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Table 1. General Best Forest Management Practices

The following Best Forest Management Practices (BFMP) are taken from the Oregon Statewide Planning Manuals, the
Oregon Forest Practice Rules (Oregon Department of Forestry, 1980) and Guidelines for Stream Protection (Oregon
State Game Commission). Generally, BFMP applicationswere selected to avoid ratherthan mitigate impacts. In addition,
all road standards and designs will correspond to BLM Manual 9113.

Road System

Logging road locations, particularlyon sensitive areas, should be evaluated by a forester, soil scientist, wildlife biologist,
and other specialists as needed. The location should befitted tothetopographyto minimize cut and fill situations. In areas
of important big game habitat, consultation with the wildlife biologist will be necessary to reduce impacts on wildlife,
particularly in areas such as ridgelines, saddles and upper drainage heads. Where alternative locations are not possible,
incorporate mitigating measures into road development plans. Avoid stream crossings, if possible. If not possible,
minimize approach cuts and fills and channel disturbance and maintain stream bank vegetation.

Where possible, locate roads on benches and ridges to minimize erosion; except under special circumstances such as
occurrenceof rock bluffs, keep roads out of stream courses. Roads should be high enough to prevent silting tothe stream.

Do not locate stream crossings strictly on a grade basis. Choose a stable site and adjust grade to it, when possible.
Keep stream disturbance to an absolute minimum.

If necessary, include short road segmentswith steepergrades, consistent with traffic needs and safety, to avoid problem
areas or to take advantage of terrain features.

For timber harvest spur roads, take advantage of natural landing areas (flatter, better drained, open areas) to reduce soil
disturbance associated with log landings and temporary work roads.

Vary road grades where possible to reduce concentrated flow in road drainage ditches and to reduce erosion on road
surfaces.

Design drainage ditches, water bars, drain dips, culvert placement, etc., in a mannerthat will disperse runoff and minimize
cut and fill erosion.

Install culverts or drain dips frequently enough to avoid accumulations of water that will cause erosion or road ditches
and the area below the culvert and drain dip outlets.

In bridge location, plan to avoid relocation of the stream channel. Where the stream must be changed, use riprap,
vegetative cover, or other means to reduce soil movement into stream.

Seed (revegetate) cuts and fills the first fall season following disturbance.

Deposit excess material in stable locations well above the high-water level and never into the stream channel. Do not
allow any material, including sidecast soil, stumps, logs or other material to be deposited into a stream.

Hold wet-weather road building to a minimum, particularly on poorly drained, erodible soils which may drain mud directly
to streams.

Build fills in lifts to ensure optimum compaction and minimize slumpage. Avoid the inclusion of slash, logs and other
organic debris in fills.

On primary roads wherever serious erosion is likely, large cut-and-fill slopes should be stabilized with plant cover as soon
as possible. Local experience will indicate the best practices and species to use.
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Table 1. General Best Forest Management Practices (continued)

Generally, berms should be removed or at least broken frequently to allow lateral drainage to nonerodible areas. Berms
are desirable on large erodible fills to prevent drainage from the road crown down the center of the fill section.

Plan ditch gradients steep enough (generally greater than 2 percent) to prevent sediment deposition.

When installing culverts and drain dips, avoid changes in channel orientation and place these structures to conform to
the natural channel gradient. Design culverts for maximum stream flow (e.g., 25-year discharge).

Skew culvert approximately 30 degrees toward the inflow to provide better inlet efficiency.

Provide rock or other basins at the outlet of culverts and rock the drain dips if economically feasible.

In building bridge footings and abutments, limit machine work as much as possible to avoid disturbing the stream. This
initial work often greatly increases turbidity and sediment movement. The toes of fills on larger creek crossings should

be protected above the high-water line to prevent soil movement.

Unless no other source is available, gravel should not be taken from streambeds except from dry gravel bars. Washing
of gravel into streams will normally cause sedimentation and should be avoided.

In some areas, alternating inslope and outslope sections can be built into the road, especially if road grades are rolled
to dispose of road surface flow.

Obtain all necessary permits for stream crossings before beginning activities.

Maintain all roads immediately after logging and the primary roads whenever necessary by cleaning ditch lines, blading
debris from empty landings, trimming damaged culvert ends and cleaning out culvert openings.

Grade the primary road surfaces as often as necessary to retain the original surface drainage (either insloped or
outsloped). Take care to avoid casting graded material over the fill slope. Monitor surface drainage during wet periods
and close the road if necessary to avoid undue damage.

Haul all excess material removed by maintenance operations to safe disposal areas. Apply stabilization measures on
disposal sites if necessary to assure that erosion and sedimentation do not occur.

Vary the steepness of slopes on cut and fill slopes commensurate with the strength of the soil and bedrock material as
established by an engineering geologist or other specialist in soil mechanics.

Control roadside brush only to the extent required for good road maintenance and safety.

Soil Protection and Water Quality

Time logging activities to the season in which soil damage can be kept to acceptable limits.

Design and locate skid trail and skidding operations to avoid across ridge and across drainage operation, and minimize
soil compaction.

Install water bars on skid trails when logging is finished (forester and/or soil scientist will provide assistance as requested
or needed).

Avoid trapping and turning small streams out of their natural beds into tractor trails and landings.
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Table 1. General Best Forest Management Practices (continued)

Generally, confine tractor skidding operations to slopes of less than 35 percent. Leave appropriate snags and/or large
dead trees for wildlife, as per current BLM Snag Management Policy Guidelines and Agriculture Handbook No. 553
(USDA, 1979).

If debris should enter any stream, such debris shall be removed concurrently with the yarding operation and before
removal of equipment from the project site. Removal of debris shall be accomplished in such a manner that natural
streambed conditions and stream bank vegetation are not disturbed.

Provide variable width no-cut/no-skid buffers for all perennial streams, springs and seeps as well as for nonperennial
streams, springs and seeps which significantly impact water quality in perennial waters.

Avoid falling and yarding operations into or across any stream. Use yarding methods that minimize soil disturbance in
the watershed as much as practicable.

Maintain native vegetation on primary disturbed areas (temporary roads, skid trails, landings, etc.) by seeding with
diverse native grass varieties.

Silvicultural

Reforest all cutover lands (either natural regeneration or artificial regeneration) with a commercial species to minimum
stocking levels (100-150 trees/acre within 5-15 years). The differences in stocking level numbers are related to the
differences in site class. For more detail refer to the BLM TPCC Manual 5250.

Slash disposal will be done in a manner conducive to revegetation and advantageous to wildlife. Slash will be burned
when necessary and such burning will be in conformance with State air pollution regulations.

Logging units will be laid out in a manner that would reduce the risk of windthrow. The selection of trees in shelterwoods
will be made in a manner that would improve the genetic composition of the reforested stand. Disturbed areas will be
artificially reforested when natural forest regeneration cannot be reasonably expected in 5-15 years.

Yarding practices to be employed during the planning period consist of tractor systems, ground and partial suspension
cable systems and full suspension systems which include cable and aerial. Each system impacts ground vegetation to
different degrees relative to the soil disturbance resulting from the harvest system used. For example, the tractor system
would cause the greatest impact to existing vegetation and an aerial full suspension system would cause the least
disturbance.
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Table 2. Summary of Recommended Practices for Stream Protection

Guidelines for protection of fish habitat and water quality in logging operations have been developed as a result of the
Alsea watershed research program and related studies. They include the following:

1

Extremely small headwater streams can be important spawning and rearing areas for salmon and trout and need
protection. Even streambeds that are dry in the summer can be valuable spawning tributaries at other times of the
year. Also, logging activities in headwaters can affect downstream areas.

A formal procedure for reviewing timber harvest operations, in the planning stages as well as during logging,
entered into by participating private, State and Federal groups should be an integral part of any logging program.

Stream clearance requirements, and their enforcement, are essential.

(@)

(b)

Every effort should be made to prevent logging debris from falling into stream channels. If any debris does
get into a channel, the fishery biologist or hydrologist should determine which debris will be removed to
maintain adequate dissolved oxygen levels in surface water and keep migration routes open.

The method of stream clearance and timing of the operation are also important. Heavy equipment should not
normally be used in a stream, and the channel should not be altered. Consultation with the focal State fishery
biologist can aid in determining what material should be removed from a stream, and the best time for removal.

Streamside vegetation should be protected and remain standing in all logging operations where fish, wildlife and
water quality considerations are involved or can be affected in downstream areas.

(@)
(b)

Streamside vegetation provides shade to the stream and minimizes water temperature increases.

Commercial conifers do not necessarily have to be left. Shrubs and other less valuable species can, in many
cases, provide adequate shade if the conifers can be removed without destroying such vegetation or
damaging streambanks. In some areas, commercial timber may have to remain to protect other watershed
values or await the technological development of other removal methods.

Areas of vegetation left along a stream do not have to be a certain width. Often a relatively narrow vegetative
unit will provide the necessary fish habitat protection unless other factors such as wildlife habitat enhance-
ment and scenic corridors are involved.

Protecting streamsidevegetation serves many purposes. Maintaining a vegetation unit requirescare in falling
and yarding timber away from the stream, and will reduce stream clearance needs and dissolved oxygen
problems in surface and subgravel waters.

Avoid falling trees into or across streams.

Logs should not be yarded through streams.

(@)

Yarding logs through streams deposits organic and inorganic debris and sediment in the channel, breaks
down streambanks and streamside vegetation, and contributes to dissolved oxygen and sediment changes
in surface and subgravel environments.

Use yarding methods that minimize soil disturbance in the watershed.

Landings should not be located in the stream channel.

Logs should be yarded uphill and away from the stream.
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Table 2. Summary of Recommended Practices for Stream Protection (continued)

The Society of American Foresters' Columbia River Section, Water Management Committee? has developed a list of
recommended logging practicesforwatershed protection in western Oregon. The recommendations reflect concern for
the impact of roads on stream sediment levels and emphasize proper road location, construction and maintenance.
Although available in the Journal of Forestry for more than 10 years, many logging operations have not incorporated the
practices into their programs. Therefore, in an attempt to get wider distribution of the Water Management Committee’s
suggested practices, most of its recommendations follow verbatim.

Road Location and Design

1.

10.

Where possible, locate roads on benches and ridges to minimize erosion; except underspecialcircumstances such
as occurrence of rock bluffs, keep roads out of stream courses. Roads should be high enough to prevent sifting
to the stream.

Keep road gradients low except where short, steep sections are needed to take advantage of favorable topography
and to avoid excessive cut and fill. Minimize the effect of higher gradients by reducing the distance between culverts
to prevent the accumulation of water in the ditches.

Roads leaving landings should have short lengths of slightly adverse grade if possible. They should not have steep
pitches of favorable grade which might drain off mud from the landings into streams.

Allowflexibility in road design so that inconstruction a minimumof soil is moved. Adjust the radius of curves in critical
areas to achieve this objective.

Take advantage of well-drained soils and horizontal rock formations for greater stability, and avoid areas where
seeps, clay beds, concave slopes, alluvial fans and steep dipping rock layers indicate the possibility of slides.

Consider the proper angle of repose for cuts and fills in designing roads on varying types of soils and rock materials.
Consistent with these demands, make road cuts reasonably steep in orderto minimize surface exposed to erosion.

In bridge location plan to avoid relocation of the stream channel. Where the stream must be changed* use riprap,
vegetative cover or other means to reduce soil movement into stream.

Install culverts at crossings of all drainage ways except small streams* and seeps which can be safely diverted to
ditches. Use culverts with sufficient capacity to carry the largest flow expected.

Route the road drainage (whether from culverts, cross drainage or ditches) onto the forest floor, preferably on
benches so that sediment can settle out before drainage water reaches stream channels.

Take drainage waterout of ditches at intervals short enough to prevent ditch erosion. Detour it from above unstable
areas to avoid saturation, slumping and erosion.

Road Construction

1.

Plan the pioneering stage of road construction to avoid soil erosion and slumpage. As an example, cull log
crossings® can be provided where culverts will be placed on the completed road. Avoid pioneering too far ahead
of final construction.

Uncompleted road grades which may be subject to considerable washing before final grading should be outsloped
or cross-drained.

Hold wet-weather road building to a minimum, particularly on poorly drained, erodible soils which may drain mud
directly to streams.
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Table 2. Summary of Recommended Practices for Stream Protection (continued)

4,

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

Build fills in lifts to ensure optimum compaction and minimize slumpage. Avoid the inclusion of slash, logs and other
organic debris in fills.

Excess fill material should not be dumped within the high-waterzoneof streamswherefloods can pick it uporwhere
it will flow immediately into the stream; end-haul such material.

Where slide areas can be predicted from past experience, their effects should be minimized by such measures as
flatter backslopes and deeperditches. On slopes gentle enough to hold the fill, avoid disturbance of underground
water courses by building on the fill and providing adequate subdrainage.

On primary roads with steep slopes and full benching, consider the use of cribbing to avoid severe disturbance to
unstable slopes.

On primary roads wherever serious erosion is likely, large cut-and-fill slopes should be stabilized with plant cover
as soon as possible. Local experience will indicate the best practices and species to use.

Avoid channel changes or disturbance of stream channels. Where necessary complete the channel change and
riprap the sides before turning water into the new channel.

In building bridge footings and abutments, limit machine work as much as possible to avoid disturbing the stream.
This initial workoften greatly increases turbidity and sediment movement. The toes of fillson largercreek crossings
should be protected above the high-water line to prevent soil movement.

Unless no other source is available, gravel should not be taken from streambeds except from dry gravel bars®
Washing of gravel into streams will normally cause sedimentation and should be avoided.

Culverts should be properly installed in the stream channel allowing for suitable bed, adequate size, frequency and
grade’. Inlets and outlets should be protected. Aprons should be installed where needed.

Where necessary, protect the upper ends of culverts to prevent fill erosion into them. On erodible soil materials,
extend culverts beyond the fills or install permanent aprons below them to disperse flows and prevent gullying.

Ditches should be of adequate depth and side slope to carry all water and to prevent sloughage.

Road Maintenance

1

2.

Keep roads well crowned ahead of wet weather so they will drain properly and not become waterways.

During current operations, roads should be graded and ditched to avoid interruption to drainage from road centers
to the ditches.

After the first rain in the fall, check roads to reduce drainage problems.

During periods of heavy rainfall, examine road surfaces to assure that drainage from wheel ruts is properly diverted
to drainage ditches. During such periods it may be worthwhile to provide personnel to patrol the roads and to do
hand drainage work.

Provide frequent cross-drains on all temporary roads in the fall to prevent erosion of road and fill.

Generally, berms should be removed or at least broken frequently to allow lateral drainage to nonerodible areas.
Berms are desirable on large erodiblefills to prevent drainage from the road crown down thecenterof the fill section.
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Table 2. Summary of Recommended Practices for Stream Protection (continued)

7. Inusing graders to clean out drainage ditches, avoid undercutting the side slopes.

8. Culvert inlets should be inspected and cleaned prior to the rainy season and periodically during that season. For
at least 50 feel above culverts the streamchannels should be cleared of wood materials that might clog the culverts.

The outflow should be kept clear also.

9. Install trash racks well above inlets to culverts where experience shows the necessity. Keep the racks cleaned out.

TWritten permission to reprint this material has been granted by the editorial staff of the Journal of Forestry.

*A complete copy of the article and qualifying statements by the Committee e avallable in the Journal of Forestry, Vol. 57, No. 8, June 1959, Portions of the article not included in this pamphiet
relate to introductory statements, logging operations and post-operational cleanup and maintenance. The Committee I8 currently revising and updating its recommandations, which will reflect

increased concern about the effects of logging on fish habitat and water quality.

*Timing of bridge construction and culvert instaliation is important. During the summer, streamflows are low and impacts on fishery resources can be minimat and localized. At that time migration
of juveniles to the ocean and adults returning to spawn would thus not be disrupted. (Author's footnote.)

“Until recently the importance of small streams was not fully documented. Culverts should be installed on ail smalf streams supporting anadromous fish. (Author's footnote.)
°Cult log crossings placed in a stream in the spring can eliminate the downstream migration of fingerlings to the ocean. (Author's footnote.)

*A permit is now required to remove more than 50 yards of gravel from the bed or bank of any water in Oregon (O.R.S. 541.605 to 541.660). Permits are issued under the authority of the Director
of the Division of State Lands and coordinated with a number of other State agencies. (Author's footnote.)

*Culvert gradient curves and stream velocity requirements for salmon and trout are available from the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. (Author's footnote.)
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Table 3. Stream Segments Proposed for Livestock Removal'

Allot. Special Status

Stream Name Allot Miles Acres Cond. Trend No. Species
Claw Creek Claw Creek 2.30 12.0 Poor Static 7010 RB/MS?
Skull Creek Skull Creek 3.50 235 Poor Static 7030 RB
Buzzard Creek W.Warm Springs 1.50 14.0 Poor Static 7002 —_
Alder Creek Alder Creek 4.80 15.0 Poor Static 5536 RB
Bluebucket Cr. Moff et Table 1.05 3.0 Poor Static 5511 RB
Coleman Creek Alder Creek 4.35 24.0 Poor Static 5536 RB
Stinkingwater
Creek Dawson Butte 0.50 3.0 Poor Static 5524 RB

Stinkingwater 1.25 5.0 Poor Static 5531 RB

Mountain 0.50 3.0 Poor Static 5532 RB
Smyth Creek Smyth Creek 2.30 10.0 Poor Static 5307 RB/MS
Warm Sprgs Cr. Mountain 3.00 12.0 Poor Downward 5532 RB

Texaco Basin 1 .00 4.0 Poor Static 5566 RB

‘This table pertains to Management Actions WL 6.1, SSS 2.1 (Table 2.12), WQ 1.4 and AH 1.2.
2RB indicates Redband Trout, MS incidates Malheur Mottled Sculpin.
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Table 4. Riparian Areas Grazing Systems and Inventory

Several riparian pastures within the planning area have exhibited “speedy” riparian recovery with a short duration (less than 30 days)
early (prior to June 1) grazing system (see glossary for definition of “speedy” riparian recovery). However, in some instances an early
turn out riparian pasture or pastures within an allotment is not practical or may be cost prohibitive.

An effort has been made throughout the planning process to develop cost-effective (based on past funding and future projects)
strategies to meet the overall Bureau objective of 75 percent of all riparian areas in good or better condition by 1997 (Fish and Wildlife
2000, A Planforthe Future, 1987). Withtheseconstraints in mind, a 10 percent utilization levelfor riparianvegetation and a50 percent
utilization level of herbaceous riparian vegetation were established. These levels were intended for riparian areas which could not
fit into an early grazing system and would be independent of one another (i.e., if eitherwas reached, the livestock would be removed
from the pasture).

The 30 percent herbaceous upland vegetation utilization was arrived at from current utilization levels on upland vegetation within
some of the existing riparian pastures. It was felt that 30 percent utilization on upland herbaceousvegetation wasthe most that would
be reached before one of the other utilization levels as reached in the riparian pasture. However, some improved riparian conditions
have been achieved with greater than 30 percent upland herbaceous vegetation utilization, therefore, the upland utilization levels
for any particular pasture will be consistent with upland utilization levels prescribed for the particular allotment.

Inventory

During the summers of 1979 and 1981, riparian inventories were conducted on streamside riparian habitat in the Riley and Drewsey
Planning Units, respectively. Two hundred pace toe pointtransects were run on sites representative of stream segments. Segments
were determined based on changes of overstory and understory dominant plants and, where possible, a change in potential. Data
collected included: vegetative species composition, shrub and tree canopy height and percent cover, slope, wildlife species present,
stream gradient, dominant and codominant overstory and understory species, and canopy distribution and potential. These datawere
used as they relate to potential to determine condition. This was not done on a straight percentage of potential basis because the
different components of riparian habitat have different degreesof importance for particular wildlife species. An example of this is the
the South Fork of the Malheur River. The herbaceous riparian vegetation is in good condition but tree and shrub components are
virtually absent. This streamside riparian was rated as fair overall.

Permanent photo trend points were established at each of these segments. These photos have been retaken periodically. The photos
along stream sections where management has changed to favor riparian have been taken more frequently than the photos at points
where conditions are not expected to change. The photos from these points are used to show visible change over time. Trend has
been established by this change over time.

Streams that currently have no condition or trend listed have no data and will be inventoried as funding becomes available. If these
areas do not meet the BLM definition of riparian they will be dropped from consideration.
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Table 5. Stream Segments Proposed for Inmediate Grazing System Implementation

Ailot. Special Status
Stream Name Allot Miles Acres Cond. Trend No. Species
Devine Creek Unallotted 3.00 12.0 Good Static —_ RBIMS
Silvies River Silvies River 1.50 17.4 Fair Static 7033 RB
Silvies Meadow 0.50 4.0 Fair Static 7035 RB
Silvies Canyon 2.25 26.2 Fair Static 7053 RB
Landing Creek East Silvies 0.75 10.0 Fair Down 7041 RB
Landing Creek 3.00 24.0 Fair Down 7040 RB
Hay Creek Hay Creek 2.00 35.0 Fair up 7031 RB
Silver Creek Packsaddle 1.10 7.0 Good Static 7012 RB/MS
Claw Creek 0.45 32.0 Poor Upward 7010 RBIMS
2.00 15.2 Good Static 7010 RBIMS
Dry Lake 1.50 17.5 Good Down 7009 RBIMS
Upper Valley 1.10 7.0 Good Static 7011 RB/MS
Wickiup Creek Packsaddle 1.25 18.0 Good Upward 7012 RB/MS
Mineral Canyon Packsaddle 0.60 1.0 Poor Upward 7012 RBIMS
Dairy Creek Claw Creek 1.20 8.2 Fair Down 7010 RB/MS
Sawmill Creek Upper Valley 0.75 3.0 Good Static 7011 RBIMS
Rough Creek Claw Creek 0.25 2.0 Good Static 7010 RBIMS
0.75 15.0 Poor Upward 7010 RB/MS
Nicoll Creek Dry Lake 0.75 3.0 Good Static 7009 RB/MS
Emigrant Creek Emigrant Creek 0.50 3.0 Good Static 7027 RB
Varien Creek Varien Canyon 0.40 1.0 Good Static 7048 —
Buzzard Creek W.Warm Springs 0.50 5.0 Poor Upward 7002 —
Bluebucket Cr. Moffet Table 1.85 4.0 Fair Static 5511 RB
Coleman Creek  Alder Creek 1.35 4.0 Fair Static 5536 RB
Cottonwood Cr. Cottonwood Creek 0.50 2.0 Fair Upward 5522 RB
1.35 6.0 Fair Static 5522 RB
M.F. Malheur Moffet Table 2.30 8.0 Fair Downward 5511 RB
River River 0.80 5.0 Fair Upward 5530 RB
Paul Creek Riddle Mountain 0.60 4.0 Fair Upward 5310 RBIMS
Deep Creek Deep Creek 1.30 6.0 Good Static 5330 RB/MS
S.Fk.Malheur Venator 1.25 6.0 Fair Static 5205 RB
River Stockade 1.35 4.0 Fair Static 5206 RB
Rattlesnake Cr. Camp Harney 2.70 16.0 Good Upward 5105 RB
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Table 5. Stream Segments Proposed for Inmediate Grazing System Implementation (cont.)

Allot. Special Status
Stream Name Allot Miles Acres Cond. Trend No. Species
Stinkingwater Dawson Butte 0.75 5.0 Fair Upward 5524 RB
Creek
Mountain 1 .00 5.0 Fair Downward 5532 RB
0.60 4.0 Good Static 5532 RB
Smyth Creek Smyth Creek 0.40 2.0 Good Static 5307 RB/MS
1.50 5.0 Fair Downward 5307 RB/MS
Riddle Creek Happy Valley 2.00 8.0 Fair Static 5309 RB/MS
Riddle Mountain 1.20 5.0 Fair Downward 5310 RB/MS
Riddle Coyote 3.30 12.0 Fair Downward 5329 RBIMS
Hamilton Ind. 2.50 10.0 Fair Downward 5327 RB/MS
Warm Sprgs Cr. Buck Mountain 3.00 12.0 Poor ? 5537 RB
Coffeepot Creek  Camp Harney 0.75 3.0 Fair Static 5105 RB/MS
Coyote Creek Riddle Mountain 2.00 6.0 Fair Improving 5310 RB/MS
Riddle Coyote 2.20 7.0 Fair Static 5329 RB/MS
Little Pine Cr. Pine Creek 2.00 8.0 Fair Improving 5503 —

*This table pertains to Management Actions WL 6.2, SS 2.1 (Table 2.12), WQ 1.5 and AH 1.3.
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Table 6. Stream Segments Proposed for Case-by-Case Grazing System Implementation

Allot. Special Status
Stream Name Allot Miles Acres Cond. Trend No. Species
Poison Creek Lone Pine 0.25 1.0 Poor Static 7043 RBIMS
Landing Creek Silvies Meadow 0.25 5.0 Poor Static 7035 RB
Claw Creek Upper Valley 0.25 4.0 Poor Down 7011 RB/MS
Beaver Cam Cr. Sawtooth (MNF) 0.30 1.0 Fair Static 7051 RB
Coleman Creek Coleman Creek 0.25 1.0 Poor Static 5201 RB
Lee Creek Moff et Table 0.30 1.0 Poor Static 5511 RB
Paul Creek 0.30 2.0 Poor Static 5310 RB/MS
Silvies River Silvies 0.20 1.0 Fair ? 4143 RB
Flat Creek Silvies 0.40 2.0 Fair ? 4143 RB
Mountain Creek Silvies 0.50 5.0 Fair Static 4143 RB
Poison Creek Silvies 0.25 2.0 Fair Static 4143
Poison Creek 0.25 3.0 Fair Static 4040 —

*This table pertains to Management Actions WL 6.3, SS 2.1 (Table 2.12).
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Table 7. Stream Segments Which Lack Sufficient Data for Grazing System Implementation

Allot

Stream Name Allot Miles Acres Cond.* Trend No.
Skull Creek Hotchkiss 0.5 2.0 ? ? 7032
Emigrant Creek Hay Creek 1 .00 4.0 ? ? 7031

Sawtooth (MNF) 0.20 1.0 ? ? 7051
Yellowjacket Hay Creek 0.40 0.5 ? ? 7031
Creek
Spring Creek Spring Creek 0.50 3.0 ? ? 7029
Ltl Muddy Cr. Little Muddy Cr. 1.50 6.0 ? ? 5505
Mahon Creek Mahon Creek 1.50 6.0 ? ? 5534
Warm Sprgs.Cr. Mill Gulch 1.25 5.0 ? ? 5525
Mule Creek Mule Creek 1.25 8.0 ? ? 5515
Riddle Creek Unallotted 0.50 2.0 ? ?

Dry Lake 0.75 2.0 ? ? 5303
Newell Creek Lamb Ranch FFR 1.25 6.0 ? ? 5571
Cow Creek Cow Creek 0.50 2.0 ? ? 5106
Mill Creek Camp Harney 2.50 10.0 ? ? 5105
Crane Creek Alder Creek 5.00 20.0 ? ? 5536
Dog Creek Silvies 0.75 3.0 ? ? 4143
East Creek East Creek- 0.75 3.0 ? ? 4098

Pine Hill
Prather Creek Prather Creek 1.50 5.0 ? ? 5102

Devine 2.25 7.0 ? ? 5101
Swamp Creek Kiger 0.5 2.0 ? ? 5308

Smyth Creek 1.5 5.0 ? ? 5307

. Riparian condition and trend are unknown for these segments.
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Table 8. Actions Proposed in the Three Rivers Portion of the Burns District Wetlands HMP.

- Construct four islands in Dry Lake to improve nesting and loafing areas for waterfowl.
- Build a dam at Ryegrass Spring to create a brood pond.

- Construct five water spreading ditches at Ryegrass Spring to create meadow habitat for nesting and feeding wetland
species.

- Construct one-half mile of dikes with water control structures at Lake-on-the Trail to provide brood water throughout the
summer.

- Construct eight islands on Lake-on-the-Trail to provide increased opportunities for Canada goose nesting.

- Transplant a large variety of emergents around the lakeshore at Lake-on-the-Trail to provide good quality nesting habitat
for ducks.

- Construct a dike at West Chain Lake to provide year long water and 30 acres of nesting cover for wetland species.
Fence this area.

- Build a fence around unnamed Silver Lake Pond in T. 25 S., R. 28 E., Sec. 29 to provide good quality nesting cover.

- Inventory Nordell, Sheep, Dry and Weaver Lakes to determine feasibility of improvements to provide year long water
and nesting cover.

- Implement actions to improve Silvies Valley wetlands for waterfowl as opportunities arise.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries - Introduction

The following collection of summaries provides multiple-use information for each allotment in the Resource Area. Pertinent
information is organized in four general sections 1) Allotment Identification, 2) Grazing Administration, 3) Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns and Management Objectives, and 4) Constraints.

Allotment Identification - This section identifies each allotment by name and allotment number. The Selective Management
Category (M, 1, C) is identified and acreage within the allotment is provided.

Grazing Administration Information - This section provides basic information on the grazing license and other forage demands
within the allotment including active preference, suspended nonuse, total preference, exchange of use and average actual use (see
Glossary). The reader will also note that Carrying Capacity has been determined on 18 allotments through the monitoring and an
allotment evaluation process and uses a minimum of 3 years of monitoring data. Presentation of the evaluation results on these 18
allotments was distributed to the public in June of 1989 in the Riley Rangeland Program Summary Update. Note: Blanks under acres
or AUM's indicate the value of 0.

Identified Resource Conflicts/Concerns and Management Objectives - This section presents the major resource conflicts or
concerns that have been identified in each allotment through public input and interdisciplinary team interactions. For each conflict/
concern identified, management objective for its resolution has been developed. This section forms the basis for establishing or
revising Allotment Management Plans during the implementation of the RMP. This section also forms the basis for the direct
integration of other resource values into the allotment monitoring and evaluation process.

Constraints -This section presents multiple-use constraints that may affect the nature and degree of change that can be imposed
on the allotment through rangeland improvements and other potential surface-disturbing actions.

Allotment Name: Poison Creek Allot. No.: 4040 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 1,237 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 248 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 248 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 248 Horses:

Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
Riparian or aquatic habitat is in Improve and maintain riparian or
less than good habitat aquatic habitat in good or better
condition. habitat condition.
Wetlands habitat in less than Improve wetlands habitat condition to
satisfactory condition. satisfactory or better.
Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Hi Desert Allot. No.: 4096 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 400 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)
Active Preference: 80 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 80 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 80 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Trout Creek Allot. No.: 4097 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 2,839 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 568 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 568 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 309 Horses:
Total:
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: East Cr.-Pine Hill

Public Acres: 1,840

Allot. No.: 4098 Mgmt. Category: M
Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 374
Suspended Nonuse: 0
Total Preference: 374
Average Actual Use: 349

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

Water qulity does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Deer:

Elk:

Antelope:

Horses:

Total:

Management
Objectives

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Imgrove surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are havig a
negative effect on water quality.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to

less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species

or communities in abundances necessary for their continue

existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summatries (continued)

Allotment Name: Abraham’s Draw

Public Acres: 40

Aliot. No.: 4126 Mgmt. Category: C
Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs)

Active Preference: 8
Suspended Nonuse: 0
Total Preference: 8
Average Actual Use: 8

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Deer:

Elk:

Antelope:

Horses:

Total:

Management
Objectives

Ensurethat substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethevarietyof plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: White

Public Acres: 80

Allot. No.: 4138 Mgmt. Category: C

Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 10
Suspended Nonuse: 0
Total Preference: 10
Average Actual Use: 10

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Deer:

Elk:

Antelope:

Horses:

Total :

Management
Objectives

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Silvies

Public Acres: 11,035

Allot. No.: 4143 Mgmt. Category: M
Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 2,500
Suspended Nonuse: 0
Total Preference: 2,500
Average Actual Use: 1,642

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

Wetlands habitat in less than
satisfactory condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
redband trout, Allium campanulatum

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 75
Elk: 75
Antelope:

Horses:

Total: 150

Management
Objectives

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Improve wetlands habitat condition to
satisfactory or better.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to

less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: King Mountain Allot. No.: 4180 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 160 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)
Active Preference: 0 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 0 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 16 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
Unallotted grazing area. Issue temporary nonrenewable license unless allotted.
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethevarietyof plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Harney-Crane Aliot. No.: 5001 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 480 Other Actres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 34 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 34 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 34 Horses:

Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

Rorippa columbiae, long-billed curlew.
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Silvies Allot. No.: 4143 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 11,035 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 2,500 Deer: 75
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 75
Total Preference: 2,500 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 1,642 Horses:

Total: 150
identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

Wetlands habitat in less than
satisfactory condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
redband trout, Allium campanulatum

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Improve wetlands habitat condition to
satisfactory or better.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Catterson Sec. 13 Aliot. No.: 5002 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 160 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 9 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 9 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 9 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Malheur Slough Allot. No.: 5003 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 799 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 66 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 66 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 66 Horses:
Total :
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensurethat substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce thevarietyof plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Withers’ FFR

Public Acres: 190

Allot. No.: 5005 Mgmt. Category: C
Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 22
Suspended Nonuse: 0
Total Preference: 22
Average Actual Use: 22

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Deer:

Elk:

Antelope:

Horses:

Total:

Management
Objectives

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethe variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Devine Ridge

Public Acres: 8,642

Allot. No.: 5101 Mgmt. Category: M

Other Acres: 1,914

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs)

Active Preference: 1,307
Suspended Nonuse: 0
Total Preference: 1,307
Exchange of Use: 44
Average Actual Use: 993

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, redband trout
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Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 43
Elk: 16
Antelope: 1
Horses:
Total: 60
Management
Objectives

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.




Table 9. Allotment Management Summatries (continued)

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat condition.

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
Conditon objectives will be developed.)

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to

less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Prather Creek

Public Acres: 1,025

Allot. No.: 5102 Mgmt. Category: M

Other Acres: 763

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs)

Active Preference: 41
Suspended Nonuse: 13
Total Preference: 54
Average Actual Use: 76

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

Other Forage Demands {AUMs)
Deer: 8
Elk:
Antelope: 1
Horses:
Total: 9
Management
Objectives
Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM

authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in Improve and maintain riparian or

less than good habitat aquatic habitat in good or better
condition. habitat condition.

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse, redband trout

CONSTRAINTS

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Lime Kiln/Sec. 30 Aliot. No.: 5103 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 3,314 Other Acres: 141
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 224 Deer: 4
Suspended Nonuse: 161 Elk:
Total Preference: 385 Antelope: 1
Average Actual Use: 193 Horses:
Total: 5
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summatries (continued)

Allotment Name: Soldier Creek

Public Acres: 2,673

Allot. No.: 5104 Mgmt. Category: M
Other Acres: 2,290

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs)

Active Preference: 102
Suspended Nonuse: 98
Total Preference: 200
Exchange of Use: 163
Average Actual Use: 275

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 15
Elk: 8
Antelope: |
Horses:
Total: 24
Management
Objectives

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethevarietyof plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Camp Harney Allot. No.: 5105 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 13,423 Other Acres: 3,342
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) ther Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 953 Deer: 71
Suspended Nonuse: 639 Elk: 52
Total Preference: 1,592 Antelope: 2
Average Actual Use: 973 Horses:

Total: 125
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

Active erosion occurs in the
allotment.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, bald eagle, redband
trout, Malheur mottled sculpin

CONSTRAINTS

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Improve and maintain erosion condition
in moderate or better erosion condition.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Species officially listed as Threatened or Endangered under the Endangered Species Act and/or their critical habitat occur within
the allotment. Consult with USFWS on all actions which may affect the species and mitigate all management practices to avoid
adversely affecting the species.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Cow Creek

Public Acres: 2,024

Allot. No.: 5106 Mgmt. Category: |

Other Acres: 2,009

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 230
Suspended Nonuse:; 0
Total Preference: 230
Exchange of Use: 240
Average Actual Use: 359

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 8
Elk: 12
Antelope: 1
Horses:
Total: 21
Management
Objectives

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Manning Field Aliot. No.: 5107 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 120 Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)

Active Preference: 10 Deer: 2
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 10 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 10 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Purdy FFR Allot. No.: 5109 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 104 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs} Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 15 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 15 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 15 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Reed FFR Allot. No.: 5110 Mgmt. Category: C

Public Acres: 255 Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 18 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 18 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 18 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Confiicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Temple FFR Allot. No.: 5111 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 350 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)' Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 28 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 28 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 28 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensurethat substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethe variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Smith FFR Allot. No.: 5112 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 120 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 15 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 15 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 15 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Rattlesnake FFR Allot. No.: 5113 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 60 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 0 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 0 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 6 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
Unallotted grazing area. Issue temporary nonrenewable license unless allotted.
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Coleman Creek

Public Acres: 2,766

Allot. No.: 5201 Mgmt. Category: M

Other Acres: 3,133

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs)

Active Preference: 424
Suspended Nonuse: 101
Total Preference: 525
Average Actual Use: 248

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, redband trout

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)

Deer: 9
Elk: 12
Antelope: 1
Horses:
Total : 22
Management
Objectives

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Hunter Allot. No.: 5202 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 2,778 Other Acres: 3,777

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands {AUMs)

Active Preference: 453 Deer: 10
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 12
Total Preference: 453 Antelope: 1
Exchange of Use: 56 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 405 Total : 23
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage

in the allotment have been made. demands.

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Catterson Aliot. No.: 5203 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 640 Other Acres: 640
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 125 Deer: 3
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 12
Total Preference: 125 Antelope: 1
Average Actual Use: 125 Horses:

Total: 16
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage
in the allotment have been made. demands.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Slocum

Public Acres: 1,912

Aliot. No.: 5204 Mgmt. Category: M

Other Acres: 3,593

Grazing Administration Info. {AUMs)

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 300 Deer: 3
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 12
Total Preference: 300 Antelope: |
Exchange of Use: 560 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 487 Total: 16
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

CONSTRAINTS

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Venator Allot. No.: 5205 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 2,589 Other Acres: 4,942

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) 0 ther Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 320 Deer: 3
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:

Total Preference: 320 Antelope: 1
Exchange of Use: 480 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 655 Total: 4

Appendix [|-41




Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Water quality does not currently Improve surface water quality on
meet DEQ water quality standards public lands to meet or exceed quality
for beneficial uses. standards for all beneficial uses as

established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in Improve and maintain riparian or

less than good habitat aquatic habitat in good or better
condition. habitat condition.

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

redband trout

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Stockade FFR Allot. No.: 5206 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 1,041 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 162 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 162 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 162 Horses:
Total:
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Water quality does not currently Improve surface water quality on
meet DEQ water quality standards public lands to meet or exceed quality
for beneficial uses. standards for all beneficial uses as

established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in Improve and maintain riparian or

less than good habitat aquatic habitat in good or better
condition. habitat condition.

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

redband trout

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limittreatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Allotment Name: Coyote Creek Allot. No.: 5207 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 1,077 Other Acres: 100
Grazing Administration Info. {AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 110 Deer: 5
Suspended Nonuse: 14 Elk:
Total Preference: 124 Antelope: |
Average Actual Use: 144 Horses:

Total: 6
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Emmerson Allot. No.: 5208 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 1,850 Other Acres: 1,667

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 258 Deer: 17
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:

Total Preference: 258 Antelope:

Exchange of Use: 147 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 346 Total: 17
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objactives

CONSTRAINTS

Ensurethat substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethe variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Crane Allot. No.: 5209 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 1,935 Other Acres: 2,786

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)

Active Preference: 236 Deer: 5
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:

Total Preference: 236 Antelope: 3
Exchange of Use: 113 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 376 Total: 8
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

CONSTRAINTS

Ensurethat substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Beckley Home Allot. No.: 5211 Mgmt. Category: C

Public Acres: 1,814 Other Acres: 1,811

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 113 Deer: 3
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 113 Antelope: 2
Average Actual Use: 113 Horses:

Total: 5
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Mahon Ranch Allot. No.: 5212 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 4,577 Other Acres: 5,244
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 329 Deer: 3
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 329 Antelope: 3
Average Actual Use: 313 Horses:

Total : 6
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Appendix [-45




Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Beaver Creek Allot. No.: 5213 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 8,812 Other Acres: 6,789
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 1,018 Deer: 9
Suspended Nonuse: 206 Elk:

Total Preference: 1,224 Antelope: 3
Exchange of Use: 970 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 1,474 Total: 12
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its

status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized

known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Hamilton Allot. No.: 5214 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 2,437 Other Acres: 1,320
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 245 Deer: 2
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:

Total Preference: 245 Antelope: 3
Exchange of Use: 245 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 722 Total: 5
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Davies Allot. No.: 5215 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 3,442 Other Acres: 3,500
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands {AUMs)

Active Preference: 253 Deer: 2
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:

Total Preference: 253 Antelope: 3
Exchange of Use: 234 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 451 Total: 5
ldentified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition

pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in

unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction

(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion

may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Quier FFR Allot. No.: 5216 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 150 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)
Active Preference: 0 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 0 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 5 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
Unallotted grazing area. Issue temporary nonrenewable license unless allotted.
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Thompson FFR Allot. No.;: 5217 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: an Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)
Active Preference: 77 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 77 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 54 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Aliotment Name: Bennett FFR Aliot. No.: 5218 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 320 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 18 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 18 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 18 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Hamilton FFR Allot. No.:5219 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 120 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 19 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 19 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 19 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Princeton Allot. No.: 5301 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 17,528 Other Acres: 4,260
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 2,532 Deer: 6
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:

Total Preference: 2,532 Antelope: 5
Exchange of Use: 124 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 5,515 Total: 11
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its

status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized

known to exist within the allotment: actions.

long-billed curlew, Rorippa

columbiae

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Big Bird Allot. No.: 5302 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 2,567 Other Actres: 418
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 418 Deer: 3
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 418 Antelope: 4
Average Actual Use: 947 Horses:

Total: 7
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
long-billed curlew

CONSTRAINTS

Management
Objectives

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Dry Lake

Public Acres: 37,949

Allot. No.: 5303 Mgmt. Category: M

Other Acres: 5,848

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 5,228 Deer: 37
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 5,228 Antelope: 5
Average Actual Use: 11,421 Horses:

Total: 42
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Wetlands habitat in less than Improve wetlands habitat condition to
satisfactory condition. satisfactory or better.

Playa habitat occurs in the Incorporate playa management objectives
allotment. into allotment management as such
objectives are developed.

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

long-billed curlew, Ferruginous hawk,

redband trout

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Crow’s Nest Allot. No.: 5305 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 2,921 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 0 Deer: 2
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 0 Antelope: 4
Average Actual Use: 1,307 Horses:

Total: 6
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

long-billed curlew

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Rocky Ford Aliot. No.: 5306 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 4,457 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 900 Deer: 1
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 900 Antelope: 4
Average Actual Use: 1,607 Horses:

Total : 5
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
At this time,. the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

long-billed curlew, Ferruginous hawk

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Smyth Creek

Allot. No.: 5307

Mgmt. Category: |

Public Acres: 20,417 Other Acres: 3,622

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)

Active Preference: 1,919 Deer: 61

Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 104

Total Preference: 1,919 Antelope: 5

Average Actual Use: 1,988 Horses: 492
Total: 794

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

Limiting big game habitat in
unsatisfactory habitat condition.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

Playa habitat occurs in the
allotment.

