be acquired where possible, and I agree with this objective.   
  
It should additionally be noted that existing access should be vigorously  
maintained by the BLM.  In many cases, private landowners are locking up  
traditional, if lightly used, access routes that cross private land to  
reach many areas of public land.  To date, BLM has done little to stop  13-6 
this trend.  The current RMP should stipulate that BLM will work to  
protect all existing access from arbitrary private closure, except in  
cases where over riding resource protection concerns are involved.  And in  
those cases, public involvement should be mandated before the closure is  
permitted.  
  
Under Sec. 2-13, Wild and Scenic Rivers, I support the preferred  
alternative.  In addition, I note the irony that this alternative may  
indeed also be the most viable economic development alternative, as  

13-7 opposed to the economic alternative presented (see general comments  
above).  Potential future recreational use of these areas has a fair  
chance of surpassing any extractive resource values that may be present in  
the affected areas.  Why is the recreational value of these river reaches  
not analyzed in the economic alternative? 
  
On page 2-59, regarding recreation access, the development of Nelson  

13-8 Corral road into a 2WD road is un-necessary.  Maintenance of the road  
should focus primarily on drainage and erosion prevention, with traffic  
restrictions in place during wet periods.   
  
Under section 2.4.12, Fire Rehabilitation (p. 2-36):  I generally support  13-9 
the ecosystem restoration  alternative as presented.  In many cases,  
natural recovery is desirable after wildland fires.  However, goals of  
this alternative can be met without blanket prohibition of salvage  
logging.  Carefully planned salvage logging guidelines can be developed  



for this RMP which would allow some timely timber salvage harvest, but  
wholesale salvage logging would be a poor prescription for public land.   13-9   
On page 2-67, sec. 2-9-12 Desired Future Condition:  Continued  

13-10 

availability of backcountry roads and tracks, and OHV areas, should be  
provided.  In this section it is noted that: “Visitors would be provided  
with a spectrum of outdoor opportunities emphasizing self-sufficient  
exploration and recreation in primitive; semi-primitive, non-motorized;  
semi-primitive motorized; and more intensively managed and used roaded  
natural settings. A variety of methods would be used to manage the impact  
of visitor concentration; including dispersal of use through visitor  
information and, if required, regulation.”   
  
I strongly recommend that this clause be modified as follows (suggested  
new text underlined):   “Visitors would be provided with a spectrum of  
outdoor opportunities emphasizing self-sufficient exploration and  
recreation in primitive; semi-primitive, non-motorized; semi-primitive  
motorized; and more intensively managed and used roaded natural settings.  
A variety of methods would be used to manage the impact of visitor  
concentration; including dispersal of use through visitor information,  
correction of erosion hazards, and, if required, regulation.” 
  
Hundreds of miles of backcountry roads on the Alturas Field Office’s  
management area provide a wide range of backcountry navigation challenges  
for recreationists – never mind resource managers, miners, ranchers and  
others who work there.  No effort to upgrade all these roads to a higher  
standard is needed or suggested here.  But in many cases these essentially  
unmanaged roads contribute significant amounts of sediment to receiving  
water bodies.  In addition, as these roads wash out to the point of  
impassability, parallel tracks start appearing as motorists create new  
routes.  These new routes, in turn, erode and the cycle repeats itself,  
creating on-site and off-site impacts far greater that would be the case  
if a single “jeep trail” were involved.   
  
These conditions can often be corrected at relatively small cost, without  
upgrading an entire road system, through judicious spot grading and  
drainage management.   Provision for this sort of erosion prevention  
should be emphatically included in this RMP.   
  
This would be consistent with wording on p. 2-73 in sec. 2-9-21:  “Where  
needed, roads or trails would be realigned to reduce erosion and  
sedimentation caused by poor road location or design, or when required to  
enhance or protect other resource values.” 
  
  
On page 2-72, Recreation Sec. 2-9-21 Preferred alternative:  Some mention  

13-11 

or provision for outdoor recreation guide services should be included.  In  
addition to today’s hunting guides who work on public lands, potential  
exists for economically viable new guide services, such as  fishing,  
hiking, biking, birding, backcountry exploration, camping, etc., etc.     
Since demand for these services is reasonably foreseeable in the next 10  
years, the RMP should provide for administration of these services in all  
ROS classes, including everything from potential wild and scenic river  
corridors, ACEC’s and wilderness study areas to extensive recreation 
areas. 
  
This would be consistent with wording on p. 2-81:  “Recreational  



activities in ACECs--including commercial and non-commercial uses  
authorized under special recreation permits--would be evaluated, modified,  
permitted, or prohibited, as appropriate to preserve the resources and  13-11 values for which the ACEC was created.” 
  
Under the Special Area Designations section of the Draft, I support the  
Alternative 2. Ecosystem Restoration option, (section 2.11.8, p. 2-82).   
Even with inclusion of all nominated areas, the percentage of affected BLM  13-12 managed public land in the Alturas Field Office’s management area would  
remain under 17%, and the percentage of affected BLM managed    public  
land in the entire Alturas Field Offices’s region is barely 2%.    
  
Under Section 2.19.3 (p. 2-165), Water Quality Objectives:  In addition to  
working with Specific objectives from the Standards for Rangeland Health  
and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management on BLM-Administered Lands  
in Northeastern California and Northwestern Nevada,   it should be  
specified that BLM will work with local stakeholder groups concerned with  13-13 
watershed management.  In the past, Alturas Field Office has been a  
valuable partner with the Pit River Watershed Alliance and local  
stakeholder organizations such as the Resource Conservation Districts.    
This participation should be recognized and should be continued as a  
working part of any new RMP.   
  
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 
(s) Clifford Harvey 
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July 27, 2006 
Alturas RMP Comments 
Attention: Planning Coordinator 
Bureau of Land Management 
Eagle Lake Field Office 
2950 Riverside Drive 
Susanville, California 96130 
 
Re: Draft Alturas Resource Management Plan and EIS 
 
VIA E-mail and U.S. Postal Service 
 
Dear Sir or Ma’am: 
 
These comments on the Draft Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Alturas Field Office are submitted on behalf of the 
Western Watersheds Project, Inc. (WWP).  WWP is non-profit conservation organization 
with 1400 members working to protect and restore western watersheds.  We request that 
all alternatives in the EIS include a provision for permanently retiring domestic livestock 
grazing allotments when conditions permit.  In addition, WWP offers the following 
comments in regards to domestic livestock grazing: 

18-1 

The planning area provides habitat for a large number of mule deer and pronghorn, and 
Rocky Mountain elk have been documented migrating into the area. Reductions in sage-
grouse populations are of concern in the planning area. Threatened or endangered species 
found in the area include: bald eagle, northern spotted owl, Modoc sucker, Shasta 
crayfish and slender Orcutt grass. 

Comment Period 
The comment period for the Alturas RMP DEIS extended from April 28, 2006 through 
July 27, 2006.  However, in June the Alturas Field Office (AFO) issued an errata sheet 
for the draft RMP and DEIS in order to correct errors in the original document.  Given 
the extent of the errata sheet, and the fact that the public is in the process of commenting 
on three draft Resource Management Plans in the same vicinity, all of which has 
extensive errata sheets issues such a late date, we ask that the BLM re-issue the DEIS, 
including the information contained in the errata sheet, in order that the public may have 
an adequate opportunity to review the data contained in the errata sheet and the direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects associated with the changes contained in the errata.  That 
is the only way the public will provided an adequate opportunity to review the data 
contained in the errata sheet in context with the rest of the EIS. 
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Purpose and Need 
 

18-3 

Maintaining and improving wildlife habitat and restoring degraded range conditions 
should be reflected in the purpose and need for the RMP in compliance with both the 
Taylor Grazing Act of 1934, the Federal Lands Policy Management Act (FLPMA) of 
1976, and other laws that govern livestock management on public lands.   Approval of 
the RMP will guide livestock management in the project area for years to come and 
provides the foundation on which future Allotment Management Plans will be based. 
 
The Taylor Grazing Act was passed to “stop injury to public lands by preventing 
overgrazing and soil deterioration,” and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
(FLPMA) requires the BLM to maintain and improve wildlife habitat. It also requires that 
“Allotment management plans shall be tailored to the specific range condition of the area 
to be covered by such plan, and shall be reviewed on a periodic basis to determine 
whether they have been effective in improving the range condition of the lands 
involved…”1  
 
The requirement to focus on improvement of range condition is also explicit in the Public 
Rangeland Improvement Act (PRIA), which provides that the goal of public land range 
management is to improve range condition (emphasis added).2  “Range condition” as 
defined in PRIA means the “quality of the land” as reflected by the ability of specific 
areas to support the productivity sought by BLM.3   
 
Thus, the reason for addressing livestock grazing in the RMP is to improve the range 
condition of the allotments within the project area and to maintain and improve wildlife 
habitat.  This direction, based on laws and regulations, should be explicitly stated in the 
“Purpose and Need for the Plan” in the FEIS. Furthermore, the selection of any 
alternative in the DEIS that does not provide direction for meeting those goals violates 
the intent of the laws and regulations that govern public land management.  
 