The Kiger Mustang Area of Critical
Environmental concern occurs within
allotment.

The allotment contains all or a
portion of the Kiger Wild
Horse Herd Management Area.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, redband trout, Malheur
mottled sculpin

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Improve and maintain big game habitat
in satisfactory habitat condition.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Incorporate playa management objectives
into allotment management as such
objectives are developed.

Adjust allotment management including
levels and areas of authorized use,
seasons of use and grazing system as
required by ACEC Management Plan.

Maintain healthy populations of wild
horses and burros at appropriate
management levels which will achieve
a thriving natural ecological balance.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit
treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to less than
20 percent of area in any one year.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter ra  nge currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Kiger Allot. No.: 5308 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 8,720 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs}) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 856 Deer: 26
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 36
Total Preference: 856 Antelope: 2
Exchange of Use: 215 Horses: 360
Average Actual Use: 1,100 Total: 424
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
The allotment contains all or a Maintain healthy populations of wild
portion of the Kiger Wild horses and burros at appropriate
Horse Herd Management Area. management levels which will achieve

a thriving natural ecological balance.
No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage
in the allotment have been made. demands.
At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

The Kiger Mustang Area of Critical Adjust allotment management including
Environmental Concern occurs within levels and areas of authorized use,
allotment. seasons of use and grazing system as

required by ACEC Management Plan.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Maintain or improve rangeland condition

and productivity through a change in

management practices and/or reduction

in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Happy Valley

Allot. No.: 5309

Mgmt. Category: M

Public Acres: 17,356 Other Acres: 560
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands {(AUMs)

Active Preference: 2,107 Deer: 25
Suspended Nonuse: 291 Elk: 88
Total Preference: 2,398 Antelope: 4
Exchange of Use: 52 Horses: 132
Average Actual Use: 2,146 Total: 117
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is

known to exist within the allotment:
long-billed curlew, Ferruginous
hawk, redband trout, Malheur mottled
sculpin

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

The Kiger Mustang Area of Critical Adjust allotment management including
Environmental Concern occurs within levels and areas of authorized use,
allotment. seasons of use and grazing system as

required by ACEC Management Plan.

The allotment contains all or a Maintain healthy populations of wild
portion of the Kiger Wild horses and burros at appropriate
Horse Herd Management Area. management levels which will achieve

a thriving natural ecological balance.

CONSTRAINTS

Ensurethat substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethe variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Riddle MountainAllot. No.: 5310 Mgmt. Category: |

Public Acres: 20,228 Other Acres: 4,053
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 3,095 Deer: 177
Suspended Nonuse: 201 Elk: 188
Total Preference: 3,386 Antelope: 6
Exchange of Use: 248 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 3,026 Total: 371
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Water quality does not currently Improve surface water quality on

meet DEQ water quality standards public lands to meet or exceed quality

for beneficial uses. standards for all beneficial uses as

established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Limiting big game habitat in Improve and maintain big game habitat
unsatisfactory habitat condition. in satisfactory habitat condition.

No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage

in the allotment have been made. demands.

Playa habitat occurs in the Incorporate playa management objectives
allotment. into allotment management as such

objectives are developed.

Appendix I-56




Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse, redband trout, Malheur
mottled sculpin

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in Improve and maintain riparian or

less than good habitat aquatic habitat in good or better
condition. habitat condition.

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Virginia Valley FFRAllot. No.: 5311 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 160 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 0 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 0 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 0 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
Unallotted grazing area. Issue temporary nonrenewable license unless allotted
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Burnt Flat Allot. No.: 5313 Mgmt. Category: 1
Public Acres: 30,388 Other Acres: 4,580
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 3,863 Deer: 83
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 64
Total Preference: 3,863 Antelope: 15
Exchange of Use: 571 Horses: 672
Average Actual Use: 3,676 Total: 834
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

The allotment contains all or a
portion of the Riddle Mountain Wild
Horse Herd Management Area.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Playa habitat occurs in the
allotment.

The Kiger Mustang Area of Critical
Environmental Concern occurs within
allotment.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, Ferruginous hawk

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Maintain healthy populations of wild
horses and burros at appropriate
management levels which will achieve
a thriving natural ecological balance.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Incorporate playa management objectives
into allotment management as such
objectives are developed.

Adjust allotment management including
levels and areas of authorized use,
seasons of use and grazing system as
required by ACEC Management Plan.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Ensurethat substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Wilderness Study Area occurs within allotment. All management activities must conform to Interim Management Protection policy
and be mitigated, as needed, to ensure nonimpairment of wilderness values.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Baker FFR Allot. No.: 5314 Mgmt. Category: C

Public Acres: 360 Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 0 Deer: 0

Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 0

Total Preference: 0 Antelope: 0

Average Actual Use: 24 Horses: 0
Total: 0

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Unallotted grazing area. Issue temporary nonrenewable license unless allotted.

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Virginia ValleyAllot, No.: 5316 Mgmt. Category: M

Public Acres: 16,263 Other Acres: 1,993
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 3,640 Deer: 20
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:

Total Preference: 3,640 Antelope: 8
Exchange of Use: 155 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 4,747 Total: 28
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Hatt Butte Allot. No.: 5317 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 1,560 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 103 Deer: 8
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 103 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 103 Horses:
Total: 8
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse, Ferruginous hawk

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 8.5 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Black Butte Aliot. No.: 5318 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 760 Other Acres: 120
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)

Active Preference: 95 Deer:

Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:

Total Preference: 95 Antelope:

Exchange of Use: 10 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 85 Total:

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summatries (continued)

Allotment Name: Driveway Allot. No.: 5319 Mgmt. Category: C

Public Acres: 1,680 Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 0 Deer: 0

Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 0

Total Preference: 0 Antelope: 0

Average Actual Use: 0 Horses: 0
Total: 0

Identitied Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Trailing use only.

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Aliotment Name: Kegier FFR Allot. No.: 5320 Mgmt. Category: C

Public Acres: 160 Other Acres: 600

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)

Active Preference: 16 Deer: 0

Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 0

Total Preference: 16 Antelope: 0

Average Actual Use: 16 Horses: 0
Total : 0

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Hamilton Ind.Allot. No.: §321 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 1,122 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)
Active Preference: 150 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 150 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 150 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
Water quality does not currently Improve surface water quality on
meet DEQ water quality standards public lands to meet or exceed quality
for beneficial uses. standards for all beneficial uses as

established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse, redband trout, Malheur
mottled sculpin

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit

treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to less than
20 percent of area in any one year.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Driveway Allot. No.: 5319 Mgmt. Category: C

Public Acres: 1,680 Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 0 Deer: 0

Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 0

Total Preference: 0 Antelope: 0

Average Actual Use: 0 Horses: 0
Total : 0

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Trailing use only.

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Kegler FFR Allot. No.: 5320 Mgmt. Category: C

Public Acres: 160 Other Acres: 600

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 16 Deer: 0

Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 0

Total Preference: 16 Antelope: 0

Average Actual Use: 16 Horses: 0
Total: 0

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Riddle FFR Allot. No.: 5324 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 160 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 5 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 5 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 5 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Marshall Diamond FFRAIlot. No.: 5325 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 320 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 40 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 40 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 40 Horses:

Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Jenkins N.Lake FFRAllot. No.: 5326 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 80 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 30 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 30 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 30 Horses:

Total :
Identified Resource Management
Contflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Jenkins B.Flat FFRAllot. No.: 5327 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 1,480 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 283 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 283 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 283 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Wilderness Study Area occurs within allotment. All management activities must conform to Interim Management Protection policy
and be mitigated, as needed, to ensure nonimpairment of wilderness values.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Aliotment Name: Fisher FFR

Public Acres: 320

Allot. No.: 5328 Mgmt. Category: C
Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 46
Suspended Nonuse: 0
Total Preference: 46
Average Actual Use: 46

identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Deer:

Elk:

Antelope:

Horses:

Total:

Management
Objectives

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Riddle-Coyote

Public Acres: 446

Allot. No.: 5329 Mgmt. Category: |
Other Acres: 1,998

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)’

Active Preference: 0
Suspended Nonuse: 0
Total Preference: 0
Average Actual Use: 0

'Newly acquired allotment. Insufficient data to determine forage availability

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently

meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.
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Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer:

Elk:

Antelope:

Horses:

Total:
Management
Objectives
Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a

negative effect on water quality.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.




Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is

known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, redband trout, Malheur
mottled sculpin

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Deep Creek Allot. No.: 5330 Mgmt. Category: 1
Public Acres: 648 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 128 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse; 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 128 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 128 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM-
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is

known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, redband trout, Malheur
mottled sculpin

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: East Cow CreekAllot. No.: 5501 Mgmt. Category: M

Public Acres: 5,641 Other Acres: 2,603

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 809 Deer: 10
Suspended Nonuse: 32 Elk: 12
Total Preference: 841 Antelope: 2
Exchange of Use: 294 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 856 Total: 24
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Active erosion occurs in the
allotment.

Limiting big game habitat in
unsatisfactory habitat condition.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse

Appendix 1-68

Improve and maintain erosion condition
in moderate or better erosion condition.

Improve and maintain big game habitat
in satisfactory habitat condition.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.




Table 9. Allotment Management Summatries (continued)

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Rock Creek Allot. No.: 5502 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 4,849 Other Acres: 2,322
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 568 Deer: 8
Suspended Nonuse: 184 Elk:
Total Preference: 702 Antelope: 1
Average Actual Use: 501 Horses:

Total: 9
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
Active erosion occurs in the Improve and maintain erosion condition
allotment. in moderate or better erosion condition.
At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Pine Creek Aliot. No.: 5503 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 21,930 Other Acres: 13,406
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 2,410 Deer: 84
Suspended Nonuse: 971 Elk: 68
Total Preference: 3,381 Antelope: 7
Average Actual Use: 1,421 Horses:

Total: 159
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
Water quality does not currently Improve surface water quality on
meet DEQ water quality standards public lands to meet or exceed quality
for beneficial uses. standards for all beneficial uses as

established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Active erosion occurs in the Improve and maintain erosion condition

allotment. in moderate or better erosion condition.

Limiting big game habitat in Improve and maintain big game habitat

unsatisfactory habitat condition. in satisfactory habitat condition.

No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage

in the allotment have been made. demands.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in Improve and maintain riparian or

less than good habitat aquatic habitat in good or better

condition. habitat condition.

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its

status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized

known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse, Lupinus cusickii

The Biscuitroot Cultural Area of Adjust allotment management including

Critical Environmental Concern levels and areas of authorized use,

occurs within allotment. seasons of use and grazing system as
required by ACEC Management Plan.

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition

pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in

unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction

(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion

may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

CONSTRAINTS

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning,, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Aliotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: State Field Allot. No.: 5504 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 568 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 98 Deer: 1
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 98 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 98 Horses:
Total: 1
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

The Biscuitroot Cultural Area of Adjust allotment management including
Critical Environmental Concern levels and areas of authorized use,
occurs within allotment. seasons of use and grazing system as

required by ACEC Management Plan.

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Little Muddy Creek Allot. No.: 5505 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 7,261 Other Acres: 4,492
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 962 Deer: 88
Suspended Nonuse: 262 Elk: 40
Total Preference: 1,224 Antelope:

Exchange of Use: 143 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 536 Total: 128
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse

CONSTRAINTS

Management
Objectives

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to

less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Muddy Creek

Public Acres: 4,298

Allot. No.: 5506 Mgmt. Category: M

Other Acres: 1,121

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 504
Suspended Nonuse: 0
Total Preference: 504
Exchange of Use: 52
Average Actual Use: 530

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently

meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.
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Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Deer: 38
Elk: 20
Antelope:
Horses:
Total: 58
Management
Objectives
Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM

authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.




Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage

in the allotment have been made. demands.

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

CONSTRAINTS

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensurethat substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce thevariety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Wolf Creek Allot. No.: 5507 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 830 Other Acres: 600
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 136 Deer: 20
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 12
Total Preference: 136 Antelope: 3
Average Actual Use: 293 Horses:

Total: 35
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage
in the allotment have been made. demands.
At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Baker-Knowles Aliot. No.: 5508 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 845 Other Acres: 11
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 58 Deer: 7
Suspended Nonuse: 82 Elk: 8
Total Preference: 140 Antelope:

Exchange of Use: 3 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 53 Total: 15
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage

in the allotment have been made. demands.

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its

status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized

known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Williams Dripp SpringAllot. No.: 5509 Mgmt. Category: M

Public Acres: 1,345 Other Acres: 8
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 176 Deer: 7
Suspended Nonuse: 67 Elk: 8
Total Preference: 243 Antelope:

Exchange of Use: 64 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 272 Total: 15
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage

in the allotment have been made. demands.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summatries (continued)

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Jones Dripp Spring Allot. No.: 5510 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 757 Other Acres: 245
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 120 Deer: 7
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 8
Total Preference: 120 Antelope:

Exchange of Use: 33 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 121 Total: 15
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage

in the allotment have been made. demands.

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its

status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized

known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Moffet Table

Allot. No.: 5511

Mgmt. Category: |

Public Acres: 16,412 Other Acres: 2,817
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)

Active Preference: 1,885 Deer: 202
Suspended Nonuse: 1,273 Elk: 172
Total Preference: 3,158 Antelope: 3
Exchange of Use: 23 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 1,238 Total : 377
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

River segment nominated for
inclusion in the Wild and Scenic
River system.

Limiting big game habitat in
unsatisfactory habitat condition.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, redband trout

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.
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Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Adjust livestock grazing management
within river corridor to conform with
study report and/or river management
plan upon Congressional approval of
river segment for inclusion in Wild and
Scenic River system.

Improve and maintain big game habitat
in satisfactory habitat condition.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)




Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

CONSTRAINTS

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Wilderness Study Area occurs within allotment. All management activities must conform to Interim Management Protection policy
and be mitigated, as needed, to ensure nonimpairment of wilderness values.

Allotment Name: Clark’s River Allot. No.: 5512 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 318 Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMS) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 40 Deer: 18
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:

Total Preference: 40 Antelope: |
Exchange of Use: 40 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 40 Total : 19
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species or
communities in abundances necessary for their continued existance and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Shelley Allot. No.: 5513 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 5,199 Other Acres: 620
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 600 Deer: 15
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 4
Total Preference: 600 Antelope: 1
Average Actual Use: 555 Horses:

Total: 20
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage

in the allotment have been made. demands.

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

CONSTRAINTS

Ensurethat substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethe variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Coal Mine Creek Allot. No.: 5514 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 5,217 Other Acres: 54
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 452 Deer: 19
Suspended Nonuse: 54 Elk:
Total Preference: 506 Antelope: 1
Average Actual Use: 198 Horses:

Total: 20
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
Active erosion occurs in the Improve and maintain erosion condition
allotment. in moderate or better erosion condition.
At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species or
communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Mule Creek

Public Acres: 5,604

Allot. No.: 5515 Mgmt. Category: |
Other Acres: 1,591

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 411
Suspended Nonuse: 527
Total Preference: 938
Average Actual Use: 333

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 42
Elk: 28
Antelope: 2
Horses:
Total: 72
Management
Objectives

Improve surface water quality on public
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to

less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensurethat substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethe variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Birch Creek

Allot. No.: 5516 Mgmt. Category: M

Public Acres: 1,340 Other Acres: 40
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 243 Deer: 31
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 20
Total Preference: 243 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 209 Horses:

Total: 51
ldentified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Limiting big game habitat in
unsatisfactory habitat condition.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Improve and maintain big game habitat
in satisfactory habitat condition.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Ensure that vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species or
communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Otis Mountain Allot. No.: 5517 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 12,991

Other Acres: 1,166
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 1,738 Deer: 100
Suspended Nonuse: 776 Elk: 72
Total Preference: 2,514 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 899 Horses:

Total: 172
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Limiting big game habitat in improve and maintain big game habitat
unsatisfactory habitat condition. in satisfactory habitat condition.

No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage

in the allotment have been made. demands.

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethevariety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Newell Field Allot. No.: 5518 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 990 Other Acres: 800
Grazing Administration info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 155 Deer: 3
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 155 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 155 Horses:

Total: 3
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Big Upson Allot. No.: 5519 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 220 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 42 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 42 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 42 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethe variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Little Upson Allot. No.: 5520 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 100 Other Acres: 520
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs})
Active Preference: 24 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 24 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 24 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Aliotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Rocky Basin Allot. No.: 5521 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 3,775 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 467 Deer: 8
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 12
Total Preference: 467 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 416 Horses:
Total: 20
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage
in the allotment have been made. demands.
At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Cottonwood CreekAliot. No.: 5522 Mgmt. Category: M

Public Acres: 8,397 Other Acres: 1,285
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 996 Deer: 42
Suspended Nonuse: 186 Elk: 36
Total Preference: 1,182 Antelope:

Exchange of Use: 143 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 227 Total: 78
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, redband trout

CONSTRAINTS

Management
Objectives

improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for ail beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limittreatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethe variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Tub Spring/Hart

Allot. No.: 5523 Mgmt. Category: M

Public Acres: 5,478 Other Acres: 215
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 1,002 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 53 Elk:
Total Preference: 1,055 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 919 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Active erosion occurs in the
allotment.

Substantial surface acreage

within allotment affected by
mineral development activities.
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improve and maintain erosion condition
in moderate or better erosion condition.

Adjust allotment capacities and
management system, as needed, to address
minerals development impacts.




Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Dawson Butte

Public Acres: 3,837

Allot. No.: 5524 Mgmt. Category: |

Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 614
Suspended Nonuse: 0
Total Preference: 614
Average Actual Use: 555

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

Active erosion occurs in the
allotment.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, redband trout

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer:

Elk:

Antelope: 6
Horses:

Total: 6

Management
Objectives

improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

improve and maintain erosion condition
in moderate or better erosion condition.

improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to

less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Mill Gulch

Public Acres: 2,281

Allot. No.: 5525 Mgmt. Category: M
Other Acres: 640

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 525
Suspended Nonuse: 0
Total Preference: 525
Exchange of Use: 67
Average Actual Use: 563

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

Active erosion occurs in the
allotment.

Substantial surface acreage

within allotment affected by
mineral development activities.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Deer:

Elk:

Antelope:

Horses:

Total:

Management
Objectives

improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for ail beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

improve and maintain erosion condition
in moderate or better erosion condition.

Adjust allotment capacities and
management system, as needed, to address
minerals development impacts.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to

less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Chalk Hills

Public Acres: 9,262

Allot. No.: 5526 Mgmt. Category: M

Other Acres: 1,130

Grazing Administration info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 936
Suspended Nonuse: 762
Total Preference: 1,698
Exchange of Use: 87
Average Actual Use: 850
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Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 54
Elk:

Antelope:

Horses:

Total: 54




Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Active erosion occurs in the improve and maintain erosion condition
allotment. in moderate or better erosion condition.
Substantial surface acreage Adjust allotment capacities and

within allotment affected by management system, as needed, to address
mineral development activities. minerals development impacts.
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Riverside FFR Allot. No.: 5527 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 255 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 35 D e e r : 6
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 35 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 35 Horses:
Total: 6
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Cooler Allot. No.: 5528 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 5,020 Other Acres: 250
Grazing Administration info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 530 Deer: 11
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 530 Antelope: 1
Average Actual Use: 531 Horses:

Total: 12
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
Active erosion occurs in the improve and maintain erosion condition
allotment. in moderate or better erosion condition.
At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse, Trifolium leibergii

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethe variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: House Butte Allot. No.: 5529 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 22,857 Other Acres: 2,645
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)

Active Preference: 2,085 Deer: 107
Suspended Nonuse: 912 Elk:

Total Preference: 2,997 Antelope: 6
Exchange of Use: 93 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 2,219 Total: 113
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

The Biscuitroot Cultural Area of
Critical Environmental Concern
occurs within allotment.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse

CONSTRAINTS

Management
Objectives

Adjust allotment management including

levels and areas of authorized use,
seasons of use and grazing system as
required by ACEC Management Plan.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: River Allot. No.: 5530 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 24,422 Other Acres: 2,760
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 1,649 Deer: 33
Suspended Nonuse: 973 Elk:

Total Preference: 2,622 Antelope:

Exchange of Use: 180 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 839 Total: 33
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

Active erosion occurs in the
allotment.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:

sage grouse, bighorn sheep, redband

trout, Triflolium leibergii, Lupinus
biddlei

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

improve and maintain erosion condition
in moderate or better erosion condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

CONSTRAINTS

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Stinkingwater

Public Acres: 23,461

Allot. No.: 5531 Mgmt. Category: |

Other Acres: 1,413

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 2,857
Suspended Nonuse: 1,659
Total Preference: 4,516
Exchange of Use: 37
Average Actual Use: 3,137

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, redband trout, bighorn
sheep

Limiting big game habitat in
unsatisfactory habitat condition.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

The Biscuitroot Cultural Area of

Critical Environmental Concern
occurs within allotment.
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Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 23
Elk: 28
Antelope: 15
Horses: 240
Total: 306
Management
Objectives

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Improve and maintain big game habitat
in satisfactory habitat condition.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Adjust allotment management including
levels and areas of authorized use,
seasons of use and grazing system as
required by ACEC Management Plan.




Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

The allotment contains all or a
portion of the Stinkingwater Wild
Horse Herd Management Area.

Allotment Name: Stinkingwater (Con't)
Riparian or aquatic habitat is in

less than good habitat
condition.

CONSTRAINTS

Maintain healthy populations of wild
horses and burros at appropriate
management levels which will achieve
a thriving natural ecological balance.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensurethat substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Mountain

Allot. No.: 5532

Mgmt. Category: |

Public Acres: 37,811 Other Acres: 5,585
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 3,374 Deer: 166
Suspended Nonuse: 1,567 Elk: 352
Total Preference: 4,941 Antelope: 10
Exchange of Use: 298 Horses: 620
Average Actual Use: 3,059 Total: 1,148
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

Limiting big game habitat in
unsatisfactory habitat condition.

The Biscuitroot Cultural Area of
Critical Environmental Concern
occurs within allotment.

The allotment contains all or a
portion of the Stinkingwater Wild
Horse Herd Management Area.

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Improve and maintain big game habitat
in satisfactory habitat condition.

Adjust allotment management including
levels and areas of authorized use,
seasons of use and grazing system as
required by ACEC Management Plan.

Maintain healthy populations of wild
horses and burros at appropriate
management levels which will achieve
a thriving natural ecological balance.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, redband trout

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to

less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Buchanan

Public Acres: 2,328

Allot. No.: 5533 Mgmt. Category: M

Other Acres: 2,698

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 152
Suspended Nonuse: 131
Total Preference: 283
Exchange of Use: 160
Average Actual Use: 368

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

The Biscuitroot Cultural Area of

Critical Environmental Concern
occurs within allotment.
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Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Deer: 2
Elk:
Antelope: 2
Horses:
Total : 4
Management
Objectives
Adjust allotment management including
levels and areas of authorized use,

seasons of use and grazing system as
required by ACEC Management Plan.




Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

CONSTRAINTS

Ensurethat substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethe variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Mahon Creek Allot. No.: 5534 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 2,625 Other Acres: 80
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 273 Deer: 22
Suspended Nonuse: 184 Elk: 12
Total Preference: 457 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 292 Horses:

Total: 34
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
Water quality does not currently Improve surface water quality on
meet DEQ water quality standards public lands to meet or exceed quality
for beneficial uses. standards for all beneficial uses as

established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage
in the allotment have been made. demands.
CONSTRAINTS

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethe variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Appendix 1-93




Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Miller Canyon Allot. No.: 5535 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 6,198 Other Acres: 850
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 450 Deer: 51
Suspended Nonuse: 153 Elk: 12
Total Preference: 603 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 330 Horses:

Total: 63
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage
in the allotment have been made. demands.
At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

CONSTRAINTS

Allotment contains all or a portion of a Wild Horse Herd Management Area. Management actions must be mitigated, as needed, to
ensure free-roaming nature of the herd.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Alder Creek

Public Acres: 29,809

Allot. No.: 5536 Mgmt. Category: |
Other Acres: 2,201

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 2,584
Suspended Nonuse: 0
Total Preference: 2,584
Exchange of Use: 337
Average Actual Use: 3,015

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

Limiting big game habitat in
unsatisfactory habitat condition.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, redband trout, bald
eagle

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 225
Elk: 196
Antelope: 13
Horses:
Total: 434
Management
Objectives

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Improve and maintain big c?_a}me habitat
in satisfactory habitat cordition.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Species officially listed as Threatened or Endangered under the Endangered Species Act and/or their critical habitat occur within
the allotment. Consult with USFWS on all actions which may affect the species and mitigate all management practices to avoid
adversely affecting the species.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensurethat substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Buck Mountain

Public Acres: 14,849

Allot. No.: 5537 Mgmt. Category: M
Other Acres: 1,992

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 1,515
Suspended Nonuse: 421
Total Preference: 1,936
Exchange of Use: 175
Average Actual Use: 1,852

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, Lupinus biddlei

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 25
Elk: 164
Antelope: 20
Horses:
Total: 209
Management
Objectives

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to

less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethevarietyof plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Riverside

Public Acres: 15,588

Allot. No. : 5538 Mgmt. Category: M

Other Acres: 4,884

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 1,949
Suspended Nonuse: 807
Total Preference: 2,756
Exchange of Use: 728
Average Actual Use: 2,514

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
Lupinus biddlei

Intensive recreation use occurs
within the allotment.

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)

Deer: 27
Elk:

Antelope: 11
Horses:

Total: 38

Management
Objectives

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Incorporate recreation management
objectives into overall allotment
management system.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
&r communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: W&C Blaylock FFR Allot. No.: 5539 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 410 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 30 Deer: 26
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 30 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 30 Horses:
Total: 26
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Luce Field Allot. No.: 5540 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 225 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)
Active Preference: 13 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 13 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 13 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conilicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Home Ranch ExclosureAllot. No.: 5541 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 1,233 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 100 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 100 Antelope: 3
Average Actual Use: 100 Horses:
Total: 3
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Marshall FFR Allot. No.: 5542 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 302 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands {(AUMs)
Active Preference: 13 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 13 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 13 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Devine Flat Field Allot. No.: 5543 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 788 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 118 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 118 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 118 Horses:
Total:
ldentified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Brooks Field Allot. No.: 5544 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 520 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 50 Deer: 42
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 50 Antelope: 1
Average Actual Use: 50 Horses:

Total: 43
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Sunshine Field Allot. No.: 5545 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 463 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 52 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 52 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 52 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Druitt Field and FFRAIllot. No.: 5546 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 746 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 30 Deer: 15
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 30 Antelope: 1
Average Actual Use: 30 Horses:
Total: 16
ldentified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Lake Field Allot. No.: 5547 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 30 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 3 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 3 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 3 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
Substantial surface acreage Adjust allotment capacities and
within allotment affected by management system, as needed, to address
mineral development activities. minerals development impacts.
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Griffin FFR Allot. No.: 5548 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 450 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 56 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 56 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 56 Horses:
Total:
ldentified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Howards FFR Aliot. No.: 5549 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 392 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 30 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 30 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 30 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Jordan's FFR Allot. No.: 5550 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 60 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 6 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 6 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 6 Horses:
Total:
Identitied Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Lillard’s FFR Allot. No.: 5551 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 40 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 7 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 7 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 17 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Miller FFR A Allot. No.: 5552 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 320 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 20 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 20 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 20 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Miller FFR B

Public Acres: 40

Allot. No.: 5553 Mgmt. Category: C
Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 5 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 5 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 5 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: J.Fran Miller FFR Aliot. No.: 5554 Mgmt. Category: C

Public Acres: 049 Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 25 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 25 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 25 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Ott FFR

Public Acres: 64

Allot. No.: 5555 Mgmt. Category: C
Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 5 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 5 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 5 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Pine Creek FFR Allot. No.: 5556 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 1,298 Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 180 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 180 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 180 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: J&G Kane FFR Aliot. No.: 5557 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 110 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 5 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 5 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 5 Horses:
Total:
ldentified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: J&G FFR Allot. No.: 5558 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 130 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 33 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 33 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 33 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Sword’s FFR Allot. No.: 5559 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 172 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 32 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 32 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 32 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Vicker’s FFR Allot. No.: 5560 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 1,740 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 191 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 191 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 191 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensurethat substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethevarietyof plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Wilber FFR Allot. No.: 5561 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 1,335 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 125 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 125 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 125 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Williams’ FFR Allot. No.: 5562 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 200 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 24 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 24 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 24 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Arnold’s FFR Allot. No.: 5563 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 230 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 23 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 23 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 23 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Wheeler Basin Allot. No.: 5564 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 4,981 Other Acres: 230
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 618 Deer: 14
Suspended Nonuse: 342 Elk:
Total Preference: 960 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 737 Horses:

Total: 14
ldentified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Wilber FFR Allot. No.: 5561 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 1,335 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 125 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 125 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 125 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Williams’ FFR Allot. No.: 5562 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 200 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 24 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 24 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 24 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Upton Mountain Allot. No.: 5565 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 13,761 Other Acres: 354
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 1,615 Deer: 6
Suspended Nonuse: 771 Elk:
Total Preference: 2,386 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 1,404 Horses:
Total: 6
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
Active erosion occurs in the Improve and maintain erosion condition
allotment. in moderate or better erosion condition.
At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse, bighorn sheep

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Texaco Basin

Public Acres: 10,714

Allot. No.: 5566 Mgmt. Category: |
Other Acres: 440

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 1,900
Suspended Nonuse: 900
Total Preference: 2,800
Exchange of Use: 22
Average Actual Use: 2,525

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

Wetlands habitat in less than
satisfactory condition.

Intensive recreation use occurs
within the allotment.

The allotment contains all or a
portion of the Stinkingwater Wild
Horse Herd Management Area.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, redband trout, Lupinus
biddei, bighorn sheep

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)

Deer:

Elk:

Antelope: 9
Horses: 100

Total: 109

Management
Objectives

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Improve wetlands habitat condition to
satisfactory or better.

Incorporate recreation management
objectives into overall allotment
management system.

Maintain healthy populations of wild
horses and burros at appropriate
management levels which will achieve
a thriving natural ecological balance.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment, Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to

less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Miler FFR Aliot. No.: 5567 Mgmt. Category: C

Public Acres: 160 Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 16 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 16 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 16 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Bryon’s FFR Allot. No.: 5568 Mgmt. Category: C

Public Acres: 40 Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 6 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 6 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 6 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Floyd’s FFR

Public Acres: 40

Allot. No.: 5569 Mgmt. Category: C
Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 2 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 2 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 2 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Contlicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: River FFR Allot. No.: 5570 Mgmt. Category: C

Public Acres: 290 Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 60 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 60 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 60 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Lamb Ranch

Public Acres: 2,246

Allot. No.: 5571 Mgmt. Category: |
Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 246
Suspended Nonuse: 0
Total Preference: 246
Average Actual Use: 246

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Deer:

Elk:

Antelope:

Horses:

Total:

Management
Objectives

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to

less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Krueger FFR Allot. No.: 5572 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 80 Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 8 Deer:

Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:

Total Preference: 8 Antelope:

Exchange of Use: 4 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 12 Total:

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Unallotted grazing area. Issue temporary nonrenewable license unless allotted.
CONSTRAINTS

Ensurethat substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce thevarietyof plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: East Warm Springs Allot. No.: 7001 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 181,390 Other Acres: 17,547
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 8,225 Deer: 80
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:

Total Preference: 8,225 Antelope: 99
Exchange of Use: 40 Horses: 1,200
*Carrying Capacity: 12,292 Total: 1,379
Average Actual Use: 12,989

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Limiting big game habitat in Improve and maintain big game habitat

unsatisfactory habitat condition in satisfactory habitat condition.

Playa habitat occurs in the Incorporate playa management objectives

allotment. into allotment management as such

objectives are developed.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
long-billed curlew, snowy plover,
Malheur wirelettuce, sage grouse

The South Narrows Area of Critical
Environmental Concern occurs within
allotment.

The allotment contains all or a
portion of the Warm Springs Wild
Horse Herd Management Area.

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

The Foster Flat RNA/ACEC occurs
within the allotment.

Active erosion occurs in the
allotment.

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Adjust allotment management including
levels and areas of authorized use,
seasons of use and grazing system as
required by activity plans associated
with Stephanomeria malheurensis.

Maintain healthy populations of wild
horses and burros at appropriate
management levels which will achieve
a thriving natural ecological balance.

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Adjust allotment management including
levels and areas of authorized use,
seasons of use and grazing system

as required by ACEC Management Plan.

Improve and maintain erosion condition
in moderate or better erosion condition.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Species officially listed as Threatened or Endangered under the Endangered Species Act and/or their critical habitat occur within
the allotment. Consult with USFWS on all actions which may affect the species and mitigate all management practices to avoid
adversely affecting the species.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species

or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

*Indicates an allotment where carrying capacity has been determined in a completed allotment evaluation.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: West Warm Springs

Allot. No.: 7002

Mgmt. Category: |

Public Acres: 295,549 Other Acres: 11,119
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 11,167 Deer: 116
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:

Total Preference: 11,167 Antelope: 38
Exchange of Use: 110 Horses: 1,224
Average Actual Use: 5,114 Total: 1,378
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

Playa habitat occurs in the
allotment.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, snowy plover

Water qulity does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

The allotment contains all or a
Elortion of the Warm Springs Wild
orse Herd Management Area.

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Incorporate playa management objectives
into allotment management as suc
objectives are developed.

Protect special status sgecies or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Imgnove surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are havin? a
negative effect on water quality.

Maintain healthy populations of wild
horses and burros at appropriate
management levels which will achieve
a thriving natural ecological balance.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: East Wagontire Allot. No.: 7003 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 118,232 Other Acres: 80,962
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 8,281 Deer: 86
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:

Total Preference: 8,281 Antelope: 7
Exchange of Use: 518 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 6,913 Total: 93
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Limiting big game habitat in Improve and maintain big game habitat

unsatisfactory habitat condition. in satisfactory habitat condition.

Playa habitat occurs in the Incorporate playa management objectives

allotment. into allotment management as such

objectives are developed.

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: West Wagontire

Aliot. No.: 7004

Mgmt. Category: 1

Public Acres: 66,718 Other Acres: 3,929
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 7.493 Deer: 73
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:

Total Preference: 7,493 Antelope: 9
“Carrying Capacity: 4.648 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 5,682 Total: 82
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Limiting big game habitat in
unsatisfactory habitat condition.

Playa habitat occurs in the
allotment.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity

(under current management practices)

may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Improve and maintain big game habitat
in satisfactory habitat condition.

Incorporate playa management objectives
into allotment management as such
objectives are developed.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species

or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

* Indicates an allotment where carrying capacity has been determined in a completed allotment evaluation.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Glass Butte

Public Acres: 7,613

Allot. No.: 7005 Mgmt. Category: |

Other Acres: 953

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 1,058
Suspended Nonuse: 0
Total Preference: 1,058
Exchange of Use: 84
*Carrying Capacity: 518
Average Actual Use: 791

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Limiting big game habitat in
unsatisfactory habitat condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse

Substantial surface acreage
within allotment affected by
mineral development activities.

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 12
Elk:

Antelope: 5
Horses:

Total: 17

Management
Objectives

Improve and maintain big game habitat
in satisfactory habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Adjust allotment capacities and
management system, as needed, to address
minerals development impacts.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

* Indicates an allotment where carrying capacity has been determined in a completedallotment evaluation.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Rimrock Lake Allot. No.: 7006 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 21,815

Other Acres:

619

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 1,775 Deer: 25
Suspended Nonuse: 32 Elk:
Total Preference: 1.807 Antelope: 4
*Carrying Capacity: 1,308 Horses:
Average Actual Use: 1,345 Total: 29
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Limiting big game habitat in
unsatisfactory habitat condition.

Playa habitat occurs in the
allotment.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity

(under current management practices)

may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Improve and maintain big game habitat
in satisfactory habitat condition.

Incorporate playa management objectives
into allotment management as such
objectives are developed.

Protect special status species or its
habiiat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

‘Indicates an allotment where carrying capacity has been determined in a completed allotment evaluation.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Hat Butte

Public Acres: 18,338

Allot. No.: 7007 Mgmt. Category: |

Other Acres: 681

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 2,209
Suspended Nonuse: 101
Total Preference: 2,310
Average Actual Use: 1,586

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Limiting big game habitat in
unsatisfactory habitat condition.

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Deer: 27
Elk:
Antelope: 5
Horses:
Total: 32
Management
Objectives

Improve and maintain big game habitat
in satisfactory habitat condition.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Sheep Lake-ShieldsAliot. No.: 7008 Mgmt. Category: |

Public Acres: 13,202 Other Acres: 600

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 1,685 Deer: 46
Suspended Nonuse: 72 Elk: 21
Total Preference: 1,757 Antelope:

Exchange of Use: 54 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 1,166 Total: 67
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Playa habitat occurs in the
allotment.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Management
Objectives

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Incorporate playa management objectives
into allotment management as such
objectives are developed.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethevarietyof plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Dry Lake
Public Acres: 20,249

Allot. No.: 7009 Mgmt. Category: |
Other Acres: 6,337

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 3,099
Suspended Nonuse: 102
Total Preference: 3,201
Exchange of Use: 116
*Carrying Capacity: 2,638
Average Actual Use: 2,158

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Limiting big game habitat in
unsatisfactory habitat condition.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.
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Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 74
Elk: 25
Antelope: 8
Horses:
Total: 107
Management
Objectives

Improve and maintain big game habitat
in satisfactory habitat condition.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.




Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

Wetlands habitat in less than
satisfactory condition.

Playa habitat occurs in the
allotment.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is

known to exist within the allotment:

sage grouse, bald eagle, redband
trout, Malheur mottled sculpin

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

Active erosion occurs in the
allotment.

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity

(under current management practices)

may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Improve wetlands habitat condition to
satisfactory or better.

Incorporate playa management objectives
into allotment management as such
objectives are developed.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Improve and maintain erosion condition
in moderate or better erosion condition.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Species officially listed as Threatened or Endangered under the Endangered Species Act and/or their critical habitat occur within
the allotment. Consult with USFWS on all actions which may affect the species and mitigate all management practices to avoid
adversely affecting the species.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species

or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

‘Indicates an allotment where carrying capacity has been determined in a completed allotment evaluation.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Claw Creek

Allot. No.: 7010

Mgmt. Category: |

Public Acres: 24,244 Other Acres: 9,313
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 2,962 Deer: 160
Suspended Nonuse: 141 Elk: 96
Total Preference: 3,103 Antelope:

Exchange of Use: 131 Horses:

*Carrying Capacity: 1,241 Total: 256
Average Actual Use: 1,175

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Limiting big game habitat in
unsatisfactory habitat condition.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is

known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, redband trout, Malheur
mottled sculpin, bald eagle

Dry Mountain RNA/Area of Critical
Environmental Concern Extension
occurs within allotment.

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Improve and maintain big game habitat
in satisfactory habitat condition.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Adjust allotment management including
levels and areas of authorized use,
seasons of use and grazing system as
required by ACEC Management Plan.

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Species officially listed as Threatened or Endangered under the Endangered Species Act and/or their critical habitat occur within
the allotment. Consult with USFWS on all actions which may affect the species and mitigate all management practices to avoid
adversely affecting the species.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

*Indicates an allotment where carrying capacity has been determined in a completed allotment evaluation.

Allotment Name: Upper Valley Aliot. No.: 7011 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 1,745 Other Acres: 5,155
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 254 Deer: 3
Suspended Nonuse: 11 Elk: 3
Total Preference: 265 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 265 Horses:
Total: 6
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage
in the allotment have been made. demands.
Riparian or aquatic habitat is in Improve and maintain riparian or
less than good habitat aquatic habitat in good or better
condition. habitat condition.
At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse, redband trout, Malheur
mottled sculpin

Water quality does not currently Improve surface water quality on
meet DEQ water quality standards public lands to meet or exceed quality
for beneficial uses. standards for all beneficial uses as

established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

CONSTRAINTS

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Packsaddle

Public Acres: 2,366

Allot. No.: 7012 Mgmt. Category: |

Other Acres: 647

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs})

Active Preference: 316
Suspended Nonuse: 16
Total Preference: 332
Average Actual Use: 239

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

Active erosion occurs in the
allotment.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is

known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, redband trout, Malheur
mottled sculpin

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 10
Elk: 22
Antelope: 8
Horses:
Total: 40
Management
Objectives

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Improve and maintain erosion condition
in moderate or better erosion condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to

less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

‘Indicates an allotment where carrying capacity has been determined in a completed allotment evaluation.

Allotment Name: Upper Valley Allot. No.: 7011 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 1,745 Other Acres: 5,155
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 254 Deer: 3
Suspended Nonuse: 1 Elk: 3
Total Preference: 265 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 265 Horses:
Total: 6
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage
in the allotment have been made. demands.
Riparian or aquatic habitat is in Improve and maintain riparian or
less than good habitat aquatic habitat in good or better
condition. habitat condition.
At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse, redband trout, Malheur
mottled sculpin

Water quality does not currently Improve surface water quality on
meet DEQ water quality standards public lands to meet or exceed quality
for beneficial uses. standards for all beneficial uses as

established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

CONSTRAINTS

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Packsaddle

Public Acres: 2,368

Allot. No.: 7012 Mgmt. Category: |

Other Acres: 647

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs})

Active Preference: 316
Suspended Nonuse: 16
Total Preference: 332
Average Actual Use: 239

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

Active erosion occurs in the
allotment.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is

known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, redband trout, Malheur
mottled sculpin

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 10
Elk: 22
Antelope: 8
Horses:
Total: 40
Management
Objectives

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Improve and maintain erosion condition
in moderate or better erosion condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to

less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Zogimann

Public Acres: 2,240

Allot. No.: 7013 Mgmt. Category: C

Other Acres: 1,600

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 160
Suspended Nonuse: 1
Total Preference: 161
Exchange of Use: 173
Average Actual Use: 155

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Deer: 10
Elk: 12
Antelope:
Horses:
Total: 22
Management
Objectives

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Badger SpringAllot. No.: 7014

Public Acres: 11,043

Mgmt. Category: M
Other Acres: 920

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 1,048
Suspended Nonuse: 55
Total Preference: 1,103
Exchange of Use: 93
Average Actual Use: 629

Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)

Deer: 68
Elk: 92
Antelope:

Horses:

Total: 160
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Table 9. Aliotment Management Summaries (continued)

Identified Resource
Contflicts/Concerns

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Management
Objectives

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Second Flat

Public Acres: 8,921

Allot. No.: 7015 Mgmt. Category: |

Other Acres: 1,281

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 622
Suspended Nonuse: 32
Total Preference: 725
Exchange of Use: 30
Average Actual Use: 429

Identified Resource
Contlicts/Concerns

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 45
Elk: 35
Antelope: 11
Horses:
Total: 91
Management
Objectives

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Zogimann

Public Acres: 2,246

Allot. No.: 7013 Mgmt. Category: C
Other Acres: 1,600

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 160
Suspended Nonuse: 1
Total Preference: 161
Exchange of Use: 173
Average Actual Use: 155

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Deer: 10
Elk: 12
Antelope:
Horses:
Total: 22
Management
Objectives

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Badger SpringAllot. No.: 7014

Public Acres: 11,043

Mgmt. Category: M
Other Acres: 920

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 1,048
Suspended Nonuse: 55
Total Preference: 1,103
Exchange of Use: 93
Average Actual Use: 629

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 68
Elk: 92
Antelope:

Horses:

Total: 160
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Cluster Allot. No.: 7017 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 7,843 Other Acres: 13,697
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 548 Deer: 5
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:

Total Preference: 548 Antelope: 1
*Carrying Capacity: 317 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 315 Total: 6
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its

status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized

known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

. Indicates an allotment where carrying capacity has been determined in a completed allotment evaluation.

Allotment Name: Silver Lake Aliot. No.: 7018 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 16,933 Other Acres: 978
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 1,755 Deer: 5
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:

Total Preference: 1,755 Antelope: 2
Exchange of Use: 36 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 1,406 Total: 7
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Juniper Ridge Allot. No.: 7016 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 26,784 Other Acres: 2,412
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 2,041 Deer: 34
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 2,076 Antelope: 4
Exchange of Use: 30 Horses:
*Carrying Capacity: 1,102
Total:

38
Average Actual Use: 1.073
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
Limiting big game habitat in Improve and maintain big game habitat
unsatisfactory habitat condition. in satisfactory habitat condition.
Playa habitat occurs in the Incorporate playa management objectives
allotment. into allotment management as such

objectives are developed.

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse, Allium brandegei

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

CONSTRAINTS

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species

or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

*Indicates an allotment where carrying capacity has been determined in a completed allotment evaluation.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Cluster Allot. No.: 7017 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 7,843 Other Acres: 13,697
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 548 Deer: 5
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:

Total Preference: 548 Antelope: 1
*Carrying Capacity: 317 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 315 Total: 6
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its

status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized

known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethevarietyof plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

“Indicates an allotment where carrying capacity has been determined in a completed allotment evaluation.

Allotment Name: Silver Lake Allot. No.: 7018 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 16,933 Other Acres: 978
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 1,755 Deer: 5
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:

Total Preference: 1,755 Antelope: 2
Exchange of Use: 36 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 1,406 Total: 7
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Wetlands habitat in less than
satisfactory condition.

Playa habitat occurs in the
allotment.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, snowy plover

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Management
Objectives

Improve wetlands habitat condition to
satisfactory or better.

Incorporate playa management objectives
into allotment management as such
objectives are developed.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Palomino Buttes

Allot. No.: 7019 Mgmt. Category: |

Public Acres: 48,266 Other Acres: 1,734
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 2,806 Deer: 264
Suspended Nonuse: 89 Elk:

Total Preference: 2,895 Antelope: 28
Exchange of Use: 24 Horses: 480
*Carrying Capacity: 3,041 Total: 772
Average Actual Use: 3,280

ldentified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

The allotment contains all or a
portion of the Palomino Buttes Wild
Horse Herd Management Area.

Maintain healthy populations of wild
horses and burros at appropriate
management levels which will achieve
a thriving natural ecological balance.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Limiting big game habitat in
unsatisfactory habitat condition.

Playa habitat occurs in the
allotment.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, Ferruginous hawk,
Eriogonum  cusickii

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Improve and maintain big game habitat
in satisfactory habitat condition.

Incorporate playa management objectives
into allotment management as such
objectives are developed.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

® Indicates an alfotment where carrying capacity has been determined in a completed allotment evaluation.

Allotment Name: Sand Hollow

Allot. No.: 7020 Mgmt. Category: M

Public Acres: 10,240 Other Acres: 5,650
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 532 Deer: 33
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 532 Antelope: 9
Average Actual Use: 512 Horses:

Total: 42
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Weaver Lake Allot. No.: 7021 Mgmt. Category: |

Public Acres: 23,323 Other Acres: 880

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 1,396 Deer: 68

Suspended Nonuse: 73 Elk:

Total Preference: 1,469 Antelope: 17

Average Actual Use: 1,595 Horses: 288
Total: 373

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Playa habitat occurs in the
allotment.

The allotment contains all or a
portion of the Palomino Buttes Wild
Horse Herd Management Area.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, Ferruginous hawk

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

Incorporate playa management objectives
into allotment management as such
objectives are developed.

Maintain healthy populations of wild
horses and burros at appropriate
management levels which will achieve
a thriving natural ecological balance.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Dog Mountain Allot. No.: 7022 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 5,120 Other Acres: 735
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs})
Active Preference: 176 Deer: 27
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 176 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 0 Horses:
Total: 27
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: West Sagehen Allot. No.: 7023 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 13,461 Other Acres: 495
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 1,911 Deer: 64
Suspended Nonuse; 70 Elk: 32
Total Preference: 1,981 Antelope: 7
Exchange of Use: 77 Horses:

*Carrying Capacity: 1,010 Total: 103
Average Actual Use: 1,120

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Limiting big game habitat in Improve and maintain big game habitat

unsatisfactory habitat condition. in satisfactory habitat condition.

No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage

in the allotment have been made. demands.

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its

status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by ELM-authorized

known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse, Eriogonum cusickii

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

‘Indicates an allotment where carrying capacity has been determined in a completed allotment evaluation.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: East Sagehen

Public Acres: 23,796

Aliot. No.: 7024 Mgmt. Category: |

Other Acres: 5,033

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 2,510
Suspended Nonuse: 108
Total Preference: 2,618
Exchange of Use: 15
*Carrying Capacity: 1,791
Average Actual Use: 1,596

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Active erosion occurs in the
allotment.

Limiting big game habitat in
unsatisfactory habitat condition.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, Eriogonum cusickii

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 105
Elk: 22
Antelope: 4
Horses:
Total: 131
Management
Objectives

Improve and maintain erosion condition
in moderate or better erosion condition.

Improve and maintain big game habitat
in satisfactory habitat condition.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

*Indicates an allotment where carrying capacity has been determined in a completed allotment evaluation.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Horton Mill Allot. No.: 7026 Mgmt. Category:|
Public Acres: 3,520 Other Acres: 810
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 503 Deer: 15
Suspended Nonuse: 200 Elk:

Total Preference: 703 Antelope: 1
Exchange of Use: 17 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 305 Total: 16
ldentified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Active erosion occurs in the Improve and maintain erosion condition

allotment. in moderate or better erosion condition.

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition

pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in

unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction

(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion

may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Emigrant Creek Allot. No.: 7027 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 225 Other Acres: 1,360
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 112 Deer: 1
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 112 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 250 Horses:

Total:
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Gouldin Allot. No.: 7025 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 4,091 Other Acres: 2,350
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 567 Deer: 43
Suspended Nonuse: 28 Elk:

Total Preference: 595 Antelope:

Exchange of Use: 189 Horses:

*Carrying Capacity: 501 Total: 43
Average Actual Use: 432

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Active erosion occurs in the Improve and maintain erosion condition

allotment. in moderate or better erosion condition.

Intensive recreation use occurs Incorporate recreation management

within the allotment. objectives into overall allotment

management system.

Limiting big game habitat in Improve and maintain big game habitat
unsatisfactory habitat condition. in satisfactory habitat condition.

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

‘Indicates an allotment where carrying capacity has been determined in a completed allotment evaluation.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Horton Mill Allot. No.: 7026 Mgmt. Category:|
Public Acres: 3,520 Other Acres: 810
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs}) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 503 Deer: 15
Suspended Nonuse: 200 Elk:

Total Preference: 703 Antelope: 1
Exchange of Use: 17 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 305 Total: 16
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Active erosion occurs in the Improve and maintain erosion condition

allotment. in moderate or better erosion condition.

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition

pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in

unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction

(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion

may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Emigrant Creek Allot. No.: 7027 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 225 Other Acres: 1,360
Grazing Administration info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 112 Deer: 1
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 112 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 250 Horses:

Total:
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Water quality does not currently Improve surface water quality on
meet DEQ water quality standards public lands to meet or exceed quality
for beneficial uses. standards for all beneficial uses as

established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

redband trout

CONSTRAINTS

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethevariety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Stinger Creek Allot. No.: 7028 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 50 Other Acres: 265
Grazing Administration Info. {AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)
Active Preference: 3 Deer: |
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 3 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 3 Horses:

Total: !
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Spring Creek

Public Acres: 1,509

Allot. No.: 7029 Mgmt. Category: C
Other Acres: 990

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 51
Suspended Nonuse: 0
Total Preference: 51
*Carrying Capacity: 100
Average Actual Use: 32

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 13
Elk:

Antelope:

Horses:

Total: 13

Management
Objectives

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to

less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

‘Indicates an allotment where carrying capacity has been determined in a completed allotment evaluation.

Allotment Name: Skull Creek

Public Acres: 27,500

Allot. No.: 7030 Mgmt. Category: |

Other Acres: 10,414

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 2,458
Suspended Nonuse: 1,130
Total Preference: 3,588
*Carrying Capacity: 2,871
Average Actual Use: 1,823
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Deer: 354
Elk: 24
Antelope: 8
Horses:

Total: 386



Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

Active erosion occurs in the
allotment.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
redband trout, sage grouse

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Management
Objectives

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Improve and maintain erosion condition
in moderate or better erosion condition.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to

less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

*Indicates an allotment where carrying capacity has been determined in a completed allotment evaluation.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summatries (continued)

Allotment Name: Hay Creek

Public Acres: 5,754

Allot. No.: 7031 Mgmt. Category: |

Other Acres: 5,639

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 585
Suspended Nonuse: 0
Total Preference: 585
Average Actual Use: 540

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
redband trout

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 29
Elk: 20
Antelope:

Horses:

Total: 49

Management
Objectives

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to

less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Hotchkiss

Public Acres: 415

Allot. No.: 7032 Mgmt. Category: C

Other Acres: 335

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs)

Active Preference: 26
Suspended Nonuse: 0
Total Preference: 26
Average Actual Use: 22

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
redband trout

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 3
Elk:

Antelope:

Horses:

Total: 3

Management
Objectives

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensurethat substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethevariety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Silvies River

Allot. No.: 7033 Mgmt. Category: |

Public Acres: 1,044 Other Acres: 699
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 245 Deer: 4
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 24
Total Preference: 245 Antelope:

Exchange of Use: 309 Horses:

*Carrying Capacity: 301 Total: 28
Average Actual Use: 189

ldentified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
redband trout

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethevarietyof plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

*Indicates an allotment where carrying capacity has been determined in a completed allotment evaluation
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Scat Field

Public Acres: 837

Allot. No.: 7034 Mgmt. Category: C

Other Acres: 1,826

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 96
Suspended Nonuse: 0
Total Preference: 96
Average Actual Use: 181

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 4
Elk: 8
Antelope: 5
Horses:
Total: 17
Management
Objectives

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size, Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Silvies Meadows

Public Acres: 1,356

Ailot. No.: 7035 Mgmt. Category: M
Other Acres: 3,150

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 158
Suspended Nonuse: 0
Total Preference: 158
Average Actual Use: 411

ldentified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently
meet DEC! water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 10
Elk: 8
Antelope:

Horses:

Total: 18
Management

Objectives

Improve surface water quality on

public lands to meet or exceed quality

standards for all beneficial uses as

established by the DEQ, where BLM

authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality,

Appendix I-147



Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Scat Field Aliot. No.: 7034 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 837 Other Acres: 1,826
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 96 Deer: 4
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 8
Total Preference: 96 Antelope: 5
Average Actual Use: 181 Horses:

Total: 17
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

CONSTRAINTS

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Silvies Meadows Allot. No.: 7035 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 1,356 Other Acres: 3,150
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 158 Deer: 10
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 8
Total Preference: 158 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 411 Horses:

Total: 18
ldentified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
redband trout

CONSTRAINTS

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Hayes

Allot. No.: 7036 Mgmt. Category: 1

Public Acres: 5,400 Other Acres: 560
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)

Active Preference: 329 Deer: 68
Suspended Nonuse: 761 Elk:

Total Preference: 1,090 Antelope:

Exchange of Use: 77 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 262 Total: 68
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.
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Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)




Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Coal Pit Springs Allot. No.: 7037 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 2,895 Other Acres: 6,890
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 370 Deer: 29
Suspended Nonuse: 105 Elk:
Total Preference: 475 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 265 Horses:
Total: 29
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
Active erosion occurs in the Improve and maintain erosion condition
allotment. in moderate or better erosion condition.
At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Curry Gordon Allot. No.: 7038 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 729 Other Acres: 340
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 72 Deer: 10
Suspended Nonuse: 31 Elk:

Total Preference: 103 Antelope:

Exchange of Use: 18 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 69 Total: 10
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its

status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized

known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Cave Guich Allot. No.: 7039 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 2,004 Other Acres: 35
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)
Active Preference: 210 Deer: 30
Suspended Nonuse: 140 Elk:
Total Preference: 350 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 144 Horses:

Total: 30
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Landing Creek Allot. No.: 7040 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 3,614 Other Acres: 189
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 740 Deer: 43
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 32
Total Preference: 740 Antelope:

*Carrying Capacity: 310 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 172 Total: 75
Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, redband trout

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

CONSTRAINTS

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to

less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensurethat substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethevarietyof plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

‘Indicates an allotment where carrying capacity has been determined in a completed allotment evaluation.

Allotment Name: East Silvies

Public Acres: 4,294

Allot. No.: 7041 Mgmt. Category:|
Other Acres: 965

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Active Preference: 594
Suspended Nonuse: 0
Total Preference: 594
Average Actual Use: 712

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

Active erosion occurs in the
allotment.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
redband trout
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Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Deer: 50
Elk: 32
Antelope:

Horses:

Total: 82

Management
Objectives

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Improve and maintain erosion condition
in moderate or better erosion condition.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.




Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)
CONSTRAINTS

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Dole Smith Allot. No.: 7042 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 445 Other Acres: 1,565
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 25 Deer: 3
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 6
Total Preference: 25 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 53 Horses:
Total: 9
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage
in the allotment have been made. demands.
At this time, the following special Protect special status sgecies orits
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.
sage grouse
Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Lone Pine Allot. No.: 7043 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 15,131 Other Acres: 370
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 2,137 Deer: 135
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 20
Total Preference: 2,137 Antelope: 8
Exchange of Use: 20 Horses:

*Carrying Capacity: 1,854 Total: 163
Average Actual Use: 1,585

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is

known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, redband trout, Malheur
mottled sculpin

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

‘Indicates an allotment where carrying capacity has been determined in a completed allotment evaluation.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)
CONSTRAINTS

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.)do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Dole Smith Allot. No.: 7042 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 445 Other Acres: 1,565
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 25 Deer: 3
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 6
Total Preference: 25 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 53 Horses:
Total: 9
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage
in the allotment have been made. demands.
At this time, the following special Protect special status sgecies or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.
sage grouse
Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Lone Pine

Allot. No.: 7043

Mgmt. Category: |

Public Acres: 15,131 Other Acres: 370
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 2,137 Deer: 135
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 20
Total Preference: 2,137 Antelope: 8
Exchange of Use: 20 Horses:

*Carrying Capacity: 1,854 Total: 163
Average Actual Use: 1,585

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

No forage allocations for elk use
in the allotment have been made.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in
less than good habitat
condition.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is

known to exist within the allotment:
sage grouse, redband trout, Malheur
mottled sculpin

Current range condition, level or
pattern of utilization may be
unacceptable, or carrying capacity
(under current management practices)
may be exceeded.

CONSTRAINTS

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Allocate forage to meet elk forage
demands.

Improve and maintain riparian or
aquatic habitat in good or better
habitat condition.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Maintain or improve rangeland condition
and productivity through a change in
management practices and/or reduction
in active use. (Note: Upon completion
of the Ecological Site Inventory on the
Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

‘Indicates an allotment where carrying capacity has been determined in a completed allotment evaluation.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Cowing Allot. No.: 7044 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 260 Other Acres: 1,490
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 20 Deer: |
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 4
Total Preference: 20 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 20 Horses:

Total: 5
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage
in the allotment have been made. demands.
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Whiting Allot. No.: 7045 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 399 Other Acres: 3,403
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)
Active Preference: 46 Deer: 3
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 1
Total Preference: 48 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 48 Horses:

Total: 4
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage
in the allotment have been made. demands.

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Baker Hill Field Allot. No.: 7046 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 188 Other Acres: 522
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 20 Deer: 1
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 1
Total Preference: 20 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 10 Horses:

Total: 2
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage
in the allotment have been made. demands.
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Peabody Allot. No.: 7047 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 268 Other Acres: 1,514
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 60 Deer: 1
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 2
Total Preference: 60 Antelope: 1
Average Actual Use: 67 Horses:
Total: 4
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage
in the allotment have been made. demands.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensurethat substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Varien Canyon Allot. No.: 7048 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 317 Other Acres: 2,696
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 14 Deer: 6
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 4
Total Preference: 14 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 14 Horses:

Total: 10
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
Water quality does not currently Improve surface water quality on
meet DEQ water quality standards public lands to meet or exceed quality
for beneficial uses. standards for all beneficial uses as

established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage
in the allotment have been made. demands.
CONSTRAINTS

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summatries (continued)

Allotment Name: Forks of Poison CreekAtiot. No.: 7049 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 3,431 Other Acres: 178
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 648 Deer: 31
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 13
Total Preference: 648 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 340 Horses:
Total: 44
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage
in the allotment have been made. demands.
At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

sage grouse

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Clemens Allot. No.: 7050 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 466 Other Acres: 429
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 57 Deer: 4
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 57 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 67 Horses:

Total: 4
Identified Resource Management
Contlicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reducethe variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Sawtooth MNF Allot. No.: 7051 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 535 Other Acres: 5,170
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 32 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 32 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 25 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
Water quality does not currently Improve surface water quality on
meet DEQ water quality standards public lands to meet or exceed quality
for beneficial uses. standards for all beneficial uses as

established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in Improve and maintain riparian or

less than good habitat aquatic habitat in good or better
condition. habitat condition.

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

redband trout

CONSTRAINTS

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Lone Pine Field Allot. No.: 7052 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 160 Other Acres: 320
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 6 Deer: 1
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 6 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 30 Horses:

Total: 1
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Silvies Canyon Allot. No.: 7053 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 925 Other Acres: 15
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 100 Deer: 10
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 100 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 112 Horses:

Total: 10
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
Water quality does not currently Improve surface water quality on
meet DEQ water quality standards public lands to meet or exceed quality
for beneficial uses. standards for all beneficial uses as

established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Riparian or aquatic habitat is in Improve and maintain riparian or

less than good habitat aquatic habitat in good or better
condition. habitat condition.

At this time, the following special Protect special status species or its
status species or its habitat is habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
known to exist within the allotment: actions.

redband trout

CONSTRAINTS

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to
less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Cricket Creek Allot. No.: 7054 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 970 Other Acres: 480
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMSs)
Active Preference: 40 Deer: 6
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 40 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 156 Horses:

Total : 6
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Double “O” Allot. No.: 7056 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 4,317 Other Acres: 3,236
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 0 Deer:

Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:

Total Preference: 0 Antelope:

*Carrying Capacity: 1,320 Horses:

Average Actual Use: 847 Total:

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
long-billed curlew

CONSTRAINTS

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

‘Indicates an allotment where carrying capacity has been determined in a completed allotment evaluation.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Wright’s Point Allot. No.: 7057 Mgmt. Category: M
Public Acres: 590 Other Acres: 80
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMSs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 0 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 0 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 40 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
No management system established Establish management system.
in the allotment.
Unallotted grazing area. Issue temporary nonrenewable license unless allotted.
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Narrows Allot. No.: 7058 Mgmt. Category: |
Public Acres: 1,876 Other Acres: 910
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 82 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 82 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 449 Horses:
Total:
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Table 9. Aliotment Management Summaries (continued)

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Current range condition, level or Maintain or improve rangeland condition
pattern of utilization may be and productivity through a change in
unacceptable, or carrying capacity management practices and/or reduction
(under current management practices) in active use. (Note: Upon completion
may be exceeded. of the Ecological Site Inventory on the

Three Rivers RA, ecological status
objectives will be developed.)

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Carp Allot. No.: 7059 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 646 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 0 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 0 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 21 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
Unallotted grazing area. Issue temporary nonrenewable license unless allotted.
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Castle Allot. No.: 7060 Mgmt. Category: C

Public Acres: 751 Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 0 Deer: 5

Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:

Total Preference: 0 Antelope:

Average Actual Use: 7 Horses: 1
Total: 6

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

Unallotted grazing area. Issue temporary nonrenewable license unless allotted.

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Bulger Allot. No.: 7061 Mgmt. Category: C

Public Acres: 320 Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 0 Deer: 0

Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 0

Total Preference: 0 Antelope: 0

Average Actual Use: 0 Horses: 0
Total: 0

Identified Resource Management

Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spra:}qg, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Devine Canyon

Public Acres:

Allot. No.: 7080 Mgmt. Category: C
Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)
Active Preference:

Suspended Nonuse:

Total Preference:

Average Actual Use:

Identified Resource
Conflicts/Concerns

Water quality does not currently
meet DEQ water quality standards
for beneficial uses.

At this time, the following special
status species or its habitat is
known to exist within the allotment:
redband trout, Malheur mottled
sculpin

No authorized grazing use.

CONSTRAINTS

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Deer: 5
Elk:

Antelope:

Horses:

Total: 5

Management
Objectives

Improve surface water quality on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established by the DEQ, where BLM
authorized actions are having a
negative effect on water quality.

Protect special status species or its
habitat from impact by BLM-authorized
actions.

Area influencing perennial water occurs within the allotment. Limit treatment of this area by mechanical or prescribed fire means to

less than 20 percent of area in any one year.

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on

at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Harney Basin

Public Acres: 640

Allot. No.: 7081 Mgmt. Category: C

Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 0 Deer: |
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 0] Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 0 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.

Allotment Name: Hines Field Aliot. No.: 7082 Mgmt. Category: C

Public Acres:

Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 0 Deer: 3
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk: 7
Total Preference: 0 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 0 Horses:

Total: 10
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives

No forage allocations for elk use Allocate forage to meet elk forage
in the allotment have been made. demands.

No authorized livestock use.

CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Rainbow Creek

Publi¢c Acres: 160

Allot. No.: 7085 Mgmt. Category: C
Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs)

Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 0 Deer: 1
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 0 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 0 Horses:
Total: 1
identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Allotment Name: Silver Creek Valley Aliot. No.: 7087 Mgmt. Category: C

Public Acres: 40 Other Acres:

Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)

Active Preference: 0 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse: 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 0 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 0 Horses:

Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 9. Allotment Management Summaries (continued)

Allotment Name: Sunset Valley Allot. No.: 7088 Mgmt. Category: C
Public Acres: 5360 Other Acres:
Grazing Administration Info. (AUMs) Other Forage Demands (AUMs)
Active Preference: 0 Deer:
Suspended Nonuse; 0 Elk:
Total Preference: 0 Antelope:
Average Actual Use: 0 Horses:
Total:
Identified Resource Management
Conflicts/Concerns Objectives
CONSTRAINTS

Ensure that substantial vegetation conversions (burning, spraying, chaining, seeding, etc.) do not reduce the variety of plant species
or communities in abundances necessary for their continued existence and normal functioning.

Deer winter range occurs in allotment. Vegetation conversions must be limited to less than 400 acres in size. Maintain browse on
at least 85 percent of the winter range currently supporting browse.
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Table 10. Allotment Categories

Prudent
Investor’s Selectiv
Range Allotment Present Resource Present Willingness Crit. Mgmt
Allot. Allotment Condition Potential Productivity Conflicts Controversy Mgmt To Invest Allot. Category
Number Name Sat Unsat Undef Hi Med Low Hi Med Low Hi Med Low Hi Med Low Sat Unsat Yes Maybe No Char. I, M,or C
4097 Trout Creek X X X X X X X
5106 Cow Creek X X X X X X X |
5214 Hamilton X X X X X X |
5215 Davies X X X X X X X
5307 Smyth Creek X X X X X X X |
5308 Kiger X X X X X X X I
5310 Riddle Mountain X X X X X X X
5313 Burnt Flat X X X X X X X |
5321 Hamilten Ind. X X Unknown X X X X |
5329 Riddle/Coyote X X Unknown X X X X
5330 Deep Creek X X Unknown X X X X
5503 Pine Creek X X X X X X X I
5511 Moffet Table X X X X X X I
5514 Coal Mine Creek X X X X X X
6515 Mule Creek X X X X X X X |
5517 Otis Mountain X X X X X X X |
5524 Dawson Butte X X X X X X X
5530 River X X X X X X X
5531 Stinkingwater X X X X X X X I
5532 Mountain X X X X X X X |
5635 Miller Canyon X X X X X X X
5636 Alder Creek X X X X X X X |
5665 Upton Mountain X X X X X X X I
5566 Texaco Basin X X X X X X X
5571 Lamb Ranch X X X X X X X
7001 East Warm X X X X X X X
Springs
7002 West Warm X X X X X X X
Springs
7003 East Wagontire X X X X X X X !
7004 West Wagontire X X X X X X X !
7005 Glass Butte X X X X X X X
7006 Rimrock Lake X X X X X X X
7007 Hat Butte X X X X X X X
7008 Sheep Lake X X X X X X X
Shields
7009 Dry Lake X X X X X X
7010 Claw Creek X X X X X X X
7012 Packsaddle X X X X X X X
7014 Badger Spring X X X X X X X
7015 Second Flat X X X X X X X
7016 Juniper Ridge X X X X X X X
7018 Silver Lake X X X X X X

> x
>
>
>
>
>
>

7019 Palomino Butte
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Table 10. Allotment Categories (continued)

Prudent
Investor’s Selectiv
Range Allotment Present Resource Present Willingness Crit. Mgmt
Allot. Allotment Condition Potential Productivity Conflicts Controversy Mgmt To Invest Allot. Category
Number Name Sat Unsat Undef Hi Med Low Hi Med Low Hi Med Low Hi Med Low Sat Unsat Yes Maybe No Char. I, M, or C
7021 Weaver Lake X X Unknown X X X X
7022 Dog Mountain X X Unknown X X X X
7023 West Sagehen X X X X X X X
7024 East Sagehen X X X X X X X
7025 Gouldin X X X X X X X
7026 Horton Mill X X X X X X X
7030 Skull Creek X X X X X X X
7031 Hay Creek X X X X X X X
7033 Silvies River X X X X X X X
7036 Hayes X X X X X X X
7040 Landing Creek X X X X X X X
7041 East Silvies X X X X X X X
7043 Lone Pine X X X X X X X
7049 Forks of X X X X X X X
Poison Creek
7058 Narrows X X X X X X X |
4098 East Creek- X X X X X X X M
Pine Hill
4143 Silvies X X X X X X X M
5101 Devine Ridge X X X X X X X M
5102 Prather Creek X X X X X X X M
5103 Lime Kiln/ X X X X X X X M
Sec. 30
5104 Soldier Creek X X X X X X X M
5105 Camp Harney X X X X X X X M
5201 Coleman Creek X X X X X X X M
5202 Hunter X X Unknown X X X X M
5204 Slocum X X X X X X X M
5205 Venator X X X X X X X M
5206 Stockade X X Unknown X X X X M
5207 Coyote Creek X X X X X X X M
5208 Emmerson X X X X X X X M
5209 Crane X X X X X X X M
5212 Mahon Ranch X X X X X X X M
5213 Beaver Creek X X X X X X X M
5301 Princeton X X X X X X X M
5302 Big Bird X X X X X X X M
5303 Dry Lake X X X X X X X M
5305 Crows Nest X X X X X X X M
5306 Rocky Ford X X X X X X X M
5309 Happy Valley X X X X X X X M
5316 Virginia Valley X X X X X X X M
5501 East Cow Creek X X X X X X X M
5502 Rock Creek X X X X X X X M
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Table 10. Allotment Categories (continued)

Prudent
Investor’s Selectiv
Range Allotment Present Resource Present Willingness Crit. Mgmt

Allot. Allotment Condition Potential Productivity Conflicts Controversy Mgmt To Invest Allot. Category
Number Name Sat Unsat Undef Hi Med Low Hi Med Low Hi Med Low Hi Med Low Sat Unsat Yes Maybe No Char. I,M,or C
5505 Little Muddy X X X X X X X M

Creek
5506 Muddy Creek X X X X X X X M
5507 Wolf Creek X X Unknown X X X X M
5508 Baker-Knowles X X Unknown X X X X M
5509 Williams Dripp X X X X X X M

Spring
5510 Jones Dripp X X X X X X X M

Spring
5513 Shelley X X X X X X X M
5516 Birch Creek X X X X X X X M
5521 Rocky Basin X X X X X X X M
5522 Cottonwood X X X X X X M

Creek
5523 Tub Spring-Hart X X X X X X X M
5525 Mill Guich X X X X X X X M
5526 Chalk Hills X X X X X X X M
5528 Cooler X X X X X X X M
5529 House Butte X X X X X X X M
5533 Buchanan X X X X X X X M
5534 Mahon Creek X X X X X X X M
5537 Buck Mountain X X X X X X X M
5538 Riverside X X X X X X X M
5564 Wheeler Basin X X X X X X X M
7011 Upper Valley X X X X X X X M
7017 Cluster X X X X X X X M
7020 Sand Hollow X X X X X X X M
7035 Silvies Meadows X X X X X X X M
7039 Cave Gulch X X Unknown X X X X M
7051 Sawtooth-MNF X X X X X X X M
7053 Silvies Canyon X X X X X X X M
7056 Double “O” X X X X X X X M
7057 Wrights  Point X X X X X X X
M
4040 Poison Creek X X Unknown X X X X o]
4096 Hi Desert X X Unknown X X X X o]
4126 Abrahams Draw X X Unknown X X X X o]
4138 White X X Unknown X X X X C
4180 King Mountain X X Unknown X X X X Cc
5001 Crane FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5002 Catterson X X Unknown X X X X C

Sec. 13
5003 Malheur Slough X X Unknown X X X X Cc
5005 Withers FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
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Table 10. Allotment Categories (continued)

Prudent
Investor’s Selectiv
Range Allotment Present Resource Present Willingness Crit. Mgmt

Allot. Allotment Condition Potential Productivity Conflicts Controversy Mgmt To Invest Allot. Category
Number Name Sat Unsat Undef Hi Med Low Hi Med Low Hi Med Low Hi Med Low Sat Unsat Yes Maybe No Char. I,M,orC
5107 Manning Field X X Unknown X X X X C
5109 Purdy FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5110 Reed FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5111 Temple's FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5112 Smith FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5113 Rattlesnake FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5203 Catterson X X Unknown X X X X C
5211 Beckley Home X X Unknown X X X X C
5216 Quier FFR X X Unknown X X X o]
5217 Thompson FFR X X Unknown X X X c
5218 Bennett FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5219 Hamilton FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5311 Virginia FFR X X Unknown X X X X c
5317 Hatt Butte X X Unknown X X X X C
5318 Black Butte X X Unknown X X X X [}
5322 Briggs FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5323 Clemens FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5324 Riddle FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5325 Marshall X X Unknown X X X X Cc

Diamond FFR
5326 Jenkins N. X X Unknown X X X X C

Lake FFR
5327 Jenkins B. X X Unknown X X X X o]

Flat FFR
5328 Fisher FFR X X Unknown X X X X o]
5504 State Field X X Unknown X X X X C
5512 Clarks River X X Unknown X X X X C
5518 Newell Field X X X X X X X C
5519 Big Upson X X Unknown X X X X Cc
5520 Little Upson X X Unknown X X X X Cc
5527 Riverside FFR X X Unknown X X X X Cc
5539 W & C Blaylock X X Unknown X X X X C

FFR
5540 Luce Field X X Unknown X X X X C
5541 Home Ranch X X Unknown X X X X C

Enclosure
5542 Marshall FFR X X Unknown X X X X o]
5543 Divine Flat X X Unknown X X X X o]

Field
5544 Brooks Field X X Unknown X X X X o]
5545 Sunshine Field X X Unknown X X X X (o]
5546 Druitt Field X X Unknown X X X X C
5547 Lake Field X X Unknown X X X X C
5548 Griffin FFR X X Unknown X X X X o]
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Table 10. Allotment Categories (continued)

Prudent
Investor’s Selectiv
Range Allotment Present Resource Present Willingness Crit. Mgmt

Allot. Allotment Condition Potential Productivity Conflicts Controversy Mgmt To Invest Allot. Category
Number Name Sat Unsat Undef Hi Med Low Hi Med Low Hi Med Low Hi Med Low Sat Unsat Yes Maybe No Char. I, M,or C
5549 Howards FFR X X Unknown X X X X c
5550 Jordans FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5551 Lillards FFR X X Unknown X X X X o]
5552 Miller FFR A X X Unknown X X X X Cc
5553 Miller FFR B X X Unknown X X X X C
5554 J. Francis X X Unknown X X X X c

Miller FFR
5555 Ott FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5556 Pine Creek FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5557 J & G Kane FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5558 J&GFFR X X Unknown X X X X Cc
5559 Swords FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5560 Vickers FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5561 Wilber FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5562 Williams FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5563 Arnold FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5567 Miler FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5568 Byrons FFR X X Unknown X X X X c
5569 Floyds FFR X X Unknown X X X X o]
5570 River FFR X X Unknown X X X X C
5572 Krueger FFR X X Unknown X X X X o]
7013 Zogimann X X Unknown X X X C
7027 Emigrant Creek X X Unknown X X X X C
7028 Stinger Creek X X Unknown X X X X C
7029 Spring Creek X X X X X X C
7032 Hotchkiss Ind. X X Unknown X X X o]
7034 Scat Field X X Unknown X X X X C
7037 Coal Pit Spring X X X X X X o]
7038 Curry Gordon X X Unknown X X X X Cc
7042 Dole Smith X X Unknown X X X X o]
7044 Cowing X X Unknown X X X X C
7045 Whiting X X Unknown X X X X C
7046 Baker Hill X X Unknown X X X X Cc

Field
7047 Peabody X X Unknown X X X X C
7048 Varien Canyon X X Unknown X X X X Cc
7050 Clemens X X Unknown X X X X o
7052 Lone Pine Field X X Unknown X X X X o]
7054 Cricket Creek X X Unknown X X X X C
7059 Carp X X Unknown X X X X c
7060 Castle X X Unknown X X X X C
7080 Devine Canyon X X Unknown X X X X C
7081 Harney Basin X X Unknown X X X X Cc
7082 Hines Field X X Unknown X X X X o]
7085 Rainbow Creek X X Unknown X X X X Cc
7087 Silver Creek

Valley X X Unknown X X X X C
7088 Sunset Valley X X Unknown X X X X C






Table 11. Rangeland Monitoring and Evaluation

Purpose of Monitoring

1) To determine the effects of management actions on the rangeland resources.

2) To determine the effectiveness of on-the-ground management actions in achieving resource management objectives
within planned timeframes.

3) To provide quantifiable data to identify and support needed management actions.

4)  To provide quantifiable data for the periodic review of management objectives.

Monitoring Methods

Monitoring methods must be suitable for the vegetation types and resource conditions that will be encountered. The capability of the
methods to detect subtle changes due to management over short periods of time must be carefully considered.

For monitoring data to be meaningful and useful over time, there must be consistency in the kinds of data that are collected and the
manner in which they are collected, However, the need for changes in sampling may occasionally arise when problems are detected
during a cursory review of the collected data, when analyzing and interpreting the data, or when conducting an evaluation. Serious
consideration must be given to the effect changes will have on the historical value of existing data.

The methods discussed here are the methods currently in use in the Three Rivers RA. These methods are consistent with the District
Monitoring Plan, State Monitoring Guidance and Bureau Policy.

Actual Use

Actual use monitoring provides information concerning the actual amount of grazing use occurring on an area of rangeland during
a specific time period. It is a record of livestock and wild horse use in each pasture of an allotment and represents forage consumed
in terms of AUMs. Livestock actual use is provided by the permittees. Data is verified by field checks and occasional counts. The
report includes livestock numbers, pasture usage and turn out and gathering dates.

Wild horse actual use is determined by multiplying inventoried numbers by the grazing period on their summer and winter range.
This may or may not involve separate pastures.

Actual use is collected in all “M" and “I” category allotments annually.
Utilization

Utilization data are collected to provide information concerning the percentage of forage that has been consumed or destroyed on
an area of rangeland during a specific period of time and the grazing pattern on the allotment. Utilization data are important in
evaluating the effects of grazing use on specific areas of rangeland and identifying areas of concentrated use that may be dispersed
by some form of range improvement.

In the short term, utilization data are considered with actual use and climatic data to determine resource use levels and to identify
the need for range improvement projects, adjustment in management actions, and/or adjustments in grazing use levels. These data
can be used as the basis for implementing adjustments in grazing use through agreement or by decision.

In the long term, utilization data are considered along with actual use, authorized use, estimated use, trend, climate, and any other
dataavailableor necessatyforallotment evaluation. Evaluations areconducted todetermine if thegrazing management actionsand/
or practices are achieving the long-term management objectives identified in the land-use and activity plans.

The primary method used in the RA is the Key Forage Plant method. The key forage plant method is an ocular estimate method of
judging utilization within one of six utilization classes on one or more key herbaceous and/or browse species. Utilization is generally
expressed as a percentage of available forage weight or numbers of plants, twigs, etc., that have been consumed or destroyed, and
is expressed in terms of the current year’s production removed.

Trend

Trend data are important in determining the effectiveness of on-the-ground management actions and evaluating progress toward
meeting management objectives. They indicate whetherthe rangeland is moving toward or away from its potential or from achieving
specific management objectives. Trend refers to the direction of change and indicated whether rangeland vegetation is being
maintained or is moving toward or away from the desired plant community or toward or away from other specific vegetation
management objectives. Trends of rangelands may be judged by noting changes in composition, density, cover, production, vigor,
age class, and frequency of the vegetation, and related parameters of other resources.

The trend method used in the RA is the Nearest Plant method, which consists of a minimum of 100 observations along a transect
at one pace, or other selected intervals. The observation is the nearest plant within a 180 degree arc from the center of the front of
the observer’s foot. Close-up and general view photographs are used with this method.
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Table 11. Rangeland Monitoring and Evaluation (continued)

This method provides an estimate of relative species dispersion. The indicators of trend monitored with this method are the
percentage of occurrence as nearest plant.

The Photo-plot method is also used to measure trend. This method includes taking a close-up photograph of a 3 x 3 foot plot and
a general view photograph of the study site.

Climate

Climate studies provide a comparison of grazing season climatic conditions with long-term normals. Crop year (September - June)
precipitation accounts for approximately 80 percent of the variation in vegetation production in the Great Basin. The Forage Yield
Index developed at the Squaw Butte Experiment Station is used to adjust forage utilization.

Table 11. (continued)

Evaluation

The analysis and interpretation of inventory and monitoring data are extremely important in the evaluation of management actions
to determine their progress in meeting resource management objectives. This process must be carefully accomplished to determine
if adjustments in grazing use and management actions are needed, and if so, to what extent.

The major steps involved in the evaluation process are as follows:

Assemble and Display Monitoring and Other Data - Review and summarize available data which has been collected from baseline
inventories, monitoring studies, supplemental studies and other sources.

Analyze Data - Perform all necessary calculations of data.

Interpret Data - After the data has been analyzed, it is interpreted to determine whether the results show a trend of have remained
static over time for each type of study. This includes interpreting individual data sets and examining their interrelationships.

In order to assess proper stocking level or carrying capacity, the following formula may be used.

Potential Stocking Level = Target Util. * Actual Use
(Carrying Capacity) Measured Util. * Yield Index

Evaluate Data- The data is evaluated for consistency, reliability, strong points, weak points, completeness and accuracy. lfthe results
of the interpretation indicate a trend, the evaluation attempts to determine the causes of the trends and establish a course of action
for future management.

Review Management Objectives - Management objectives must be evaluated as well as the monitoring data in order to make sure
that the objectives are meaningful.

In order for management actions to be monitored and progress to be evaluated, the objectives must be measurable. They must also
be reasonably attainable within a reasonable timeframe. In some cases, detection of a trend toward the desired value may sufficient
to justify continuation of the management practice being evaluated, especiallyon poorcondition rangeswhere vegetation objectives
will be attainable only in the long-term. In these cases, intermediate objectives may be useful in evaluating the progress.

Evaluate Progress in Meeting Management Objectives- Determine if management objectives have been met or if adequate progress
toward achieving them has occurred or if management objectives or monitoring techniques need redefining.

Summarize Findings and Make Recommendations - The formal evaluation must include concise management recommendations
as well as recommendations on changing monitoring techniques, management objectives, key areas, or key species.
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Table 12. Standard Procedures and Design Elements for Range Improvements

Range improvements are proposed for several reasons including, but not limited to: to implement more intensive grazing systems;
to allow deferment of grazing use on native range during the spring; to improve livestock distribution; and to increase forage
production.

The following standard procedures and design elements would be adhered to under the proposed action in constructing range
improvements in the EIS area. Design elements have been standardized over time to mitigate adverse effects encountered during
range improvement installations.

- Preparation of a site-specific environmental assessment prior to implementation of range improvements is required. Proposed
range improvements may be modified or abandoned if this assessment indicates significant adverse environmental impacts
cannot be mitigated or avoided.

- A wilderness inventory, required by FLPMA, has been completed in the EIS area. All rangeland management activities in
wilderness study areas will be consistent with the IMP and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review unless and until the
area is removed from this category. Impacts will be assessed before implementing management activities to ensure they meet
guidelines.

- Every effort would be made to avoid adverse impacts to cultural resources. A cultural resources inventory will be completed on
all areas prior to any decision to perform ground-disturbing activities. This would be part of the preplanning stage of a project and
the results would be analyzed in the environmental assessment addressing the action (BLM Manual 8100, Cultural Resources
Management). If significant cultural values are identified, the project could be relocated, redesigned or abandoned. However,
where that is not possible, the BLM would consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation in accordancewith the Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement (PMOA) by and between the Bureau, the Council
and the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers, dated January 14, 1980, which sets forth a procedure for
developing appropriate mitigative measures, in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (1966) as
implemented by 36 CFR Part 800. Management adherence to agreed upon mitigative measures will be implemented in
compliance with these regulations.

- If a project might affect any listed threatened or endangered species or its critical habitat, consultation with the USFWS would
be initiated (50 CFR 50 402: Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended). The project would be modified, relocated or
abandoned in ordertoobtain a no effect determination. If a project maycontributetothe need to list a Federal candidateor Bureau
sensitive species, a technical assistance request would be made to the USFWS.

- Surface disturbance at all project sites would be held to a minimum. Disturbed soil would be rehabilitated to blend into surrounding
soil surface and reseeded as needed with a mixture of grasses, forbsand browse as applicable to replace ground cover and reduce
soil loss from wind and water erosion.

- Seeding would only be done to enhance and sustain multiple-use values. Vegetation manipulation projects would be designed
using irregular patterns, untreated patches, etc., to provide for optimum edge effect for visual quality and wildlife. Layout and
design would be coordinated with local ODFW biologists.

- Seeding would be accomplished by use of the rangeland drill in most cases. Broadcast seeding would occur on small disturbed
areas, rough terrain and rocky areas. Brush would be controlled prior to seeding. Some projects would have brush control only.
Brush control could employ burning, spraying, chaining, etc.; however, the treatment method has not been determined for
individual projects. Generally, areascontaining needlegrasses and/or rabbitbrush and areas with sandy soils would not be burned.
BLM would determine seeding mixtures on a site-specific basis, at the EA level in accordance with NEPA, using past experience
and recommendations of the Oregon State University Extension Service and Experiment Stations and/or ODFW. Anticipated
increases in production through vegetation manipulation projects would not be allocated until seedings are established and ready
for use. All seedings would be deferred from grazing for at least two growing seasons to allow seedling establishment. Where
deep furrow drills are used, slopes would be drilled on the contour to prevent water erosion.