Allowable Use 
 
More Importantly, 43 CFR Sec. 4100.0-8 states: 

“Land use plans shall establish allowable resource uses (either singly or in 
combination), related levels of production or use to be maintained, areas of use, 
and resource condition goals and objectives to be obtained.  The plans also set 
forth program constraints and general management practices needed to achieve 
management objectives. Livestock grazing activities and management actions 
approved by the authorized officer shall be in conformance with the land use plan 
as defined at 43 CFR 1601.0-5(b).” 
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In the case of the Alturas RMP and DEIS, the BLM has recognized many times that the 
quality of the land in the project area is severely diminished. For example, the DEIS 

                                                 
1 43 U.S.C. § 1752(d) (emphasis added) 
2 43 U.S.C. §§ 1901(b)(2), 1903(b) 
3 See id. § 1902(d) 
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notes that 93% of the allotments in the planning area are failing to meet one or more of 
the standards, and current grazing practices are partly responsible.4 Thus, when the RMP 
seeks to improve “range condition,” as it must, what this really means is that the RMP 
must provide for improved riparian, upland, and wildlife habitat conditions and include 
goals and objectives and allowable use standards to achieve those goals. 
 
The correction of resource degradation caused by domestic livestock and the prevention 
of future degradation should be driving forces behind the RMP and should be reflected 
throughout the NEPA document and in any future agency decisions regarding domestic 
livestock grazing in the project area.  Alternative 2 is the best alternative for meeting 
these requirements, yet even that alternative falls short of restoring degraded conditions 
and meeting the mandates described above.  Moreover, specific livestock grazing levels 
that will be used to meet standards are lacking in all alternatives in the DEIS and must be 
included in the FEIS.   
 
Otherwise, the plan lacks teeth and is unenforceable.  Simply stating that specific 
standards will be developed at the site specific level violates law and allows the BLM to 
continue the degradation caused by domestic livestock. By not stating minimum livestock 
utilization standards in the RMP, the BLM failed to establish allowable use levels as 
required by both 43 CFR  Sec 4100.0-8 and 43 CFR 1601.0-5(b). 
 
The DEIS states that the goal of the livestock grazing program is as follows:5

18-4  
1.  Livestock grazing will be maintained as a recognized and economically viable 
use of public lands.  Authorized use will be such that rangeland health standards 
are met and maintained and the needs of other resources and resource users are 
adequately addressed. 
 
2.  Treatments will effectively reduce invasive juniper while leaving sufficient 
herbaceous material to provide watershed protection as well as forage and cover 
for wildlife and other resource needs. 

 
The discussion of these goals and the management common to all alternatives fails to 
include allowable use standards and guidelines and/or objectives that are paramount to 
achieving or maintaining the above listed standards.  This discussion of management 
actions fails to include allowable use standards and guidelines and/or objectives that are 
paramount to achieving or maintaining the above listed conditions and/or the impacts 
disclosed throughout the DEIS.  Instead, the DEIS only states “The highest target 
utilization allowance for native rangelands is now 40-60%.”6

 
More importantly, the AFO has failed take the required “hard look” at the impacts of 
domestic livestock grazing. The DEIS fails to scientifically and accurately determine 
those lands which are capable and suitable for livestock grazing. The BLM has further 
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failed to accurately and quantitatively determine how much forage (i.e. forage capacity) 
is currently available. On top of this, the RMP DEIS fails to properly allocate that forage 
to watershed and stream protection, wildlife habitat and food, then to livestock if 
available. In addition, the RMP DEIS fails to provide any scientific data indicating that 
native vegetation such as Juniper is harmful to ecosystem processes and/or wildlife and 
has failed to establish a “need” for the very extensive juniper eradication that is proposed.  
Instead of protecting the public’s resources and restoring degraded conditions that are a 
result of domestic livestock grazing, it appears that the BLM is instead encouraging more 
degradation and proposing nothing more than increasing forage for domestic livestock 
and turning the public’s lands into livestock pastures. 

18-5 

18-6 

 
Furthermore, the RMP fails to provide for long-term rest to facilitate recovery, and any 
discussion of impacts should have addressed the unwillingness of permittees to use peer-
reviewed range science principles for management and their strong opposition to the most 
minimal standards of performance. Instead they rely on unfounded solutions such as 
time-controlled grazing and “holistic” management such as advocated by Alan Savory.  

18-7 
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For example, the effects of different livestock grazing intensities on forage plant 
production were studied in a ponderosa pine type in Colorado as early as the 1940’s.7 
This study showed that forage consumption at a rate of 57% produced an average of 
twice as much forage as a rate of 71%. An area left ungrazed by livestock for 7 years 
produced three times as much forage as the 71% use area. The authors concluded that, as 
grazing use increased, forage production decreased.  
 
During that same period, Dyksterhuis,8  in a classic paper on the use of quantitative 
ecology in range management, presented examples of how stocking rates must be 
adjusted based on precipitation and range condition, which included a rating based on 
departure from the potential plant community. NRCS9 considers proper grazing 
management as that management that sustains the potential plant community. 
 
The effects of conservative (30 – 35%) use vs. heavy (60 – 65%) grazing use on grasses 
and forbs by cattle were determined in a New Mexico study.10 Both of these pastures had 
experienced conservative use for over 10 years. In 1997, one pasture was changed to 
heavy use. This study showed that heavy stocking rates resulted in serious declines in 
productivity in the succeeding year. Perennial grass production was reduced by 57% and 
forbs by 41% in the heavily grazed pasture compared to the conservatively grazed 
pasture. The authors cited a number of other studies in arid environments that showed 
heavy stocking rates were accompanied by decreases in forage production when 
compared to conservative use. After drought, the ability of forage plants to recover was 
                                                 
7 Schwan, H.E., Donald J. Hodges and Clayton N. Weaver. 1949. Influence of grazing and mulch on forage 
growth. Journal of Range Management 2(3):142-148. 
8 Dyksterhuis, E. J. 1949. Condition and management of range land based on quantitative ecology. Journal 
of Range Management 2:104-115. 
9 USDA. 1982. Soil Survey of Rich County Utah. USDA Soil Conservation Service, Forest Service and 
Bureau of Land Management. 
10 Galt, Dee, Greg Mendez, Jerry Holechek and Jamus Joseph. 1999. Heavy winter grazing reduces forage 
production: an observation. Rangelands 21(4):18-21 
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directly related to the standing crop levels maintained during the dry period. The studies 
cited showed that grazing during different seasons was less important than grazing 
intensity. 
 
Five long-term stocking rate studies from three different locations in Arizona, New 
Mexico and Utah documented similar patterns.11 In the Desert Experimental Range in 
Utah, a 13-year study with moderate (35%) and heavy (60%) use by sheep resulted in 
annual forage production of 198 lbs/acre and 72 lbs/acre. The authors recommended 25 – 
30% use of all forage species. A 10-year study at the Santa Rita Range in Arizona 
demonstrated that perennial grass cover and yield showed an inverse relationship to 
grazing intensity, while burroweed, an undesirable species, increased with increasing 
forage use. The authors recommended a 40% use level. A 37-year study at the Jornada 
Experimental range in New Mexico involving conservative (33%) and moderate (45%) 
use showed that the lower grazing intensity resulted in greater black grama (perennial 
grass) cover. Lowland areas with high clay content and periodic flooding grazed at 
moderate intensity had higher cover of Tobosa, a perennial grass, than heavily grazed 
areas. They recommended 30% be used as a stocking intensity with no more than 40% 
removed in any year. A 10-year study at the Chihuihuan Desert Rangeland Research 
Center looked at four grazing intensities of 25%, 35%, 50% and 60%. Light (25%) and 
moderate (35%) use produced 70% more forage than 50% use and more than double that 
achieved at 60% use. Here, the author recommended conservative stocking at 30 – 35%. 
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Hutchings and Stewart,12 suggested that 25 – 30 % use of all forage species by livestock 
was proper. They recommended this level because routinely stocking at capacity will 
result in overgrazing in half the years and necessitate heavy use of supplemental feed. 
Even with this system, they recognized that complete destocking would be needed in 2 or 
3 out of ten years. Holechek et al13 concluded that the research is remarkably consistent 
in showing that conservative grazing at 30 – 35% use of forage will give higher livestock 
productivity and financial returns than stocking at grazing capacity. They also recognized 
that consumption by rodents and other wildlife must be taken into account as part of this 
utilization, otherwise, rangeland productivity would suffer even at these levels of use. 
Galt et al14 recommended levels of 25% utilization for livestock and 25% for wildlife 
with 50% remaining for watershed protection. In none of these cases have the scientists 
recommended 50% utilization by livestock, as the BLM continually authorizes (i.e. take 
half, leave half) and they are clear that even at the lower use levels recommended, 
allowance for wildlife use must be included in overall use. 
 

                                                 
11 Holechek, Jerry L., Hilton Gomez, Francisco Molinar and Dee Galt. 1999a. Grazing studies: what we’ve 
learned. Rangelands 21(2):12-16 
 
12 Hutchings, S.S. and G. Stewart. 1953. Increasing forage yields and sheep production on Intermountain 
winter ranges. U.S. Department of Agriculture Circular 925. 63p. 
13 Holechek, Jerry L., Hilton Gomez, Francisco Molinar and Dee Galt. 1999a. Grazing studies: what we’ve 
learned. Rangelands 21(2):12-16 
14 Galt, Dee, Francisco Molinar, Joe Navarro, Jamus Joseph and Jerry Holechek. 2000. Grazing capacity 
and stocking rate. Rangelands 22(6):7-11. 
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Clearly, the long-term range studies cited here show that under actual field conditions, 
light grazing (25% or less by livestock) is most appropriate to meet BLM’s mandate for 
sustainable use. These utilization rates are the minimum needed to ensure proper 
functioning condition, which is the minimum acceptable condition.  The BLM would do 
well to require at least minimum compliance with these standards in the RMP until these 
standards can be evaluated at the site-specific level. 
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Impacts 
 
Weighing the impacts of resource management practices is consistent with the BLM’s 
mission of providing lands for multiple uses as recognized in the Multiple Use Sustained 
Yield Act.  The "multiple use" concept as defined in law and regulations requires "a 
reasoned and informed decision that the benefits of grazing ... outweigh the costs" and a 
weighing of "the relative values of the resources."15  Therefore, the BLM must show that 
the benefits of domestic livestock grazing out-weigh the costs. 18-10 
 
Despite the requirements of NEPA and other laws governing the administration of public 
lands, the DEIS for the Alturas Resource Management Plan fails to disclose any of the 
direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts associated with domestic livestock grazing from 
the proposed management direction in any of the analyzed alternatives and from past 
range “improvements” include vegetation treatments. 

18-11 

 
In spite of the evidence of widespread loss of plant productivity and ground cover, 
accelerated erosion and BLM’s own documentation of rapid declines in species such as 
sage grouse, BLM routinely chooses not to address livestock impacts in any scientific or 
sustainable fashion. Instead, BLM proposes more water developments and grazing 
systems. This ignores that in the 1960’s, BLM began a massive program of developing 
water, putting streams and springs into pipelines, seeding with crested wheatgrass, 
building fences, engaging in rotation grazing, and spending millions of dollars to “even 
out livestock distribution”. 
 
In fact, the discussion of impacts of livestock grazing on resources in the planning area 
that may result under the direction of the proposed and Preferred Alternative fails to 
disclose all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable direst, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts associated with domestic livestock grazing in the planning area.  Instead, the 
discussion of impacts is limited to a discussion of mitigation measures aimed at reducing 
the impacts of grazing—impacts that are never discloses.  A discussion of mitigation 
measures does not fulfill the requirements of NEPA to disclose all direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts. Such a meager discussion of impacts in the DEIS falls far short of 
NEPA’s requirements to take a hard look at the impacts of proposed actions and does not 
represent the weighing of costs and benefits that MUSYA requires.   

18-11 

 
18-12 Moreover, the DEIS fails to disclose how habitat conditions, and thus wildlife 

populations, have changed due to conversion of native vegetation to crested wheatgrass 
                                                 
15 National Wildlife Federation v. BLM, No. UT-06-91-01 US Dep't of Interior, Office of Hearings & 
Appeals, Hearings Div. (Rampton, J. 1993), p. 23, the "Comb Wash Allotment" decision. 
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or other non-native species.  How has such conversion influenced habitat?  What are the 
impacts?  The DEIS fails to disclose this information. The negative impacts associated 
with domestic livestock grazing are completely missing from the DEIS.   18-12 
 
In addition, the DEIS fails to disclose the condition of riparian areas in the project area.  
This is especially disturbing given the fact that the DEIS notes many streams in the 
planning area fail to meet water quality standards and objectives.  This lack of disclosure 
is even more upsetting when considered in light of the direct and indirect impacts known 
to occur to these habitat types from livestock grazing.  How many streams and riparian 
areas are in Properly Functioning Condition?  How will the proposed management 
direction contained in the RMP affect those conditions?  The FEIS must be expanded to 
include this information.    
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For example, Belsky, et al.16 found that livestock grazing negatively effects water quality 
and seasonal quantity, stream channel morphology hydrology, riparian zone soils, 
instream and streambank vegetation, and aquatic and riparian wildlife.  Livestock were 
also found to cause negative impacts at the landscape and regional scale.17  While 
evidence is abundant describing the negative impacts of grazing before the Taylor 
Grazing Act in 1934, recent studies document that livestock grazing remains a key 
factor in the continued degradation of riparian habitats.18   
 
In addition, Platts19 concluded that livestock grazing was the major cause of degraded 
stream and riparian environments and reduced fish populations in the arid west.  A recent 
report by the USDA Forest Service found grazing to be the fourth major cause of animal 
species endangerment in the United States and the second major cause of endangerment 
of plant species.20  Moreover, livestock grazing is still considered to be the most 
pervasive source of upland and riparian habitat degradation in the arid West.21

                                                 
16 Belsky, A.J. et.al. 1999 Survey of livestock influence on stream and riparian ecosystems in the western 
United States. Journal of Soil and Water Conservation. Vol 54 Issue 1, p. 419. 
17 Ibid 
18 U.S. General Accounting Office.  1988.  Public Rangelands:  some riparian areas restored, but 
widespread improvement will be slow.  85p. 
Szaro, R.C.  1989.  Riparian forest and scrubland community types of Arizona and New Mexico.  Desert 
Plants 9 (3-4):  69-138. 
Platts, William S. 1981.  Influence of Forest and Rangeland Management on Anadromous Fish Habitat in 
Western North America – Effects of Livestock Grazing.  General Technical Report PNW 124, USDA 
Pacific Northwest Forest and  Range Experiment Station, Boise, ID.  
Elmore, W., and B. Kauffman. 1994.  A Riparian and Watershed Systems: Degradation and                      
Restoration In M. Vavra, W.A. Laycock, and R.D. Pieper (eds), Ecological Implications of Livestock 
Herbivory 1994 West. Soc. Range Management: Denver, CO.  
19 Platts, William S. 1981.  Influence of Forest and Rangeland Management on Anadromous Fish Habitat 
in Western North America – Effects of Livestock Grazing.  General Technical Report PNW 124, USDA 
Pacific Northwest Forest and  Range Experiment Station, Boise, ID.  
20 Flather, C.H., et.al. 1994 Species endangerment patterns in the United States.  USDA Forest Serv. Gen. 
Tech. Rep. RM-241. 
21 U.S. General Accounting Office.  1988.  Public Rangelands:  some riparian areas restored, but 
widespread improvement will be slow.  85p. 
Belsky, A.J. et.al. 1999 Survey of livestock influence on stream and riparian ecosystems in the western 
United States. Journal of Soil and Water Conservation. Vol 54 Issue 1, p. 419 
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Blackburn22 and Trimble and Mendel23 summarized the negative impacts of grazing on 
watersheds.  They listed the erosive force of raindrops on denuded surfaces, the shearing 
force of hooves on slopes, decreased soil organic matter, and increased soil compaction 
as primary impacts.  Together, these impacts result in reduced infiltration rates and 
increased runoff, soil bulk density, erosion, and sediment delivery to streams. Indirectly, 
this affects everything from plants to fish and the impacts occur across entire landscapes. 
The Natural Resource Defense Council found that overgrazing is the number one threat 
to Western trout streams. 
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Based on 43 CFR 4180, appropriate actions to address the negative impacts of domestic 
livestock are to be implemented that will result in significant progress toward attainment 
of the standards no later than the start of the next grazing season.  Clearly this has not 
been accomplished.  Given the fact that the number of cows that could be grazed on BLM 
land in the planning area represents a slight and declining economic influence, this 
degradation is unacceptable. 
 
Furthermore, grazing affects species composition of plant communities in essentially two 
ways:  1) active selection by herbivores for or against a specific plant taxon, and 2) 
differential vulnerability of plant taxa to grazing.24  Decreases in density of native plant 
species and diversity of native plant communities as a result of livestock grazing activity 
have been observed in a wide variety of western ecosystems. Grazing also can exert great 
impact on animal populations, usually due to indirect effects on habitat structure and prey 
availability.25   Deleterious effects of grazing have been observed in all vertebrate 
classes.  Response of native wildlife to grazing varies by habitat.  

18-14 

18-15 

                                                                                                                                                 
Elmore, W., and B. Kauffman. 1994.  A Riparian and Watershed Systems: Degradation and                      
Restoration In M. Vavra, W.A. Laycock, and R.D. Pieper (eds), Ecological Implications of Livestock 
Herbivory 1994 West. Soc. Range Management: Denver, CO. 
Among others 
22 Blackburn, W.H. 1984. Impact of grazing intensity and specialized grazing systems on watershed 
characteristics and responses. In: Developing strategies for range management. Westview press: Boulder, 
CO. 
23 Trimble, S.W., and A.C. Mendel. 1995. The Cow as a Geomorphic Agent, A Critical Review.              
Geomorphology 13: 1995 
24 Szaro, R.C.  1989.  Riparian forest and scrubland community types of Arizona and New Mexico.  Desert 
Plants 9 (3-4):  69-138. 
25 Jones, K.B.  1981.  Effects of grazing on lizard abundance and diversity in western Arizona. 