- The seeding policy for the BLM in Oregon is as follows: Seedings to change vegetation composition should be used when it is
the most efficient method to accomplish the resource objectives identified through the planning process. The selection of the
seeding area and the species to be used should be based on a site-specific evaluation which considers ecologic potential,
technical and economic feasibility, location of unique resources, plant diversity and cumulative impacts on the ecosystem.
Adapted native species that can enhance vegetative diversity composition must be given consideration in species selection. To
insure establishment seedings must be protected for two growing seasons or until the vigorous seedlings produce their first seed
crop. Once established, seedings should be properly managed and monitoried to ensure that resource objectives are
accomplished.

- It is anticipated that the existing road and trail system would provide access for range improvements construction. If needed,

unimproved trails and tracks would be created to reach construction sites. These trails would continue to be utilized for
maintenance of the projects.
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Table 12. Standard Procedures and Design Elements for Range Improvements (continued)

- It is assumed that normal maintenance such as replacement of pipeline sections, fence posts and retreatment of vegetation
manipulations would occur.

- VRM procedures would be employed to minimize the adverse visual impacts created by the proposed range improvements.
Additional design features are identified in the following discussion of the individual types of improvements.
Reservoir Construction

Development of reservoirs would involve the construction of pits and dams to impound water for livestock and wildlife use. Pits would
be in dry lake beds or other natural depressions. Dams would be constructed in drainages. Water storage capacity would range from
1.0 to 2.0 acre-feet. Fill material, if needed, would come from the impoundment area and/or a borrow area for dams. Excavated
material from pits would be piled adjacent to the pit. Topsoil would be stockpiled and used to rehabilitate the borrow areas.

Wells

Wells would be cased with steel pipe and sealed with concrete to prevent cave-ins and contamination. All State of Oregon water-
well drilling regulations would be adhered to, both in drilling and equipping. A safety device would be installed on new powerline
transformers to prevent electrocution of raptors. Metal storage tanks, painted to blend with the surrounding landscape, would be
placed at each well site. Generally, the tanks would be enclosed and would measure 15 to 30 feet in diameter and 6 to 12 feet high.

Springs

The proposed action includes the development of springs. This would involve digging ordrilling to intercept naturally occurring water
flow, installing perforated pipe or concrete boxes to collect water, and installing pipelines and water troughs. The spring source and
trough overflow area would be fenced to prevent livestock grazing and trampling and provide meadow habitat. A small waterhole
would be developed inside the fenced overflow area for wildlife use. Ramps, rocks or float boards would be provided in all water
troughs for birds and mammals to gain access to and/or escape from the water.

Pipelines

Pipelines are proposed to carry water for livestock from wells to areas that lack an adequate water supply. Generally, 1 to 2-inch
diameter plastic pipe would be buried with a pipe-laying device consisting of a modified rippertooth mounted on a tractor. The pipe
is normally laid as deeply as possible under the ground but no deeper than 30 inches. Where obstructions prohibit burying, the pipe
would be laid on the surface and covered with borrowed soil. Reservoirs would be constructed along the pipeline and fenced to
exclude livestock. This would provide ground level water for wildlife, and serve as an emergency water supply in case of equipment
failure. Water troughs would be installed approximately every mile along the pipeline. Ramps, rocks or float boards would be provided
in all water troughs for birds and mammals to gain access to and/or escape from the water.

Fences and Cattleguards

Fences would be designed to prevent the passage of livestock without stopping the movement of wildlife. All fences would be
constructed in accordance with Bureau Manual 1741. The proposed fence lines would not be bladed or scraped. All fences would
comply with VRM procedures.

Where fences cross existing roads either gates or cattleguards would be installed.
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Table 13. Range Improvement Costs'

Type of Improvement Unit Cost/Unit
Guzzler Each $4,500
Brush Control Acre $10
Cattleguard Each $2,400
Fence Mile $2,500
Juniper Burning Unit $2,800
Pipeline Mile $10,500
Prescribed Burn Acre $10
Reservoir Each $6,700
Road Maintenance Mile $200
Seeding Acre $25
Spring Each $3,000
Trough Each $1,800
Well Each $22,500

‘Based on recent years’ experience, figures in 1991 dollars.
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Table 14. Potential Range Improvements by Allotment

Allotment  Allotment Type of Cost/
No. Name Improvement Units Unit No. Cost
Silver Lake Pond Fence Mile $3,334 1.5 $5,001
Nest Islands Each $2,500 2 $5,000
4098 East Cr.-Pine Hill Fence Mile $2,500 ! $2,500
4143 Silvies Wetland Improvements Project $21,000 1 $21,000
Fence Mile $2,500 0.75 $1,875
5101 Devine Ridge Reservoir Each $6,700 1 $6,700
5102 Prather Creek Fence Mile $2,500 1 $2,500
5105 Camp Harney Fence Mile $2,500 | $2,500
Spring Each $3,000 1 $3,000
Juniper Burning Units $2,800 5 $14,000
Cattleguard Each $2,400 1 $2,400
5201 Coleman Creek Fence Mile $2,500 2 $5,000
5205 Venator Spring Each $3,000 1 $3,000
5206 Stockade Fence Mile $2,500 1 $2,500
5207 Coyote Creek Fence Mile $2,500 0.5 $1,250
5218 Bennett FFR Road Maintenance Mile $200 1.5 $300
5301 Princeton Trough Each $1,800 3 $5,400
Pipeline Mile $10,500 7 $73,500
5302 Big Bird Pipeline Mile $10,500 2 $21,000
Trough Each $1,800 ! $1,800
5303 Dry Lake Well Each $22,500 | $22,500
Pipeline Mile $10,500 12 $126,000
Cattleguard Each $2,400 1 $2,400
Trough Each $1,800 5 $9,000
5305 Crow’s Nest Pipeline Mile $10,500 2 $21,000
5306 Rocky Ford Cattleguard Each $2,400 1 $2,400
Reservoir Each $6,700 1 $6,700
Well Each $22,500 1 $22,500
Pipeline Mile $10,500 | $10,500
5307 Smyth Creek Fence Mile $2,500 2.75 $6,875
Juniper Burning Units $2,800 6 $16,800
Cattleguard Each $2,400 1 $2,400
Reservoir Each $6,700 1 $6,700
5308 Kiger Cattleguard Each $2,400 1 $2,400
Juniper Burning Units $2,800 2 $5,600
Reservoir Each $6,700 ! $6,700
5309 Happy Valley Fence Mile $2,500 ! $2,500
Trough Each $1,800 ! $1,800
Juniper Burning Units $2,800 2 $5,600
Pipeline Mile $10,500 | $10,500
5310 Riddle Mountain Juniper Burning Units $2,800 8 $22,400
Spring Each $3,000 1 $3,000
Fence Mile $2,500 1 $2,500
5315 Virginia Valley Trough Each $1,800 5 $9,000
Pipeline Mile $10,500 7 $73,500
Cattleguard Each $2,400 ! $2,400
Fence Mile $2,500 3 $7,500
5321 Hamilton Ind. Fence Mile $2,500 1 $2,500
5329 Riddle-Coyote Fence Mile $2,500 4 $10,000
5503 Pine Creek Spring Each $3,000 3 $9,000
Fence Mile $2,500 2 $5,000
Juniper Burning Units $2,800 7 $19,600
5506 Muddy Creek Reservoir Each $6,700 | $6,700
5510 Jones Dripp Reservoir Each $6,700 2 $13,400
5511 Moffet Table Prescribed Burn Acre $10 1,560 $15,600
Trough Each $800 4 $3,200
Fence Mile $2,500 35 $8,750
Juniper Burning Units $2,800 6 $16,800
5514 Coal Mine Creek Trough Each $800 | $800
5515 Mule Creek Fence Mile $2,500 1 $2,500
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Table 14. Potential Range Improvements by Allotment (continued)

Allotment  Allotment Type of Cost/
No. Name improvement Units Unit No. Cost
5517 Otis Mountain Trough Each $800 2 $1,600
Juniper Burning Units $2,800 4 $11,200
Prescribed Burn Acre $10 1,440 $14,400
5522 Cottonwood Creek Reservoir Each $6,700 2 $13,400
Fence Mile $2,500 2.5 $6,250
5524 Dawson Butte Trough Each $800 3 $2,400
5526 Chalk Hills Well Each $22,500 1 $22,500
Pipeline Mile $10,500 2 $21,000
5528 Cooler Reservoir Each $6,700 1 $6,700
5529 House Butte Spring Each $3,000 2 $6,000
5531 Stinkingwater Fence Mile $2,500 3 $7,500
Road Maintenance Mile $200 7 $14,000
Reservoir Each $6,700 1 $6,700
5532 Mountain Fence Mile $2,500 8 $20,000
Juniper Burning Units $2,800 15 $42,000
Trough Each $800 ! $800
Road Maintenance Mile $200 12 $2,400
5534 Mahon Creek Road Maintenance Mile $200 2 $400
Fence Mile $2,500 1.5 $3,750
5535 Miller Canyon Reservoir Each $6,700 3 $20,100
Juniper Burning Units $2,800 6 $16,800
Road Maintenance Mile $200 5 $1,000
5536 Alder Creek Juniper Burning Units $2,800 12 $33,600
Road Maintenance Mile $200 10 $2,000
Fence Mile $2,500 4.5 $11,250
Reservoir Each $6,700 4 $26,800
5537 Rock Mountain Spring Each $3,000 1 $3,000
5538 Riverside Spring Each $3,000 1 $3,000
5560 Vickers' FFR Road Maintenance Mile $200 15 $300
5564 Wheeler Basin Trough Each $800 1 $800
Reservoir Each $6,700 2 $13,400
5565 Upton Mountain Seeding Acre $25 2,000 $50,000
Pipeline Mile $200 ! $200
Trough Each $800 ! $800
Brush Control Acre $10 2,000 $20,000
Reservoir Each $6,700 1 $6,700
5566 Texaco Basin Road Maintenance Mile $200 4.5 $900
Fence Mile $2,500 2 $5,000
5571 Lamb Ranch Fence Mile $2,500 1.25 $3,125
7001 East Warm Springs Pipeline Mile $10,500 4 $42,000
Fence Mile $2,500 17 $42,500
Trough Each $1,800 4 $7,200
Reservoir Each $6,700 6 $40,200
Well Each $22,500 1 $22,500
7002 West Warm Springs Reservoir Each $6,700 12 $80,400
Wetland Improvements Project $40,000 1 $40,000
Fence Mile $2,500 2 $5,000
7003 East Wagontire Trough Each $800 2 $1,600
Brush Control Acre $10 32,665 $326,650
Spring Each $3,000 1 $3,000
Seeding Acre $25 31,200 $780,000
Fence Mile $2,500 42 $105,000
Well Each $22,500 2 $45,000
Reservoir Each $6,700 8 $53,600
Pipeline Mile $10,500 25 $262,500
7004 West Wagontire Trough Each $1,800 7 $12,600
Reservoir Each $6,700 2 $13,400
Pipeline Mile $10,500 7 $73,500
Well Each $22,500 1 $22,500
Fence Mile $2,500 20 $50,000
Big Game Guzzler Each $4,500 2 $9,000
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Table 14. Potential Range Improvements by Allotment

Allotment  Allotment Type of Cost/
No. Name Improvement Units Unit No. Cost
Silver Lake Pond Fence Mile $3,334 15 $5,001
Nest Islands Each $2,500 2 $5,000
4098 East Cr.-Pine Hill Fence Mile $2,500 1 $2,500
4143 Silvies Wetland Improvements Project $21,000 1 $21,000
Fence Mile $2,500 0.75 $1,875
5101 Devine Ridge Reservoir Each $6,700 1 $6,700
5102 Prather Creek Fence Mile $2,500 1 $2,500
5105 Camp Harney Fence Mile $2,500 ! $2,500
Spring Each $3,000 1 $3,000
Juniper Burning Units $2,800 5 $14,000
Cattleguard Each $2,400 1 $2,400
5201 Coleman Creek Fence Mile $2,500 2 $5,000
5205 Venator Spring Each $3,000 1 $3,000
5206 Stockade Fence Mile $2,500 1 $2,500
5207 Coyote Creek Fence Mile $2,500 0.5 $1,250
5218 Bennett FFR Road Maintenance Mile $200 15 $300
5301 Princeton Trough Each $1,800 3 $5,400
Pipeline Mile $10,500 7 $73,500
5302 Big Bird Pipeline Mile $10,500 2 $21,000
Trough Each $1,800 1 $1,800
5303 Dry Lake Well Each $22,500 1 $22,500
Pipeline Mile $10,500 12 $126,000
Cattleguard Each $2,400 1 $2,400
Trough Each $1,800 5 $9,000
5305 Crow’s Nest Pipeline Mile $10,500 2 $21,000
5306 Rocky Ford Cattleguard Each $2,400 ! $2,400
Reservoir Each $6,700 1 $6,700
Well Each $22,500 1 $22,500
Pipeline Mile $10,500 1 $10,500
5307 Smyth Creek Fence Mile $2,500 2.75 $6,875
Juniper Burning Units $2,800 6 $16,800
Cattleguard Each $2,400 1 $2,400
Reservoir Each $6,700 1 $6,700
5308 Kiger Cattleguard Each $2,400 1 $2,400
Juniper Burning Units $2,800 2 $5,600
Reservoir Each $6,700 ! $6,700
5309 Happy Valley Fence Mile $2,500 ! $2,500
Trough Each $1,800 ! $1,800
Juniper Burning Units $2,800 2 $5,600
Pipeline Mile $10,500 1 $10,500
5310 Riddle Mountain Juniper Burning Units $2,800 8 $22,400
Spring Each $3,000 1 $3,000
Fence Mile $2,500 1 $2,500
5315 Virginia Valley Trough Each $1,800 5 $9,000
Pipeline Mile $10,500 7 $73,500
Cattleguard Each $2,400 1 $2,400
Fence Mile $2,500 3 $7,500
5321 Hamilton Ind. Fence Mile $2,500 1 $2,500
5329 Riddle-Coyote Fence Mile $2,500 4 $10,000
5503 Pine Creek Spring Each $3,000 3 $9,000
Fence Mile $2,500 2 $5,000
Juniper Burning Units $2,800 7 $19,600
5506 Muddy Creek Reservoir Each $6,700 1 $6,700
5510 Jones Dripp Reservoir Each $6,700 2 $13,400
5511 Moffet Table Prescribed Burn Acre $10 1,560 $15,600
Trough Each $800 4 $3,200
Fence Mile $2,500 3.5 $8,750
Juniper Burning Units $2,800 6 $16,800
5514 Coal Mine Creek Trough Each $800 1 $800
5515 Mule Creek Fence Mile $2,500 1 $2,500
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Table 14. Potential Range Improvements by Allotment (continued)

Allotment  Allotment Type of Cost/
No. Name Improvement Units Unit No. Cost
Seeding Acre $25 9,000 $225,000
Brush Control Acre $10 9,000 $90,000
Spring Each $3,000 2 $6,000
7006 Rimrock Lake Reservoir Each $6,700 12 $80,400
Brush Control Acre $10 3,000 $30,000
Fence Mile $2,500 4 $10,000
7007 Hat Butte Brush Control Acre $10 2,500 $25,000
Reservoir Each $6,700 1 $6,700
Seeding Acre $25 800 $20,000
7008 Sheep Lake-Shields Reservoir Each $6,700 6 $40,200
Seeding Acre $25 960 $24,000
7009 Dry Lake Juniper Burning Units $2,800 5 $14,000
(Rye Grass) Brood Pond Each $7,500 2 $15,000
Brush Control Acre $10 1,800 $18,000
Reservoir Each $6,700 1 $6,700
Fence Mile $2,500 8 $20,000
7010 Claw Creek Reservoir Each $6,700 2 $13,400
Fence Mile $2,500 2.25 $5,625
7013 Zoglmann Spring Each $3,000 ! $3,000
7014 Badger Spring Reservoir Each $6,700 2 $13,400
Big Game Guzzler Each $4,500 2 $9,000
7015 Second Flat Big Game Guzzler Each $4,500 2 $9,000
Spring Each $3,000 2 $6,000
Fence Mile $2,500 3 $7,500
Reservoir Each $6,700 2 $13,400
7016 Juniper Ridge Seeding Acre $25 3,000 $75,000
Fence Mile $2,500 9 $22,500
Pipeline Mile $10,500 8 $84,000
Trough Each $1,800 8 $14,400
Reservoir Each $6,700 1 $6,700
Well Each $22,500 1 $22,500
Prescribed Burn Acre $10 5,260 $52,600
7017 Cluster Brush Control Acre $10 2,000 $20,000
7018 Silver Lake Fence Mile $2,500 1 $2,500
Brush Control Acre $10 4,500 $45,000
Pipeline Mile $10,500 4 $42,000
Reservoir Each $6,700 3 $20,100
7019 Palomino Buttes Fence Mile $2,500 7 $17,500
Reservoir Each $6,700 1 $6,700
Wetland Improvements Project $50,000 1 $50,000
Well Each $22,500 1 $22,500
Pipeline Mile $10,500 2 $21,000
7020 Sand Hollow Fence Mile $2,500 6 $15,000
Reservoir Each $6,700 1 $6,700
Pipeline Mile $10,500 3 $31,500
7021 Weaver Lake Fence Mile $2,500 2 $5,000
Reservoir Each $6,700 2 $13,400
7022 Dog Mountain Fence Mile $2,500 5.5 $13,750
Reservoir Each $6,700 1 $6,700
Spring Each $3,000 ! $3,000
7024 East Sagehen Reservoir Each $6,700 2 $13,400
7025 Gouldin Reservoir Each $6,700 | $6,700
Fence Mile $2,500 4 $10,000
7030 Skull Creek Brush Control Acre $10 1,600 $16,000
Fence Mile $2,500 2 $5,000
Juniper Burning Units $2,800 10 $28,000
7031 Hay Creek Reservoir Each $6,700 2 $13,400
Fence Mile $2,500 4 $10,000
7033 Silvies River Fence Mile $2,500 4 $10,000
7036 Hayes Fence Mile $2,500 15 $3,750
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Table 14. Potential Range Improvements by Allotment (continued)

Allotment  Allotment Type of Cost/
No. Name Improvement Units Unit No. Cost
7037 Coal Pit Springs Reservoir Each $6,700 1 $6,700
Spring Each $3,000 2 $6,000
7040 Landing Creek Fence Mile $2,500 5 $12,500
7041 East Silvies Spring Each $3,000 ! $3,000
Fence Mile $2,500 3 $7,500
Reservoir Each $6,700 1 $6,700
7043 Lone Pine Juniper Control Acre $80 1,000 $80,000
Reservoir Each $6,700 3 $20,100
Juniper Burning Units $2,800 5 $14,000
Spring Each $3,000 ! $3,000
7048 Varien Canyon Fence Mile $2,500 0.25 $625
7049 Forks of Poison Cr. Brush Control Acre $10 530 $5,300
7058 Narrows Trough Each $1,800 1 $1,800
Reservoir Each $6,700 2 $13,400
Well Each $22,500 | $22,500
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Table 15. Descriptions of Existing and Proposed ACECs

South Narrows ACEC

South Narrows ACEC is an existing ACEC in the Three Rivers RA. It was established June 30, 1983. It is located in Harney County
approximately 26 miles south of Burns, Oregon, adjacent to Highway 205. This ACEC is 160 acres in size. It is in East Warm Springs
Allotment (No. 7001). The elevation of the site is approximately 4,400 feet.

South Narrows ACEC was established to provide special management attention to the designated Critical Habitat of Stephanomeria
malheurensis, Malheur wirelettuce, a plant species listed as endangered under the Endangered Species Act of 1973.

The management goal of the South Narrows ACEC is to provide protection in order to preserve the characteristics of the habitat and
maintain the suitability of the site to support Stephanomeria malheurensis. Actions which have previously been undertaken in support
of this goal include fencing a portion of the ACEC, installing informational signs and undertaking studies to aid in understanding the
interrelationships between Stephanomeria malheurensis and its environment including competition between it and other species.
Management of this area is incorporated into the activity plans associated with Stephanomeria malheurensis.

Legal Description of Site:
South Narrows ACEC:
Willamette Meridian:
T.27S.,R. 30 E,, Sec. 11, SE1/4NE1/4 and NE1/45E1/4;
Sec. 12, W1/2SW1/4NW1/4, SE1/4SW1/4ANW1/4,
SW1/4NE1/4SW1/4 and NW1/4SW1/4,

The area described aggregates 160 acres more or less.

Diamond Craters ONA/ACEC

Diamond Craters is an existing ONA/ACEC in the Three Rivers RA. It was established as an ACEC on December 2, 1980, and as
an ONA on April 1, 1982. Diamond Craters is located in Harney County, approximately 40 miles southeast of Burns, Oregon, and
4 miles east of Highway 205 adjacent to the eastern boundary of the Malheur National Wildlife Refuge. The existing ONA/ACEC is
16,656 acres in size and the proposed addition is400 acres. The ONA/ACEC will total 17,056 acres in size. The elevation of Diamond
Craters ranges from 4,150 to 4,700 feet.

Diamond Craters ONA/ACEC was established to protect the diversity of geologic features and ecosystems. Diamond Craters is
geologically unique because of the great variety of basaltic igneous-volcanic structures representing a complex series of geologic
events which are present within a small geographic area. Preservation of the volcanic features is excellent due to a lack of erosion.
The geologic features include lava flows, vents, craters, domes, a caldera, a maar and a graben. The diversity of vegetation at
Diamond Craters includes both unusual and representative species and communities. The diversity of landforms and vegetation
provides habitat for a large variety of wildlife species.

The management goal of the Diamond Craters ONA/ACEC is to preserve the unique assemblage of geologic features and
ecosystems so that present and future generations may benefit from its exceptional scientific, educational, scenic and recreational
values. Actions which have previously been undertaken in support of this goal include withdrawal of the area from mineral entry,
closure of the area to ORV utilization, removal of livestock and wild horses, development of a self-guided tour, and development of
the Diamond Craters Recreation Area Management Plan which details procedures for managing the recreational uses of the ONA/
ACEC.

L.egal Description of Site:
Diamond Craters ONA/ACEC:
Willamette Meridian:
T.28S.,R.31E,, Sec. 24, E1/2NE1/4, SW1/4NE1/4,
SE1/4NW1/4, E1/25W1/2 and SE1/4;
Sec. 25, E1/2NE1/4, NW1/4NE1/4, NE1/4ANW1/4
and NE1/4SE1/4.

T.29S.,R.31E,, Sec. 1, E1/2E1/2;
Sec. 12, NE1/4NE1/4.
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Table 15. Descriptions of Existing and Proposed ACECs (continued)

T.28S., R. 32 E, Sec. 17, Al
Sec. 8, Lot 4, S1/2NE1/4, SE1/4SW1/4, and SE1/4;
Secs. 19 through 22, Inclusive;
Sec. 23, SW1/4 and S1/2SE1/4;
Sec. 24, SW1/4SW1/4;
Sec. 25, NW1/4NW1/4, S1/2NW1/4, and SW1/4;
Secs. 26 through 35, Inclusive.

T.29S.,,R.32E,, Sec. 1,  W1/2NW1/4 and SW1/4;
Secs. 2 through 6, Inclusive;
Sec. 7, Lot 1, N1/2NE1/4 and NE1/4ANW1/4;
Sec. g N1/2, NE1/4SW1/4,N1/2SE1/4 and SE1/4SE1/4;
Sec. All;

Sec. 10, N1/2 and SW1/4;
Sec. 11, W1/2NE1/4 and NW1/4;
Sec. 5 N1/2NW1/4.
The area described aggregates 16,656 acres more or less.
The addition to Diamond Craters ONA/ACEC:
Willamette Meridian:
T.28S.,R. 32 E., Sec. 16, W1/2.
T.28S.,R.31E., Sec. 36, SE1/4NE1/4 and NE1/4SE1/4.

The areas described aggregate 400 acres more or less.

The total area described aggregates 17,056 acres more or less.

Silver Creek RNA/ACEC Addition

Silver Creek RNA/ACEC and the proposed addition are located in Harney County approximately35 miles west of Burns and 15 miles
north of Highway20 adjacent to the Ochoco National Forest boundary. The existing RNA/ACEC is 640 acres in size and the proposed
addition is 1,280 acres including 640 acres of a private inholding, the acquisition of which through exchange is a prerequisite to the
designation of the RNA/ACEC addition. The proposed addition is in the Upper Valley Allotment (No. 7011). The elevation of the site
ranges from approximately 4,520 to 4,800 feet.

Silver Creek RNA/ACEC is an established RNAJACEC within the Three Rivers RA. It was established to fill the aquatic natural area
cell in the Ochoco, Blue and Wallowa Mountains Province described in the Oregon Natural Heritage Plan (1988) as:

2. First to third order stream system in Blue Mountains originating in ponderosa pine zone, including intermittent streams.

The proposed addition to the Silver Creek RNA/ACEC will provide for a better representation of this cell as it provides a greater
elevational gradient along a single drainage. The proposed addition to the Silver Creek RNA/ACEC will also provide representation
for an unfilled terrestrial natural area cell in the Blue Mountains Province described as:

35. Low sagebrush/bunchgrass community outside the forest zone.

The existing Silver Creek RNA/ACEC in Section 8 consists of ponderosa pine uplands with areas of big sagebrush/bunchgrass as
well as an extensive forested riparian zone. The proposed addition, Sections 17 and 20, includes the confluence of Silver Creek and
SawmiliCreek with acombinedtotalof approximately 2.5miles of highqualityriparianarea.The riparian zoneisdominated by mature
willows and mountain alderwith an understory that is mostly Kentucky bluegrass. The uplands are dominated by low sagebrush and
bluebunch wheatgrass. There are also areas of big sagebrush and bluebunch wheatgrass, scattered western juniperand bitterbrush,
Idaho fescue and Sandberg’s bluegrass. Portionsof the existing RNAJACEC and proposed addition were burned by wildfire in August
1990.

The primary management goal of the Silver Creek RNA/ACEC and proposed addition is to preserve the natural ecosystems and to
provide areas for ecological studies, monitoring, and research, and education. The primary management action which will be
undertaken to aid in the attainment of this goal will be the construction of perimeter boundary fencing. A high standard gravel road
maintained by the county crosses through the southwestern corner RNA/ACEC addition. Coordination with the county will ensure
maintenance does not degrade the RNA/ACEC. Two unimproved dirt roads are also present in the RNA/ACEC addition. These roads
will remain open to public use. Signing of the RNA/ACEC along the county road may be appropriate. A separate management plan
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Table 15. Descriptions of Existing and Proposed ACECs (continued)

will be written for this RNA/ACEC subsequent to the acquisition of the private inholding and the ROD. This management plan will
be comprehensive in nature and reflect the allowable uses/use constraints shown in Appendix 1, Table 16 and the procedures and
monitoring discussed in the management decision.
Legal Description of Site:

Silver Creek RNA/ACEC:

Willamette Meridian:

T.21S.,R. 26 E., Sec. 8, All.
The area described aggregates 640 acres more or less.

Silver Creek RNA/ACEC Addition:

Willamette Meridian:

T.21S.,R.26 E., Sec. 17, All;
Sec. 20, All.

The area described aggregates 1,280 acres more or less.

Foster Flat RNA/ACEC

The proposed Foster Flat RNA/ACEC is located in Harney County approximately 42 miles south of Burns, Oregon, and 20 miles west
of Highway 205 near the Burns District boundary with Lakeview District. The proposed Foster Flat RNA/ACEC is 2,690 acres in size.
It is in East Warm Springs Allotment (No. 7001) and in the Warm Springs HMA. The elevation of the RNA/ACEC is approximately
5,000 feet.

Foster Flat RNA/ACEC will be designated to represent one natural areacell in the Basin and Range Provincedescribed in the Oregon
Natural Heritage Plan (1988) as:

19. Silver sagebrush/Nevada bluegrass community

This community is found in playas throughout the Great Basin in sites which are flooded for a period of months during the winter and
early spring but which dry up rapidly as the weather warms. Foster Flat covers a large area that is essentially devoid of topographic
relief and is dominated by silver sagebrush. The silver sagebrush/Nevada bluegrass community covers approximately 800 acres
inthe central portion of the playa area. Atslightly lower elevation on the playa is a silver sagebrush/rush community which stays wetter
longer than the Nevada bluegrass association. The slightly higher elevation areas of the playa contain silver sagebrush/green
rabbitbrush. There are also areas of basin wildrye, creeping wildrye or silver sagebrush with no understory. It is ringed by a slightly
raised rim that is dominated by greasewood and big sagebrush.

The primary management goal of the Foster Flat RNA/ACEC is to the manage the area to preserve the characteristics of the
ecosystem and to provide areas for ecological studies, monitoring and research, and education. The primary management action
which will be undertaken to aid in the attainment of this goal will be the construction of perimeter boundary fencing. The perimeter
boundary fence will be constructed to allow livestock and wild horses to access the water source in the northwestern corner of Foster
Flat. Accesstothe unimproved dirt roads within the RNA/ACEC may be limited by construction of this fence. Aseparate management
plan will be written for this RNA/ACEC subsequent to the ROD. This management plan will be comprehensive in nature and reflect
the allowable uses/use constraints shown in Appendix 1, Table 16 and the procedures and monitoring discussed in the management
decision.

Legal Description of Site:
Foster Flat RNA/ACEC:
Willamette Meridian:

T.29S., R.29 E,, Sec. 34, NE1/4SE1/4 and S1/2SE1/4;
Sec. 35, NW1/4SW1/4 and S1/25W1/4.
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Table 15. Descriptions of Existing and Proposed ACECs (continued)

T.30 S, R. 29 E, Sec. 2, Lots 3 and 4, S1/2NW1/4,
SW1/4, NW1/4SE1/4 and S1/2SE1/4;
Sec. 3, Lots 1 and 2, S1/2N1/2 and S1/2;
Sec. 4, SE1/4NE1/4 and NE1/4SE1/4;
Sec. 10, E1/2 and NE1/4ANW1/4;
Sec. 11, All;
Sec. 14, N1/2;
Sec. 15, NE1/4NE1/4.

The area described aggregates 2,690 acres more or less.

Dry Mountain RNA/ACEC Addition

The BLM's proposed Dry Mountain RNA/ACEC is located in Harney County approximately 28 miles west of Burns, Oregon, and 10
miles north of Highway 20 adjacent to the Ochoco National Forest boundary on Dry Mountain. It is in Claw Creek Allotment (No. 7010).
The proposed RNA/ACEC is 2,084 acres in size. The elevation of the RNA/ACEC is approximately 4,700 to 5,800 feet.

Cchoco National Forest currently has a Dry Mountain RNA proposed in the draft Forest Plan. The USDA-FS proposed Dry Mountain
RNA and the BLM's proposed addition are located in the transition zone between the Ochoco, Blue and Wallowa Mountains Province
and the Basin and Range Province. The proposed BLM and USDA-FS Dry Mountain RNA/ACEC would fill a number of natural area
cells as described in the Oregon Natural Heritage Plan (1988) for the Cchoco, Blue and Wallowa Province including:

3. Western juniper/big sagebrush community.

7. Ponderosa pine/bitterbrush-mountain mahogany/sedge community.
33. Big sagebrush/bunchgrass community outside forest zone.

41. Mountain mahogany/bunchgrass.

The proposed RNA/ACEC also fills one natural area cell for the Basin and Range Province described as:
1. Ponderosa pine savanna.

The BLM RNA/ACEC addition contains major portions of the pine-juniper and pine-mahogany types as well as all of the mountain
mahogany community and the complete sagebrush steppetransition zone. The Ochoco National Forest's proposed RNA represents
a ponderosa pine/bunchgrass type with extensions into western juniper and big sagebrush and mountain mahogany types. The
USDA-FS proposed RNA encompasses the higher elevations of the forest-sagebrush transition zone while the BLM proposed RNA/
ACEC provides good representation of the lower elevations of the forest-sagebrush steppe transition which creates a total RNA/
ACEC with more diversity.

BLM'’s proposed Dry Mountain RNA/ACEC also contains 180 acres which have been removed from the commercial forest timber
base as ponderosa pine old growth management areas. These stands are located in Sections 3 and 10 of the proposed RNA/ACEC.
The old growth stands contain an overstory consisting of old and large ponderosa pine trees with a 40-70 percent crown closure.
The understory containssmallerponderosa pine trees, manyspeciesof shrubs and other herbaceous species. Management of these
areas will be to enhance existing old growth characteristics and to promote continued succession toward old growth. Examples of
management actions which may occurto promote old growthcharacteristics include stand manipulation forthe maintenance of stand
structure, a desired species composition or a desired snag density. Management of the old growth stands will be in conjunction with
the RNA/ACEC if designated.

The primary management goal of the proposed Dry Mountain RNA/ACEC is to manage the area to preserve all the ecosystems in
a condition where they can provide areas for ecological studies, monitoring, and research, and education. At the current time, it is
felt that perimeter boundary fencing will not be necessary in order to achieve this goal. Utilization of the area by livestock is light due
to steepness of terrain and lack of water sources. Water development or timber harvest in adjoining areas may change livestock
utilization patterns and necessitate the construction of some boundary fences. Low quality unimproved dirt roads exist within the
RNA/ACEC. These will remain open to public use. A separate management plan will be written for this RNA/ACEC subsequent to
the ROD. This management plan will be comprehensive in nature and reflect the allowable uses/use constraints shown in Appendix
1, Table 16 and the procedures and monitoring discussed in the management decision. Additionally, allowable uses/use constraints
and management goals for old growth areas shown in Tables 2.9 and 2.10 as they are applicable to the Dry Mountain stands will
also be incorporated into the RNA/ACEC Management Plan.

Legal Description of Site:

Dry Mountain RNA/ACEC:
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Table 15. Descriptions of Existing and Proposed ACECs (continued)

Willamette Meridian:

T.22S.,R. 26 E., Sec. 3, All;
Sec. 4, SE1/4;
Sec. 9, E1/2 and E1/25W1/4;
Sec. 10, N1/2;
Sec. 16, E1/2;
Sec. 22, NE1/4, E1/2NW1/4 and NW1/4NW1/4.

The area described aggregates 2,084 acres more or less.

Biscuitroot Cultural ACEC

The proposed Biscuitroot Cultural ACEC of 6,500 total acres is located approximately 27 miles east of Burns, Oregon, and includes
two associated parcels, both of which are transected by Highway20. These two parcels, which aggregate approximately 2,170 acres
and 4,330 acres, are in the vicinity of Stinkingwater Pass and are primarily oriented north-south, following major ridgeline trends in
the Stinkingwater Mountains. The elevation of the proposed ACEC ranges from 4,280 to 4,995 feet. Access is afforded by high
standard gravel roads and by unimproved dirt roads linked to county and state road systems.

The general location of the Biscuitroot Cultural ACEC is on a plateau northeast of Harney Valley. This locality is a fault block mountain
near the juncture of three major physiographic provinces, the Blue Mountains, the Owyhee Uplands, and the Basin and Range. The
plateau is characterized by basalt flows, rimrock, gentle to steeply sloping uplands, and scablands with bare rock or athin soil mantle.

Soils in the ACEC are generally shallow, well drained, loams and clayey loams that are stony, frigid, and xeric. The Stinkingwater
fault blockformsadivide, with runoff tothewestdraining intothe Harney Basinandotherwatersflowing intothe Malheur River system.
Generally, the ACEC has little surface water available other than from a few ephemeral drainages, such as Little Pine Creek,
McMullen Creek, and other unnamed seasonal streams, although springs arefound on sloping rocky uplands above Little Pine Creek.

The ACEC features open, stiff sage/bunchgrass vegetation communities, with scattered juniper groves and perennial forbs that
include several edible plants that are culturally valuable to Native American traditionalists.

For generations, Native Americans have used localities in and around the Biscuitroot Cultural ACEC in the Stinkingwater Mountains
for harvesting root crops such as Biscuitroot (Lomatium spp.), bitterroot (Lewisia rediviva), wild onions (Allium spp.), and other
species (e.g. Perideridia bolanderi, Fritillaria pudica) during late spring. Indian people from surrounding regions who came here to
occupy dry camps among the large junipertrees, dig roots, and socialize included the Harney Valley Paiute, Warm Springs Indians,
Bannocks, Shoshones, Umatillas, Yakimas, Suprise Valley Paiutes, and Northern Nevada Paiutes. (Couture, 1978; Couture,
Housley, and Ricks, 1986) Root harvesting was an integral feature of aboriginal culture in the Northern Great Basin and Plateau
regions (Toepel, Willingham, and Minor, 1979), where roots were intensively exploited during annual root camps of numerous small
family-based groups with attendant social interactions.

These plant resources have great value to contemporary Native Americans as a cultural resource because their continued use is
one of the few traditional activities that is still practiced. The seasonal and social aspects of this activity persist to this day. The
particular localities where the target plant species are harvested provide a significant source of root crops, offering not only nutrition
but also an important cash crop for trade among Indian people Couture, 1978).

Not all “root” fields in the general region are harvested. The high quality and quantity of roots available in these root zones is
noteworthy and could not be replaced by shifting use to other less preferred areas, especially since the preferred fields have, in effect,
been “cultivated” by the long tenure of aboriginal harvest practices. Moreover, particular campsites here are reutilized by families
repeatedly. In recent years, the ACEC area has been utilized by Indian people from Burns, Warm Springs, and Owyhee, Oregon;
Yakima, Washington; Fort Hall, Idaho; Fort Bidwell, California and Fort McDermitt, Nevada.

The primary management goal of the Biscuitroot Cultural ACEC is to ensure the opportunity to continue the traditional practices of
root gathering by contemporary Native Americans in these localities used by generations of Indian people. This will be accomplished
by protecting the habitats of culturally important plants and by minimizing any conflicts posed by competing land uses.

This resource and its cultural use is sensitive to certain other local land uses, primarily gravel pit activities (concurrent use is not
desirable; pit expansion is a threat) and livestock grazing (excessive congregation causes soil compaction; drought year foraging
on cultural plants). Additionally, the potential for increased Native American use pressure in the future could affect the quality and
quantity of the available root crop,

The primary management actions which will be undertaken to attain the management goal will be the cessation of gravel pit activities
upon lease expiration, and restrictions on the use of ORVs. New surface disturbances, plant habitat modifications, and cattle-
congregating practices (e.g., salting, turning out, etc.) will be prohibited within the ACEC. A separate management plan will be
developed for the ACEC subsequent to the ROD. This plan will be comprehensive in nature and reflect the allowable uses and
constraints shown in Appendix 1, Table 16 and the procedures noted in the management decision.
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Table 15. Descriptions of Existing and Proposed ACECs (continued)

Willamette Meridian:

T.22S.,R. 26 E., Sec. 3, All;
Sec. 4, SE1/4;
Sec. 9, E1/2 and E1/2SW1/4;
Sec. 10, N1/2;
Sec. 16, E1/2;
Sec. 22, NE1/4, E1/2NW1/4 and NW1/4NW1/4.,

The area described aggregates 2,084 acres more or less.

Biscuitroot Cultural ACEC

The proposed Biscuitroot Cultural ACEC of 6,500 total acres is located approximately 27 miles east of Burns, Oregon, and includes
two associated parcels, both of which aretransected by Highway20. Thesetwoparcels, which aggregate approximately 2,170 acres
and 4,330 acres, are in the vicinity of Stinkingwater Pass and are primarily oriented north-south, following major ridgeline trends in
the Stinkingwater Mountains. The elevation of the proposed ACEC ranges from 4,280 to 4,995 feet. Access is afforded by high
standard gravel roads and by unimproved dirt roads linked to county and state road systems.

The general location of the Biscuitroot Cultural ACEC is on a plateau northeast of Harney Valley. This locality is a fault block mountain
near the juncture of three major physiographic provinces, the Blue Mountains, the Owyhee Uplands, and the Basin and Range. The
plateau is characterized by basalt flows, rimrock, gentle to steeply sloping uplands, and scablands with bare rock or a thin soil mantle.

Soils in the ACEC are generally shallow, well drained, loams and clayey loams that are stony, frigid, and xeric. The Stinkingwater
faultblock forms adivide, with runoff tothewestdraining into the Harney Basin andotherwatersflowing intothe Malheur Riversystem.
Generally, the ACEC has little surface water available other than from a few ephemeral drainages, such as Little Pine Creek,
McMullenCreek,andotherunnamedseasonalstreams,althoughspringsarefoundonsloping  rockyuplandsabove Little Pine Creek.

The ACEC features open, stiff sage/bunchgrass vegetation communities, with scattered juniper groves and perennial forbs that
include several edible plants that are culturally valuable to Native American traditionalists.

For generations, Native Americans have used localities in and around the Biscuitroot Cultural ACEC in the Stinkingwater Mountains
for harvesting root crops such as Biscuitroot (Lomatium spp.), bitterroot (Lewisia rediviva), wild onions (Allium spp.), and other
species (e.g. Perideridia bolanderi, Fritillaria pudica) during late spring. Indian people from surrounding regions who came here to
occupy dry camps among the large junipertrees, dig roots, and socialize included the Harney Valley Paiute, Warm Springs Indians,
Bannocks, Shoshones, Umatillas, Yakimas, Suprise Valley Paiutes, and Northern Nevada Paiutes. (Couture, 1978; Couture,
Housley, and Ricks, 1986) Root harvesting was an integral feature of aboriginal culture in the Northern Great Basin and Plateau
regions (Toepel, Willingham, and Minor, 1979), where roots were intensively exploited during annual root camps of numerous small
family-based groups with attendant social interactions.

These plant resources have great value to contemporary Native Americans as a cultural resource because their continued use is
one of the few traditional activities that is still practiced. The seasonal and social aspects of this activity persist to this day. The
particular localities where the target plant species are harvested provide a significant source of root crops, offering not only nutrition
but also an important cash crop for trade among Indian people Couture, 1978).

Not all “root” fields in the general region are harvested. The high quality and quantity of roots available in these root zones is
noteworthy and could not be replaced by shifting use to other less preferred areas, especially since the preferred fields have, in effect,
been “cultivated” by the long tenure of aboriginal harvest practices. Moreover, particular campsites here are reutilized by families
repeatedly. In recent years, the ACEC area has been utilized by Indian people from Burns, Warm Springs, and Owyhee, Oregon;
Yakima, Washington; Fort Hall, Idaho; Fort Bidwell, California and Fort McDermitt, Nevada.

The primary management goal of the Biscuitroot Cultural ACEC is to ensure the opportunity to continue the traditional practices of
root gathering by contemporary Native Americans in these localities used by generations of Indian people. This will be accomplished
by protecting the habitats of culturally important plants and by minimizing any conflicts posed by competing land uses.

This resource and its cultural use is sensitive to certain other local land uses, primarily gravel pit activities (concurrent use is not
desirable; pit expansion is a threat) and livestock grazing (excessive congregation causes soil compaction; drought year foraging
on cultural plants). Additionally, the potential for increased Native American use pressure in the future could affect the quality and
quantity of the available root crop.

The primary management actions which will be undertaken to attain the management goal will be the cessation of gravel pit activities
upon lease expiration, and restrictions on the use of ORVs. New surface disturbances, plant habitat modifications, and cattle-
congregating practices (e.g., salting, turning out, etc.) will be prohibited within the ACEC. A separate management plan will be
developed for the ACEC subsequent to the ROD. This plan will be comprehensive in nature and reflect the allowable uses and
constraints shown in Appendix 1, Table 16 and the procedures noted in the management decision.
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Table 15. Descriptions of Existing and Proposed ACECs (continued)

The ACEC's eastern unit is described as follows:

The pasture boundary of the Louie Hughes Pasture and the Oreana Pasture in the Burnt Flat Allotment (No. 5313), excluding the
Cold Springs Field and Tommie's Place Pasture.

Excluding all unfenced private lands within the above described areas.
The areas described aggregate 64,639 acres more or less.
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Table 16. Recommended Management/Use Constraints in ACECs

Land Major Commercial Fire

Tenure Rights Timber ORV Wild Livestock Suppression Prescribed Vegetation
Area Title Acres Adjustment Of Way Harvest Use Horses Grazing Activities Burning Treatment
South Narrows ACEC 160 Z1 R N/A L N/A P P R R
Diamond Craters ONA/ACEC 17,056 Z1 R N/A L N/A P P P P
Silver Creek RNA/ACEC 640 Z1 R P L N/A P R R R
Silver Creek RNA/ACEC Add. 1,280 Z1 R N/A L N/A P R R R
Foster Flat RNA/ACEC 2,690 Z1 R N/A L P P P R R
Dry Mountain RNA/ACEC Add. 2,084 Z1 R P L N/A R* R R R
Kiger Mustang ACEC 64,639 Z1 R N/A 0 R* R* 0 R R
Biscuitroot Cultural ACEC 6,500 Z1 R N/A L R* R* P P P
Fluid Solid Organized Education
Energy Leasable Mineral Locatable Public Wood Plant Repeated Rock
Minerals Minerals Materials Minerals Camping Activities Gathering Collection onsumptive) Hounding
NSO NL P R P N/A R R R
NSO NL P W R R P P R P
NSO NL P R P R P R R R
NSO NL P R P R P R R R
NSO NL P R P R N/A R R R
NSO NL R P R P R R R
NSO R R R 0 R 0 R 0
NSO NL P R R R R R R
21 = Zone 1, retention and acquisition
P= Prohibited use or action.
R= Restricted use or action.
R* = Restricted to provisions of AMP or HMAP
0= Open to use or activity
N/A = Not applicable
L= Limited to existing roads and trails
NSO = No surface occupancy
NL = No leasing
W= Withdraw from mineral entry
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Table 17. Federal Register Notice

5353 . . Federal Register / Vol. 52, No. .34 /. Friday, February 20, 1987 [ Nolices

/6!-020—07—4333 10 GP7-123]

Oregon' Otf{-Highway Vehlclo
Designation

AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management.
Interior. . e

ACTION: Burns District Ofﬁce. Notice
given relating to off-highway motorized
vehicle use on public lands.

SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given
relating to the use of off-highway . .
vehicles on public lands in accordance
. with the authority and requirements of |
" Executive Orders 11644 and 11989, and
.:_',regn]ations conlmned in 43 CFR Part -
b 83407 :
129 ¢ The followlng lands nnder the. -
Fadministration of the Bureau'of Land -
£Mansgement are designated as c!osed.
& limited, under Interim Management A
#Policy and Guidelines for Lands under
Y Wildetness Review, or open to'off-_ " -
 highway motor vehicle use. '

- -The area affected by the designauons ’
-is-the Burns District, which includes - —-
3,544,612 acres of publiclands in the .
iThree-Rivers and' ‘Andrews Resource " ]
Areas located in Grant and Harney

onl s are a result of -
management decxsmns made in
existing Management Framéwark Plam
nandanalyzedinseveralgrazmg e
£ Environmental Impact Statements.
§ #These desxgnaﬁom are publishedas - ..
ﬁnaluntxl such time that changes in .j

idesignated "closed to motorized ve}ncl
»nsetoprotectmsomne andwemc

_values: Al LT

Maiheur R:vu—Blue Bucket Cmek.. T 2080,
Squaw Lake_— 8,500
Hat Butte_.. ssisasnsissare 30
Windy Point - . 280

Devine Canyon . -- 1040

B. Limited Designations .
1. Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs)

Wildemess Study Areas, (WSAs)
comprising 829,995 acres will be
managed in accordance with the
nonimpairment criteria of Wilderness
Interim Management Policy which
alluws off-highway vehicle use to Appendix I-197
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continue in the manner and degree on
ways and trails where such use was
occurring on October 21.1976. The only
exception to this would be the
designation of future cross-country
travel in specific sand dune, playand
snow areas pmviding that such use does
not impair wilderness character.

The limited vehicle use designation
will nmain in effect until Congressional

release of WSAs, or if actua or
unforeseeable use levels cause the
nonimpairment-criteria to be violated, in
_which case more restnctivc deslgnatlons
maybemade. -

The following ledemess Study
Areas are designated as limited to off-
highway motorized vehicle use under
Wilderness Interim Management Policy:

2 Lands Other than Wilderness Study
Areas (WSAs)

Landsother than WSAs which have
some type of limited designation
COMprise 148.843 acres. These areas are
limited, in most cases, to we of
motorized vehicles on designated,
existing roads and trails. However.
other limitations may be imposed, such
as use during certain time periods,
certain types of vehicles, or certain off--

- . highway vehicle activities.

One area, Steens Mountain
Recreation Lands, including a parcel of
land adjacent to the west boundary for a
total of 164,912 acres. was previously
designated in September. 1980, and
limits we of motorized vehicles to
designated, existing roads and trails.
This area is not included in this Notice.

Acres in The following areas are designated
UthS ,\AIOL WSA Name Bums . limited to motorized vehicle use on
District designated, existing roads and trails:
2-14 Matheur River/Blue 13,480
Bucket Creek Acres
2-23L | Stonehouse | * 14,825 Steenr  Mountain  Recreation
2-23M | Lower Stonehouse.——— 0090  Lands additional acreage from .
2-72C Sheepshead 23,790 land exchanger —_— 12,362
Mountains. Little Blitzen Research Natural
2-720 | wildcat canyon 8,730 Area (RNA)/Area 0 f Critical .
2-72F Heathlake— { 20.520 Environmerital Concern (ACEC)... - 2539
2-721 Table Mountain | "40,592 Little Wildhorse RNA/ACEC - 1240
2-723 | West Peak " 8,535 South Folk Willow Creek RNA/ . .
2-73A East Aivord 22,240 ACEC 1228
2-73H | winter Range *.15,440 Rooster Comb RNA-ACEC ‘720
2-74 |AlvordDeset— | 97,165 g_alst Kiger Pl;tl?hul nggIACEC...-. 11240
2-77 Mahogany Ridge______ | 27,940 ver Creek ACEC 640
2.78 Red Mwnmn-dge 16,215 PuebloFoothillsRNA/ACEC .. 2,520
2-81 | Pueblo Mountains.__...| .72,090 Tum Tum Lake RNA/ACEC I
2-82 | Rircon 100,445 Long Draw RNA/ACEC. oo
2-83 | Alvord Peak 16825 Mickey Basin RNA/ACEC
2-84 Basque Hills - 70,600 Alvord Desert ACEC
=2-85E. | High Steens :3.69,740 . Borax Lake ACEC
285G ['South Fork Donner +37.555 .~ Alvord Peak-ACEC .
und Blitzen River. Picket Rim ACEC—
.2-85H | Home Creek 2 26,590 South Steens ACEC_—
2-86E | Blitzen River 354980 Diamond Craters Outstanding
2-86F | Little Blitzen Gorge| 29,400 , Natural Area/ACEC
2-87 Bridge Creek'.— | 314,545 Warm Springs Reservoir
2-98A | Pine Creek (Strawbenry 200 #Ogon Bept. of Fish & Wildiife
Mtns). - 'Zf'—"""—"'
2-98C | Sheep Guich - 720 .mt.".;d.,'.".m..‘.’"““’b%.,ﬁf & QA)
{Strawberry Mtns). mm&;{ 11:1. vehicle mansgement designation
2-980 lndian():reek(suaw. -208 945740 R.cuﬁ:-nl:n.ga the boundsries of Steens
Mtns). . Mountzin Recreel vehicde masagement designe-
2-100 | Aldrich Mountain___| 9395  Uo® of September 0 t0ma
1-146 Hawk Mountain 25,380 .
3-152 | Willow Creek 2,140 C. Open Designations
3-153 Disaster Peak--{ . 3,740 . . . S
Areas which are designated ppen t0

! WSA Z-14: Additional 2.000 aaes dosed
by prior management decision. .

3 WSA 2-23L - Additional 6,500 acres dosed
byprior management decision.

3 The following WSAs have acreages within
the established boundaries of tha Steens
Mountain vehicle management designation of
September. 1980, which is consistent with Wil-
derness IMP: 2-85F, 57,650 acres; 2-85 G,
19.005 acras; 2-85H, 22 acres: 2-86E, ALL:
2-86F, ALL: Z-87.8.585 acres. S
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-off-highway motor vehicle use comprise
2,390,772 acres. Much of thedistrict’s
land topogr aphy naturally limits off-
highway motor vehicle use. Open
designation was determined to be
appropriate as off-highway use of
motorized vehicles is essential to )
conduct the management and authorized
utilization of resource valaes. .

PRLT? SN

These designationsbecome effective
upon publication in the Federal Register
and wili remain in effect until rescinded
or modified by the Bums District
Manager. Information and maps Of areas
with open, dosed and limited
designations are available at the Bureau
of Land Management Bums District
Office, 74 South Alvord, Burns, Oregon
87720, Telephone (503) 573-5241.

Dated: February 12, 1987. <. -
Joshua L. Warbuston,
District Manoger. .
[FRDoc.w-assaFaedz-s-w 845 nm]
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Table 18. Calculation of Three Rivers Projected Average Annual Recreation Growth.

Percent Growth

Percent Grwoth

OR.Project Low Projection (2) Med. Projection(2) 1986 2000 Low Av. Annual 2010 Low Av. Annual 2000 Mod.VAv. Annual 2010 MCodAv. Annnual

AMIS Categories (1) NORPS Activities Reg. 11 (2) 1987-2000 1987-2010 1987-2000 1987-2010 Base(2) PRrojection  Growth  Projection  Growth Projection  Growth  Projection  Growth
1 ORV Travel 38 Motorcycle Off-Road 8 20 16 37 21870 23619 26243 25369 29961
39 ATV Driving (3 & 4 Whi) 14 31 25 57 47324 53950 61995 59155 74299
40 4-WHL Vehicles Off-Road 19 40 34 84 245307 290983 342224 329790 451292

314501 368552 1.23% 430462 1.54% 414314 2.27% 5555652 3.19%

2 Other Motorized 46 Sightseeing/Exploring 1 26 25 61 718009 799706 0.81% 903966 1.08% 896776 1.78% 1163129 2.53%
3 Nonmotorized 22 Day Hiking/Train 9 21 21 54 43672 47734 52756 52843 67255
24 O'night Hiking - on trail 9 21 23 58 89509 97453 108403 109794 141490
25 O'night Hiking no trail 14 32 35 96 116523 133184 153943 157670 228816
42 Bicybling - onroad 33 79 86 262 309154 412100 552020 573839 1119108
43 Bicycling - off road 7 15 15 38 57732 61600 66392 66392 79670
44 Horseback Fiiding 10 21 28 61 53193 58512 64364 68087 85641
26 Climbing/Mountaineering 8 17 16 37 15728 16923 18323 18244 21547

685511 827506 1.48% 1017101 2.02% 1046869 3.77% 1743527 6.43%
4 Camping Visits 27 Rec. Vehic. Camping 20 44 44 119 457914 550372 660581 661424 1001177
28 Tent Camping/Motor Vehic 16 31 35 77 215959 250618 282107 290927 381644
30 Organ. Group Camping 1 3 3 6 26410 26779 27202 27123 28047
31 Horse Camping/Packstock 9 22 24 62 19874 21754 24256 24558 32185
32 Horse Camping 3 7 8 22 73046 75453 78045 79084 89072

793203 924976 1.18% 1072191 1.47% 1083116 2.61% 1632125 3.88%
5 Hunting Visits 48 Hunting Big Game 5 11 12 25 61759 64847 68257 68874 77332
49 Bow Hunting 1 2 2 5 14980 15145 15309 15339 15774
50 Hunting/Unland Game 1 4 5 12 69683 70310 72192 73446 77836

146422 150302 0.19% 165758 0.27% 157659 0.55% 170942 0.70%
6 Other Land-Based 19 Nature Study/WiIdIf. Obs.. 21 44 44 106 188177 227694 270875 270975 387644
20 Ooutdoor Photo. 21 51 45 135 371712 449772 561713 537645 875123
21 Visiting Interp/Displays 5 10 9 24 21473 22482 23684 23491 26562
45 Picnicking 8 17 14 34 80300 86564 93951 91542 107602

661662 786512 1.35% 950323 1.82% 923653 2.83% 1396931 4.63%
7 Fishing Visits 1 Fishing from Boat 12 23 34 74 97375 108838 119783 130516 169229
2 Fishing from Bank/Dock 11 23 32 70 208139 231436 255573 273904 354275

305514 340274 081% 375356 0.95% 404420 2.31% 523504 2.97%
8 Boating Visits 13 River - nonmotorized 2 5 8 21 16419 16747 17240 17733 19867
14 Lake - nonmotorized 22 50 84 252 28096 34277 42143 51697 59563
15 Lake - powerboating 2 5 5 1" 38321 38087 40123 40237 42690

82836 90111 0.63% 99506 0.84% 109667 231% 122120 1.98%
9 Other Water-Based 8 Swimming/Wading 2 4 4 9 36231 36956 37753 37716 39637
9 Waterskiing 7 16 18 41 46530 49980 53974 54678 65443

82761 86936 0.36% 91727 0.45% 92394 0.83% 105080 1.12%
10 Winter Sports 36 Cross-Country Skiing 12 26 24 a1 14125 15820 17798 17515 19916
37 Sledding/Snowplaying 14 30 30 52 64394 73313 84031 83424 97606

78519 89133 097% 101829 1.24% 100939 2.04% 117522 2.07%

11 Snowmobiling Visits 33 Snowmobiling 12 25 21 47 45023 50425 0.86% 56278 1.04% 54477 1.50% 66183 1.96%

51) Source - BL.LM Recreation Management Information S'Y"stem

2) Source - Activities by Summary Table Number in the

acific NW Outdoor Recreation Consumption Projection Study, Oregon State University, January 1989.



Table 19. Projected Recreation Visits to BLM Administered Lands in the Three Rivers RA for
the Years 2000 and 2010.

1989 PROJECTED REC. VISITS OJECTED REC. VISITS

OREGON PROJECT  BASE PERIOD FOR THE YEAR 2000 (3) OR THE YEAR 2010 (3)
BRMIS CATEGORIES NORPS ACTIVITIES, REG. 11 (1) VISITS (2) LOW MODERATE LOW  MODERATE
1 ORVTRAVEL 38 MOTORCYCLING OFF-ROAD 5300 6017 6623 6944 8742

39 ATV DRIVING (3 & 4 WHL)
40 4-WHL VEHICLES OFF-ROAD

2 OTHER MOTORIZED 46 SIGHTSEEING/EXPLORING 7650 8332 9148 9232 11435

3 NONMOTORIZED 22 DAY HIKING/TRAIL 2120 2465 2999 2962 4927
24 ONIGHT HIKING ON TRAIL
25 O'NIGHT HIKING - NO TRAIL
42 BICYCLING - ON ROAD
43 BICYCLING - OFF ROAD
44 HORSEBACK RIDING
26 CLIMBING/MOUNTAINEERING

4  CAMPING VISITS 27 REC. VEHIC. CAMPING 34100 38564 43890 44233 61700
28 TENT CAMPING/MOTOR VEHIC.
30 ORGAN. GROUP CAMPING
31 HORSE CAMPING/PACKSTOCK
32 HORSE CAMPING

5 HUNTING VISITS 48 HUNTING BIG GAME 6250 6380 6628 6652 7092
49 BOW HUNTING
50 HUNTING/ UNLAND GAME

6 OTHER LAND-BASED 19 NATURE STUDY/WLDLF. OBS. 18600 21362 24390 25207 35609
20 OUTDOOR PHOTO.
21 VISITING INTERP./DISPLAYS
45 PICNICKING

7  FISHING VISITS 1 FISHING FROM BOAT 16300 17752 20424 19438 26143
2 FISHING FROM BANK/DOCK

8 BOATING VISITS (4) 13 RIVER - NONMOTORIZED 890 1923 1967 1961 2060
14 LAKE NONMOTORIZED
15 LAKE - POWERBOATING

9 OTHER WATER-BASED 8 SWIMMING/WADING 1010 1050 1102 1097 1225
9 WATERSKIING

10 WINTER SPORTS 36 CROSS-COUNTRY SKIING 1700 1881 2081 2114 2518
37 SLEDDING/SNOWPLAY

11 SNOWMOBILING VISITS 33 SNOWMOBILING 1300 1423 1615 1571 1812

(1) SOURCE - ACTIVITIES BY SUMMARY TABLE NUMBER IN THE PACIFIC NW OUTDOOR RECREATION CONSUMPTION PROJECTION
STUDY,

OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY, JAN., 1989 FOR SCORP REGION 11 (INCLUDING LAKE, HARNEY AND MALHEUR COUNTIES).

(2) SOURCE - BLM RECREATION MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM, BURNS DISTRICT.

(3) CALCULATED FROM THE BASE PERIOD FIGURES USING THE AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH RATES FOR EACH RMIS CATEGORY AS

SHOWN IN TABLE 18.
(4)ROJECTIONS FOR BOATING VISITS AT CHICKAHOMINY RESERVOIR CALCULATED USING PERCENT CHANGE FOR LAKE, POWER

BOATING ACTIVITY ONLY.
BOATING VISITS FOR WARM SPRINGS RESERVQOIR ARE COUNTED BY THE BUREAU OF RECLAMATION, THE MANAGING AGENCY FOR
THAT AREA.
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Table 20. Gold Development Scenarios

With the increased activity associated with gold mining in the Vale District (to the east of the planning area) and in northern Nevada
(to the south of the planning area), and with increased claim staking activity in the RA over the past year, it was determined that
generalized gold mining scenarios should be included. One such scenario has been previouslydevelopedforthe Proposed National
Historic Oregon Trail Interpretive Center at Flagstaff Hill Decision Record and Environmental Assessment, appendix H (BLM, 1988).
Another gold mining scenario that should be considered is one similar to the recently proposed Grassy Mountain Mine in northern
Malheur County, Oregon. Thisscenario would befairlytypicalof gold mining operations in eastern Oregon that usecyanide, although
it is smaller than most operations in Nevada. While both of these scenarios are based on BLM experience in the field, individual
operations would be expected to vary somewhat. Approval of mine development plans would require sufficient mitigation measures
to address concerns such as reclamation, neutralization, sensitive resource values protection, etc. Both scenarios have been
included for illustrative purposes only.

Mineral Development Scenario for the Flagstaff Hill Mine

The attached scenario is based on the assumption that a potential ore body could be worked by either surface mining and cyanide
heap leaching, or by underground mining associated with agitation cyanide milling. Actual extraction might involve elementsof both
or use of a different milling technology. Open pit mining and heap leaching would permit recovery of a larger low grade (about 0.1
oz gold/ton) deposit assumed to be on the order of 6 million tons (100 feet wide x 500 feet deep x 1,500 feet long), while higher
extractive costs of underground recovery would limit mining to a smaller amount of higher grade ore (about 0.3 oz gold/ton) on the
order of 400,000 tons (5 feet wide x 1,000 feet deep x 1,000 feet long). These reserve values were chosen to be generally consistent
with mineral deposit models described in our July 26, 1988 report on the “Mineral Potential of the Flagstaff Hill Area, Baker County,
Oregon.”

Economic projections for open pit development are represented as a range bounded by estimates based on the Bureau of Mines
IC 9070, “Gold Availability”, and the Mining Cost Service 1988 cost model for a 2,000 ton per day mine with a 4:1 stripping ratio. Back
calculation of direct employment, based on these sources, agrees fairly well with available information reviewed by the staff for other
western U.S. open pit/cyanide leach operations with greater than 5 million tons of reported reserves.

This mineral development scenario was prepared strictly for the benefit of BLM land use planning to assess possible employment
association with operation of a mine at Flagstaff Hill and environmental assessment. This scenario should not be used for any other
purpose. It is based on possible future discoveries and not on the presence of known deposits. The scenario does not include
employment during the development and start up phases of the projected mine(s). It envisions two mine development possibilities
or combinations:

1. Open pit-mineable deposit of about 6,000,000 tons (100 feet x 1,500 feet x 500 feet) with a grade of about 0.1 ounce gold per
ton to be recovered by heap leach techniques, and

2. Underground-mineable deposit of about 400,000 tons (5 feet x 1,000 feet x 1,000 feet) with a grade of about 0.3 ounce gold per
ton to be recovered by agitation cyanide leach milling techniques.

In addition it is important to point out that the chances of any mining operation occurring at the site are in the range of 1in5to 1 in
50, based on our professional judgment and experience in observing the success of similar properties.

Average hourly wage of the labor is taken at $13.89. The cost of labor to the company including fringe benefits is $150/day per
employee-shift. Mine life is assumed to be 10 years. The mill is operated 300 days per year and the mine 250 days per year.

1. Open pit and Heap Leach Operations.

Mine production 2,400 tons/day
Mill production 2,000 tons/day
Heap leach recovery 75% of contained gold
Stripping ration (tons of
waste tons of ore 4.0:1.0
Employees Total Other
Yearly Yearly Capital
Payroll costs costs
Mine Mill Total ) %) ($)
Mine A 133 29 162 5,800,000 6,600,000 25,000,000
Mine B 64 31 95 3,400,000 33,000,000

Mine A from Mining cost Service Cost Model (1988).
Mine B Primarily from data in U.S. Bureau of Mines IC 9070 (1986).
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Table 20. Gold Development Scenarios (continued)

2. Underground Mine and Agitation Leach Mill

Mine production

(shrinkage stop) 160 tons/day
Mill production 133 tons/day
Employees Total Other
Yearly Yearly Capital
Payroll costs costs
Mine Mill Total ($) $) (%)
Mine A 62 9 71 2 $00,000 800,000 12 000,000

Mine A from Mining Cost Service Cost Model (1988)
(projected from 500 m T/D and 1000 m T/D cost models).

Selected data for Western U.S. open pit and underground mines is given in Table 1 for general comparison with projected mine
development.

The expected economic impacts to the local community include direct and indirect employment, nonwage/salary purchases by the
mine, and increases in the assessed property evaluation. The capital cost of construction can be expected to approximate the
assessed evaluation of the mine and mill for property tax purposes, but does not include a value for inplace ore reserves. Most of
the nonpayroll operating expenses are likely to be spent in the local community. It is assumed that 75 percent of actual nonpayroll
expenses will be spent in thecommunity. The major economic impacts of the mineraldevelopment scenario aresummarized below:

Open Pit Mine
Employment, direct 95-162 jobs
Payroll, annual $3.4-5.8 million
Purchases in local
community, annual $5.0 million (assumed 75% of total)
Mine/Mill Property Value $25-33 million (not including ore reserves)
employment, secondary 95-234 jobs (assumes factor of 1 .0 to 2.0)
Underground Mine
mployment, direct 71 jobs
Payroll, annual $2.6 million
Purchases in local
communityannual $0.8 million (assumes 75% of total)
Mine/Mill Property Value $12 million (not including ore reserves)
Employment, secondary 71-142 jobs (assumes factor of 1 .0 to 2.0)

While the scenario assumes a 10 year-life, it is not an uncommon experience in similar mining districts for additional discoveries to
significantly extend mine life.

Mineral Development Scenario for Northern Malheur County

Location 25 miles SW of Vale, Oregon.
Mine Life: 10 years.
Work Force: 150-200 people.
Local Economy: Projected impact is 400 new jobs (economic multiplier of 2).
Reserves: 30-40 million tons.
Overburden: 60-80 million tons.
Heap Leach Ore: 1 0-30 million tons.
Production: 1 million ounces of gold and silver.
Disturbance: 1,100 acres.
Ore Processing: Lower grade to be heap leached. Higher grade to be milled (carbon-in-leach).
Mining Method: Open pit (2) and possibly underground.
Mining Rate: 65,000 tons/day (ore and overburden).
Operating Hours: 24 hours per day, 7 days per week throughout the year.
Pit Size: Grassy Mountain pit: 2,300’ diameter/l ,000" deep (83 acres).
Crab Grass pit: 3,000" x 2,000’ x 100’ deep (1 10 acres).
Heap Pad Size: One heap leach pad covering 160 acres.
Tailings Pond: One pond covering 124 acres to hold 2 to 5 million tons.
Liners: Heap pad, pregnant pond, and tailings pond will be lined with a synthetic liner.
Neutralization: Heap pad will be neutralized after mining.
Ground Water: Water qualitr monitoring wells will be used to ensure ground water does not become contaminated.
Reclamation: Buildings willl be removed. Waste rock piles, heaps, tailing ponds, and other disturbed areas will be

reshaped and then revegetated after topsoil is replaced. Pits will not be backfilled.
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OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL

2637 S W Water Avenue - Portland, Oregon 97201 - 222-1963

shua L. Warburton February 15,1990

District Manager

U.S. Bureau of Land Management
HC 74-12533 Hwy 20 West

Hines, OR 97738

QFFICERS
Allen Jonason
PRESIDENT

Re: Three Rivers RMP DEIS Mary Kyle McCurdy

it PRESIDENT
Dear Josh: Iien Owens
sE00ETARY
0 iew hr ivers RMP DE
T have completed my review of the Three Rive P DEIS e Sneioy

and would like to congratulate you and your staff for
development of a preferred alternative that demonstrates
a commitment to balanced multiple use management. The e Do ek
shift in management directlon toward greater concern for Jock Mills
fish, wildlife, recreation, and-cultural resources ATLARGE
presents a major departure, and 2 welcome one, for the
Burns District BLM.

TREASUPER

Jomes s Coon

BOARD OF DIRECTORS

Josh Bratt
T liked the general format of the material, particularly “ﬁfﬂﬁ
Table 2.1 which facilitated the comparison of the :abgip:e‘i

management alternatives. The excellent quality maps were . . o'

valuable aids. The photographs were a welcome sight. Sorja Grove
d in all major BLM documents! Rob Gullridge

They should be regquire J Rob Culloae e
Gloria Marfin
My comments, detailed below by management objective, S Mot

address items that need further clarification and . Joft Mitchell
reconmendations that would make the preferred alternative yancyNesewich
acceptable to OEC. Altermatives C and D are totally Carol Pegersen-Moorehead

unacceptable, Alternative A would be acceptable to OEC, Sﬂﬁ:iiiﬁiw
but is unlikely to be adopted in place of the prefe;red o oo
alternative. Alternatives B and C are acceptable with Ein Saltrer
clarifications and modifications recommended. Gil Sharp

8ab Stacey
Water Quality (Table 2.1-9). The management objective to :ﬁimg?mmmmaum

meet or achieve state water quality stan@ar;s is most
appropriate and long overdue. However, it is not clear
row it could be met under Alternatives C or D.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
Jonn A Charles

Item 4, Alternatives B and C: Setting u ilization levels
is admirable, however, clarification is needed as tc
whether one or all three utilizatlon criteria need to be
met in order to trigger removal of livestock from an X
allotment which contains all three component§A leo, it
has been my experience that the most rapid riparian

@ o e o

1968 « “Twenty Years Protecting Ovegon’s Futurc” » 1988

Page 2 - Three Rivers RMP, 2/15/90

recovery occurs under exclusion in mast cases.

Item 11, Alternatives C: The 20 percent figure could be large or
small depending on the size of the area. Where streams or water
courses are involved 1t is more appropriate to speak in terms of
subbasins or watersheds. As written, this item does not address
cumulative effects of habitat alteration in ad jacent areas, or
the effects of several projects in a given watershed.

It is not clear on Map WQ-1 in Volume 1 what is meant by the
term "Water Quality Areas". Are they water quality limited,
areas where water guality is monitored, etc.? Please explain.

In Table 3 in Appendix 1-4 it appears the x's in the three
columns from the right are shifted toc far to the left. Enclosed
is a copy of the beneficial use tables from Oregon Administrative
Rules for Malheur River Basin and Malheur Lake Basin. Since most
of the RA is in the Malheur Lake Basin the table should include
beneficial uses for this basin as well.

Soils {(Table 2.1-6). According to Map S-2 in Chapter 3, the
majority of soils in the resource area are presently in the
moderate to stable categories. The management objective would
not change things appreciably. A more appropriate objective
would be to achive stable soil conditions. This would
necessitate altering the grazing systems criteria in Item 1
across all alternatives accordingly.

Porestry and Woodlands (Table 2.1-9). Item 6, Alternatives B and
C: This item would be improved by adding a qualifier similar to
that in Alternative A, such as "consistent with other resource
objectives". Also, how did you arrive at the number of average

rag
acres (53) for precommercial thinning? It appears somewhat
arbitrary.

ce wcody

Appendix 2-23. Table 2 does not menticn leav r
of ge diameter trees

debris for stream structure or retention
for recruitment of large woody debris.

Livestock Grazing (Table 2.1-11}. Item 3. It is not cle
the gumber of acres proposed for seeding in Alternative C
considerably larger than Alternative D which emphasis commodity
productior.

It is discouraging to read in the plan that the Burns BIM
continues to rely on crested wheat to improve forage production.
While the standard procedures for creating optimum edge effect
are commendable, I cannot understand why the BLM doesn't make

1-12

1-13

1-14I

1-15

1-1¢

1-17

1-19
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greater use of native species in vegetation treatments. OEC
cannot accept either the large acreage destined for conversion or
the continued reliance on crested wheat.

Item 4. We recommend grazing also be excluded from Saddle Butte,
especially since it is not going to be designated an ACEC. All
efforts should be expended to protect native vegetation
communities. We do not feel that native plants should be
jeopardized by grazing. You should at least consider fencing the
adjacent seeding.

Vegetation (Table 2.1-14) Management Objective. OEC recommends
inclusion of the word "native" before "plant species”. We would
like to see the restoration of native range based on site

potential as a management objective.

Item 8. Same comments as in Water Quality Item 11 above.
Special Status Specles {Table 2.1-17)
to refer only to plant species (Group 1).
animal species listed in Table 3.87

Item 1. This item appears
Does it also apply to

Item 3. 1Is there research to support the 2 mile standard? Under
stipulations for fluid energy mineral development (Appendix 9-
12}, ne surface occupancy is allowed within one-half mile of sage
grouse strutting grounds under Alternative C, 1 mile under
Alternative B, and 2 miles under Alternative A . These distances
s e e m arbitrary.What are they based on?

Actions to restore special status species habitat are excellent.
However Alternative C needs some language to address livestock
grazing where special status plant species occur. If not
exclusion then how about managing grazing so that it does not
hinder recovery or enhancement of special status plant species?

Wildlife Habitat Management (Table 2.1-2¢} Item 1. The term
"blogks" conjures up visions of a checkerboard. I prefer
"units". Also, does this action include transportation
corridors, such as "stringers"? I would also like to see
coordination of big game cover with units designated on the
National Forests.

I appreciate the increase in AUM's allocated to big game.
However, this entire section seems to focus on big game. What
about wildlife habitat management for other speciecs, e.g. cavity
nesters and other birds and mammals that don't have special
species status? Why doesn’t the BLM designate indicator species
and develop management objectives for their habitats.

Page 4 - Three Rivers RMP, 2/15/90

Wetland, Reservoir and Meadow Habitat {Table 2.1-23) Management
objectives and actions for this category are commendable.
However, I would recommend retaining buffers around playas for
those areas proposed for treatment {Chapter 4-29). It is not
clear why buffers wouldn't be left, or why you couldn't use a
mosaic pattern around playas as you are proposing to use in the

guidelines {Appendix 3-177).

1-20

1-21

1-22

1-23

' Ttem 8 under Aquatic Habitat.

,working within that time.

Riparian Habitat and Aguatic Habitat (Table 2.1-22-27) Comments
regarding livestock utilization are the same as those given under
Water Quality above.

I'm pleased to see inclusion of buffer zones for springs, seeps,
and associated meadows in addition to live streams.

I think you should evaluate
streambank condition after 3 years, particularly if the grazing
system is changed. You should be able to determine if it is
Five years is perhaps too long.

Item 10 under Aquatic Habitat. Same as Item 11 under Water
Quality discussed above.

Recreation {Table 2.1-31} Item 1!, second objective. A brief
description of contents of the Federal Register citation would be
helpful. It could easily be incorporated into an appendix. I
can't imagine where you could have ORV use where vegetation
occurs without sustaining resource damage. The Mohave Desert
springs to mind, and I would not like to see that kind of
degradation occur in Harney County. Any ORV area would have to
be closely monitored and I deubt that the Burns BLM has the kind
of resources available to do that. Piease identify areas
proposed for this type of recreation.

Item 2, second alternative, This action is unacceptgble for the
same reasons stated for Item ! above. What evideance do you have
that there is a direct correlation between distance from
population centers and an increase in the number of out-of-county
users as your statement suggests? Alternative B is more
realistic, particularly since there is a sacrifice area already
established for ORV use northwest of Hines.

Item 5. Please identify the Silvies River access trail on the
map. I was unaware of its existence.
Item 6. Please explain how management of livestock grazing in

riparian areas enhances fishing opportunities. Unmanaged
recreation use can be as damaging to riparian zones as unmanaged
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I livestock.

1-26] Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (Table 2.1-35) I
recommend designation of Hatt Butte and Squaw Lake as ACECs. The
BLM should provide protective designation for all special and
unigue areas until such time as more native communities can be
restored. Since Hatt Butte and Sgquaw Lake receive little or no
grazing pressure it is difficult tc understand why they are not
designated. Designation would provide some protection from
surface disturbance from mining. Please reconsider.

loa

R L T )

ALl Rlvers
and

Satbsr Xake Egoir

1-27§ Visual Resources This section was rather confusion. FPlease
explain how the Map VRM-1 relates to the VRM classifications
found in Appendix 8, Tables 1 -4. Is it a representation of the

preferred alternative?

Cultural Resources I'm very pleased to see some attention paid
to cultural resources. OEC supports Alternatives A, B, and C.

ice work! - oM M M

usto pretroatwenl (M1)tration and disinfeation) and matural quality to meal drinking

1-28 Energy and Minerals ({Table 2.1-38) I object to the language in —~
all objectives that intends to maximize energy and mineral ﬁ
development in the RA. A more conservative approach would be e
preferable, in spite of current federal mining laws. It would 5‘::
help if you deleted the work “maximum" where it occurs in the L4
management objectives. ~
1-29 Lands and Realty (Table 2.1-42} Item ! under "Eliminate
unauthorized use of public lands". How long is long-term, and
how short is short-term?
- -
Item 2. Good show! -z 23 .
£ e
1_30| Table 2.1-44, Item 2 under "Acguire public and administrative 3a - T £ |
access...". Add "consistent with other resource values". « § 3 ~ ~ 3 3 |
i35 .iii. £ | &
On behalf of the Oregon Environmental Council, thank you for the : s E & & : :.“ E = | E
opportunity to comment. - % 4 S . = = & . 3 1 3
: 8 3 2 5§ 3§32 3 3 H
§3-, 7222 - H
- . 32385553 i N
sincerely, siiiiiiiizzi 23
3 23T 2 £33 33F %533 i’
W/W Piiiziiiziiii Z
ary Hanson
1892 W. Picrce
Burns. OR 97720
35 - Exhibis (September, 1985)
OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE RULES
CHAPTER 340, DIVISION 41 - DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
X E al
X 2 ;é
W) 18 " 1-1 The intent is that whem any utilization criterion is met, removal of
\ §§§: e TmomomomoxomomM livestock from the pasture in question would be triggered. See the
£ Proposed Plan for clarification of riparian utilization criteria.
2 P
‘ 1-2 It is correct that the most rapid riparian recovery occurs under
exclusion in most cases. The aquatic habitat management actione in
oM oM oM om I R T the Proposed Plan are comsistent with water quality management

actions and riparian habitat management actions. See WL 6.1, 6.2 and
6.3 of the Proposed Plan.

Resarvolrs
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Bully Creek
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1-3 Under the Preferred Alternative, Water Quality Management Objective,
item 11, the intent and purpose was to establish a maximum area that
could be treated if treatments were withia 1 mile of a perenmnlal
stream. This would reduce erosion and runoff from treated areas, and
other adverse lmpacts to aquatic habitats. Due to public concerns
with the proposed wording, this objective will be changed to read ".
. . of any area within 1 mile of perennial water to less than 20
percent of that subbasin in any one year.”
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Public Domestic Water Supply!

Willow O, (Mahhaur

1-4 Though item 11 does not address cumulative effects of habitat
alteration in adjacent areas; prior to any mechanical or fire
treatment, a prescribed fire plan and an NEPA document would be
developed, The NEPA document would address secondary and cumulative
impacts assoclated with the prescribed activity.

1-3 The water quality ateas identified onm Map WQ-1 in Volume 1 of the
text are provided to assist the reader ia locating particular streams.

1-6 In Table 3 of Appendix 1, DRMP/DEIS, the x's in the three columns
from the right were shifted too far to the left and have been
corrected in the PRMP/FEIS. Additionally, a table identifying
beneficial uses of waters in the Malheur Lake Basin was provided in
DRMP/DEIS, Appendix 1, Table 2.

1-~7 The management objectives and actions for solls (Table 2.1-6,
DRMP/DEIS) have been rewritten. The management actions target
accelerated erosion (erosion due to human activity). The achievement
of a stable or no erosion equilibrium acrose the entire planning area
1s not an achievable goal, because a certain amount of erosiom is
naturally occurring. The rate of geologic erosion depends upon
factors such as slope, so0il, climate and cover. With the exception of
cover, these factors cannot be controlled on a large scale. In
addition, geologic erosion is important for the proper functioning of
fluvial systems. Streams can cut laterally or vertically into their
streambanks or beds for several reasons, one of which 1s the lack of
sediment durlng peak flows, when the amount of emergy available to
carry sediment is high (Bull 1979). Accelerated erosion oun the other
hand, may cause problems such as siltation and degradation of
fisheries.

Snake R,
Maln Stem

(R4 335 to

1 Mith ndeguate pretreatment {({3ltration and disinfection) and natural quality to meet drimking water atamdards,

Private Doaeatio Water Supply!
Salwondd Fish (Trout) Spawning
Hesident Fish (Warm Watar) &

Salmontd Fish (Trout) Reartng
Mquatio Life

Induatrial Water Supply
Irrigation

Livestock Natering
vildlirs & Hunting
Vater Contact Recreation
Aesthetla Quality

Fishing
Boating

(September, 1535)
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The statement “comsistent with other resource objectives” will
improve Alternatives B and C statements concerning precommercial
thinning. The number of acres (53) was derived by correlation.
Approximately 27 percent of the commercial forest land ideutified in
the John Day RMP (dated 1985) is included in this RMP; therefore,
approximately 27 percent of the acres identified for precommercial
thinning in the John Day RMP (200) would be precommercially thinned
within this planning area.

Alternatives B, C and D (Item 2 of Minor Forest Products) mentions
leaving most dead and down material for enhancement of other resource
values. These values include woody debris within stream areas. Also,
DRMP/DEIS, Appendix 2, Table 2, items 3 and 4 discuss plans for
streamside vegetation protection and enhancement.

Alternative D 1s a continuation of present management. In this
alternative, only the seeding projects proposed in previous land use
plans, specifically the Riley EIS, were brought forward into
Alternative D. Alternative C proposed acreages not addressed in
previous land use plans. Appendix 3, Table 7, DRMP/DEIS, identiffes
potential projects by allotment.

Crested wheatgrass has not been chosen as the sole specles to seed.
Appendix 3, Table 8, DRMP/DEIS, Standard Procedures and Design
Elements for Range Improvements, states that "BLM would determine
seeding mixtures on a site-specific basis, at the EA level in
accordance with NEPA, using past experience and recommendatlons of
the Oregon State University Extension Service and Experiment Stations
and/or Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife.” Seedings will be
designed "using irregular patterns, untreated patches, etc., to
provide for optimum edge effect for visual quality and wildlife.
Layout and design would be coordinated with local Oregon Department
of Fish and Wildlife biologists.” Seed mixes used in the Three Rivers
Resource Area (RA) in the last 5 years have shifted away from
exclusive use of crested wheatgrass to a varlety of grass, shrub and
forb species.

The BLM policy on seedings for Oregon and Washington says: "Seedings
to change vegetation composition should be used when it is the most
efficient method to accomplish the resource objectives identified
through the planning process. The selection of the seeding area and
the species to be used should be based on a site-specific evaluation
which considers ecologic potential, technical and economic
feasibility, location of unique resources, plant diversity ard
cumulative Ilmpacts on the ecosystem. Adapted native specles that can
enhance vegetative diversity composition must be given consideration
in species selection. To ipsure establishment seedings must be
protected for two growing seasons or until the vigorous seedlings
produce their first seed crop. Once established, seedings should be
properly managed and monitored to ensure that resource objectives are
accomplished.”

Vegetation manipulation through seeding 1s only one of the tools the
Bureau has at its disposal to resolve resource conflicts and meet
multiple-use objectives. Where possible, management facilities such
as fences and water developments will be considered first im
developing grazing systems and meeting resource objectives, but
seedlngs will also be considered where they meet management
objectives. Seedings will be used under a number of comditions
including, but not limited to erosion centrol, wildfire
rehabilitation, weed coatrol, increased forage production, and in
cooperation with individuals and other agencies.

Potentlal seedings will be restricted in deer and elk winter range by
the restriction that preseribed fires be no larger than 400 acres and
no more than 15 percent of browse would be eliminated. There will be
no vegetation treatment within 1 mile of perennial water or aquatic
habitat and no detrimental sagebrush removal within 2 miles of sage
grouse strutting grounds. See Proposed Plan for water quality and
wildlife habitat restrictionms.

The Saddle Butte proposed ACEC does not meet ACEC criteria. Analysis

of current management indicates that grazing is not causing damage to
the site. If future evaluations indicate a change in this situation,

management practices can be modified.

The objective and management actions for vegetation have been
revised, see the Proposed Plan. Upon completion of the Ecological
Site Inventory now underway in the RA, ecological status objectives
will be developed. However, when developed these objectives will not
always have the potential natural community (PNC) as the desired
plant community. Variety and diversity of healthy plant communities
1s the intent of this objective.

Because Congress has repeatedly cited livestock grazing as a valid
use of the public land through FLPMA, the Taylor Grazing Act, the
Public Rangeland Improvement Act, etc., this objective will also meet
the needs of all multiple uses, lacluding wildlife habitat, livestock
grazing and special status species, among others.

The speclal status species table has been refined; see Table 2.11 in
the Proposed Plan. The management actions in the Proposed Plan which
are not specles specific refer to all special status species, both
plants and animals.