Southwestern Naturalist 26: 107-115. 
Mosconi, S.L., and R.L. Hutto.  1982.  The effect of grazing on the land birds of a western Montana  
riparian habitat.  In L. Nelson, J.M. Peek, and P.D. Dalke, editors.  Proceedings of the wildlife-livestock 
relationships symposium.  Forest, Wildlife, and Range Experiment Station, University of Idaho, Moscow, 
Idaho. 
Quinn, M.A., and D.D. Walgenbach.  1990.  Influence of grazing history on the community structure of 
grasshoppers of a mixed-grass prairie.  Environmental Entomology 19:  1756-1766. 
Szaro, R.C., S.C. Belfit, J.K. Aitkin, and J.N. Rinne. 1985.  Impact of grazing on a riparian garter snake. 
Pages 359-363 in R.R. Johnson, C.D. Ziebell, D.R. Patton, P.F. Ffolliott, and F.H. Hamre, technical  
coordinators.  Riparian ecosystems and their management: reconciling conflicting uses.  General Technical 
Report RM-120.  Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station, Fort Collins, CO. 
Wagner, F.H.  1978.  Livestock grazing and the livestock industry.  Pages 121-145 in H.P. Brokaw, editor 
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For example, Bighorn sheep are highly susceptible to diseases; Pasteurella pneumonia 
and lung worm in particular, which are spread by domestic sheep. In a paper titled 
Literature Review Regarding the Compatibility Between Bighorn and Domestic Sheep, 
presented at the 1996 Biennial Symposium of the Wild Sheep and Goat council, in 
Silverthorne, Colorado, Kevin Martin, et al, state, “No studies reported any bighorn 
herds. . . that have come into contact with domestic sheep and remained healthy.” 
Further, this paper quotes Goodsen, 1982, that “Current bighorn sheep numbers in the 
western United States have been estimated to be less than 1% of what they were prior to 
presettlement” times.   18-15 

 
Furthermore, Bock et al.26 reviewed the effect of grazing on Neotropical migratory 
landbirds in three ecosystem types, and found an increasingly negative effect on 
abundances of bird species in grassland, riparian woodland, and Intermountain 
shrubsteppe (almost equal numbers of species with positive and negative responses to 
grazing in grassland; six times as many with negative as positive responses in 
shrubsteppe), but impacts to these species are lacking in the DEIS. 
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The DEIS admits that sage grouse and other species populations in the planning area are 
in steep decline, but fails to state a reason for that decline.  The RMP fails to take any 
action that would eliminate domestic sheep in areas that are or could be used by bighorn 
sheep, and fails to disclose the possible impacts of livestock grazing on sage grouse.  This 
results in a failure to meet the standard for maintaining viable and diverse populations of 
wildlife and violates NEPA’s requirement to disclose all past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future impacts. 

18-17 
18-18 
18-19 

 
In Addition, the DEIS notes numerous range “improvements” that exist in the planning 
area (there is no disclosure as to the amount of improvements in the form of vegetation 
treatments and conversions to non-native species).  The DEIS also claims that more 
“improvements” such as water troughs, fences, and vegetation treatments are needed to 
alleviate the impacts to riparian areas and upland vegetation.  However, the DEIS 
completely fails to disclose any impacts that have resulted from already existing 
improvements and impacts that will result from constructing even more.   

18-20 
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Holechek et al27 have shown that areas up to a mile from water developments can have 
severe impacts from trampling, compaction and removal of vegetation with impacts 
occurring for several miles.  Using the area within one mile of a water development 
results in an area of approximately 2,000 acres potentially suffering severe impacts.  
Placing these developments in areas with steep hillsides or narrow canyons, which is 

                                                                                                                                                 
Wildlife and America.  Council on Environmental Quality, Washington, D.C. 
26 Bock, C.E., V.A. Saab, T.D. Rich, and D.S. Dobkin.  1993b.  Effects of livestock grazing on Neotropical 
migratory landbirds in western North America.  Pages 296-309 in D.M. Finch, and P.W. Stangel, editors. 
Status and management of Neotropical migratory birds.  General Technical Report RM-229.  Forest 
Service, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station, Fort Collins, Colorado. 
27 Holechek, Jerry L., Rex D. Piper and Carlton H. Herbel.  1998.  Range Management Principles and 
Practices.  542 pp.  Prentice-Hall, New Jersey. 
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often done to entice cattle to use areas that receive little or no use, can result in severe 
erosion due to cattle being forced to graze on these steep slopes.    18-21 
 
Moreover, stating that stricter standards will improve range in declining condition is not 
only a failure to disclose impacts, but it ignores the real problem.  In numerous studies of 
riparian grazing impacts, investigators concluded that total removal of livestock was 
necessary to restore ecosystem health.  Restoration of degraded riparian areas is often an 
ignored goal in land use plans and should have been considered in the RMP. 

18-22 

 
For example, along Mahogany Creek, Nevada, reduction in grazing had little benefit; 
only a complete removal brought about habitat improvement.28   Ames29 found that 
"even short-term or seasonal use is too much," and compared mere reductions in 
livestock numbers to letting "the milk cow get in the garden for one night."  In a recent 
comparison of eleven grazing systems, total exclusion of livestock offered the strongest 
ecosystem protection.30  As Davis31 put it:  "If the overgrazing by livestock is one of the 
main factors contributing to the destruction of the habitat, then the solution would be to ... 
remove the cause of the problem."  The GAO study cited above also showed that 
restoring riparian areas was best accomplished by removal of livestock. 
 
Many allotments are appropriately stocked, but temporary reductions in stocking rates 
may be necessary to allow recovery of localized problem areas.  This is especially true in 
rest-rotation strategies, where part of an allotment is removed from grazing for the entire 
season.  The rest may not compensate for the increased use during grazing until sufficient 
recovery is achieved.32  
 
To highlight how grazing can impact arid rangelands, multi-scale analyses of natural 
vegetation patterns and processes in the northern Chihuahuan Desert show that natural 
vegetation is capable of recovering from short-term, high intensity disturbances such as 
an atomic bomb blast. In contrast, mesquite dunelands persist on other sites grazed 

                                                 
28 Chaney, E., W. Elmore, and W.S. Platts.  1990.  Livestock grazing on western riparian areas.  U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 8.  Denver, Colorado. 
Dahlem, E.A.  1979.  The Mahogany Creek watershed--with and without grazing.  Pages 31-34 in O.B. 
Cope, editor.   Proceedings of the Forum--grazing and riparian/stream ecosystems.  Trout Unlimited, 
Denver, Colorado.  
29 Ames, C.R.  1977.  Wildlife conflicts in riparian management: grazing.  Pages 49-51 in R.R. Johnson and 
D.A. Jones, technical coordinators.  Importance, preservation, and management of riparian habitat:  a 
symposium.  General Technical Report RM-43. Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range 
Experiment Station, Fort Collins, Colorado. 
30 Kovalchik, B.L., and W. Elmore.  1992.  Effects of cattle grazing systems on willow-dominated plant 
associations in central Oregon.  Pages 111-119 in W.P Clary, E.D. McArthur, D. Bedunah, and C.L. 
Wambolt, compilers.  Proceedings--Symposium on ecology and management of riparian shrub 
communities.  General Technical Report INT-289. Forest Service, Intermountain Research Station, Ogden, 
Utah. 
31 Davis, J.W.  1982.  Livestock vs. riparian habitat management--there are solutions.  Pages 175-184 in L. 
Nelson, J.M. Peek, and P.D. Dalke, editors.  Proceedings of the wildlife-livestock relationships symposium.  
Forest, Wildlife, and Range Experiment Station, University of Idaho, Moscow, Idaho. 
32 Leonard, Steve et. al. 1997.  Riparian Area Management:  Grazing Management for Riparian-Wetland 
Areas. USDI Bureau of Land Management and USDA Forest Service TR 1737-14. 
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before the blast, showing the arid land is less resilient to long-term low intensity 
disturbances.33  18-22 
 
Finally, any analysis of grazing is incomplete without a discussion of the effect the 
practice has had on predators.  The most vehement opposition to wolves, bears, and other 
predators comes from the livestock industry, and is one of the main reasons some of the 
species are now listed.  Predators perform important top-down ecological functions, yet 
they are consistently eradicated and heavily managed in order to protect livestock on 
public land, costing taxpayers millions of dollars.  The DEIS fails to include an analysis 
of the impacts from livestock grazing on predators in the planning area, and such a 
discussion must be included in the FEIS. 