Research does exist to support the 2-mile standard. Wallestad and
Pyrah (1974) and others have found that most nests occur within 2
miles of a lek. As the radius from the lek becomes larger, the total
acreage involved grows at an increasing rate. Surface occupancy
would, therefore, involve less percentage of the total area the
farther away from the lek occupancy takes place. It is felt that with
seasonal stipulations and these distances from leks, sage grouse
pesting and brood rearing habitat will be protected.

1-17

1-21

1-22

Allotment evaluations are being prepared in the RA to assess the
effects of livestock grazing (both level and timing) on the public
lands. Where it 1s appropriate, species specific objectives for
special status plant specles are being Incorporated Into the
allotment evaluation process, Incorporated into these objectives will
be monitoring and inventory.

It does not appear that livestock grazing is adversely impacting
special status plant species; however, through inventory and
monitoring, the status of each special status plant species can be
established and the impacts of livestock grazing on the species can
then be evaluated.

See the Proposed Plan for management actions dealing with special
status specles.

All timber sale areas will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis to
ensure adequate cover for travel, escape and thermal protection
purposes remains in any particular sale, During the EA process, ODFW
and USDA-FS ranger district personnel are consulted for input into
harvest design. The word blocks has been changed to units, see
Proposed Plan decision WL 2.3,

Habitat for species not specifically mentioned is treated by habitat
types. For Instance, good condition riparian areas support a larger
diversity of wildlife species than any other type in the plaaning
area. The timber harvest, riparian area, wetland, grazing and
vegetation portions of the Proposed Plan are designed to provide
habitat for these animals. Data is not available, specific to some of
the habitat types in the planning area, to designate indicator
species. Also, baseline data on small mammals and songbirds is
lacking over most of the planning area. Objective WL 7 shows
management actlions which are expected to have the highest degree of
impact on nongame species.

Buffers will be left and mosaic patterns will be created if
treatments are implemented. The guidelines in Appendix 3-177 of the
DRMP/DEIS are standard procedures on all types of improvements. Also,
playa habitat has been shown to be important for some species of
wildlife. Currently, playa conditions and trends are unknown. If
during the life of the plan, conditions are found to be
unsatisfactory, then actions and objectives will be designed during
formulation and evaluation of activity plans.

Streambank conditions are monitored more frequently than 5-year
intervals on areas with grazing systems designed to improve riparian
and aquatic habitat. The 5-year timeframe refers to stabilization
projects. This period was used because in some cases significant
improvement may take 5 years to become apparent.

The Federal Register Notice of February 20, 1987, is included in
PRMP/FEIS, Appendix 1, Table 17.

A map locating existing and proposed open, closed and limited areas
for ORV use has been added to the PRMP/FEIS.

0ff-road vehicle/off-highway vehicle use 1s a valid and accepted use
of BIM lands. This use will not be eliminated from the management
scheme, but as stated in E.0. 11644, policies and procedures will be
established "that will insure the use of off-road vehlcles on public
lands will be controlled and directed so as to protect the resources
of these lands.” This includes various measures such as establishing
boundaries, signing, law enforcement and designations to manage ORV
use as stated above.

E.0. 11644 also mandated that all Bureau land be designated as open,
closed or limited. Any open or limited areas where ORV use is causing
cousiderable adverse impacts to resources shall be designated closed
until measures are taken to eliminate resource problems and prevent
Tecurrence.

The only intensive use area for ORVs has been established on Radar
Hill near Burns and Himes. There are no other requests for such use
nor any other areas planned for designation by the District at this
time. Past requests for cross—country ORV use have come from
out-of-county users. These are considered on a case-by-case basis
with an EA addressing potentlal impacts. If impacts cannot be
eliminated or mitigated to an acceptable level, application is
refused and a permit is not 1ssued. This "cross-country”™ ORV use is
relegated to travel on designated roads and trails for point-to-point
racing such as the Burns to Bend Race (the only race allowed; twice:
1978 and 1979). It does not include driving off established routes
and meandering over the terrain. There are no other known, identified
race routes in the RA.

0ff-Road Vehicle Management Directives (1) and (2) under Alternative
B, Emphasize Natural Values With Commodity Production, have been
adopted in the Proposed Plan. Management Directive 1 also has
additlonal wording and reads as follows: “Implement and manage ORV
areas designated in the Federal Register on February 20, 1987, as
well as a prior designation for South Narrows. Exceptions are Warm
Springs Reservolr area (23,811 acres), Squaw Lake area (6,500 acres)
and Malheur River-Bluebucket Creek (2,080 acres). The open greas now
free of ORV use, but susceptible to ORV damage, will be closed or
limited in future designations when a determination is made that the
use of ORVs will cause, or Is causing, significant adverse impacts on
natural, cultural or historical resources of particular areas or
trails on public lands.”

The trail is noted on the recreation map.

Management Directive 6, under the Preferred Alternative to manage
livestock grazing in riparian areas for enhancement of fishing
opportunities, 1s written to note the relationship between improving
fish habitat and, potentially, fish populations. This is to be
accomplished by managlng livestock use to lncrease vegetative cover
over streams, stabllize streambanks, reduce water temperature and any
other habitat improvements to increase fish populations and, 1in turn,
increase fishing opportunities.
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The interdisciplinary team analysis resulted in the conclusion that
Hatt Butte and Squaw Lake do not meet Bureau ACEC criteria for
relevance or lmportance. Neither Hatt Butte nor Squaw Lake clearly ot
strongly include relevant cell needs that are required by the Oregon
Natural Heritage Plan, rather each falls somewhat short of being
truly representative (relevance) and truly appropriate (importance).
Hatt Butte includes pristine plant communities represented elsewhere
in the system, and 1s a geologlical feature that is noteworthy but not
exceptional. Squaw Lake is not a permanent feature but rather an
intermittent pond, and any associated cell needs for plant
communities have been nominated or designated at better sites
elsewhere. No particular threats are posed to either locallity.

Map VRM-1 is the present classification for managing visual resources
on Bureau-administered lands in the RA. It denotes the acreages
listed in Table 3, Alternative D {Continuation of Preseat Management)
of Appendix 8, DRMP/DEIS.

Where the expression "maximum opportunity” 1s used, it is in
reference to opportunity to explore, lease, develop, etc., mineral
resources within constraints imposed by measures to protect semsitive
resource values. Such protective constraints have been designed to be
the least restrictive necessary to protect the sensitive resource
values while avoldiag unnecessarily encumbering mineral activity
consistent with BLM's multiple-use mission.

The authority to authorize occupancy or agricultural uses on public
land is contained in Section 302(b) of the FLPMA. The regulations
egtablished under the act Iimits short-term permits to a maximum
period of 3 years. Long-term leases must be 1ssued for a period that
is consistent with the time required to amortize the capital
investment of the use belng authorized. In practical terms, depending
on the use, this would range from 3 years to a term of 10, 20 or 50
years or more, as determined by the authorized officer. Perpetual
agricultural or occupancy uses would require disposal of the land by
sale or exchange.

The statement "comelstent with other resource values” has been added
to the referenced management objective in the Proposed Plan.

RIDDLE RANCH
HC 72, BOX 5%
PRINCETON, OREGON 97721

January 26, 1%90

Joshua L. Warburton
District Manager

Burns District

Bureau of Land Management
HC 74 - 12533

W. Highway 20

Hines, Oregon $7738

COMMENTS TC THE
DRAFT THREE RIVERS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Dear Joshua:

Enclosed is the report entitled "COMMENTS AND RESPONSE TO
Draft Three Rivers Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement" dated January 17, 1990 which will serve as our
written comments to the Draft Three Rivers Resource Management
Plan and Environmental Impact Statement dated October 1985. This
report was cooperatively prepared by Riddle Ranch and Western
Range Service, a private range management consulting firm based
in Elke, Nevada. Please carefully review and study this document
(our comments) in its entirety.

. We appreciate the opportunity to review the Draft Three
Rlve)_:s RMP/EIS. If you have any questions or request any
clarifications, please contact us.

Sincerely, A

bl (ol

Allan otley I

Enclosure

Appendix II-8

This entire 26 Page Report Entitled:

"Comments and Response to Draft Three Rivers Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement”  Prepared by Riddle Ranch and Western
Range Service, should be considered as Riddle Ranch stockholders comment
in addition to our individual comment.

COMMENTS AND RESPONSE

"Draft Three Rivers Resource Management Plan
and Environmental Impact Statement"

Prepared by:
Riddle Ranch
and
Western Range service

January 17, 1990

SUMMARY

The Draft Three Rivers Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact statement (Draft RMP/EIS)i s n o t needed.
For Three Rivers Resource Area, valid land *se plans (Drewsey and
Riley Mm) were developed and implemented within the last ten
years. BLM has reported that there has b e e n considerable
progress in achieving multiple use objectives under current
management. Most of draft's proposed management objectives were
not considered as "planning issues. * Most of the alternatives
are similar. Even the Emphasize Commodity Production Alternative
will have significant adverse impacts upon livestock production.
BILM has not considered a variety of alternatives. Although
Alternative D comes close, a NoO Action Alternative was not
developed or analyzed. There was no evidence in the Draft
RMP/EIS that the proposed planning criteria was available for
public comment.

The surface water quality and aquatic and riparian habitat
condition ratings appear to be inconsistent and unrealisticallv
restrictive. If water quality conditions are as poor as BLM
claims (86% of the streams are reported to have p oo r surface
water quality}, we would expect that there would be no fish left
in the Resource Area. These Water quality ratings (surface,
riparian and aquatic) are the basis for the majority of the
adverse impacts to livestock grazing.

All available information indicates that current upland
grazing practices are having no significant adverse i1mpact on
surface water quality. There is no scientific basis far limiting
upland utilization limits to 30%. The 10% wutilization limit for
woody riparian shrubs is also unreasonable and without scientific
basis.

The proposal to remove livestock from streams will disrupt
current, successful grazing systems and will have long-lasting
adverse impacts on livestock operaticns. only a portion of the
streams are publicly owned. Therefore, BLM’s proposed actions
will have very 1little, if any, effect on overall stream
conditions.



Giving wildlife and wild horses priority over cattle in CHAPTER 2
2-6 forage allocations is unfair and inconsistent with recent Federal
Court decisions. It may well be illegal. Ch. 2, pages 2 - 4
2-7 BIM has failed to address many of the adverse impacts of 2-14 Alternatives A. B and C are very similar. Even alternatives
their preferred alternative on livestock grazing. Funding for A and E are similar in many respects. Federal regulations 43 CFR
the proposed range improvements will probably not be available. 1610.4 states
The upland 30% utilization limit is not even considered in BIM's .
analysis of impacts associated with the preferred alternative on "All reascnable resourcCe management alternatives shall
livestock grazing. Preliminary analyses indicate that BIM’s be considered and several complete alternatives
preferred alternative will result in 30% to 70% reductions 1in developed for detailed study. = The alternatives
livestock grazing in the resource area. BLM was apparently developed shall reflect the variety of issues and
trying to minimize permittee and community resistance to their guidance applicable to the resource uses. ..."
preferred alternative. The failure to disclose such impacts is . .. L.
misleading and improper. Somg of thg more important similarities among the
alternatives are listed below:
INTRODUCTION : : .
1) The amount of livestock forage to be converted teo wildlife
This document will serve as the Riddle Ranch comments to the is identical in Alternatives A, B, ¢ and E (Table 2.1-
"Draft Three Rivers Resource Management Plan and Environmental 22,23). The "emphasize natural values alternative" (A) and
Impact Statement" dated October 1989 hereinafter referred to a s the "emphasize commodity production" alternatives reduce
Draft RMP/EIS. The organization of this report corresponds to currently available livestock forage by the same amount.
the organization of the Draft RMP/EIS. The underlined chapter, .
page, table or appendix numbers used in this report correspond to 2) alternatives A. B, € and E all remove livestock from
the Draft RMP/EIS. riparian areas for at least rive years.
CHAPTER 1 3) Alternatives A, B and C all incorporate the same forage
Ch 1, pages 3-4 utilization standards forareas exclusive of Horse
Management Areas.
2-8 We strongly disagree that Llivestock grazing should be i .
considered an issue and addressed in the current Draft RMP/EIS. 4) The management objectives and concerns for each allotment
The public participated in the Drewsey Final Grazing Management are identical under all alternatives (Table 2.1-8,9,10,11).
Environmental Impact Statement hereinafter referred to as the L . . i
Drewsey Grazing EIS. Forage allocations were made for both 5) There are many other similarities among alternatives in
livestock, wild horses and wildlife in the Drewsey Grazing EIS. Iable 2.1 which are to numerous to mention.
Since the implementation of the Drewsey Grazing EIS, BILM has . . .
reported that significant progress has been made in obtaining The Draft RMP/EIS does not provide a variety of alternatives
management objectives. as requl);ed byl FLPM}} and 43 CFR 1610. For livestock grazing, the
2-1 alternatives in this Draft RMP/EIS are either no change or a
2-9 1” the 1981 Rangeland Program summary update for the Drewsey reduction in livestock grazing. Alternatives A, B, C and E will
Grazing EIS, Burns District Manager stated: all adversely aff_ec_t l}vestock grazing. As we w1ll_ discuss
below, forage utilization standards proposed in this Braft
"To date we have made significant progress in improving RMP/EIS will be the limiting factor for livestock grazing for
the public rangelands through intensive livestock A;ternatlves A, B land c. No ugland utlllzaltllon ;tandards are
management and rangeland improvements. ™" 2-1 given for Alternative E so the impact of utilization standards
cannot be determined. Currently available and legally
In the 1983 Drewsey Rangeland Program Summary update, BIM 2-1 e§tab}ishe_d livestoqk forage will be reduced and allocated to
stated: wildlife in Aliternatives A, B, C and E. Cattle will be excluded
from riparian areas in Alternatives A, B, C and E for at least
"The specific objectives are to: improve waterfowl and five years which will reduce the amount of high quality forage
fish habitat, increase available forage for wildlife, avallaple to l%vestock, prevent livestock from obtaining water
i wild horses and 1livestock, maintain water quality and (especially during droughts) and prevent the enjoyment of private
reduce soil erosion, increase recreational stock water rights. Livestock waterinq is considered a
opportunities and quality, minimize impacts of the beneficial use by the state of Oregon {(Appendix 1i-3).
program on visual and wilderness resources, minimize . .
the impacts of the program on visual and wilderness 2-18 Federal regulations 43 CFR 1610.4-5 (see below} requires
resources, minimize the impact of reductions or changes that one of the alternatives considered will be "No Action."
in use on grazing permittees and protect cultural .
resources and threatened and/or endangered plant and 43 CFR 1610.4-5 "One alternative shall be for no
animal species. action, which means continuation of present level or
systems of resource use."
There has been considerable progress in achieving these R
objectives and this progress will be discussed in Alternative D is considered the "No Action" alternative in
following sections." the Draft RMP/EIS. However, there a roe severarl changes proposed
i n Alternative D. The initial stocking level will be increased
The objectives stated above (in the 1983 Drewsey Rangeland to 161,222 AUM’s from current active preference of 150,472 AUM’'s.
Program Summary update) address the Planning Issues related to The timber base (acres) was changed. Additional range
livestock grazing and wildlife. If BLM believed the Drewsey improvements are proposed. The allocation of livestock forage to
Grazing EIS was successful, there is no reason to change it after wildlife was increased from 4,396 AUM's,(Apprendlx 3, Table 4) to
only ten years. To quote a famous saying, "If it ain’t broke 5,278 AUM’s (Chapter 4, page 21, Alternative D). Because of
don’t fix it.* these and other proposed changes, Alternative D cannot be
considered as the "No Action” Alternative required by law.
2-10 BLM has not provided any evidence that forage availability Perhaps, Alternative D can be renamed as the “minimal action™

for big game or livestock has changed dramatically since the Alternative and used in any future analyses that are necessary.
implementation of the Drewsey Grazing EIS. The Drewsey Grazing However, AlternmativeDc a n n o t Dbe used as the "No Action"

EIS and Drewsey Rangeland Program s u m m a r y addressed the forage Alternative in the planning process. A "No Action” alternative
requirements of big game. The reported recent increase in elk must be developed, analyzed and presented to the public for
population levels indicates that current forage availability is comment.

! adequate Requiring adequate monitoring and inventory data

biedficrechanging management objectives and actions is consistent _Ch. 2, page 3

2']‘]'I with Planning Criteria 4 listed on Chapter 1 page 5. . L.
What is the basis for the “criteria for the composition of

the Preferred Alternative"? There is no mention of vegetative
diversity, wetland systems (riparian, aquatic, wetlands and playa
habitats) special species status. habitat and Kiger mustang herds
in the Planning Issues and Planning Criteria in_Chapter 1 of the
Draft RMP/EIS. federal regulations 43 CFR 1610.4 state

We request that BLM continue to use the Drewsey Grazing EIS
2-12 until appropriate BLM monitoring data indicates that the current
forage allocations are inadequate. Eliminating grazing
management from analysis in this Draft RMP/EIS is consistent with
BIM’'s elimination of wilderness and weed and grasshopper control

from analysis in the Draft RMP/EIS. .
" Proposed planning criteria, including any

significant changes, shall be made available for public
comment prior to being approved by the District manager
for use in the planning process. el

2-1 Water quality riparian condition and aquatic habitat

condition are not listed as planning 1ssues in the Draft RMP/EIS.

Initial public participation apparently did not even address

water quality and aguatic condition. Yet. BLM bases

approximately 1/3 of its management objectives listed in Table 2.
2.1 on water quality, riparian condition and agquatic habitat.

Water quality and/or riparian and aquatic condition are addressed

in water quality, soils. forestry and woodlands, livestock

grazing, special status species. wildlife habitat management,

fwetland. reservoir and meadow habitat), rinarian habitat.

aquatic habitat, and recreation management objective categories

in Table 2.1. since riparian and aquatic condition and water N N N
quality not considered as planning issues, BLM placed too A discussion of Table 2.1 will be given 1n our comments
much emphasis on these factors during the preparation of the concerning Chapter 4 and throughout this comment report.

Draft RMP/EIS.

It would have been very helpful to have had the detailed
monitoring and evaluation plan incorporated into the Draft
RMP/EIS. Our comments may have been different if the monitoring
and evaluation plan had been available. We will present our
recommendations for a monitoring and evaluation plan below.

Table 2.1

Appendix 1I-9
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CHAPTER 3
Ch. 3, pages 2 and 27

w!.]y does the number of miles of stream and acres of "flat"
water in the Three Rivers Resource Area vary from 126.55 miles of
stream and 4,491 acres of flat water in the Sur section
to 83'.65 miles of stream and 4,066 acres of flat water in the
Aquatic Habitat section?

Available references or detailed explanation should be
provided for the methodology used in determining surface water
quality, aquatic habitat condition and riparian condition. Most
of the management objectives are based on the surface water
quality, aquatic habitat and riparian habitat condition and yet
there is no explanation how this information was collected,
analyzed and interpreted. What a r e thedifferences and
similarities among surface water quality, aquatic habitat and
riparian habitat condition ratings?

Why is temperature used in surface water quality condition?
Isn't water temperature used in determining aquatic habitat
condition rating?

In Appen 6-3, the aquatic habitat condition ratings and
we assume riparian and surface water quality condition ratings
are based on a percentage of optimum or potential. Are the
excgllent, good, fair amd poor condition ratings based on uniform
basis (ie., 0-25% = poor, 26-50% =fair, 51-75% = good and 76—
100% = excellent] similartothat used for range cocndition
ratings?

In Appendices 1, 5 and 6, condition and trend for surface
water quality, aquatic habitat and riparian habitat are presented
for streams in the Resource Area. Are the condition ratings
current? When were the condition ratings last obtaine:d? Were
two or more estimates of condition ratings, obtained at different
points in time, used to determine trend? If trend was based on a
one time reading, the term “apparent trend" rather than "trend"
should be used in Appendices 1,5 and 6.

There appears to be some inconsistencies among the surface
water quality, aquatic habitat and riparian habitat condition
ratings. For example in Deep Creek, aquatic habitat and riparian
hahitatlcun.dition.ls good and the trgnd 1s static. Apparently
there is little livestock use ("poor livestock access" (Appendix
6-2) ]. Howsver, the surface water quality is poor and not
improving In the Riddle Mountain allotment, the surface water
quality of Riddle Creek is pocor and static, aquatic habitat is
good and static and the riparian habitat is fair and decreasing
On Rattle Snake Creek, rlpar;a'_n condition is good and improving,
aquatic habitat 1s fair and improving and surface water quality
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is poor and static on 37% of the stream. Could these
inconsistencies be a result of differences among observers,
natural variation and/or sampling error? Does BLM havea n vy
estimates of the variation and associated sampling error
associated with these measurements and ratings?

There are no streams in the Resource Area that have good or
better surface water gualitv. Eve" areas that have bee" excluded
from livestock or have limited livestock use do not have good
surface water quality. Does BLM have any evidence to suggest
that good or better BLM surface water quality ratings are
possible in the Three Rivers Resource Area?

since most of the streams are privately owned or controlled
by other agencies, we find it difficult to believe that any
proposed BLM alternative will have any effect on current stream
conditions. BLM cannot control management practices on privately
owned land. Eliminating grazing on public land for five or more
years will not prevent grazing on privately owned land unless it
is uneconomical to fence it from federal land. (Note: We donot
necessarily agree with BLM’s contenticn that current grazing
practices are damaging surface water quality and aquatic and
riparian habitat condition.) The proposed management actions
will affect only a portion of the stream and will therefore have
little 1impact on overall stream condition.

Ch. 3, page 3

It is very important to note that BLM’s best available
information indicates that there 1s very little if any erosion
(stable or slight erosion condition class) in the Three Rivers
Resource Area (Map $-2).

If there is so little ercsion, why is BIM proposing to
dramatically change utilization standards on uplands on at least
3 of their 5 alternatives?

If there is so 1little erosion, why is silt listed as a
problem in surface water guality in most of the streams (Appendix
17

If therc is so little erosion occurring at this time, will
changing livestock grazing on uplands have any effect on surface

2-31 l
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water gquality?

 BLM data indicates that current grazing practices and
grazing systems have been very successful in minimizing erosion.

BLM’s surface water gquality standards may not accurately
reflect the true potential for streams in the Rescurce Area.

ndix!l-10
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Ch. 3 ages 12 and 16

With only 12% of the allotments (24/195) in the Resource
Area reguiring grazing systems, the implementation of grazing
systems should not have been considered as a "Planning Issue'
(Chapter 1).

Ch. 3 ages 24-26

Many of the plant and animal species listed in Table 3.8 are
not found in the Three Rivers Resource Area (see Map SS-1) and
should be eliminated from Table 3.8.

Ch. 3 ages 26

The large increase in big game populations indicate that big
game habitat conditions are improving.

Ch. 3 ages 66-67

With the high levels of unemployment and poor economic
conditions in Harney County, BLM should encourage a real increase
in commodity production and not try to reduce commodity
production. Agriculture contributes significantly to the taxes
collected in Harney County Aany reduction in agriculture
production as a result of this Draft RMP/EIS will adversely
affect the local economy and services provided by Harney County.

CHAPTER 4
Ch. 4 age 2

The assumption that “"funding and personnel would be
sufficient to implement any alternative described" is in error.
Over the last five or more years almost no money has been
available for livestock range improvements throughout most of the
BILM administered public land in the West. What evidence can be
offered to support the contention that adequate funding will be
available?

Ch. 4, pages 2 - €

A great potential far adverse impacts to commodity
production and especially livestock production exits with respect
to water quality ratings including the related riparian and
aquatic habitat condition ratings as well as the proposed
management actions and objectives to improve the ratings.

For Alternatives A. Band €, a 3 0 % upland herbaceous
utilization limit is supposed to increase vegetative cover which
would ant u rn lead to decreased sediment loads and water
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temperatures. We strongly disagree with this BIM supposition.
water temperature is dependent primarily upon Woody streamside
cover and to some extent streamside herbaceous cover (Clary and
Webster 1989). Upland herbaceous cover will have no effect on
water temperature.

Most of the allotments in the Resource Area are using
grazing systems, such as rest rotation, deferred grazing or some
combination. with these types of grazing systems, forage species
can w hstand 50% or greater utilization of annual forage
production during the growing season without any significant
changes in basal cover of key forage species. very little
changes in basal cover of key forage species were noted in
allotments using three pasture rest rotation grazing systems eve"
with utilization levels of 65% to 80% (Eckert and Spencer 1986,
Eckert and Spencer 1987). Hormay and Talbot (1961) recommended
66% utilization levels for rest rotation grazing systems.

With a grazing system. forage plantsc a n generally withstand
higher utilization levels than season long grazing.

Researchers have given the following recommendations for
proper use factors for intermountain vegetation. Most O f the
proper use factors are for season long grazing. Pickford and
Reid (1948) and Hyder (1958) recommended that utilization of
bluebunch wheatgrass (an 1important key forage species in the
Resource Area) should not exceed 55% to 60% during the growing

season in Eastern Oregon. Moderate grazing Intensity appears to
the most conducive for maintaining vegetative cover for livestock
grazing in the Northern Great Plains (Olsone t al.1985).

McCarty and Price (1942) recommended grazing mountain forage
plants at a moderate level.

The proposed 30% utilization limit does not consider the
season when grazing takes place. The effect of grazing on the
vigor (cover is often a measure of vigor) of key forage species
depends on the timing of grazing or season of use (cook 1977 and
Laycock 1967).

The proposed 30% utilization limit in Alternatives A, B and
C is especially inappropriate for crested wheatgrass which
comprises approximately 6% of the Resource Area (Table 3.7).
Crested wheatgrass should provide approximately 23,675 AUM’s
(conservatively assuming 4.5 acres/AUM} or 16% of active
preference {21,300/150,472). Cook (1966) recommended a 55% to
6C% utilization level for crested wheatgrass on foothill ranges
in Utah. A 65% utilization level was recommended by Frischknecht
et al., (1968). Torell and Godfrey (1983) determined that the
cptimal utilization level for crested wheatgrass was over 70%.

BIM‘s erosion condition classes (Map S-2) shows that there
is no or only slight ercsion in almost all of the Resource Area.




All available information (Map S-2, Rangeland Progranm
Summary updates and literature) indicates that current upland
grazing practices are having no significant adverse impacts on
surface water quality. There is no basis for limiting upland
utilization levels to 30%.

The 10% utilization standard for woody riparian shrubs
(Table 2.1) is also unreasonable. Light to moderate grazing
generally has little adverse effect and in some cases will
stimulate growth of woody riparian species (Clary and Webster
1989). Hedrick (1958) reported proper use factors of 35% to 70%
for browse species including aspen. There is no scientific basis
for a 10% utilization standard for riparian woody species.

The proposal to remove livestock from riparian areas
(streams) for five or more years will have very adverse effects
on livestock grazing and have little impact on overall stream
conditions. Unless additional fencing is constructed, many
pastures will be unusable for five or more years. This will
require BLM and permittees to modify or eliminate grazing systems
that BLM has reported as being successful (see discussion above
concerning Chapter 1). Pastures with riparian areas used in rest
rotation and deferred grazing systems will not be available.
Pastures that currently receive periodic rest or deferment will
have to be used continuously or drastic reductions in livestock
and difficult livestock movements will be reguired.

Most of the allotments contain streams or drain into
streams. Only 14% of the streams listed in Appendix 1 do not
contain sections with poor surface water gquality (BLM estimate).
Therefore, many permittees will have to remove livestock from
riparian areas for five or more years. Much of the riparian
areas in the Resource Area are privately owned. A large portion
of the streams that BLM has classified as having poor surface
water quality will continue to be grazed on private land. Even
if BLM’s allegations concerning the adverse effects of livestock
on surface water guality are correct, livestock removal from
public land will have little effect on overall stream conditions.

The Draft RMP/EIS suggests that temporary additional feed
will be used to mitigate this loss of temporary loss of forage
However with the upland utilizatien limit of 30%, all allotments
in the Resource Area will face drastic reductions in livestock
grazing (detailed discussion below). There will be no temporary
additional forage in other allotments.

The Draft RMP/EIS recommends using grazing systems that are
"widely recognized" as promoting the most rapidly riparian
recovery practicable. WHAT GRAZING SYSTEMS DOES BLM BELIEVE ARE
WIDELY RECOGNIZED AS PROMOTING THE MOST RAPIDLY RIPARIAN RECOVERY
PRACTICABLE? Although BIM found rest rotation and deferred
grazing systems acceptable and successful in the past, apparently
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during the development of this Draft RMP/EIS BIM has determined
that these systems are not adequate. The only grazing system
that we are aware of that is "widely recognized as promoting the
most rapid riparian recovery practicable" 1is an early grazing

treatment. This grazing treatment allows r1par1an vegetation
regrowth after livestock removal (generally it is recommended
that livestock are removed during May or June). However for the

livestock to have forage available during the summer and fall
months, only a portion of the allotment can be grazed early.
Also, the early grazing treatment may not be compatible with
existing grazing systems. Therefore if the Draft RMP/EIS is
implemented, a large percentage (if not all) of every allotment
will be subject to the arbitrary and unacceptable 30% upland
utilization limit.

If BIM’s contention that 86% of the streams in the Resource
Area have poor surface water guality, one would expect to find
adverse effects on the beneficial uses of the water. Has hay and
crop production in Harney County declined because of poor water
quality? Have wildlife populations declined? Has domestic water
quality declined? Has animal performance and health declined in
the Resource Area? Have recreatiocnal activities declined
(including fishing, rafting and water fowl hunting) as a result
of poor surface water quality? Is BIM aware of any streams in
Oregon that consistently have good or excellent surface water
quality?

How does BLM propose to continue to provide livestock water
from reservoirs after excluding livestock? Fences for water gaps
are very difficult to maintain in reservoirs, Pumps and piping
are expensive to purchase, install and maintain. If permittees
are required to purchase and maintain these improvements, it will
be a significant additional economic burden.

If Alternative D is "no change from current management,' how
can the predicted improvement be based on "the implementation of
grazing systems and/or projects not yet approved and/or funded?"
Currently (no change) only 12% of the allotments in the resource
area reguire grazing systems (Chapter 3-15,16). Alternatives &,
B, € and E will require extensive changes in grazing systems
and/or fencing. Because of extensive economic loss that will
result from alternatives A, B and C, there is a good chance of
BLM becoming involved in litigation if any of these alternatives
are implemented. Therefore, Alternatives A, B, C and E will
require more additional funding than &Alternative D.
Inconsistently, only Alternative [ included the reservation that
predicted surface water quality improvement is based on grazing
systems and projects not yet approved and/or funded, Apparently,
BLM is trying to mislead the public to believe that current
management will not result in continued resource improvement and
to wrongly justify the proposed changes in management contained
in preferred Alternative C.
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Ch., 4, page 7

BLM data (Map S-2) indicates that almost all of the Resource
Area has little or no erosion. With so little erosion currently
occurring, very little change in erosion is expected with any of
the alternatives.

Ch. 4, page 7 and 8

Current Oregon Forest Practices Act provides adequate
protection to other multiple rescurces in the Resource Area. Due
to the poor economic conditions in Harney County, timber harvest
should be set at a level that allows maximum sustained yield of
timber under current laws.

Ch. 4, pages 8 to 12

The high populations of big game in the Resource Area
indicate that the restriction in the livestock grazing season
proposed for Alternative A is unnecessary. In fact, reduced
livestock grazing may very well adversly affect big game habitat
and populatiens.

The impacts to livestock grazing for Alternatives A, B and C
have been grossly underestimated. As discussed above, removing
livestock from areas with streams with poor surface water quality
will disrupt current grazing systems dramatically. BLM estimates
that 28,937 AUM’s of livestock forage will be lost for five or
more years. Does this figure take into consideration the impact
on existing (or proposed) grazing systems? Unless temporary feed
is available, the "balance" of 1livestock operations will be
dramatically and adversely affected. If one pasture within a
three pasture rest rotation grazing system is excluded from
livestock grazing, where will cattle graze while one of the two
remaining pastures is being rested? Unless BIM provides
temporary forage, the only alternative is to graze the cattle on
the permittee’s private land base. This will reduce the total
number of livestock (from previous levels) that the operation can
run on a yearlong basis. An adverse alteration in the livestock
balance of a ranch will also reduce the amount of forage
harvested in the rest of the allotment (in addition to the amount
lost in the excluded pasture).

In Alternatives B and ¢, the forage loss and the adverse
impacts on livestock balance will have long lasting effects upon

livestock numbers in the Resource Area. After the five vyear
exclusion of livestock, it will take several years to increase
herd size and increase the amount of forage harvested. The

economic damage resulting from livestock exclusion will last
substantially longer than five years.
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BLM proposes that off site forage would be used to replace

the temporary reductions due to livestock exclus 1on._ Using off
site forage, if available, would increase the operational costs
of livestock operations. Some of the expected ecxtra costs

include trucking, vehicle maintenance and labor. Using off site
forage would disrupt the current (on site) permittees livestock
practices. Scme controversy may result from BLM’‘s propqsed
disruption of established grazing territories anq .anlwal
husbandry practices. With the proposed 30% upland utilization
limit, there will be very 1little if any "off site" forage
available to be used on a temporary basis (see discussion below}.
Most of the proposed additional forage available from range
improvements will not be available for several years after
funding (if available) and implementation of the projects.

Very 1little BIM funding has been available for vrange

improvements in the West during the last five or more years. For
example, many range Iimprovements propﬂsed in the Riley EIS have
not been implemented (Chapter page _11). The propesed

additional forage from range m\provements should not be included
in calculating the impacts on livestock grazing unless funding is
guaranteed.

The statement that “(livestock) reductions necessary to
bring utilizations levels to 30 percent cannot be calculaﬁed at
this time" is misleading. Apparently, BIM is attempting to
minimize resistance by livestock permittees and the public to
their preferred alternative. BIM estimated the grazing
reductions 1nr1ud1ng utilization restrictions for Alternative B.
Alternative B is similar to Alternative C. However, the
livestock grazing reductions resulting from Alternative B may be
greater than BIM’s estimate.

If Alternatives A, B or ¢ are implemented the utilization
limits and livestock exclusions will be the limiting factors for
livestock grazing. Grazing systems that are widely recognized as
promoting the most rapid recovery possible will grobgbly only
have a limited effect on most allotments. Unless riparian areas
are fenced separately, the 50% herbaceous riparian qnd 10% woody
riparian utilization 1limits will allow only limited use of
pastures with vriparian areas. Therefore, almost all of the
usable forage in the resource area will be subject to the 30%
upland utilization limit (only very limited use will be allowed
in pastures with riparian areas).

Current utilization limits (from the Drewsey Grazing EIS) in
the Drewsey unit are 50% for continuous grazing systems and 70%
(80% for crested wheatgrass) for rotation and deferred grazing
systems. The propcsed changes in utilization standarde will have
a dramatic adverse effect on BIM caiculated desired stocking
levels.

Appendix 1I-11
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Currently, BIM’s desired stocking levels are based on a
formula described in Exhibit I attached herein. The formula uses
observed wutilization data, desiredproper use factor or
utilization limits and actual livestock use. Although wedonot
currently have the informationnecessary to complete these
calculations on a Resource Area basis, we can use the information
presented in the EIS and make some assumptions.

The first reduction will result from the exclusion of
livestock from streams. BLM estimates that the capacity will be
reduced by 28,937 AUM’s (19% cut). Additionally, the remaining
area Will be subject to the 30% upland utilization limit. To
achieve this 1imit, BIM will adjust stocking levels based on
their existing utilization data. TIf we assume that BIM overall
utilization data is between the 50% and 70% utilization limits we
can estimate the range of impacts of the 30% utilization limit.

Assuming BIM utilization data equals 50%, desired stocking
levels will be reduced to 72,921 AUM’s to meet the 30%
utilization limit. Additional allocations to wildlife will
further reduce authorized livestock use to 70,399 AUM’s, a 53%
cut from active preference. After 6 or more years and after
livestock grazing is allowed in exclusion areas, livestock
grazing may be increased to 87,761 AUM’s, a 42% cut from current
active preference. If all range improvements are implemented
stocking levels could be increased to 96,667 AUM’s, a 36% cut
from current active preference. If BLM utilization data esquals
70%, corresponding cuts initially, after livestock are allowed in
excluded areas and after range improvements are 67%, 59% and 53%.
Refer to Exhibit 1 for formulas, calculations and explanations.

In the Riddle Mountain allotment, Western Range Service
using BLM data methodelogy (BIM Technical Reference TR 4400-7)
and wutilization proper use factors (Drewsey Grazing EIS)
estimated that a 20% to 25% increase in active preference is
indicated. Using the 30% limit in the Draft RMP/EIS, a 50% to
55% decrease in active preference is indicated (Note: this does
not include the proposed allocation to wildlife or water quality
livestock exclusion). If the allocation to wildlife is included,
the decrease in active preference will be €0% to 65%. 1f
livestock exclusion for water guality is included, the reductioen
in livestock grazing will be approximately 70% to 75%.

BLM must describe and illustrate the calculations and
methodology used to estimate the impacts < the various
alternatives on livestock grazing. There are only minor
differences between Alternatives B and € and yet BLM predictions
on 1livestock grazing adjustments vary dramatically. only
Alternative D reflects the problems of limited funding for range
improvements. our only conclusion is that BLM is trying to be
deceptive and misleading. Why else would BIM ignore the obvious
adverse effects of their proposed actions on livestock grazing?

Utilization standards are not given for Alternatives D and
E. The proposed utilization standards for these alternatives
should be given.

The reductions in livestock grazing resulting from BLM
proposed alternatives will force many livestock operators out of
business. This is contrary to the criteria for the composition
of the preferred alternative (Chapter 2 page 3).

BIM’s proposed preferred alternative will reduce the value
of the Riddle Ranch base property associated with its BIM grazing
pernit for the Riddle Mountain. Assuming a value of $50 per AUM,
a 50% to 75% reduction in active preference will result in a loss
of $77,125 to $115,690. BIM’s preferred alternative will cause
unreascnable and unacceptable economic damage to our livestock
operation and livelihood.

Alternatives A, B and C will result in a substantial loss of
our base property value. The proposed BIM actions may result in
reducing the size of our operation so that it is no longer an
economical unit. Therefore, We request that if Alternatives A, B
or C are considered that prior to issuing the Final Three Rivers
Resource Management Plan Environmental Impact Statement, a
“Takings Implication Assessment" be completed as authorized by
Executive Order 12630 (see the November 8, 1988 Memcrandum to all
Assistant Secretaries and Bureau Directors from Secretary of
Interior, Donald P. Hodel).

BLM’s proposed Alternatives A, B or ¢ will result in
decreases varying from 45,142 AUM’s (30% cut) to 105,330 AUM’s
{70% cut) in active preference for the Resource Area. Assuming a
value $50 per AUM value, the base property associated with
livestock grazing preferences will decrease in value by
$2,257,100 to $5,266,500. This is a substantial loss to the tax
base of Harney County. The tax rates may have to be increased to
continue to provide county services.

Ch. 4, pages 13 - 18

For Alternatives B and C, why should the upland utilization
limits for Horse Management Areas be greater than areas exclusive
of wild horses (Table 2.1-12,123)7?

Wild horses should not have higher priority for forage than
other multiple uses. Livestock grazing preferences were legally
established long before the passage of the Wild Horse and Burro
Act (Table 2.1-12,13).

Wild horse populations are above appropriate levels
throughout much of West. Wild horse populations are not in any
environmental danger. Wild horse management areas should not be
considered as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern unless BLM
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2-70

2-74

2-77

does not plan to control population levels. If BLM does not
control wild horse population levels, there will be critical
environmental concerns.

h. 4 ages 20 22
I'n Appendix 3, Table 6, BLM has reallocated forage t o
wildlife and given priority to wildlife over livestock. For the

Riddle Mountain allotment, the Drewsey Grazing EIS wildlife
allocation is over 32 times larger than the current allocation.
Livestock grazing is facing a 50% to 75% reduction in forage and
wildlife forage is being increase by over 3173%.

We da not believe that one multiple use should have priority
over another multiple use. The recent increases in wildlife have
occurred after the passage of the Taylor Grazing Act. Federal
Judge Roger Foley stated in the recent decision of Fallini et al.
vs. Hodel CV-S-86-645 that:

" Congress by various enactments has declared
additional purposes for which Taylor Grazing Act land
will be managed by the BLM, there is no indication that
Congress has repealed the Act’s primary purpose to
manage grazing lands so as to stabilize and preserve
the livestock industry.

This court has rejected the contention that cattle
have an status inferior to wild horses in public lands
as a result of congressional enactments after the
Taylor Grazing Act of 1934.%

The preferred alternative (and Alternatives B and ¢) in this
Draft RMP/EIS substantially reduces livestock grazing in favor of
other multiple uses (primarily big game and fisheries).

The reallocation of 349 AUM’s livestock forage to wildlife
in Riddle Mountain allotment will reduce the value of our base
property by approximately $17,450 (assume $50 per AUM value).
Please consider this economic loss in the requested "Takings
Implication Assessment."

Allocations for wildlife should occur after range
improvements have been completed and additional forage is
available. The increase in recent big game populations indicate
that the current allocation to big game is sufficient.

Why didn‘t BLM consider maintaining or reducing current big
game populations as an alternative during the planning prccess?

Cattle grazing improves the quality of big game forage on
fall and winter range (Anderson and Scherzinger 1975). Cattle
grazing also stimulates browse growth by giving a competitive
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advantage of browse seedlings over grass. Without grazing,
grasses will out compete browse seedlings and prevent
establishment of shrubs.

Ch. 4, pages 22 and 23

Although the number of raptor prey species may decline after

seedings are established, is there any evidence that the biomass
or density of prey will decline. We hypothesize that the total
amount of available prey and hunting success will improve in the

seedings which are more productive.

ch .. pages 24 to 28

Why are the surface water quality ratings so much lower than
the aquatic habitat condition ratings? 1" the Glossary, water
quality is defined as the chemical, physical and biological

characteristics of water with respect to its suitability for a

particular use. we assume that the designed use for surface

water quality ratings 1s for fisheries. Our reasoning is the

references to water temperature and siltation. [ Deep Creek,
aquatic habitat is good and surface water quality is poor. We

would expect that if the aquatic habitat (water, stream bed and

banks) is good that the surface Water quality for fisheries

should be good.

For additional comments to aquatic and riparian condition
see our comments concerning surface water quality above.

Ch. 4, pages 28 and 29

Playa management objectives referenced in Appendix 3. Table
6 should not be mentioned until they are identified. since BLM
has not define.3 their specific concerns, objectives and
management actions and has not allowed the public to comment,
playas should n ot be addressed i n the Draft RMP/EIS.

Ch. 4, pages 30 to 34

'After July 31, most forbs will be dormant, and effects of
grazing on dormant forbs will be minimal. Eliminating grazing
after July 31 should have no effect on the abundance of forbs.

. Prohibiting a conversion of cattle to sheep in bighorn sheep
habitat will not benefit sheep habitat because sheep will not be
allowed to graze near bighorns (We suggest rewording this
particular sentence on Chapter 4, page 30.) Is there any evidence
that providing additional water will be detrimental to bighorn
sheep or their habitat? Bighorn sheep generally do not graze
further than 300 yards from escape cover (cliffs). This means
that most bighorn sheep habitat is in steep, rugged terrain where
cattle generally graze very little.
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currently, BIM‘s desired stocking levels are based on a
formula described in Exhibit 1 attached herein. The formula uses
observed utilization data, desired proper use factor or
utilization limits and actual livestock use. Although we do not
currently have the information necessary to complete thgse
calculations on a Resource Area basis, we can use the information
presented in the EIS and make some assumptions.