18-23 

 
Sagebrush  
Despite their extent, sagebrush-dominated communities are among North America’s most 
critically endangered ecosystems as a consequence of losses to agriculture, conversions to 
exotic annuals, and/or degradation due to excessive grazing by domestic livestock.34

 
Big sagebrush (Artr) is eaten by domestic sheep and cattle, but has long been considered 
to be of low palatability to domestic livestock, a competitor with more desirable species, 
and a physical impediment to grazing.35 The range management community has been 
conducting a war against big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata) for over 50 years.36

 
Literature highlights the importance of sagebrush to a variety of wildlife ranging from 
sage grouse and the almost forgotten pigmy rabbit to big game.37  Wildlife researchers 

                                                 
33 Yool, Steven R.  1999.  Multi-scale analysis of disturbance regimes in the northern Chihuahuan Desert. 
Journal-of-Arid-Environments. Dec., 1999; 40 (4) 467-483 
34 Noss, Reed, et.al. 1995. Endangered Ecosystems of the United States: A Preliminary Assessment of Loss 
and Degradation. Biological Report 28.  National Biological Service, Washington, DC, USA. 
Christensen, N.L. et. al. 1996.  The Report of the Ecological Society of America Committee on the 
Scientific Basis for Ecosystem Management.  Ecological Applications 6:665-691 
Knick, S.T. 1999.  Requiem for a Sagebrush Ecosystem?  Northwest Science 73:53-57 
Anderson, Jay E. and Richard S. Inouye.  2001.  Sagebrush Steppe Vegetation Dynamics.  Ecological 
Monographs. Vol. 71, No.4 
35 Blaisdell, James P.; Murray, Robert B.; McArthur, E. Durant. 1982. Managing Intermountain rangelands-
-sagebrush-grass ranges. Gen. Tech. Rep. INT-134. Ogden, UT: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest 
Service, Intermountain Forest and Range Experiment Station.  
Shaw, Nancy L.; Monsen, Stephen B. 1990. Use of sagebrush for improvement of wildlife habitat. In: 
Fisser, Herbert G., ed. Wyoming shrublands: Aspen, sagebrush and wildlife management: Proceedings, 
17th Wyoming shrub ecology workshop; 1988 June 21-22; Jackson, WY. Laramie, WY: Wyoming Shrub 
Ecology Workshop, University of Wyoming, Department of Range Management. 
36 Welch, Bruce L. and Craig Criddle.  2003.  Countering Misinformation Concerning Big Sagebrush.  
USDA Forest Service Rocky Mountain Research Station RBRS-RP-40. 
37 Blaisdell, James P.; Murray, Robert B.; McArthur, E. Durant. 1982. Managing Intermountain rangelands-
-sagebrush-grass ranges. Gen. Tech. Rep. INT-134. Ogden, UT: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest 
Service, Intermountain Forest and Range Experiment Station.  
Hodgkinson, Harmon S. 1989. Big sagebrush subspecies and management implications. Rangelands. 11(1): 
20-22. 
McGee, John M. 1979. Small mammal population changes following prescribed burning of mountain big 
sagebrush. In: Johnson, Kendall L., ed. Wyoming shrublands: Proceedings of the 8th Wyoming shrub 
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have argued that the importance of sagebrush as forage, and effects of foraging on 
sagebrush are not fully appreciated.38  Regarding the sagebrush steppe ecosystem, West39 
makes the following remark: "Some of it has been so degraded by excessive livestock 
grazing and burning that its relationship to its origins is no longer easily recognizable." 
 
Furthermore, the ecology of mountain big sagebrush in the West has been altered not 
only by a decrease in fire as claimed by the BLM, but also by livestock grazing, 
widespread invasion by exotic annuals, and perhaps climate change.40 Historical 
abundance of big sagebrush has been disputed. There are numerous studies that show 
sagebrush obligates prefer living in big sagebrush canopy cover above the levels 
identified in the RMP DEIS. 

18-24 

 

                                                                                                                                                 
ecology workshop; 1979 May 30-31; Jackson, WY. Laramie, WY: University of Wyoming, Division of 
Range Management, Wyoming Shrub Ecology Workshop: 35-46.  
Nagy, Julius G. 1979. Wildlife nutrition and the sagebrush ecosystem. In: The sagebrush ecosystem: a 
symposium: Proceedings; 1978 April; Logan, UT. Logan, UT: Utah State University, College of Natural 
Resources: 164-168. 
Noste, Nonan V.; Bushey, Charles L. 1987. Fire response of shrubs of dry forest habitat types in Montana 
and Idaho. Gen. Tech. Rep. INT-239. Ogden, UT: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, 
Intermountain Research Station. 22 p.  
Peek, James M.; Riggs, Robert A.; Lauer, Jerry L. 1979. Evaluation of fall burning on bighorn sheep winter 
range. Journal of Range Management. 32(6): 430-432.  
Shaw, Nancy L.; Monsen, Stephen B. 1990. Use of sagebrush for improvement of wildlife habitat. In: 
Fisser, Herbert G., ed. Wyoming shrublands: Aspen, sagebrush and wildlife management: Proceedings, 
17th Wyoming shrub ecology workshop; 1988 June 21-22; Jackson, WY. Laramie, WY: Wyoming Shrub 
Ecology Workshop, University of Wyoming, Department of Range Management: 19-35. 
Wambolt, C. L.; Creamer, W. H.; Rossi, R. J. 1994. Predicting big sagebrush winter forage by subspecies 
and browse form class. Journal of Range Management. 47(3): 231-234. 
Welch, Bruce L.; Briggs, Steven F.; Johansen, James H. 1996. Big sagebrush seed storage. Res. Note INT-
RN-430. Ogden, UT: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Intermountain Research Station. 
38 Wambolt, Carl L. 1995. Elk and mule deer use of sagebrush for winter forage. Montana Ag Research. 
12(2): 35-40. 
Wambolt, Carl L. 1996. Mule deer and elk foraging preference for 4 sagebrush taxa. Journal of Range 
Management. 49(6): 499-503.  
Welch, Bruce L.; Wagstaff, Fred J.; Roberson, Jay A. 1991. Preference of wintering sage grouse for big 
sagebrush. Journal of Range Management. 44(5): 462-465. 
39 West, Neil E. 1988. Intermountain deserts, shrub steppes, and woodlands. In: Barbour, Michael G.; 
Billings, William Dwight, eds. North American terrestrial vegetation. Cambridge; New York: Cambridge 
University Press: 209-230. 
40 Blaisdell, James P.; Murray, Robert B.; McArthur, E. Durant. 1982. Managing Intermountain rangelands-
-sagebrush-grass ranges. Gen. Tech. Rep. INT-134. Ogden, UT: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest 
Service, Intermountain Forest and Range Experiment Station. 
Burkhardt, Wayne J.; Tisdale, E. W. 1976. Causes of juniper invasion in southwestern Idaho. Ecology. 57: 
472-484. 
Mueggler, W. F. 1985. Vegetation associations. In: DeByle, Norbert V.; Winokur, Robert P., eds. Aspen: 
ecology and management in the western United States. Gen. Tech. Rep. RM-119. Fort Collins, CO: U.S. 
Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station: 45-55. 
West, Neil E. 1988. Intermountain deserts, shrub steppes, and woodlands. In: Barbour, Michael G.; 
Billings, William Dwight, eds. North American terrestrial vegetation. Cambridge; New York: Cambridge 
University Press: 209-230. 
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Rasmussen and Griner41 noted that the highest sage grouse nesting success in Strawberry 
Valley of central Utah occurred in mountain big sagebrush stands having 50 percent 
canopy cover.  Ellis et. al.42 reported male sage grouse loafing areas with 31 percent 
canopy cover.  Additionally, Katzner and Parker43 reported that areas of high pygmy 
rabbit activity occurred in basin big sagebrush stands having 51.1 percent canopy cover, 
and areas of medium activity occurred in Wyoming sagebrush stands of 42.7 percent. 
Other obligates such as sage thrasher, Brewer’s sparrow, and sage sparrow prefer big 
sagebrush canopy cover of 20 to 36 percent.4418-24 
 
For sagebrush species other than big sagebrush, Walchek45 reported that a population of 
Brewer’s Sparrows were living in an area of silver sagebrush having canopy cover of 53 
percent.  Petersen and Best46 found sag sparrows nested where big sagebrush cover was 
23 percent in the vicinity of nests and 26 percent in the general study area.  They further 
noted that all nests were found in big sagebrush plants and large, living shrubs were 
strongly preferred. 
 
Big sagebrush habitat types are the dominant vegetation communities on the majority of 
public lands in the planning area.47  Sagebrush habitats throughout the Surprise Field 
Office (SFO) have been manipulated to increase forage for domestic livestock, and 
production and vigor of these habitats field-office wide is well below site potential.48Due 

                                                 
41 Rasmussen, D. I. and Lynn A. Griner.  1938. Life history and management studies of the sage grouse in 
Utah, with special reference to nesting and feeding habits.  North America Wildlife Conference. 3:852-864 
42 Ellis, Kevin L. et.al. 1989. Habitat use by breeding male sage grouse: A management approach. Great 
Basin Naturalist. 49:404-407 
43 Katzner, Todd E. and Katherine L. Parker. 1997. Vegetative characteristics and size of home ranges used 
by pygmy rabbits (Brachylagus idahoensis) during winter.  Journal of Mammology 78:1063-1072. 
44 Best, Louis B. 1972. First-year effects of sagebrush control on two sparrows.  Journal of Wildlife 
Management. 36:534-544. 
Feist, Francis G. 1968. Breeding-bird populations on sagebrush-grassland habitat in central Montana. 
Audubon Field Notes. 22:691-695. 
Grinnell, Joseph, et. al. Vertebrate natural history of a section of California through the Lassen Peak region.  
University of California Publications in Zoology.  35:1-594 
Knick, Steven T. and John T. Rotenberry. 1995. Landscape characteristics of fragmented shrubsteppe 
habitats and breeding passerine birds. Conservation Biology. 9:1059-1071. 
Petersen, Kenneth L. and Louis B. Best. 1986. Diets of nesting sage sparrows and Brewer’s sparrow in an 
Idaho sagebrush community. Journal of Field Ornithology. 57:283-294. 
Petersen, Kenneth L. and Louis B. Best. 1991 Nest site selection by sage thrashers in southeastern Idaho. 
Great Basin Naturalist. 51:261-266. 
Reynolds, Timothy D. and Charles H. Trost. 1980 The response of native vertebrate populations to crested 
wheatgrass planting and grazing by sheep. Journal of Range Management. 33:122-125 
Reynolds, Timothy D. and Charles H. Trost. 1981. Grazing, crested wheatgrass, and bird populations in 
southeastern Idaho. Northwest Science. 55:225-234. 
Winter, B. M. and Louis B. Best. 1985. Effect of prescribed burning on placement of sage sparrow nests. 
Condor. 87:294-295. 
45 Walchek, Kenneth C. 1970. Nesting bird ecology of four plant communities in the Missouri River breaks, 
Montana.  Wilson Bulletin. 82:370-382. 
46 Petersen, Kenneth L. and Louis B. Best. 1985. Nest-site selection by sage sparrows. Condor. 57:217-221. 
47 DEIS p. 3-70 Table 3.15-1 
48 DEIS p. 3-73 – 3-75 
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to the regional losses of sagebrush communities, and the wildlife that depend on them, 
maintenance and improvement of existing sagebrush habitat is important.  
 
The DEIS claims that the main management threat to sagebrush communities is typically 
heavy grazing. Since sagebrush communities on private lands have been converted to 
agricultural or other uses or are not being managed in a manner compatible with 
sagebrush dependent wildlife, the importance of the AFO maintaining the integrity of 
sagebrush habitats on BLM lands within the planning area to provide taller, denser stands 
for mule deer, pronghorn, and sage grouse is extremely important. 
 
In addition, the DEIS notes that livestock grazing is a major influence on sagebrush and 
riparian habitat in the AFO.  Livestock grazing impacts to wildlife will be minimized by 
adhering the Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for grazing management, 
and vegetation treatments in upland habitats adjoining streams may divert livestock 
grazing pressure sufficiently to assist in meeting riparian improvement objectives. 
However, the DEIS does not include a discussion of the expected impacts to sagebrush 
communities or the species that rely on them from these management activities nor are 
we told on what scale they will occur. 

18-25 

 
To what type of vegetation does this statement refer?  Exactly how will sagebrush 
communities be manipulated and to what extent?  What are the expected impacts from 
treatment of these communities? These are serious questions that must be answered in the 
FEIS. 
 
Given the fact that most sagebrush dependent species require high canopy cover of 
sagebrush, it is disturbing that the BLM has failed to disclose the manipulation activities 
and the impacts that will occur to sagebrush communities.  In fact, the DEIS fails to 
disclose any of the threats that domestic livestock pose to these threatened communities. 

18-26 

 
For example, big sagebrush canopy cover values on undisturbed relicts and kipukas does 
not support the assertions by the BLM that big sagebrush canopy cover increases due to 
livestock grazing.49  In fact, the just cited researchers found the following: 

                                                 
49 Holechek, Jerry L., and Thor Stephenson.  1983.  Comparison of big sagebrush vegetation in northcentral 
New Mexico under moderately grazed and grazing excluded conditions.  Journal of Range Management. 
36:455-456 
Eckert, Richard E. Jr., and John S. Spencer. 1986. Vegetation response on allotments grazed under rest-
rotation management.  Journal of Range Management. 39:166-174 
Pearson, L.C. 1965. Primaray production in grazed and ungrazed desert communities of eastern Idaho. 
Ecology. 46:278-285. 
Anderson, Jay E. and Karl E. Holte. 1981. Vegetation Development over 25 years without grazing on 
sagebrush dominated rangeland in southeastern Idaho. Journal of Range Management. 34:25-29. 
Wambolt, Carl L. and Myles J. Watts. 1996. High stocking rate potential for controlling Wyoming big 
sagebrush. In: Barrow, Jerry R. et. al. comps. Proceedings: shrubland ecosystems dynamics in a changing 
environment. 1995 May 23-25; Las Cruces, NM. Gen. Tech. Rep. INT-GTR-338. Ogden, UT: USDA 
Forest Service, Intermountain Research Station 
Peterson, Joel G. 1995. Ecological implications of sagebrush manipulation – A literature review.  Montana 
Fish wildlife and Parks, Wildlife Management Division, Helena, MT. 
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• Big sagebrush canopy cover was higher inside grazing exclosures and was 

decreased outside exclosures, 
• Perennial grasses and sagebrush canopy cover were significantly higher in 

ungrazed vs. grazed plots,  
• After grazing had been removed big sagebrush canopy cover and grass cover 

increased significantly. 
 

18-26 Anderson and Inouye50 found that contemporary state-and-transition models do not fit the 
sagebrush ecosystem because viable remnant populations of native grasses and forbs are 
able to take advantage of improved growing conditions when livestock are removed.  
They found further that despite depauperate and homogenous conditions of permanent 
plots in 1950, after 45 years vegetation had been anything but static, clearly refuting 
claims of long-term stability under shrub dominance.  Mean richness per plot of ALL 
growth forms increased steadily in the absence of domestic livestock grazing.  Grasses 
and forbs increased significantly.   
 
Given these findings, perhaps the BLM should analyze the impacts of long-term active 
management and its impacts on sagebrush communities and obligates compared to the 
impacts of removing livestock and allowing these communities to recover naturally.  
Additionally, since the continued “management” of sagebrush has led to many of the 
situations scientists now agree are threatening these ecosystems, the removal of livestock 
from sagebrush communities in less than satisfactory condition should be a seriously 
considered alternative in the RMP. 

18-27 

 
Sage Grouse 
Sage grouse depend almost entirely on sagebrush for food and protection from predators.  
In the summer, the birds depend on the grasses and plants that grow under the sagebrush 
to provide nesting material, as well as high protein insects that are critical to the diet of 
chicks in the first few months of life. In winter, almost 99 percent of their diet is 
sagebrush leaves and buds. Recent estimates indicate that the sage grouse populations 
have declined by approximately 86 percent from historic levels.  One of the greatest 
threats to sage grouse populations is the destruction and loss of habitat from a variety of 
management activities including livestock grazing.51  
 
In presettlement times, the range of the sage grouse paralleled the range of big sagebrush. 
Basin big sagebrush provides important cover for sage grouse.52 Populations of sage 
grouse have declined primarily because of loss of habitat due to overgrazing, elimination 
                                                                                                                                                 
Wambolt Carl L. and Harrie W. Sherwood. 1999. Sagebrush response to ungulate browsing in 
Yellowstone. Journal of Range Management. 52:363-369.  
50 Anderson, Jay E. and Rishard S. Inouye.  2001.  Landscape-Scale Changes in Plant Species Abundance 
and Biodiversity of a Sagebrush Steppe Over 45 Years. Ecological Monograaphs, 71(4), 2001, pp. 531-556.  
51 U.S Fish and Wildlife Service April 16, 2004 
52 Benson, Lee A.; Braun, Clait E.; Leininger, Wayne C. 1991. Sage grouse response to burning in the big 
sagebrush type. In: Comer, Robert D.; Davis, Peter R.; Foster, Susan Q.; [and others], eds. Issues and 
technology in the management of impacted wildlife: Proceedings of a national symposium; 1991 April 8-4. 
Snowmass Resort, CO. Boulder, CO: Thorne Ecological Institute: 97-104. 
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of sagebrush, and land development.53  Sage grouse populations began declining from 
1900 to 1915, when livestock utilization of sagebrush rangeland was heavy.54  In the 50's 
and 60's, land agencies adopted a policy of aggressive sagebrush control in order to 
convert sagebrush types to grassland.  Chaining, frequent fire, and herbicide treatments 
reduced sagebrush by several million acres and sage grouse numbers plummeted 
drastically.55

 
Sage grouse historically occurred throughout the range of big sagebrush (A. tridentata), 
except on the periphery of big sagebrush distribution or in areas where it has been 
eliminated.56  Sage grouse prefer mountain big sagebrush (A. t. ssp. vaseyana) and 
Wyoming big sagebrush (A. t. ssp. wyomingensis) communities to basin big sagebrush (A. 
t. spp. tridentata) communities.  Sage grouse are totally dependent on sagebrush-
dominated habitats.57 Sagebrush is a crucial component of their diet year-round, and sage 
grouse select sagebrush almost exclusively for cover.58  
 
When not on the lek, sage grouse disperse to the surrounding areas.59  Some females 
probably travel between leks.  Patterson60 reported that in Wyoming, 92 percent of sage 
grouse nests in Wyoming big sagebrush were in areas where vegetation was 10 to 20 
inches (25-51 cm) tall and cover did not exceed 50 percent. 
 