The first reduction will result from the exclusion of
livestock from streams. BIM estimates that the capacity will be
reduced by 28,937 AUM’s (19% cut). Additionally, the remaining
area will be subject to the 30% upland utilization limit. To
achieve this 1limit, BLM will adjust stocking levels based on
their existing utilization data. If we assume that BIM overall
utilization data is between the 50% and 70% utilization limits we
can estimate the range of impacts of the 30% utilization limit.

Assuming BLM utilization data equals 50%, desired stocking
levels will be reduced to 72,921 AUM’s to meet the 30%
utilization limit. Additional allocations to wildlife will
further reduce authorized livestock use to 70,39% AUM’s, a 53%
cut from active preference. After 6 or more years and after
livestock grazing is allowed in exclusion areas, livestock
grazing may be increased to 87,761 AUM’s, a 42% cut from current
active preference. If all range improvements are implemented
stocking levels could be increased to 96,667 AUM’s, a 36% cut
from current active preference. If BLM utilization data eguals
70%, corresponding cuts initially, after livestock are allowed in
excluded areas and after range improvements are 67%, 59% and 53%.
Refer to Exhibit 1 for formulas, calculations and explanations.

In the Riddle Mountain allotment, Western Range Service
using BIM data methodology (BLM Technical Reference TR 4400-7)
and utilization proper use factors (Drewsey Grazing EIS)
estimated that a 20% to 25% increase in active preference is
indicated. Using the 30% limit in the Draft RMP/EIS, a 50% to
55% decrease in active preference is indicated (Note: this does
not include the proposed allocation to wildlife or water quality
livestock exclusion). If the allocation to wildlife is included,
the decrease in active preference will be 60% to 65%. If
livestock exclusion for water gquality is included, the reduction
in livestock grazing will be approximately 70% to 75%.

BLM wmust describe and illustrate the calculations and
methodology used to estimate the impacts of the various
alternatives on livestock grazing. There are only minor
differences between Alternatives B and C and yet BLM predictiocns
on 1livestock grazing adjustments vary dramatically. only
Alternative D reflects the problems of limited funding for range
improvements. our only conclusion is that BLM is trying to be
deceptive and misleading. Why else would BIM ignore the obvious

adverse effects of their proposed actions on livestock grazing?

Utilization standards are not given for Alternatives D and
E. The proposed utilization standards for these alternatives
should be given.

The reductions in livestock grazing resulting from BIM
proposed alternatives will force many livestock operators out of
business. This is contrary to the criteria for the composition
of the preferred alternative (Chapter 2 page 3).

BLM’s proposed preferred alternative will reduce the value
of the Riddle Ranch base property associated with its BLM grazing
permit for the Riddle Mountain. Assuming a value of $50 per AUM,
a 50% to 75% reduction in active preference will result in a loss
of $77,125 to $115,690. BIM’s preferred alternative will cause
unreascnable and unacceptable economic damage to our livestock
operation and livelihood.

Alternatives A, B and C will result in a substantial loss of
our base property value. The proposed BIM actions may result in
reducing the size of our operation so that it is no longer an
economical unit. Therefore, we request that if Alternatives A, B
or C are considered that prior to issuing the Final Three Rivers
Resource Management Plan Environmental Impact Statement, a
“Takings Implication Assessment" be completed as authorized by
Executive Order 12630 (see the November 8, 1988 Memorandum to all
Assistant Secretaries and Bureau Directors from Secretary of
Interior, Donald P. Hodel).

BIM’s proposed Alternatives A, B or ¢ will result in
decreases varying from 45,142 AUM’s (30% cut) to 105,330 AUM’s
(70% cut) in active preference for the Resource Area. Assuming a
value $50 p e r AUM valuethe base property associated with
livestock grazing preferences will decrease in value by
$2,257,100t o $5,266,500, This is a substantial loss to the tax
base of Harney County. The tax rates may have to be increased. to_
continue to provide county services.

Ch. 4, pages 13 - 18

For Alternatives B and C, why should the upland utilization
limits for Horse Management Areas be greater than areas exclusive
of wild horses (Table 2.1-12,13)7

Wild horses should not have higher priority for forage than
other multiple uses. Livestock grazing preferences were legally
established long before the passage of the Wild Horse and Burro
Act (Table 2.1-12,13).

wWild horse populations are above appropriate levels
throughout much of West. Wild horse populations are not in any
environmental danger. Wild horse management areas should not be
considered as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern unless BLM
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2-76

does not plan to control population levels, I1f BLM does not
control wild horse population levels, there will be critical
environmental concerns.

Ch. 4 s =

In Appendix 3 Table 6, BLM has reallocated forage t 0
wildlife and given priority to wildlife over livestock. For the
Riddle Mountain allotment, the Drewsey Grazing EIS wildlife
allocation is over 32 times larger than the current allocation.
Livestock grazing is facing a 50% to 75% reduction in forage and
wildlife forage is being increase by over 3173%.

We do not believe that one multiple use should have priority
over another multiple use. The recent increases in wildlife have
occurred after the passage of the Taylor Grazing Act. Federal
Judge Roger Foley stated in the recent decision of Fallini et al.
vs. Hodel CV-5-86-645 that:

" Congress by various enactments has declared
additional purposes for which Taylor Grazing Act land
will be managed by the BLM, there is no indication that
Congress has repealed the Act’s primary purpose to
manage grazing lands so as to stabilize and preserve
the livestock industry.

This court has rejected the contention that cattie
have an status inferior to wild horses in public lands
as a result of congressional enactments after the
Taylor Grazing Act of 1934."

The preferred alternative (and Alternatives B and C) in this
Draft RMP/EIS substantially reduces livestock grazing in favor of
other multiple uses (primarily big game and fisheries).

The reallocation of 349 AUM’s livestock forage to wildlife
in Riddle Mountain allotment will reduce the value of our base
property by approximately $17,450 (assume $50 per AUM value).
Please consider this economic loss in the requested "Takings
Implication Assessment."

Allocationsf o r wildlife should occur after range
improvements have been completed and additional forage is
available. The increase in recent big game populations indicate
that the current allocation to big game is sufficient.

Why didn't BLM consider maintaining or reducing current big
game populations as an alternative during the planning prccess?

Cattle grazing improves the quality of big game forage on
fall and winter range (Anderson and Scherzinger 1975) Cattle
grazing also stimulates browse growth by giving a competitive

16

advantage of browse seedlings over grass.
grasses will out compete browse
establishment of shrubs.

Without grazing,
seedlings and prevent

Ch. 4, pages 22 and 23

Although the number of raptor prey species may decline after
seedings are established, is there any evidence that the biomass
or density of prev,will decline. We hypothesize that the total
amount of available prey and hunting success will improve in the
seedings which are more productive.

Ch. 4 ages 24 to 28

why are the surface water quality ratings so much lower than
the aquatic habitat condition ratings? In the Glossary, water
quality is defined as the chemical, physical and biological
characteristics Of water withrespect to 1ts suitability for a
particular use. We assume that the designed use for surface
water quality ratings is far fisheries. Our reasoning is the
references to water temperature and siltation. [ Deep Creek,
aquatic habitat is good and surface water quality is poor. wWe
would expect that if the aquatic habitat (water, stream bed and
banks) is good that the surface water quality for fisheries
should be good.

For additional comments to aguatic and riparian condition
see our comments concerning surface water quality above.

Ch. 4, pages 28 and 29

Playa management objectives referenced in Appendix 3, Table
& should not be mentioned until they are identified. Since BIM
has not defined their specific concerns, objectives angd
management actions and has not allowed the public to comment,
playas should not be addressed in the Draft RMP/EIS.

Ch. 4, pages 30 to 34

2-78

After July 31, most forbs will be dormant, and effects of
grazing on dormant forbs will be minimal. Eliminating grazing
after July 31 should have no effect on the abundance of forbs.

Prohibiting a conversion of cattle to sheep in bighorn sheep
habitat will not benefit sheep habitat because sheep will not be
allowed to graze near bighorns (We suggest rewording this
particular sentence on Chapter 4 page 30.) Is there any evidence
that providing additional water will be detrimental to bighorn
sheep or their habitat? Bighorn sheep generally do not graze
further than 300 yards from escape cover (cliffs). This means
that most bighorn sheep habitat is in steep, rugged terrain where
cattle generally graze very little.
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The BLM proposed livestock area exclusions around reservoirs
provide undisturbed nesting areas for the long-billed curlew. Is
there any evidence that nesting success for the long-billed
curlew ig lower in a moderately grazed area than a ungrazed area?

If redband trout and Malheur mottled sculpin habitat are
expected to be impacted positively under current management
(Alternative D), why propose to remove livestock from streams and
reservoirs and dramatically alter utilization limits?

Ch, 4. pages 35 to 41

2-81

Ch. 4

Closing roads will adversely affect livestock operators
ability to actively improve livestock distribution. Closing
roads will increase the difficulty and cast for placing salt
throughout the allotment to improve distribution., In some cases,
road closures will maker e p air t o range improvements very
difficult and expensive.

pages 45 and 46

2-82

We are not convinced that removing livestock will improve
visual resources unless, of course, BIM considers cattle and
sheep unattractive. Please explain how reducing livestock
grazing will improve visual resources.

Ch. 4. pages 46 and 47

Cultural clearances are required prior to the construction
of range improvements. Range improvements should have no effect
on cultural resources.

Ch. 4. pages 68 - 69

e |

A S stated above, BIM ha5 failed to account for the impacts
of the proposal utilization standards in their analysis of
Alternative C. These utilization standards will have very
adverse effects on livestock grazing. By ignoring the impacts of
the 30% upland utilization limit and proposing range improvements
which probably will not be funded, BILM has not considered the
adverse impacts of their preferred alternative 0" livestock
grazing

Recently, very little money has bee" available for range
improvements. For Alternative D, BLM estimates propcsed range
improvements will cost $2,287,906. However, BLM implies in
Chapter 4 page 6 that funding is questionable for Alternative D.
Many of the range improvements 1in the Riley EIS (Alternative D)
have n o t been funded. The cost estimate for Alternative C range
improvements is even higher than for Alternative p. BIM should
consider the impacts to livestock grazing with and without range
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improvements. If range improvements are not funded, livestock
will be cut drastically in Alternatives A, B and C. No increase
in livestock grazing will be possible in Alternative E without
range improvements.

BLM expects that some ranchers will expand their operations
and/or base property production after livestock reductions. It
is very unlikely that lenders will approve additional loans when
the value of the base property will be reduced by approximately
$50 for each AUM that is placed in suspension or eliminated from
total preference.

The most likely effect of BIM’s proposed alternatives A, B
and C is that many ranchers and long term residents of Harney
County will be forced out of business.

BIM should consider the impacts of livestock reductions on
the tax base of Harney county (see discussion above).

APPENDIX 3

Appendix 3, pages 52 and 53

We will reiterate our concerns related to Riddle Mountain
allotment.

The surface water quality ratings appear unreasonably
restrictive. Surface water quality ratings do "at appear to
correspond to riparian and aquatic habitat condition ratings. We
would expect that these ratings would be correlated.

The calculated carrying capacity for Riddle Allotment does
not appear to consider BLM’s various proper utilization factors,
livestock exclusion or disruption in the grazing systems. Our
calculations indicated a 20% to 25% increase in active preference
under the Drewsey Grazing EIS utilization standards and a 50% to
55% decrease using the Draft RMP/EIS standards. without
considering livestock exclusion or proposed wildlife forage
calculations. Please provide a detailed explanation O f the
methodology used for determining estimated capacity and the
methodology that will be used in future allotment evaluations
under each alternative.

With the large increases in big game observed in the Riddle
Mountain allotment, Wwe must conclude that big game habitat is
currently in very satisfactory condition. BLM’‘s big game habitat
condition ratings do not reflect the obvious health and vigor of
big game animals indicated by their increasing population levels.

We strongly disagree that wildlife should be given prierity
over livestock for forage (see discussion above).

13

2-90 I

2-91

2-94

Playa habitat should not be addressed in this Draft RMP/EIS
until specific management objectives and alternatives are
described and the public is allowed to comment.

From Map RN-1 and Map SS-1 there does not appear to be any
Special Statue species 1h the Riddle Mountain allotment.

Many of the publicly owned riparian areas in allotment have
already been fenced and excluded (or will be excluded) from
livestock. Livestock should not be excluded from any pastures in
the Riddle Mountain allotment because of riparian or surface
water quality ratings.

Vegetation conversions will have mcre positive impacts on
big game than negative effects. Until snow depth becomes
limiting, deer and elk utilize grasses and browse during the fall
and winter. TFor example, deer utilize crested wheatgrass during
winter months (Austin et al. 1983). Livestock grazing improves
forage gquality for fall and winter range (Anderson and
Scherzinger 1975). The 10% of current browse in deer winter
range limit and 400 acre size limit on vegetation conversions are
too restrictive and may reduce big game productivity.

APPENDIX 12

Appendix 12, page 2

Alternatives A. Band C will result in a substantial loss of
agriculture productivity in Harney County and other ocunties in
the Three Rivers Resource Area.

RECOMMENDATIONS

For the reasons described above, we believe that
Alternatives A, B and C should not he implemented. Current
utilization standards and _arazina gvstems should be continued
until sufficient and appropriate data is collected and analyzed.
A determination can then he made whether range condition and soil
stability are declining under current management. Al |l BLM data
and analyses | " Draft RMP/EIS and Rangeland Programsummary
updates indicate that current management and stacking rates have
been successful and will continue to be successful.

BIM should begin quadrat frequency (trend) studies to
determine the 1long-term changes in vegetation and range
condition. These studies are recommended and described in BIM
Technical Reference TR 4400-4 and the Nevada Rangeland Monitoring
Handbook (1984). |If frequency studies indicate that the trend in
range condition is declining, current utilization standards,
stocking levels and/or grazing management should be adjusted.
Conversely, if trend improves. utilization standards and stocking
levels should also be adjusted Until such a monitoring system
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is implemented and data analyzed, current grazing systems,
stocking levels and utilization standards should be continued.

BLM contends in its discussion of surface water quality that
current livestock grazing is lowering vegetative cover and
resulting in soil erosion and subsequent siltation of streams.
If this continues to be a BLM concern, specific studies should be
conducted to monitor vegetative cover and soil erosion. current
BLM data indicates that soil erosion is minimal (Map_8-2).

These types of monitoring studies were recommended in the
Drewsey Grazing EIS.

Range improvements should be developed as funding becomes

available. Range improvement recommendations proposed i n
Alternatives C,Dand EW i | | be beneficial t o livestock grazing,
wildlife and local economic conditions. Brush control and
prescribed burning will be very cost effective.
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EXHIBIT 1

The proposed stocking level for Alternative C during the
first five years given in Chapter 4, page 11, Table 4.6 1is
133,208 AUM’s. 1In Table 2.1-11, initial stocking levels are
proposed to be 139,851 AUM’s. However, if the Draft RMP/EIS
(Alternative C) is implemented, livestock stocking levels may be
reduced to 50,000 AUM’s or less, a 65% or greater cut. This
reduction will be based on additional allocations to wildlife,
excluding cattle from streams, and the 30% upland utilization
limits. Other restrictions on livestock concerning wild horses,
reservoirs and areas of critical environmental concern may result
in additional cuts.

The first step in the initial reduction will be the
exclusion of livestock from streams. BLM estimates that 28,937
AUM’s will be lost by excluding livestock from streams.
Therefore, authorized grazing will be reduced from the current
active preference of 150,472 AUM’s by 19% to 121,535 AUM’'s
(150,472 ~ 28,937).

The remaining 121,535 AUM’s will then be adjusted based on

2-96 the proposed utilization standards. To simplify the calculations

we will only use the 30% upland utilization limit. Most of the
remaining areas (not excluded) are uplands. Since cattle water
and generally prefer to graze in riparian areas, the 50%
herbaceous and 10% woody riparian utilizatijon limits may result
in even larger cuts than the 30% upland utilization limit.
Livestock use will probably exceed BIM’s riparian utilization
limits before the 30% utilization linit is reached. Therefore,
these estimated livestock adjustments are conservative.

To adjust stocking rate based on utilization data, BIM uses
the follewing formula to adjust stocking rate (BLM Technical
Reference TR 4400-7).

ACTUAL USE = DESIRED STOCKING LEVEL
OBSERVED UTILIZATION DESIRED UTILIZATION

This formula can be rearranged to the following form.

ACTUAL USE X (DESIRED UTILIZATION/OBSERVED UTILIZATION) = DESIRED
STOCKING
LEVEL

BLM has collected utilization data and often three or more
years of data for many if not all of the allotments in the Three
Rivers Rescurce Area. Unfortunately, BLM utilization data for
the entire Resource Area were not available during preparation of
this document. Therefore, the overall average of BLM’s
utilization data for the entire Resource Area must be estinmated.

24

Assuning that the overall observed utilization level in the
Resource Area falls between the utilization limits in the Drewsey
Grazing EIS of 50% and 70%, the utilization based adjustments in
stocking levels can be estimated. Using the above formula and
BIM supplied information below, the adjustments in the Resource
Area stocking rate using an assumed overall observed utilization
level of 50% and 70% were calculated.

Current active preference: 150,472 AUM’s.
After livestock exclusion (BLM estimate}: 121,535 AUM’s
Additional allocation of livestock forage to wildlife 2522 AUM's

Overall utilization = 50% Overall utilization = 703%
Initially Initially

121,535 X (30%/50%) = 72,921 121,535 X (30%/70%) = 52,086
72,921 - 2,522 = 70,399 52,086 ~ 2,522 = 49,564
70,399 AUM’s (53% cut) 49,564 AUM‘s (67% cut)

After excluding livestock from streams, 121,535 AUM’s will
be adjusted based upon BLM utilization data and the 30%
utilization limit. After excluding livestock from streams, the
actual usc value used in the formula will be 121,535 AUM’s. 1If
livestock were not excluded from streams, the active preference
of 150,472 AUM’s or preferably the average licensed use over the
past few years would be used for the actual use value in the
formula. The desired stocking level from the formula is 72,521
AUM’s and 52,086 AUM’s for the assumed 50% and 70% overall
utilization values, respectively. BIM proposes to reallocate
2,522 AUM’s of livestock forage to wildlife. Authorized
livestock grazing will be reduced sc that the total of livestock
grazing and wildlife will not exceed the desired stocking level
(from the formula). Therefore, BIM has the potential of
initially reducing livestock stocking levels to 70,399 AUM’s {53%
cut) to 49,564 AUM’s (67% cut) or perhaps even lower stocking
rates (greater cut).

After 6 or rmore years After & or nmore year

without range improverents without range improv nts
excluded area excluded area

70,399 + [28,937 X (30%/50%)] 49,564 + [28,937 X (30%/70%):

= 87,761 AUM’s (42% cut) = 61,966 AUM's (59% cut)
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After five or more years of livestock exclusion from streams
and allowing at least a year for herd size to rebuild and
increase, BLM will allow stocking levels to increase. However, 2-5
the 28,937 AUM’s from the excluded area will be subject to the
utilization based adjustment. Previous stocking rates in the
excluded area will be reduced. After livestock are returned to
the excluded areas and if proposed range improvements were not
funded, BIM authorized stocking levels would be roughly 87,761
AUM'’s (42% cut) and 61,966 AUM’s (59% cut) assuming the 50% and
70% overall utilization values, respectively.

After 6 or more years
with range improvements

After 6 or more years
with range improvements

2-6
87,761 + 8,916 = 61,966 + 8,916 =

96,677 AUM’'s (36% cut) 70882 AUM’s (53% cut)

BLM estimates that after range improvements (land
treatments, etc.) proposed in Alternative C are implemented an
additional 8,916 AUM’s will be available. These impraovements
will require several years to plan, fund, implement and
establish. After six or more years, the estimated authorized
livestock stocking level is 99,677 and 70,882 assuming an overall
utilization level of 50% and 70%, respectively, and assuming that
the improvements were funded and successful.
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Planning issues and management objectives are mot synonmymous. 2-9
Planning issues are generally a matter of controversy or dispute over

resource management activities or land uses and are used to focus

inventory, interdisciplinary Interaction, analysis and documentation

efforts. Management objectives, however, are required (BLM Manual

1620-1625) on a resource by resource basis regardless of whether the

resource 18 involved in a planning issue or not. The alternatives

presented in the DRMP/DEIS vary significantly as to which objectives

are stressed and the degree and exteat to which individual objectives

would be met.

Alternative D is the "No Action Alternative.” In accordance with the
Bureau Manual {H1790-1, Chapter V, Alternatives to be Considered),
the No Action Alternative reflects continuation of current management
practices. This is explained on p. 2-2 of the DRMP/DEIS. A full
deseription of the planning criteria was distributed to the public in
a flyer dated February 17, 1989. The mailing list indicates that a
flyer was sent to Riddle Ranch.

Water quality and aquatic habitat condition and rating are
intrinsically related to condition of the riparian ecosystem. Water
quality parameters are the physical and chemical constituents of
aquatic systems. Standards for water quality determinations were
developed by Federal action under the Clean Water Act (see 40 CFR
131.10). Surface water quality parameters were measured by
experienced biologists at predetermined monitoring stations on select
streams. If the habitat supported fish fauna, it was evaluated as
aquatic habitat. Criteria used in evaluation of aquatic habitats and
derivation of condition factors were summed in DRMP/DEIS, Volume II -
Appendix 6, Table 2, Criteria for Evaluating Aquatic Habitat.
References pertaining to methods of evaluation of aquatic habitats
were provided with this table (see Bowers, et al., 1979 and Binns
1982).

Riparian habitats were monitored and evaluated with photo trend
plots, 200 pace toe-point transects, color infrared photography and
use—utilization studies (see the PRMP/FEIS, Appendix 1, Table 4).

See Proposed Plan management actions WL 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 for proposed
utilization and grazing systems In riparian areas. Many of the
references used to help formulate the utilizatlon levels are found in
the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management,
Technical Reference 1737-1 and Technical Reference 1737-4. These
references are named: Riparian Area Managemeat; A Selected, Annotated
Bibliography of Riparian Area Management and Riparian Area
Management; Grazing Management in Riparian Areas. Copiles are
available from: Bureau of Land Management; Service Center; SC—658B;
P.0. Box 25047; Denver, Colorado 80225-0047. Additiomally, poor water
quality does not preclude habitation by fish. Streams with poor water
quality experience shifts in species composition, diversity and
abundance to species more tolerant of poor water quality.

Temperature, sediment and turbidity can be reduced, or at least not
increased, by as little as 0.25-mile of good condition streamside
riparian. Effects of these improvements on the entire stream are
dependent upon many factors Including, but not limited to, size and
length of good conditlon portlons, position of the good condition
areas along the entire stream and water quality as it eaters the good
condition areas., Many other Federal, State and private entities are
currently working to restore their riparian habitats to better
conditions. These efforts, in combination, will result in positive
impacts.

Priorities may be set through the land use planning process. Big game
population levels are set by management unit by the Oregonm Fish and
Wildlife Commission. These levels are determined through a public
involvement process. Currently, these levels are below the biologlecal
carrying capacity of resource base. Appropriate management levels of
wild horses and burros were set through previous planning processes.
The RMP is not proposing any changes in these herd levels. Section
102(a)7 and Section 202(c)l of FLPMA require that management be on
the basis of multiple-use and sustained yield., Wild horse and burre
numbers and livestock numbers will be adjusted in accordance with the
results of monitoring studies and allotment evaluations. Adjustments
in livestock use will be made as provided for in 43 CFR 4110.3 -
4110.3-3. Wild horse and burro levels will not be lower than the
established minimum numbers in order to mailntalm viability.

The 30 percent utilization level will be eliminated. Upland
utilization targets are being determined through the allotment
evaluation process on an allotment by allotment basis. The general
guldelines for utilization levels are 50-60 perceat on native range
and 60-80 percent on crested wheatgrass. These are guidelines only.
Site-specific utilization targets are based on the objectives,
grazing treatments and season of use of the allotments. After
allotment management is analyzed, target utilization levels can be
modified if management objectives are not belng met.

Because site-specific evaluations of allotments have not been
completed, impacts of these utilization levels cannot be analyzed.
However, regardless of the utilization level, carrying capacity
cannot be exceeded. Any reductions will be based on the results of
the monitoring data and allotment evaluation.

As noted in response 2-1, a planning issue is generally a matter of
controversy or dispute over resource management activities or land
uses. Public response during ongolng scoping and other public
Involvement processes have clearly established that substantial
controversy and dispute exlsts over livestock grazing on public
lands. The purpose and need for the RMP is preseuted in the
DRMP/DEIS, see p. 1-3.

The Three Rivers RMP addtesses both the old Drewsey planning area and
the old Riley planning area. While significant progress has been made
in some programs through the previous planning (since 1ts approval,
over $1 million have been invested in the Drewsey area - such
investments have not been made in the Riley area), significant
management problems or concerns remain unresolved. Among these are
forage allocations for elk, special management areas, water quality,
fire management, etc. Where efforts to resolve these concerns would
affect livestock operations, grazing use would be adjusted only on
the basis of approved monitoring and evaluation procedures with the
opportunity for full participation by affected {nterests.

The Oregon Fish and Wildlife Commission is responsible for setting
big game population levels in Oregon.

These levels, by management unit, were arrived at through a public
involvement process. These numbers were set, in most cases, below the
blological carrying capacity. Some factors used to set these numbers
were private property damage (crops), other economic consideratious,
hunter demand and multiple-use concerns.

Big game numbers by allotment were arrived at using these management
levels and current ODFW cemnsus results by season of use. The number
was then multiplied by the percent of an allotment administered by
BLM. This adjusted number was then divided by 5.3 for deer, 7 for
antelope and 2.4 for elk. This is the number of each of these animals
(yearlings and adults) that eat 800 pounds of air dry vegetation per
month. This number was then multiplied by the number of months the
anlmals are present in a particular season. This is the 800 pound AUM
demand for each of these species by allotment. For deer these numbers
were then multipiied by .18 to account for an 18 percent dietary
overlap between deer and cattle. Antelope numbers were multiplied by
.1 for dietary overlap and elk numbers were multiplied by .7 to
account for dietary overlap and differences in use areas.

All use adjustments will be based on allotment-specific evaluations.
Stocking rates and management treatments will be analyzed on the
basis of monitoring done in accordance with Bureau policy and
guidance. The AUM figures cited in the RMP are projections only. The
allotment evaluations include allotment-specific objectives for
resource values such as range coadition, riparian and wildlife
habitat and speclal status species, etc. The Oregon Rangeland
Monitoring Handbook requires allotment management evaluations be done
at intervals of 5 to 10 years,

The RA 1s currently conducting an Ecologlcal Site Inventory which is
planned to be completed by 1994.

See Appendix 1, Table 11 Monitoring Methods.

All grazing use adjustments will be made on the basls of approved
monitoring and evaluation procedures with the opportunity for full
participation by affected interests. Future monitoring and evaluation
activities will be adjusted, where appropriate, to conform with
management objectives established through this RMP on an allotment by
allotment basis,
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2-38

-39

2-40

2-41
2-42
2-43

2-44

Available soils informatlon was not detalled enough to target 2-13
specific erosfon problems within the planning area. While an area may
have an overall erosion condition rating of slight or moderate, some 2-14

sites within the area may exhibit higher erosion rates, contributing
greater amounts of sediment to the fluvial system. Land managemeat
practices, such as logging or grazing, upstream and outside BLM
jurisdiction, also contribute sediment to these systems.

Upland erosion is not the only source of sediment entering streams.

Unstable streambanks can be cut laterally or vertically, adding

sediment to the fluvial system. However, proper riparian management

has frequently resulted 1in positive changes in water quality by

stabilizing streambanks and channels and providing adequate

vegetation for filtering and storing sediment (Elmore and Beschta 2-15
1987, Skovlin 1984).

Changes in current grazing systems should reduce soil erosion and

sediment delivery to streams. The type and quantity of vegetative 2-16
cover affects infiltratiom which in turn Influences soil erosion

(Heede 1977). Livestock grazing affects vegetative cover by affecting

vigor, production, composition and litter (Jackson et al., 1985), and 2-17
numerous studies indicate that runoff and erosion are related to

grazing intemsity (Heede 1977, Gifford and Hawkins 1978, Lusby 1979).

Refer to response 2-25.
The planning issue identified in Chapter 1 was grazing management.

The speclal status specles table and map have been revised. See Table
2.11 and Map $S-1 of the Proposed Plan.

Those plants with known populations in Three Rivers RA appear on the
map. The other plant species are those for which habitat exists in

the RA and their presence is suspected within the RA, or 2-18
alternatively their presence has been documented in areas adjacent to
the RA and consequently the plant may also be within the RA. 2-19

Wildlife species listed in the speclal status specles table were

provided by the USFWS. The planning area 1s within previous ranges or

habitat may exist for those species not currently knowa to exist in

the area. Management actions have been outlined for those specles

known to exist or whose recovery is dependant upon reestablishment in

the area. 2-20

Many factors determine big game populatlon levels at any given time. 2-21
Some of these factors are harvest levels, sex of animals harvested,

climatic conditions and habitat conditions. Rocky Mountaln elk and

pronghorn antelope populations have increased In the past 10 years 2-22
while mule deer populations have declined.

The management prescriptions presented in the RMP are objective 2-25
oriented rather than rangeland lmprovement project oriented. As such,

enhanced management can be implemented even where money for livestock

range improvements or other projects is not readily available. This

is clearly noted in Table 2.1 (p. 2.1-12, footnote 1) where it states

that "Implementation of other management actions such as stocking

level adjustments, season of use changes, etc., required under BLM

monitoring and evaluatlon policy would not be forestalled due to lack

of funding for these rangeland lmprovements.”

Additionally, the portion of the grazing fees collected in the
District that is returned to the County and the District would be
sufficient funding over the life of the plan to support
Implementation of the Preferred Alternative, if invested in the Three
Rivers RA in proportion to the fees collected in the RA. Therefore,
the assumptlon is considered to be reasomable.

The 30 percent upland utilization level has been eliminated. See
management actions WL 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 of the Proposed Plan. 2-26

As shown in Appendix 3, Table 3, DRMP/DEIS many of the grazing

systems which have been set up in the RA are not operational. The

reagons for this include lack of management facilities, uncooperative

permittees or failure of the system to meet resource objectives.

Refer to response 2-7. Also, see management actlons WL 6.1, 6.2 and 2-27
6.3 of the Proposed Plan,

See management actions WL 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 of the Proposed Plam.
Also, refer to response 24,

2-28
Grazing systems which are currently successful in promoting “speedy”
riparian recovery will not be modified. Where riparian objectives are
not belng met, grazing system modification will be accomplished
during allotment evaluation and the activity plan process. Also,
refer to response 2-5.
Refer to response 2-5.
Refer to respomse 2-7.
Refer to response 1-2 and 2-7. 2-29
In the Three Rivers RA, there were 126.55 miles of perennial streams 2-30

of which 82.50 miles, or 65 percent, were in poor condition.

Poor water quality has immediate effects on the bemeficial uses of
water resources, Degraded water resources are most often associated
with adverse Impacts In related riparian ecosystems. As riparian
cover and associated water quality deteriorate, fish and wildlife
diversity, density, health and performance decline. Degradation of
riparian cover would increase streambank erosion, Instream silt and
sediment loads; and adversely impair fish production, feeding,
respiration and reproduction.
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Refer to response 2-3.

It 1s correct that a reasonable variety of alternatives must be
considered in the DRMP/DEIS and that they must be sufficiently
distinct as to represent a clear cholce. Such requirements, however,
do not preclude having management actions which are common to several
or all alternatives (this was noted in the DRMP/DEIS, p. 2-4,
Detailed Description of the Alternatives). This 1s particularly true,
for example, where legal requirements (as with air quality, see Table
2.1, p.1) do not provide for varying levels of compliance. The
substantial differences between the overall alternatives ate
presented in PRMP/FEIS summary.

For livestock grazing, the alternatives presented are not limited to
either no change or a reduction. Alternative E proposes 14,150 AUMs
over active preference available for livestock grazing.

It is correct that no upland utilization standards were identified
for Alternative E.

The Bureau is required to periodically review grazing preference
under 43 CFR 4110.3, and make changes in grazing preference status
where needed, The Bureau is also required to reduce active use if the
use exceeds livestock carrying capacity as determined through
monitoring. Increases and decreases in active use will be allocated
in accordance with 43 CFR 4110.3-1 and -2 and Oregon BLM Manual
Supplement 4100.06G. Refer to Appendix 3, Table 6, DRMP/DEIS.

The Bureau will honor any private water rights; however, no private
water rights are known for riparian areas on public lands. Private
water rights, if any, do not negate BLM's mission to manage the
public lands for multiple-use.

Refer to response 2-2.

As noted on p. 2-2, Composition of the Preferred Alternative, the
District Manager and the Area Manager placed special emphasis on an
integrated systems philosophy in composing Alternative C. As they
interacted with the interdisciplinary planning team and others, these
were the criteria that they employed in making decisions about which
elements to include in the Preferred Alternative.

Refer to the Proposed Plan for monitoring actioms.

Not all actes and miles listed in the watetr quality section currently
support fish and, therefore, were not considered aquatic habitat,

Refer to response 2-3.
Refer to response 2-3.

Water temperature 1s one of the water quality characteristics which
may affect fish and is listed as such in DEQ's Nonpoint Sources of
Water Pollution Assessments publication. Also, refer to response 2-3.

See Appendix 2 and Appendix 6, Table 2, DRMP/DEIS.

Also, the BLM's surface water quality counditions were derived from
fleld monitoring 103.15 miles of streams, 82 percent of the RA, and
from data published by DEQ in 1988 as a Statewide Assessment of
Nonpoint Sources of Water Pollutiom.

For consistency between water quality, aquatiec and riparian habitat
condition classes, DEQ classes of severe, moderate and no problem
were converted to BLM classes of poor, falr and good. Streams listed
with DEQ as having no data were assessed with BIM data when
available, or listed in the tables with a question mark (?) if no
data existed.

The excellent, good, fair and poor condition ratings were developed
by Bowers et al., 1979, and Binns 1982 (see Appendix 6, Table 2,
DRMP/DEIS); and have no similarity to range condition ratings.

Condition and trend data for surface water quality and aquatlc and

riparian habitat were collected seasonally from select streams and

riparian areas in the RA, Details of riparian inventory methodology
were presented in Appendix 2. Data used to develop tables presented
in the DRMP/DEIS were collected through 1988.

Instream water quality, aquatic and riparian habitat evaluations were
derived differeatly and would not necessarily coincide (see response
2-3). The BLM does not have any estimates of variance or associated
sampling error.

Though there were no streams with good or better water quality
ratings in the Three Rivers RA, data indicate good conditions 1n
aquatic habitats with restricted livestock use (see Appendix 6, Table
1, DRMP/DEIS: Aquatic Habitat, i.e., Deep Creek, Stinkingwater Creek
- Upper Mountain Allotment, Smyth Creek). BLM - Best Management
Practices recognize the importance of protection and restoratiom of
riparian communities and their direct impact on aquatic habitats and
water quality. With proper livestock/riparian ecosystem management,
surface water quality ratings within the RA are improvable to DEQ
standards.

Refer to response 2-5.

The erosion condition classes depicted in Map S-2 are genmeral in
nature and do not address specific active erosion problems. Paragraph
1 of the Soil Section on p. 3-3 states: "General solls information
has been provided in lieu of specific information.” Furthermore, soil
erosion was not the only criterion used to develop utilization
standards. Refer to the section title Management Conflicts and
Concerns on p. 3-16 for more information
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The Three Rivers lnterdisciplinary team estimates 70 percent of all 264
wildlife speclies in the RA are partially or totally dependent upon
riparian habitats for food, water and cover. 2-65

Additionally, recreational uses of water resources decrease as
beneficial uses of water decline. User days decline as waters are
degraded and made unsuitable for human use.

Given the poor condition of surface flowing waters in the RA, the
Preferred Alternative focused on the protection, restoration and
enhancement of aquatic and riparian habitats to the exteat possible
under guidelines promulgated by FLPMA. Additionally, one would not

necessarily expect crop production to decline due to poor water 2-66
quality. Poor water quality and nutrient enrichment may increase hay
or other crop production. 2-67

Though the Three Rivers RA lacks streams with good or excelleut water
quality, the Andrews RA has 57 miles of good and 7 miles of excellent
water quality.

All reservolrs currently fenced have design features or alternate
water sources for livestock watering. This practice will continue in
the future. See page 4—4, DRMP/DEIS.

The reservation cited (p. 4-6, DRMP/DEIS) is incorrect as priated.

This passage should read as follows: "Much of the above improvement

is predicted on the implementation of grazing systems and/or projects

which have been analyzed in previous planning, but have not yet been 2-68
funded."” The planning team was instructed to analyze Alternative D as

if the previous planning were being fully implemented.

The livestock grazing seasons proposed in Altermative A, DRMP/DEIS,
were recommended to Improve browse and forb production and
avallability on mule deer and antelope ranges, respectively.

All livestock grazing use adjustments, both upward and downward, will
be made through the monitoring and evaluation process. Such

ad justments shall be made with the opportunity for the full
participation of established affected interests. The object of such
ad justments will be to meet management objectives established for the
allotment(s) in question while being responsive to the needs of

livestock grazing operations as well as other semsitive resource 2-69
values.

-70
Permittees using forage in areas away from their usual allotments
could incur additional costs if the new area was farther away. 2-71
Determining what the costs would be is impossible without knowing the
number of livestock and the distance they would have to travel. It is 2-72
possible that existing systems would be modified which could change a
permittee’s usual system. There is controversy surrounding shifting 2~-73

grazing use between allotments, but the practice 1s fully supported
by the Oregon Manual Supplement on the Allocation of Additional
Forage Permanently Available for Livestock Grazing Use.

Refer to response 2-7. 2-74

The Burns District has no control over future funding levels
appropriated by Congress nor over grazing fee levels.

See Proposed Plan management action GM-1.,1 for a listing of allotment
prioritization criteria.

See also response 2-36.

Refer to response 2-7. 2-75
Refer to response 2-7. 2-76
Refer to response 2-7. 2-77
See Appendix 1, Table 11, PRMP/FEIS for a discussion of the District 2-78

monitoring methods and evaluation process.
Refer to response 2-7.
Refer to response 2-7.
Refer to response 2-56.
Refer to response 2-7.

The economic analysis presented in the DRMP/DEIS indicates that,

under the Preferred Alternative, potential grazing use adjustments in

the short-term would have a negative Impact on some operations.

However, over the long-term, nearly 70 percent of the existing

livestock operations currently in effect would receive less than a 10

percent reduction. This is clearly consistent with Soctoeconomic 2-79
Systems criterion number 3, "Provide for the continued opportunities

for ranching operations typical of the American western heritage

(emphasis added).”

The economic impacts are overstated. See response 2-7.

Takings Implication Assessments are required by E.0. 12630 to assist
Federal agencies in evaluating actions which affect, or may affect,
the use or value of private property. Private property refers to all
property protected by the Just Compensation Clause of the Fifth
Amendment to the Constitution., Grazing licenses and permits do nmot
create any right, title or interest in the public lands (43 U.S.C.
315b). The courts have therefore held that grazing licenses and 2-80
permits may be revoked without payment of compensatlon. Osborme v.
United States, 145 F.2d 893 (9th Cir. 1944). In addition, the United
States is not required to compensate for any element of value based
upon the use of private fee lands in combination with the
Government's permit lands. United States v, Fuller, 409 U.S. 488, 35
L.Bd.2d 16 (1973). In view of the fact that grazing liceases and
permits as well as associated elements of value in base properties
are not private property protected by the Just Compensation Clause,
it is clear that E.0. 12630 and the requirement for the preparation
of Takings Implication Assessments are inmapplicable to planning
activities involving BLM grazing licenses and permits.

Refer to response 2-7.

Utilization levels will not be greater for HMAs. The levels listed in
the alternatives were established to show that use by either
livestock or wild horses would not exceed the sustained yield of any
of the HMAs. The utilization standard for all uplands has been
changed as per response 2-7.

These utilization levels have been removed from the final proposed
action. They were used for analysis purposes only. Actual utilization
standards will not be greater in the HMAs.

Refer to response 2-6.

It is correct that wild horse populations are above appropriate
levels throughout much of the West. The Seventh Annual Report to
Congress in 1988 shows the total population of wild horses and burros
to be 43,286 head, while the appropriate management level (AML) is
30,207 head. This report shows horses in Oregon to be 586 head over
the AML. However, inveatory numbers of wild horse and burro numbers
in Oregon as of December 8, 1989, are listed at 1,770 head, which is
900 head below the AML. It is also correct to state that wild horses
and burros do not appear to be in any environmental danger. The BLM
has been reasonably successful in Oregon in controlling wild horse
numbers and plans to continue gathering excess numbers as funding
allows.

The BLM does plan and 1s mandated by the Wild and Free-Roaming Horse
and Burro Act to control population levels to maintain a thriving,
natural ecological balance with all resources. Wild horse numbers as
well as livestock and wildlife numbers may have to be adjusted in
some cases to maintain this balance. Any area that has been
determined to meet the relevance and importance criteria outlined in
FLPMA and BLM Manual 1613.1B.3 may be nominated as an ACEC. Based on
staff review, it has been determined the Kiger Mustang ACEC
nomination meets these criteria. These wild horses are unique to this
area and have received national recogmition as being historically
significant. It was further determined during review that the entire
area of 66,244 acres originally nominated should be managed as the
Kiger Mustang ACEC.

Refer to response 2-6.
Refer to response 2-6.
Refer to response 2~63.

Refer to response 2-10.

°

Refer to respouse 2-10,

Boula and Sharp (1985) found that the Lone Rabbit crested wheatgrass
seeding near Riley ylelded fewer species and lower total blomass than
the two sampled sagebrush types in the same vicinity. Also, as noted
on p. 4-23 of the DRMP/DEIS, hunting may become easier for some
species, due to less small mammal hiding cover. The predicted impact
from the proposed seedings was negligible. Combined with the other
proposed actions of the Preferred Alternmative, a low positive impact
to taptors was predicted as shown in Table 4.16, p. 4-23 of the
DRMP/DEIS.

Refer to response 2-3,
Refer to respomse 1~19.
The word "respectively” should have been added to these sentences.

The bighorn sheep range outlined on Map SS-1 in both the DRMP/DEIS
and PRMP/FELS, includes the known travelways used by the sheep. The
tops and steep side slopes of Bartlet and Upton Mountains and the
rough canyons along the Middle Fork of the Malheur River are where
the sheep live except for travel between these areas. Currently, no
known competition for forage, water, cover or space exists on
Bartlett or Upton Mountains or along the Middle Fork. It is felt that
competition could result from increased livestock water being
developed in these three areas. The Proposed Plan calls for the
long-term enhancement of bighorn sheep habitat in these areas. Future
projects of all types will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis to
ensure the health of the sheep and their habitat are not jeopardized.