The importance of sagebrush in the diet of adult sage grouse is impossible to 
overestimate.  Numerous studies have documented its year-round use by sage grouse.61  

                                                 
53 Hamerstrom, Frederick; Hamerstrom, Frances. 1961. Status and problems of North American grouse. 
Wilson Bulletin. 73(3): 284-294.   
54 Patterson, Robert L. 1952. The sage grouse in Wyoming. Federal Aid to Wildlife Restoration Project 28-
R. Denver, CO: Sage Books, Inc. 341 p.  
55 Call, Mayo W. 1979. Habitat requirements and management recommendations for sage grouse. Denver, 
CO: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Denver Service Center. 37 p. 
Mattise, Samuel N. 1995. Sage grouse in Idaho:  Forum 94'. Technical Bulletin No. 95-15. Boise, ID: U.S. 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Idaho State Office. 10 p. 
56 Call, Mayo W.; Maser, Chris. 1985. Wildlife habitats in managed rangelands--the Great Basin of 
southeastern Oregon: sage grouse. Gen. Tech. Rep. PNW-187. Portland, OR: U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Forest and Range Experiment Station. 30 p.  
57 Benson, Lee A.; Braun, Clait E.; Leininger, Wayne C. 1991. Sage grouse response to burning in the big 
sagebrush type. In: Comer, Robert D.; Davis, Peter R.; Foster, Susan Q.; [and others], eds. Issues and 
technology in the management of impacted wildlife: Proceedings of a national symposium; 1991 April 8-4. 
Snowmass Resort, CO. Boulder, CO: Thorne Ecological Institute: 97-104. 
58 Patterson, Robert L. 1952. The sage grouse in Wyoming. Federal Aid to Wildlife Restoration Project 28-
R. Denver, CO: Sage Books, Inc. 341 p.  
59 Wallestad, Richard; Pyrah, Duane. 1974. Movement and nesting of sage grouse hens in central Montana. 
Journal of Wildlife Management. 38(4):  630-633. 
60 Patterson, Robert L. 1952. The sage grouse in Wyoming. Federal Aid to Wildlife Restoration Project 28-
R. Denver, CO: Sage Books, Inc. 341 p.  
61 Beck, D. I. 1975. Attributes of a wintering population of sage grouse, North Park, Colorado. Fort 
Collins, CO: Colorado State University. 49 p.Thesis.  
Call, Mayo W. 1979. Habitat requirements and management recommendations for sage grouse. Denver, 
CO: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Denver Service Center. 37 p.  
Call, Mayo W.; Maser, Chris. 1985. Wildlife habitats in managed rangelands--the Great Basin of 
southeastern Oregon: sage grouse. Gen. Tech. Rep. PNW-187. Portland, OR: U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Forest and Range Experiment Station. 30 p.  
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A Montana study, based on 299 crop samples, showed that 62 percent of total food 
volume of the year was sagebrush.  Between December and February it was the only food 
item found in all crops.  Only between June and September did sagebrush constitute less 
than 60 percent of the sage grouse diet.62

 
In places, the number of young sage grouse simply is not enough to sustain a stable 
population.  Sage grouse have one of the lowest recruitment rates of any upland game 
bird in North America.  Loss of habitat, predation, drought, and poor weather conditions 
during hatching and brooding periods have been cited as factors leading to poor 
recruitment.63

 
Lack of adequate nesting and brooding cover may account for high juvenile losses in 
many regions.64    A decline in preferred prey may also result in increased predation on 
sage grouse.  Nest losses to predators vary throughout the range of sage grouse, but 
predators are more successful in areas of poor-quality nesting habitat. 
 
Due to their reliance on sagebrush, sage grouse are great indicators of the health of the 
sagebrush steppe ecosystem on which they depend. Literature previously cited indicates 
that sage grouse need higher levels of sagebrush canopy cover than the RMP indicates 
and livestock reduce that cover. 

18-28 

 
These factors may put healthy sage grouse habitat at odds with livestock grazing in some 
areas of the SFO.  How will the agencies and the management plan provide these 
resources? How will sage grouse, leks, brood rearing cover, and other resources be 
affected by the proposed management direction? The FEIS must include this information. 

18-29 

 
We recommend that the BLM follow the recommendations for managing sage grouse that 
are found in A Blueprint for Sage-grouse Conservation and Recovery  by Clait E. Braun, 
                                                                                                                                                 
Klebenow, Donald A. 1973. The habitat requirements of sage grouse and the role of fire in management. 
In: Proceedings, annual Tall Timbers fire ecology conference; 1972 June 8-9; Lubbock, TX. No. 12. 
Tallahassee, FL: Tall Timbers Research Station: 305-315.   
Patterson, Robert L. 1952. The sage grouse in Wyoming. Federal Aid to Wildlife Restoration Project 28-R. 
Denver, CO: Sage Books, Inc. 341 p.  
Schneegas, Edward R. 1967. Sage grouse and sagebrush control. Transactions, North American Wildlife 
Conference. 32: 270-274.   
Sime, Carolyn Anne. 1991. Sage grouse use of burned, non-burned, and seeded vegetation communities on 
the Idaho National Engineering Laboratory, Idaho. Bozeman, MT: Montana State University. 72 p. Thesis.  
Wallestad, Richard. 1975. Life history and habitat requirements of sage grouse in central Montana. Helena, 
MT: Montana Department of Fish and Game. 65 p. In cooperation with: U.S. Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Land Management.   
Wallestad, Richard; Peterson, Joel G.; Eng, Robert L. 1975. Foods of adult sage grouse in central Montana. 
Journal of Wildlife Management. 39(3): 628-630.   
62 Wallestad, Richard. 1975. Life history and habitat requirements of sage grouse in central Montana. 
Helena, MT: Montana Department of Fish and Game. 65 p. In cooperation with: U.S. Department of the 
Interior, Bureau of Land Management.   
63 Mattise, Samuel N. 1995. Sage grouse in Idaho:  Forum 94'. Technical Bulletin No. 95-15. Boise, ID: 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Idaho State Office. 10 p. 
64 Kindschy, Robert R. 1986. Rangeland vegetative succession—implications to wildlife. Rangelands. 8(4): 
157-159.  
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Ph.D. Grouse Inc., Tucson, Arizona, May 2006.  Furthermore, the FEIS should discuss 
whether or not the proposed action complies with the Bureau of Land Management 
National Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy USDI, November 2004. 

18-29 
18-30 

 
Fire  
Big sagebrush habitat types are the dominant vegetation communities on the majority of 
public lands in the planning area.  At mid to lower elevations, Wyoming big sagebrush is 
the dominant habitat type that provides important habitat for mobile wildlife species such 
as mule deer, pronghorn, and.  Basin big sagebrush is intermingled. 
 
Few if any fire history studies have been conducted on basin big sagebrush. Sapsis65 
suggests that fire return intervals in big sagebrush are intermediate between mountain big 
sagebrush (5 to 15 years) and Wyoming big sagebrush (10 to 70 years).66 It is important 
to note that "given the wide range of fuel situations and our understanding of yearly 
climatic variation in the sagebrush ecosystem, a naturally wide variation in fire frequency 
in this system should be expected."67  

18-31 
In many big sagebrush communities, changes in fire occurrence have occurred along with 
fire suppression and livestock grazing. Prior to the introduction of annuals, insufficient 
fuels may have limited fire spread in big sagebrush communities. Introduction of annuals 
has increased fuel loads so that fire can easily carry. Burning in some big sagebrush 
communities can set the stage for repeated fires. Fire frequency can be as little as 5 years, 
not sufficient time for the establishment and reproduction of big sagebrush. Repeated 
fires have removed big sagebrush from extensive areas in the Great Basin and Columbia 
River drainages.68

Fire severity in big sagebrush communities is described as "variable" depending on 
weather, fuels, and topography. However, fires in big sagebrush communities are 
typically stand replacing.69  In Idaho, wildfires in basin big sagebrush-needle and thread 

                                                 
65 Sapsis, David B. 1990. Ecological effects of spring and fall prescribed burning on basin big 
sagebrush/Idaho fescue--bluebunch wheatgrass communities. Corvallis, OR: Oregon State University. 105 
p. Thesis.  
66 Ibid. 
Young, James A.; Evans, Raymond A. 1981. Demography and fire history of a western juniper stand. 
Journal of Range Management. 34(6): 501-505. 
67 Sapsis, David B. 1990. Ecological effects of spring and fall prescribed burning on basin big 
sagebrush/Idaho fescue--bluebunch wheatgrass communities. Corvallis, OR: Oregon State University. 105 
68Bunting, Stephen C. 1990. Prescribed fire effects in sagebrush-grasslands and pinyon-juniper woodlands. 
In: Alexander, M. E.; Bisgrove, G. F., technical coordinator. The art and science of fire management: 
Proceedings of the 1st Interior West Fire Council annual meeting and workshop; 1988 October 24-27; 
Kananaskis Village, AB. Information Rep. NOR-X-309. Edmonton, AB: Forestry Canada, Northwest 
Region, Northern Forestry Centre: 176-181.  
69 Sapsis, David B.; Kauffman, J. Boone. 1991. Fuel consumption and fire behavior associated with 
prescribed fires in sagebrush ecosystems. Northwest Science. 65(4): 173-179. 
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grass communities may create unstable soil conditions leading to wind erosion and 
"difficulty in seedling establishment."70  

Loss of big sagebrush as a result of a fire may decrease both food and cover for pygmy 
rabbits and sage grouse.  Big sagebrush is often completely killed by fire and is slow to 
reestablish on burned sites.  On the Upper Snake River Plains in Idaho, big sagebrush did 
not recover to prefire densities until 30 years after an August fire.71  Big sagebrush may 
be eliminated from some areas due to repeated fire.72  Fires, including prescribed fires, 
that eliminate much of the big sagebrush would have an adverse effect on the pygmy 
rabbit and sage grouse populations in that area.   
 
In general, burning in cheatgrass-infested big sagebrush types is not recommended if 
cheatgrass cover exceeds 50% or if cover of fire-resistant native grasses is less than 20%. 
Cheatgrass is more likely to invade after fire if the dominant native grass is not a fire-
resistant species (for example, Thurber needlegrass or Idaho fescue) or if native grasses 
were in poor condition prior to fire.73  Artificial seeding with native grasses is 
recommended after fire if cheatgrass was a major component of the prefire community or 
if it was a minor component and native grasses were in poor condition.74 Communities in 
good condition may at least partially recover from temporary post fire increases in 
cheatgrass, especially when fire is followed by favorable precipitation. 
 
Extreme care should be exercised when planning the use of prescribed fire or other 
vegetation treatments in sagebrush communities in the planning area. The NEPA 
document for the management plan should disclose the areas where the future use of 
prescribed fire is proposed, how noxious weeds, livestock grazing, soils, vegetation, 
wildlife, and other resources will be affected by such management. 

18-31 

 
Fire that destroys large tracts of sagebrush, or destroys key winter habitat, can be harmful 
to sage grouse and other sagebrush obligates.75  Martin76 suggested that had nesting 

                                                 
70 Collins, P. D.; Harper, K. T. 1982. Habitat types of the Curlew National Grassland, Idaho. Provo, UT: 
Brigham Young University, Department of Botany and Range Science. 46 p. Editorial draft. 
71 Chaplin, M. R.; Winward, A. H. 1982. The effect of simulated fire on emergence of seeds found in the 
soil of big sagebrush communities. In: Society for Range Management Abstracts: Proceedings, 35th Annual 
Meeting of the Society for Range Management; [Date of conference unknown]; Calgary, AB. Denver, CO: 
Society for Range Management: 37. Abstract.  
72 Collins, Ellen I. 1984. Preliminary classification of Wyoming plant communities. Cheyenne, WY: 
Wyoming Natural Heritage Program/The Nature Conservancy. 42 p.  
73 Pechanec, Joseph F.; Stewart, George; Blaisdell, James P. 1954. Sagebrush burning good and bad. 
Farmers' Bulletin No. 1948. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Agriculture. 34 p. 
West, Neil E.; Hassan, M. A. 1985. Recovery of sagebrush-grass vegetation following wildfire. Journal of 
Range Management. 38(2): 131-134.  
74 West, Neil E.; Hassan, M. A. 1985. Recovery of sagebrush-grass vegetation following wildfire. Journal 
of Range Management. 38(2): 131-134.  
Young, James A.; Evans, Raymond A.; Weaver, Ronald A. 1976. Estimating potential downy brome 
competition after wildfires. Journal of Range Management. 29(4): 322-325.  
75 Klebenow, Donald A. 1969. Sage grouse nesting and brood habitat in Idaho. Journal of Wildlife 
Management. 33(3): 649-662.  
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habitat been limiting, large-acreage fires would probably adversely affect sage grouse 
populations. Autenreith and others77 recommend that fire in winter use areas be applied 
cautiously:  What may appear as an excess of sagebrush in summer may provide only 
minimal amounts of sagebrush in winter.   
 
Additionally, sage grouse show lek fidelity and may not use burns as lekking grounds if 
there is a sufficient number of old leks.78  Areas immediately surrounding leks, however, 
are heavily used as nesting grounds, and fire in areas surrounding leks may have a 
negative impact on consequent use of the surrounding areas by hens.  Wallestad and 
Pyrah79 recommend that sagebrush within 1.9 miles (3.2 km) of a lek not be burned in 
order to protect nesting habitat.  Fire on the nesting grounds is not recommended in any 
season if nesting habitat is limited. 

18-31 

 
WWP appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Surprise RMP and DEIS.  Please 
keep us informed as this process progresses, and feel free to contact me with any 
questions you may have in regards to these comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jen Nordstrom 
WWP 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                 
Klebenow, Donald A. 1973. The habitat requirements of sage grouse and the role of fire in management. 
In: Proceedings, annual Tall Timbers fire ecology conference; 1972 June 8-9; Lubbock, TX. No. 12. 
Tallahassee, FL: Tall Timbers Research Station: 305-315.   
76 Martin, Robert C. 1990. Sage grouse responses to wildfire in spring and summer habitats. Moscow, ID: 
University of Idaho. 36 p. Thesis.  
77 Autenrieth, Robert; Molini, William; Braun, Clait, eds. 1982. Sage grouse management practices. Tech. 
Bull No. 1. Twin Falls, ID: Western States Sage Grouse Committee. 42 p. 
78 Benson, Lee A.; Braun, Clait E.; Leininger, Wayne C. 1991. Sage grouse response to burning in the big 
sagebrush type. In: Comer, Robert D.; Davis, Peter R.; Foster, Susan Q.; [and others], eds. Issues and 
technology in the management of impacted wildlife: Proceedings of a national symposium; 1991 April 8-4. 
Snowmass Resort, CO. Boulder, CO: Thorne Ecological Institute: 97-104. 
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"Deon and Linda" <linda@pollett.net>  
07/20/2006 11:17 AM 
To 
<necarmp@ca.blm.gov> 
cc 
 
bcc 
 
Subject 
Eagle Lake RMP Comments 
 
 
 
 
To Planning Coordinator Bureau of Land Management, Eagle Lake field Office 
and Planning coordinator Bureau of Land Management Alturas field Office 
  
Thank you for closing raads in several wilderness study areas and allowing  
fires to plaly an imprtant role in maintaining the high desert's  
ecological health. Please continue to confine vehicles to designated  
routes and management of roadless areas for primitive recreation. 23-1 
 

23-2 Please designate the seven areas of critical environmental concern. 
 

23-3 Also please acquire public rights of way along abandoned railroad grades  
for non-motorized trails. 
 

23-4 Please build new non-motorized trails. 
 

23-5 Please manage Smoke Creed as a wild and scenic river. 
 
Also, choose Alternative 2 as your Preferred allternative in the final  23-6 
versio of the RMP, with modifications of; 
 

23-7 Manage all wilderness study areas as primitive zones. 
 
Manage the core portions of the Observation Peak, Shaffer Mountain, Shinn  

23-8 Mountain, Skedaddle Flats, Skedaddle West and Snowstorm Mountain Roasdless  
Areas as primitive zones. 
 
Also close all priitive and no-morotorized management areas to miineral  23-9 leasing in order to protect these wild places from development. 
 
Linda Schreiber 
Anderson, CA 96007 
  
111,111,111x111,111,111=12,345,678,987,654,321 
Linda Schreiber  
  



 

United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Forest 
Service 

Modoc National Forest 800 West 12th Street 
Alturas, CA 96101 
(530) 233-5811 
TTY (530) 233-8708 

 
File Code: 1920 

Date: July 21, 2006 
Alturas RMP Comments 
Attention: Planning Coordinator 
Bureau of Land Management 
Eagle Lake Field Office 
2950 Riverside Drive 
Susanville, CA 96130 
 
Dear Tim: 

My staff has briefly reviewed your Draft Resource Management Plan and Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for your area and provided the following comments: 

• The Forest Service will soon be restricting OHV use to designated roads and trails 
based on national direction. The continued use, expansion, or designation of the 
Barnes Grade area for unrestricted OHV use is of concern. Since this area is 
adjacent to the Modoc National Forest we see it as a gateway to continued 
unmanaged OHV use on Forest Service Lands. The BLM should address its short 
and long term ability to restrict OHV use to BLM lands in the Barnes Grade area 
or restrict OHV use to designated roads and trails and prevent expansion of OHV 
use onto Forest Service Lands.  

24-1 

 
• Map WHB-1, and the discussion of wild horse territories (horse is spelled hourse) 

depicts two wild horse territories on the Modoc National Forest. Please note that 
we only have one (the Devil’s Garden Wild Horse Herd).  The area depicted as 
the Emigrant Horse Herd is the Emigrant Grazing Allotment and is part of the 
Devil’s Garden Wild Horse Herd.  

24-2 

 
24-3 • Map WILD-1 depicts areas of management of the Modoc Sucker. BLM should 

consider and evaluate its impact to the Lost River and Short Nose Sucker in and 
around Clear Lake area. Assisting the USFWS in protecting the Lost River and 
Short Nose Sucker is important in Forest Service Management.  

 
• We are concerned that Maps WILD-3 and WILD-4 depicting Deer and Antelope 

management on National Forest System Lands has not been fully coordinated 
with our plans and designated areas.  

24-4 
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• The FEIS should discuss designation of Wild and Scenic Rivers effects on 

upstream use and management by other agencies or land holders. Will this 
designation require or cause increased protection of water quality and quantity by 
upstream land managers?  

24-5 

 
• We recommend expanding the discussion of Scenic Byway designation to more 

fully recognize County, Private, and Other Agency cooperation and working 
agreements to develop and manage this valuable resource activity. The Forest 
Service sees the designation and connection of the Emigrant Trails Scenic Byway 
down State Highway 299 with the Volcanic Scenic Byway along State Route 89 
as the highest priority.  

24-6 

 
• The Modoc NF is about to begin its LRMP Revision process and would like to get 

copies of the BLM GIS database used to formulate your Preferred Alternative. 
Please have your database/GIS manager contact Sean Redar at 530-233-8739 to 
expedite this technology transfer of information. 

24-7 

 
We will not be commenting on the analysis of alternatives as this is based on your 
planning direction. As noted above our focus has been on those strategic areas in your 
plan that may affect management of the Modoc National Forest in the future. Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment. If your staff has specific questions about the 
above please contact Robert Haggard at (530) 233-8840. 

 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 

  

/s/ Stanley G. Sylva     
STANLEY G. SYLVA     
Forest Supervisor     
 
 
cc:  Bradley J Burmark 
Tim Burke    
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