Also, competitive forage was not allocated to bighorn sheep because
no competition for forage is suspected or expected.

No grazing exclusions are proposed for improvement of long-billed
curlew nesting habitat.

Allen {1981} found that curlews in southeast Washington chose nest
sites which were predominantly cheatgrass/Sandberg's bluegrass fields
which did not present visual barriers.

Most documented long-billed curlew nesting in the planning area takes
place in crested wheatgrass seedings. It is felt that grazing up to
two-thirds of the area in the seedings will provide the vegetative
structure desired by these birds while reducing incidental nest
trampling.

Redband trout and Malheur mottled sculpin habitat would not be
negatively impacted under Alternative D due to habitat improvements
associated with projects already initiated. However, insufficient
progress toward restoratlon of poor and fair aquatic habitats
inhabited by these sensitive species would result from selection of
Alternative D,
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2-81 The road closures in the Proposed Plan would be on a case-by~-case
basis and would be reviewed by an interdisciplinary team and would
have public review through the EA process. No roads needed for
administration or fire protection would be closed.

2-82 Reduction of livestock grazing in certain places will improve visual
resources. The amount and degree of grazing i{s an important
consideration when evaluating the visual impacts incurred as well as
the development necessary to manage livestock grazing.

VRM areas represent the relative value of the visual Tesources, Class
I and II being the most valued, Class III representing a moderate
value and Class IV being the least value. Often the majority of
Bureau-administered lands are managed as Class IV where the objective
is to provide for management activities which require major
modification of the existing character of the landscape. The level of
change to the characteristic landscape can be high. These management
activities may dominate the view and be the major focus of viewer
attention. However, every attempt should be made to minimize the
impact of these activitles through careful location, minimal
disturbance, and repeating the basic elements of form, line, color
and texture which determines how the character of the landscape is
percelved.

Specific places (such as riparian areas, scenic areas, ACECs,
Wilderness Study Areas, Scenlc Byways and often-viewed areas along
highways) which may be visually sensitive can have a management
objective to improve or preserve the natural setting. When this 1is
true, reduced livestock grazing and/or removal of livestock for
periods of time does improve visual resources. Impacts such as
streambank erosion, overgrazed areas, Livestock concentration areas
and livestock developments in certain places does impact scenic
quality.

2-83 It 1s true that cultural resource laventories are conducted during
the planning phase prior to the construction of all
surface-disturbing projects, which are commonly redesigned to avoid
impacts to cultural sites thus found. When projects in the public
interest cannot be modified to avold impacts to cultural sites, they
may be impacted upon completion of the comprehensive aud, at times,
costly procedures detalled in 36 CFR 800.

2-84 Refer to response 2-7.

2-85 It is true that full funding has not been available for range
improvements. Without additional range improvements, grazing levels
would be reduced approximately 11 percent., Refer to response 2-52 for
information on funding. Also, refer to response 2-9.

2-86 Grazing permits are not the real or personal property of the
permittee, thus are not assessed for tax purposes, Changes in
personal property ownership that would follow implementation of any
management alternative, including the No Action Alternative, cannoot
be specifically identified, BLM payments in lieu of taxes to Harney
County are not expected to change substantially.
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Oregon Field Office
1205 N.W. 25th Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97210
503 228-9561

January 12, 1990

Josh Warburton, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management

HC 74-12533, Highway 20W

Hines, Oregon 67738

Dear Josh,

The Nature Conservancy would like to take this opportunity to
comment on the Three Rivers Resource Manaagment Plan/DEIS. As
you are aware, the conservancy worked under contra& for the BIM
during the inventory phase of the planning process to identify
and evaluate potential Research Natural Areas in the Three Rivers
Resource Area. We were quite pleased with this arrangement and
the results can be seen in the proposed RNAs found in the various
alternatives

Before we make specific comments about the plan it is impertant
to note we feel that this is the most comprehensible and
comprehensive RMP that has come out of the BIM in Oregon. The
detailed Table 2.1 incorporates management directives that are
easy to identify, understand and compare between alternatives.
We think this style of RMP will set a precedent for all other
RMPs in this cycle of planning. Congratulations are in order to
Jay Carlson and the staff for a job well done.

RNA/ACECS

As noted above we were pleased to see that ocur RNA/ACEC
recommendations were included in the RMP, however, we have some
particular issues that need to be discussed about several sites.
These sites and related issues are

1) Foster Flat RNA/ACEC--The original mnomination included 1870
acres which encompassed the entire playa called Foster Flat. 1In
the preferred alternative the recommended RNA was noted at 720
acres. There was no justificaticn provided for such a reduction
in acreage. Furthermore, there is no logical way to design this
RNA other than the original proposal of 1870 acres that includes
the entire playa. The RNA Committee has worked hard and long
insuring that all RNAs have viable, defensible boundaries that
will both protect the target resource and integrate the

National Office 1800 North Kent Street  Arlington, Virginua 22209 703 841-3300
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2-87 The RA uses methods approved in Bureau manuals, guldance and poliey

for determining condition and carrying capacity. The estimated
capacity listed in DRMP/DEIS, Appendix 3, Table 6, were projections
only. Carrying capacity will be calculated and analyzed in allotment
evaluations.

PRMP/FEIS, Appendix 1, Table 11, has been included to provide an
explanation of methodology used to determine carrying capacity as
well as an explanation of the allotment evaluation process.

2-88 Fifteen hundred acres of big game range in the Riddle Mountain and

Smyth Creek Allotments were rated as unsatisfactory due to poor
forage conditions related to juniper encroachmeat and poor
interspersion of cover and forage areas. The Proposed Plan, whea
implemented, would result in all satisfactory condition in these
allotments.

2-89 Refer to response 2-6.
2-90 Refer to response 1-19.
2-91 The special status specles map has been revised. See Map S$5-1 of the

Proposed Plan. Also, refer to response 2-34.

2-92 The Proposed Plan calls for maintenance of 85 percent of the current

browse on winter range (see Table 2.1-21). A cursory literature
review did not reveal any evidence that the 400-acre size limit on
vegetative converslons would be detrimental to big game productivity,

2-93 Refer to responses 2-7 and 2-9.

2-94 The Three Rivers RA uses a Nearest Plant trend method as outlined in

the Oregon Rangeland Monitoring Handbook. This method is similar in
coacept to the frequency method. Refer to response 2-87.

2-95 Monitoring of sediment, streambank erosion and riparian vegetation

will continue. Also, refer to response 2-30.

2-96 Refer to responses 2-7 and 2-87.

l management of the site and the surrounding public lands. Foster

Flat is perhaps the most naturally well-defined RNA imaginable as
it i s a distinct desert playa. To include less than the entire
playa is only in ing continued management problems for the RNA
and the surrounding lands We strongly encourage the District to
establish the RNA along the original 1870 acre boundaries. It
should also be noted that Foster Flat is also a significant sage
grouse site such that protection of the larger site would be very
beneficial to this special status species

2) Squaw Lake RNA/ACEC--It was indicated in the EIS that squaw
Lake did not meet the relevance and importance criteria for ACEC
nomination and thus was not included in the range of alternatives
for ACECs. It has been common practice in the BIM to have all
nominated RNA/ACECs that fulfill a natural area cell need, as
defined in the Oregon Natural Heritage Plan, to automatically be
considered as meeting these basic ACEC criteria. The Squaw Lake
site fulfills the Aquatic cell need #12. Mid to high elevation
permanent pond in the Basin & Range Province and also has good
representation of two other natural area cells, #15. Low
sagebrush/Idaho fescue and #17. Low sagebrush/Sandberg's
bluegrass scabland. Therefore, we feel it is incorrect to say
that Squaw Lake does not meet the ACEC criteria. In addition, in
Table 3.16 (p. 3-48), under Habitat for Species Diversity
category, because there is both aguatic habitat and high quality
uplands that have big game value it seems that the site should
receive at least a Medium ranking. We selected Squaw Lake
after careful consideration of existing RNAs in the Steens and
felt it still would be a valuable addition to the RNA system. We
were not ignorant of the fact that current grazing practices
continued to impact the lake or pond but through proper
management we believed that the site could be naturally restored.
We encourage the District to reconsider the site in the final
RMP,

3) Biscuitroot Cultural ACEC--We are happy to see this site
carried forward in the RMP as we feel that the site not only has
undisputed cultural values but alsoc has significant natura
values as well. In our inventory for RNAs we evaluated a number
of areas in the Stinkingwater Mountains but could not find areas
that quite met RNA criteria. However, we felt there was a real
need to protect and manage a portion of this area for the natural
values present as it is located at the junction of two
physiographic provinces--the Basin 6 Range and the Owyhee
Uplands. The ACEC designation should accomplish this with proper
management.

4) Silver Creek RNA Addition--In Table 2.1 (p.2.1~34-35) it is
indicated that designation of the addition will take place after
acquisition of the private lands in section 17 Given the time

it traditionally takes to complete exchanges we would like to see
the District designate or establish the addition (at least the
public land portion in section 20) in the RMP process and not
wait for the completed transaction. Designation may give needed
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I emphasis to the exchange process as well.
Wild & Scenic Rivers

The analysis of Wild & Scenic Rivers in the RMP seems quite short
sighted with regards to the Middle Fork of the Malheur River,
segment A. This area includes the Malheur-Bluebucket WSA and
private lands upstream from the WSA which has outstanding values
for both scenery, recreation potential, fisheries including
redband trout, and ecological diversity. If one was to include
the downstream river canyon (for approximately 1.5 miles on
private land) as well as Bluebucket Creek and the river segment
noted in the previous sentence, there would be over 7 miles of
river that surely qualifies for Wild and Scenic status. The
adjacent portion of the Middle fork Malheur River on the Forest
service lands upstream is designated Wild sach that the total
length of designated river would be over 20 miles. This resource
deserves a rating of Eligible when the full extent of the stream
segment is examined. The private lands should be considered as
high priority sites for acquisition at this site as well. The
preferred alternative does correctly propose the Middle Fork of
the Malheur River for designation as a Wild & scenic river.

Wildlife Habitat

Wildlife habitat is reliant on grazing management on BLM lands.
The preferred alternative's proposal to seed 46,960 acres to
crested wheatgrass will have a negative impact on a wide variety
of wildlife that relv_on natural communities. We cannot support
this management action and request that the District utilize
native grasses in all seeding projects.

Grazing management could also be strengthened in the preferred

3_8| alternative for special wildlife species needs. Alternative A

3-9

3-10

3-13

3-14

3-16

and B have more strict requirements for habitat protection for
long-billed curlews nesting habitat and for sage grouse strutting
grounds that should also be implemented for the preferred
alternative me efforts made to protect and enhance habitat far
redband trout and Malheur sculpin are commendable in the

preferred alternative and will have associated benefits to all
wildlife species that utilize these habitats.

There is also a need to specifically identify snowy plover
habitat, ie playas, for protection of the species. Playas are
highlighted in the vegetation section of Table 2.1 but snowy
plovers are not mentioned here nor in the Special St.3tu.s Species
section. Grazing should be restricted from plover habitat during
the nesting season. There are additional threats to playas Prom
nearby seeding projects. It is detrimental to nave seedings near
playas as livestock use will increase in these areas. In no case
should seedings be allowed near playas.

special status plant species continue to be short changed with
respect to grazing restrictions in the preferred alternative

Some very rare species such as Trifolium leiberqii and Eriogonum
cusickii need immediate inventory and monitoring programs and
their known habitats should be considered for at least temporary
exclusion from grazing.

Riparian Habitat

Riparian habitat is a key component to the health of Three Rivers
Resource Area. The preferred alternative does address the
riparian needs in the RA correctly but falls short in management
actions to improve conditions. Specifically, Table 2.1-22-23
calls for exclosure for 5 years for 81 miles of streams and then
returning the streams to somewhat restricted use. It would be
better to say that grazing would be allowed after 5 years if the
condition of the riparian zone was upgraded from poor to at least
fair if not good. sSome poor condition riparian zones may not
rehabilitate themselves in 5 years, especially if active
management funds are not made available. Also i1n Table 2.1-24-25
there is no mention that roads in riparian zones will be
constructed to BLM standards for the preferred alternative.
surely this should be corrected in the final RMP.

Lands

There are two issues that arise under the Lands category that we
feel should be included in the preferred alternative. First, we
feel that it is imperative that all ACECs should be formally
withdrawn from mineral entry to protect habitat values. As
mining 1s incompatible with ACECs and should be prohibited "at
the front end" instead of having to be dealt with after a claim
is filed. The second issue related to lands is that it would be
beneficial to indicate where the emphasis on land exchange or
land consolidation is occurring on the RA. There are several
sites that warrant realty activities, such as Silver Creek RNA,
Diamond Craters ACEC, and the upper Silvies Valley, that
immediately come to mind.

This concludes our comments on the RMP for the Three Rivers RA.
As indicated at the beginning of our comments we feel that the
plan and DEIS is most readable and comprehensive which has
resulted in a much more useful document. Thank you for giving us
the opportunity to review the plan.

Sincerely,

24

Dick Vander Schaaf
Public Lands Coordinator
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The lnterdisciplinary team determined that the relevant cell needs
for Foster Flat could be met in a geographical area of 720 acres.
However, it is likely that fewer management conflicts will arise with
a larger area designated. It will be necessary to construct the
exclusion fence on the uplands beyond the intermittently flooded
playa area to avoid excessive feuce maintenance problems. Therefore,
the interdisciplinary team has subsequently determined that an area
of 2,690 acres will need to be designated. This takes into account
providing for dependable water sources for livestock and wild horses,
reasonable transportation through this locality, allowance for wild
horse movement, and enhancement of important habitat for sage grouse.

Refer to response 3-1,
Refer to response 1~26.

The Biscuitroot Cultural ACEC will be designated to afford protection
to traditional sociocultural values assoclated with certain natural
floral resources of the area. This will also protect other natural
habitats and plant communities that are present at this juncture of
major physiographic provinces.

The integrity of the proposed Silver Creek RNA/ACEC Addition requires
the designation of the eatire area as a unit. Natural resource values
and research designs could be affected by uncontrolled variables
originating from or enhanced by private land activities. Protection
here, as in the existing Silver Creek RNA/ACEC, would probably be
afforded by perimeter boundary fencing. Realistically, excessive
fencing and fence removal projects cannot be considered. In order to
minimize the resource and management difficulties inherent in
designating discontiguous parcels, it is appropriate to successfully
acquire the private inholding as the key to establishing the new and
larger Silver Creek RNA/ACEC, including Silver Creek RNA/ACEC
Addition.

The planning team conducted a thorough assessment of the rivers in
the RA for possible inclusion in the Wild and Scenic Rivers System.
Only a portion of this assessment was published in the DRMP/DEIS. To
provide a more in-depth presentation of this analysis, details have
been drawn from the original background documentation of the study
and can be found in the PRMP/FEIS, Tables 2.17 - 2.20 of the
PRMP/FEIS. This detalled presentation provides the basis for the BLM
recommendatlion for Segment A, Middle Fork of the Malheur/Bluebucket
Creek.

Refer to response 1-11.
Refer to response 2-79.

Crawford and Lutz (1985) found that sage grouse productivity measures
(chicks/adult, chicks/brood, and percent of adults with broods)
decreased by nearly 80 percent since 1940. Sage grouse chick diets at
Hart Mountain National Antelope Refuge were composed chiefly of
native forb leaves, flowers and lmmature fruits (Pyle personal
communications). It is felt that nest site protection and improved
forb abundance and availability which would result from the Proposed
Plan will enhance sage grouse habitat and production. However,

esearch 1s currently ongoing in the Jack Creek (Fast Warm Springs
Allotment No. 7001) area and other management strategles may be
implemented as tesearch findings become available. Also, refer to
Tresponse 1-15.

Actions for inventory and monitoring of special status species,
including plant species, are in the Proposed Plan. At this time,
these two plant species do not appear to be impacted by livestock
grazing.

Known snowy plover nesting habitat is shown on Map $5-1, of the
Proposed Plan. These populations have been dlscovered and monitored
through coordinated inventory and nesting plover counts.

Snowy plovers prefer sparsely or unvegetated playa margins which
generally recelve little cattle use prior to July 1 yearly. Specific
livestock grazing treatments on snowy plover nesting habitat will be
developed during the grazing system formulation proposed for the West
Warm Springs Allotment. Also, refer to response 1-19.

Refer to response 1-16.

Experience on streams with poor condition riparian in the planning
area has shown that 5 years of nonuse by livestock results in
improved vigor and condition, Some of these riparian areas are
currently grazed in the spring. This combination has shown that
recovery can continue in a manner that would meet the objective in
most cases. Also, see management actions WL 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 of the
Proposed Plan.

Road construction standards have been added to the Proposed Plan. See
Management Action WL 6.6.

43 CFR 3809.1-4(b)(3) provides for submission and approval of a plan
of operations in designated ACECs prior to commencing mining
activity. Plans of operations will be modified in accordance with 43
CFR 3809.1-6 if the proposed activity is inconsistent with the
purposes for which the ACEC was designated. See the Proposed Plan.

Exphasis on land exchanges and consolidation would gemerally occur in
areas ldentified as Zone 1 on Map LR-1. Implementation priorities
have been included in the Proposed Plan which establishes general
guidelines for land teaure adjustment actions. See Table 2.27. Other
management actions including WL 5.3, WL 6.5 direct that emphasis be
placed on exchanges and acquisitions which increase the acreage of
wetland, riparian and recreatiomal values in public ownership.
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Harney County Stockgrowers Association 4

COURTHIUST

February 14, 19%0

Jay Carlson - RMP/EIS

Burns District Office
Bureau of Land Management
HC 74-12533 Highway 20 West
Hines, Cregon $7738

Hines, Oregon

REVIEW COMMENTS FOR THE OCTOBER 1989
BLM DRAFT THREE RIVERS RMP/EIS

Lear Mr. carlson,

The Harney County Stockgrowers want te 9o on record that the January
17, 199%¢ Raddle Ranch and Western Kange Service comments and response
to the Draft Three KRivers Resource Management Plan and Environmental
lmpact Statement are consistent with our views and comments. This
response is our endorsement of such Riddle Ranch document. Their
response has been submitted to you. We do not include a full copy of
the text only for the reason that it would be an exact duplication of
the Riddle Ranch document. There are several other areas of concern
that this letter will address.

The Harney County Stockgrowers support a no action plan. This plan
would help stabilize a local economy that over the past 1@ years has
had many negative impacts. The BLM has reported that significant
progress has been made in obtaining management objectives under the
present plan.

1.) Stated by the Burns District Manager in the 1981 Rangeland
Program Summary Update for the Drewsey Grazing EIS
“'o date we have made significant progress in improving the
public rangelands through intensive livestock management and rangeland

improvements. "

2.) BLM stated in the 1983 Drewsey Rangeland Program Summary:

“"The specltic objectives are to: i1mprove waterfowl and fish
habitat, increase available forage for wildlife, wild horses and
livestock, maintain water quality and reduce soil erosion, increase
recreational opportunities and quality, minimize impacts of the
program on visual and wilderness resources, minimize the impact of
reductions or changes in use on grazing permittees and protect
cultural resources and threatened and/or endangered plant and animal
species.

There has been considerable progress in achieving these
objectives and this progress will be discussed in following sections.”

The objectives stated in the 1983 Drewsey Rangeland Program Summary
Update related to all concerns of multiple use. With the BLM stating

that the EIS is succesful, the Harney County Stockgrowers see no
reason to change something that is working that address all
multiple-use concerns.

HMonitoring techniques currently in use on the Three Rivers Resource
Area are insutticient, inaccurate, and improperly applied, and then
are extrapolated to indefensible conclusions. Management objectives,
in the absence of AMP's, are documented only in the broadest of terms
making them virtually unmeasurable. No factors, other than short term
wildlife, wild horse, and livestock utilization are indicated as
attecting forage production, ecological status, or potential of the
resource. Therefore, reductions in authorized livestock use is the
primary, it not the only, remedial action recommended. Before a
reduction ot AUM’s is considered, other management tools such as
changing season of use. length of time, and deferred rotation need to
be considered. Until proper techniques and accurate information is
gathered existing levels of livestock grazing should be maintained

At such time that reliable intormation shows trend increase or
decrease, proper adjustments could then be made. The ratings in the
recently published Riley Rangeland Program Summary Update classify
range conditions as poor, fair, good, and excellent. The RMP/EIS
classifies range conditions as satisfactory and unsatisfactory
Consistent use of evaluation ratings is necessary for accurate
evaluation as well as better communication with the permittee.

Enclosed is a copy of the Bureau of Land Management Riparian Area
Management Policy, dated January 22, 1987 signed by BLM Director
Robert J. Burford. This policy has never been rescinded. Please note
that the definition of a riparilan area is an area of land "directly
influenced by permanent water, and having visible vegetation or
physical characteristics reflective of permanent water influence.”

The definition continues that areas excluded from the definition of a
riparian area include "ephemeral streams or washes that do not exhibit
the presence or vegetation dependent upon free water in the soil."
There are areas classified as riparian that do not meet these
criteria. A thorough review of all creeks should be made to ensure
they meet the definition of riparian area. Any that do not meet the
requirements should be taken out ot that classification

The continual tencing of reservolrs is in direct conflict with the BLM
objective to disperse livestock away from riparian areas and improve
torage utilization. These reservoirs would not be there today if it
had not been for either the range improvement funds or private funds
that first developed them. The small water gaps that dry up during
the season or don’t allow livestock to water during low water years
restrict the amount of available feorage and can concentrate cattle
more than necessary. Livestock have a biological need for water.
Access can be accomplished by building the water gaps at the deep end
of the reservoir. If the enclosure is more than one-half mile square,
have more than one access point to allow livestock better access to
all of the forage available around the reservoir. From the Fallini
vs. BLM court case "If water is developed for grazing livestock, and
the range improvement permits provides tor and the state permit
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sanctions this use then it 1s a viable use." It goes on to state
"...Undertunding may be one reason why there has been no government
order construction...But government cannot force some people alone to
bear public burden which, in all fairness and justice, should be borne
by the public as a whoie..." Therefore livestock should have good
access Lo this water at ali times, no matter what the drought
conditions are. We are not resticting other uses from the reservoirs.
There is a need to make sure that llvestock access to water is not
exciuded when range improvement money was used to develop the
reservoirs,

There is no scientific data that indicates that livestock use has any
negative efrect on the sagegrouse population. The restrictions on
iivestock in the sagegrouse strutting grounds are untounded and should
be eliminated. 1t the sagegrouse population is declining, why did the
Lregon Department of Fish and Wildlite open a seascon on these birds
this vears

The air quality restrictions are the same ror all alternatives. Hore
alternatives need to be provided. Fire 1s becoming a very acceptable
and economical method ot range improvement. 7o limit this area to
3009 acres a year is unrealistic. More research is needed in this
area with Fire Management Specialists. Unless there is valid
sclentific data to show that limits above this would permenantly
effect air quality these limitations should be eliminated

Fire is nature’s way of improving forage by burning juniper and woody
shrubs. The proposed limitations on prescribed burnings, as well as
diimitations and full suppression of natural fires, will continue to
increase the trend of sagebrush and juniper encroachment. This will
have a negative effect on the vegetation and grasses used by wildlife,
wild horses, and livestock. A more open policy on prescribed hurns,
as well as letting natural fires burn under fire management
supervision will help maintain and improve a majority of the existing
range. It will also prevent fuel loads building to a point that a
major fire would result. It is well known that smaller cooler fires
are becter for the return of native vegetation than one major hot
tire.

Berore any alternative that causes a reduction ot AUM’s is imposed,
no matter what reason, a complete “Takings Implications Assessment”
should be compieted as authorized by Executive Urder [2630.

The designation of the entire Kiger Active Horse Management Area (HMA}
36,619 acres) as ar Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
could have a dramatic economical effect on at least three ranches if
AUM's are reduced. Betore a reduction ot AUM’s is even considered a
complete "Takings Implication Assessment” should be conducted as
authorized by Executive Order 12630. Livestock and wild horses have
run together successfully for years. 1n a recent decision the U.S.
District Court for the Southern Uistrict ot Nevada, Joe B. Fallini
Jr., Susan Fallini and Helen Fallini, Plaintiffs vs Donald P. Hodel,
Secretary of the Interior; Robert F. Burtord, Director Bureau of Land

Management; Edward F. Spang, Nevada State Director, Bureau of Land
Management, Defendants{fallini vs BLM}, the court rejected a
contention that cattle grazing on federal lands has an inferior status
to wild horses as a result of congressional enactments. The
elimination of any livestock grazing is neither justified nor proven
necessary, and appears to be illegal. Wild horse and livestock AUM’'s
have been distributed. Any increase or decrease of AUM’'s due to a
change in the resource should be done proportionally to all AUM’s
involved. The conditions for acquiring the private holds or the
authority to impose this on the private holdings is not fully
addressed.

The exclusion of cattle on the Biscuitroot Cultural ACEC is not
supported. The report states "...these areas to be a high-value
resource due to the guality and gquantity of roots available."”
Appendix 7-12; Vol. Il Appendicies. Since grazing has been going on
in thls area tor years and the guality and guantity have remained
high, even with root harvesting, there is no justification to change
the practice.

The need for publtic access along the Silvies River and Poison Creek is
unjustified. The public has access to over 70% of the county already
These two access routes through private holdings are not needed since
the public has several other routes of entering the federal lands

Sincerely yours

oy 4
g ;
ol K
Hark Doverszike, President
Harney County Stockgrowers

Star Route 1 Box 1343
Burns, Oregon 9772@

Enclosures (1}
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Buread of Land Mamsgemeat
Ripariaa Area Management Polfcy

Ripsrian areas are unique and asong the most productive and important
eccopystems, comprising approrimately L percent of the public lamds..
Characteristically, ripacian areas display a greater diversity of plamt, fish
wildlife, and other animal species apd vegetation structure than adjolning
ecosystems. Healthy riparian syatems filter and purify vater as it mover
through the riparian zone, reduce sediment loads and enhance soil stabil)uy,
provide aicro-climate moderation whew contrasted to extremes im ad jaceat
areas, aod contribute to groundwater recharge and base flow.

DL,

TIONS

Kiparian ATea - an area of land directly iafluenced by permaneat water.

Zigence. Lake saores zad stre
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Xiparian Area-Depeadent Resources — resources such as vater, vegetatien,

risn, and cercaim wildlife chat ove Chelr cxistence fo the ripariam area.

sve of riparian area sanagecent 1s to wzintdlp, Testore, or luprove
czlues to achieve a healthy and productive ecological condizlea for
sg-tera begeftcs.
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2o cest the foregoing objective, the 3ureau vill Lo Che excent

fchieve ripariama area improvezent aod zziztesance objectives tirough the
nanagement of existing uses wherever feasible

Eosure that nev resource management plans and activity plans, and
existing plans whea revised, recogaize the imporzamce of riparian values,
and initiare nanagement to mainrain, restare, of improve chea.

Prescrive mapagement far Tiparian values that is based upon sire-specific
ctazistics and secciogs.

Give speclal atteation to soaitoring and evaluatlog management activities
Iy riparian areas 4nd revise manageseat practices where site-speciiic
objectives are 20T b:ing met.

Cooperate with and eacourage the favolvament of interesred Federal, s:a:?
and local governments and private parties to share informacion, implesen
magageseat, coordinate activities, and provide educarion om the value,
productivity, and management of riparias areas.

Reraia riparian areas ia public owmershlp unless disposal would be ia
the peblic faterest, as deterzined ia the lasd use plaaning sysie=

Itestsfy, emcourage, and suppart research and studlies veeded to ensure
that riparian area managemeat objectives can be properly defised and aet.
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Refer to response 2-9.

The Bureau does recognize implementing grazing systems as a method to
balance livestock use with forage production. Establishing grazing

management requires a commitment from both the Bureau and the grazing
permittee to meeting multiple-use objectives. Refer to response 2-87,

The Bureau is required to report range conditions in terms of
good/fair/poor. The Bureau is also required to rate each allotment to
determine "Selective Management Category.” The categorization process
looks at range condition in terms of satisfactory aund unsatisfactory
in meeting resource objectives. Although this may be confusing, it
alds the Bureau in looking at the rangeland resource in a
multiple-use manner.

The Riley RPS Update and the Three Rivers DRMP/DEIS in Chapters 3 and
4 refer to livestock forage condition which is based on livestock
forage and soll erosion characteristics. The Bureau is conducting an
ecological site inventory which is gathering data in terms of seral
stage and range condition as it relates to potential natural
comnunity. For the purposes of identifying resocurce conflicts and
concerns and determining management objectives, range condition was
considered satisfactory if present conditions were meeting management
objectives and unsatisfactory if they were not. See Chapter 4, pp.
8-12 and Appendix 3, pp. 2-5.

Those streams which do not have a condition listed in Appendix 5,
Table 2, DRMP/DEIS, have not been intensively inventoried for
riparian or aquatic habitat. If these areas do not meet the
definition of riparlan when inventoried, they will be dropped from
the riparian tables and the riparian objectives will not apply. Also,
see PRMP/FEIS, Appendix 1, Table 4.

Refer to response 2-46.

Refer to responses 1-15 and 3-9. Also, no livestock grazing
restrictions are proposed in sage grouse strutting grounds.

Crawford (personal communications) found that there was no
correlation between limited fall hunts and the following spring
breeding population. This suggests that a harvestable surplus of sage
grouse is available in the fall. To ensure that this surplus was not
exceeded, ODFW limited the number of hunting permits by management
area. Also, this was one of only four limited seasons held during the
1980's.

It 1s true that air quality restrictions are the same for all
alternatives. The DEQ, in accordance with the Federal Clean Air Act,
regulates the air quality standards for the state. In the RMP,
particulate emissions are limited to a maximum of 31,000 tons of
burnable fuel. This figure is derived from the District's baseline
data. Plans for using prescribed fire, in the next 10 years, will not
exceed those maximum figures. Conditional suppression of natural
fires on 462,080 acres will be {n addition to the prescribed fire
program.
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The Bureau has Implemented fire management tactics conslstent with
Departmental, Bureau of Land Management policy in accordance with
appropriate State and Federal laws and regulations. Suppression
policies are mandated by the Department of the Interior.

The BLM acknowledges only two fire types, wildfire and prescribed
fire. Any fire that does not have an approved prescribed fire plan
completed prior to ignition is considered a wildfire. Suppression of
wildfire {s a high priority Bureau activity. A wildfire must have
appropriate actlon taken to suppress it. Appropriate action will be
based upon preplanned analysis consistent with land management
objectives, including the threat to life and property. Fire
suppression actions must be planned and executed to minimize
suppression costs plus resource losses, consistent with management
objectives. An Escaped Fire Analysis will be prepared to govera
suppression actions for all escaped fires (those which exceed initial
attack actions).

When multiple large wildfires are experienced, priority will be given
to suppressing new fires and those large fires where values at risk
are greatest (BLM Manual 9200,.06A Protection Policy).

Resource values at risk (see Map FM-1, page 3-37, DRMP/DEIS) are
established through an interdisciplinary team effort that considers
losses or damage to water resources, solls, wildlife, fisheries,
forage, recreation, cultural, botanical, improvements, intangible
Tesources, special use areas and landownership. All of these elements
must be considered when developing fire plans.

Prescribed fire under the Preferred Alternative {s allowed on 96
percent (1,180,114 acres) of all public lands withia the RA. The two
major restricting factors of the prescribed fire program are smoke
emissions and funding. This alternative also provides for the use of
conditional suppression on 462,080 acres of land in value classes 1
and 2. These conditional suppression areas will be managed on a least
cost plus resource loss basis. The full spectrum of suppression
intensities will be comsidered and the determination on which level
of intensity will be initlated based on the conditions at the time of
ignition.

Refer to response 2-63.
Refer to response 2-68 and 2-63.

Refer to response 2-6. Also, the Fallini case dealt with an tssue
involving the use of water on private land by wild horses. This case
has no relevance on the issue of AUM ad justmeats. Also, there are no
proposed reductions in AUMs in the Kiger HMA.

Refer to response 2-6.

Section 205 of the FLPMA provides authority to acquire lands by
purchase, exchange or donation. It limits the use of eminent domain
only to the extent necessary to secure access to public lands.

Exchanges will be the primary form of land acquisitiom occurring in
the RA. Purchases normally require a speclal appropriation and are
limited to specific areas with extremely high resource values. To
date, no funding has been received for purchases in the Three Rivers
RA. If funding becomes available, purchases would be used only if a
land exchange or other alternative is infeasible, in accordance with
Bureau policy contained in Manual 2100.06. All fee purchases and
exchanges would be with willing landowners.

Livestock grazing will not be prohibited within the Biscuitroot
Cultural ACEC. Such use will be "restricted” rather than
"prohibited”, as was Incorrectly shown in the DRMP/DEIS, Appendix 7,
Table 1. See Appendix 1, Table 16 of the Proposed Plan for
recommended management/use constraints in this ACEC. No structures,
salt placement, or livestock loading/unloading will be allowed within
the ACEC area. Adjustments to season of use may be considered in a
management plan specific to this ACEC, and any such decisiouns are
deferred until the development of that plan.

Access acquisition in the Silvies River Canyon 1s belng carried
forvard in the Proposed Plan. The area coamtains legally inaccessible
public lands including several miles of the Silvies River. Legal
public access along the river would provide an outstanding
recreational opportunity on these public lands, particularly for
nearby residents of the Burns-Hines area. Public access along other
routes into the canyon i{s limited by private lands or difficult
terrain.

The access portrayed in Polson Creek and the Silvies Valley is along
the Oregon and Northwest Railroad Grade. An effort to acquire the
grade for a recreational trail was dropped from consideration in
April 1989. Since the railroad grade accesses very little adjacent
public land it will not be considered further for access acquisition.
It has been deleted from Map LR-3 in the Proposed Plan.
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Suitee 4 Dekum Buskding, Sid AL Than " Pualyed Ornegon 47204

February 16, 1%90

Jay Carlson, RMP/EIS Team Leader
Bureau O f Land Management

Burns District Office

HC 74-12533

H?qhway 20 W.

Hines, OR 97738

Dear Mr. Carlson:

The National Wildlife Federation (NWF) is the nation’s
largest conservation organization, with over 5.8 wmillion members
and supporters. The NWF’s commitment to the Pacific Northwest
and to the State of Oregon is evident in the location of its
Pacific Northwest Natural Resources Center in Portland. We are
vitally interested in the restoration, preservation and
protection of Pacific Northwest ecosystems, fish and wildlife
habitats, and the natural resource values of its public lands.

The NWF commends the authors’ Three Rivers Draft RMP/EIS for
its comprehensiveness, and high level of detail. It is one of
the best Draft RMPs to come out of the BLM Burns District Office,
and one of the better EIS documents to be reviewed by this
office. The NWF wishes to thank the BIM for extending the
comment period, and the Burns District staff which attended the
clarification meeting at the National Wildlife Federation‘s

Portland Resources Center. HNotwithstanding the BLM’s improved

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) efforts on this RMP/EIS,
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however, we have serious reservations about many of the
assumptions and objectives in the plan. While the preferred
alternative is a step in the right direction, significant
medifications must be incorporated into the plan if the BIM is to
meet its Congressionally mandated duty “to provide for
management, protection, development, and enhancement of public
lands.” '

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) is
authorized by public law 94-579 Title I § 102. The legislative
history of this law underscores the Congressional intent to
protect and perpetuate all the natural resource values of the
federal public lands: “[The] underlying mission proposed for
public lands is the multiple use of resources on a sustained-—
yield basis.” ? (emphasis added) The drafters of FLPMA expressly
state the management criteria for public lands in the plain
language of the statute.

The Congress declares that it is the policy of the

United States that the public lands be managed in a

manner that will protect the quality of scientific,

scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air and
atmospheric, water resource, and archeological values;
that where appropriate, will preserve and protect

certain public lands in their natural condition; that

will provide food and habitat for fish and wildlife and

domestic animals; and that will provide for outdoor
recreation and human occupancy and use. . . . °

1 Legislative history, H.R. 94-1163
2 H.R. 94-1163 Mission
3 FLPMA § 1701(8)
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5-1
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The protection of sustainable resources is a dominant theme
throughout FLPMA.

In the gdevelopment and revision of land use_plans, the

SeFreFary shall consldgr present and po;en?lal uses

principles of the public lands, give priority to the

designation and protection of areas of critical

environmental concern, use and observe the principles of

multiple use and sustained yield, and consider the relative

scarcity of the values involved. . . . °

Despite this clear Congressional mandate for protection and
preservation of all resource values, the Three Rivers Draft
RMP/EIS preferred alternative gives unacceptable and overwhelming
preference to livestock grazing. Therefore, the NWF formally
requests modification and/or clarification of the following
management objectives.
A. Vegetation

1. Livestock Grazing Preference

While the Draft RMP/EIS pretends to promote a planning
process which will integrate all natural resources and their
subsequent uses inte a balanced approach to multiple use
management of the Three Rivers RA, proposals which clearly favor
livestock grazing, and not multiple use are made throughout the
document. The overall monoculture theme of the RMP/EIS is to
provide adequate livestock forage for the ranching permittees.
The Plan dedicates 139,851 AUMs to livestock grazing, but only
7,800 AUMs to wildlife needs. Native plant species which provide

food and shelter to wildlife, stabilize soils and promote

4 FLPMA § 1712(c) (1-8)
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biodiversity, are at times overlooked in favor of imported
grasses, which primarily provide forage for livestock. The
structural, cover, and biodiversity needs of many non-game
wildlife species are completely ignored.

2. Seeding: The NWF is concerned about the proposed
conversions of vast acres of native rangelands to mohocultures of
an introduced grass species. The number of seeded acres under
the preferred alternative (46,960} is greater than the no actien
alternative (42,231). <Crested wheat grass is a tough, imported
species from the steppes of Russia. While it makes an ideal diet
for livestock, it provides no food or shelter to wildlife. WwWhen
non-native species such as crested wheat grass crowd out and
replace the native grasses, mule deer, sage grouse and other
wildlife habitat is lost. The conversion of native species of
grass which increase biodiversity, protect the soil and benefit
all users of public lands to a single species of grass designed
only to feed domestic livestock, is inconsistent with the
Congressional goals of protection and multiple use of federal
public lands. Additionally, the plan alsoc fails to list the
prioritization or budget constraints regarding sceding projects,
or to describe in detail how the seeding project menies will ke
spent.

The preferred alternative not only proposes to cut native
brush on 15,540 acres of deer winter range, but seed crested
wheat grass on 9,460 of those acres. The NWF is extremely

concerned about the proposed conversion this wildlife winter
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range from shrub.5 to grasslands, but it cannot adequately respond
without more information and a detailed map of where these
projects would occur.

3. Prescribed burning: The 8,260 acres of prescribed
burning under the preferred alternative is second only to the
proposed 10,000 acres under the emphasized commodity production
alternative. Burning vast acres of range will not promote
multiple use and sustain the resource. The RMP/EIS must fulfill
FLPMA by considering the relative scarcity of resource values
involved, weighing long-term benefits to the public against
short-term benefits, ® and giving justification for its preferred
alternative.

B. ORV Policy

The ORV policy stated under the preferred alternative of

Recreation Management objectives, “Maximize the development of

usable ORV areas and cross-—country routes (including snowmobiles
and motorcycles) to increase the number of out-of-town
users. . .7 %is unacceptable. It is inconsistent with the
Congressionally mandated policy of placing primary concern an
protection of the environment, and fails to adequately discuss
the cumulative impacts of ORV use in conjunction with other
demands upon the natural resources of the Three Rivers RA. A

policy of unrestricted ORV use in open areas fails to insure

° FLPMA § 1712(c) (607)

® Three Rivers Draft RMP/EIS Table 2.1, p. 31, item 2
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adequate protection of public lands.

The NWF incorporates and supports the comments of the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife regarding ORVs in the Three
Rivers Resource Area. The NWF is very concerned about the
possible negative impacts of encouraging increased ORV use from
out-of-county users, and recommends that the BIM take no action
to encourage additional ORV use.

Historically, ORV use in the Burns District has been light
and broadly distributed. Low usage usually causes little in the
way of negative, long term, environmental impacts. However, the
high desert environment is fragile, and the balance between
negligible and significant damage can be precarious. Even a
single incident of intense exposure to ORV use can cause damage
that may take years to heal. Continued intensive exposure can
easily cause significant environmental damage and displacement of
wildlife communities. ORVs are especially destructive to stream
and riparian areas since many operators ride their vehicles
directly up the stream bed and along the banks (as demonstrated
in ORV television commercials). This destructive practice
increases erosion and turbidity, and destroys aguatic vegetation
as well as polluting the water with oil, gasoline, grease and
carbon monoxide.

The BLM’s stated goal of soliciting additicnal ORV use on
fragile, high desert ecosystems, which are already severely
damaged by overgrazing, is unconsciocnable. Significant adverse

impacts from ORV use are already occurring on the Ochoco Nationail
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5-11

Forest and in the BLM’s Prineville District. The preferred
alternative plan to ”Maximize the development of usable ORV
areas. . .” ’ is unacceptable and demonstrates the agency’s utter
failure to adeguately consider the significant damage to soil
stability, vegetation loss, wildlife habitat destruction,

wildlife harassment, and visual character damage, which is likely

P =d ORV t
to o zd OR'

£
irresponsible agency action. While current levels of ORV usage
may be light and not require restrictive actions, increased usage
would almost certainly have a negative effect on indigenous plant
and animal communities. More restrictive rules regarding ORV use
would have to be implemented to avoid these impacts. This would
result in a loss of traditional use and be very difficult to
enforce. The NWF therefore urges that the phrase “Maximize ORY
use. . .” be replaced by ”Minimize ORV use. . . ,” in the
preferred alternative under Recreation Management Objectives.
C. Riparian Habitat

Overgrazing is particularly devastating to the condition and
diversity of riparian areas. It is often directly responsible
for reduced water quality, the loss of year-long water flcus
elimination of streamside shrubs, scil compacticn, accelerated
erosion, broken down stream banks, and the loss of critical
fisheries habitat. The preferred alternative recognizes the

serious condition of the riparian areas in the Three Rivers RA,

’ Three Rivers Draft RMP/EIS Table 2.1, page 31
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and states that livestock will be removed from 80.9 miles of
stream with "poor” water quality for five years.

The NWF supports a preferred alternative which mandates the
removal of livestock for five years from streams in poor
condition, or in the alternative, until riparian condition
improves to a ”good” classification. However, it came to our
attention in a recent meeting with the Three Rivers Draft RMP/EIS
team leader and staff ®, that the proposed preferred alternative
does not guarantee complete rest for damaged riparian areas. The
Draft RMP/EIS actually gives the agency discretion to completely
rest affected riparian areas by removing livestock for five years
or implement ”[grazing] systems which are widely recognized as
promoting the most rapid riparian recovery practicable”. The NWF
is sorely disappointed by this change of heart. The arbitrary
decision to choose between complete rest of damaged riparian
areas and implementation of an undefined grazing system is simply
unacceptable.

In addition, the agency should be closely monitcring
riparian areas now in fair condition. If a downward trend begins
to develop, immediate corrective action should be taken. In most
cases, the poor riparian habitats and/or poor water guality
streams must receive complete rest for a minimum of five years.
Once full recovery of riparian habitat is achieved, livestack

grazing should never be allowed to reduce riparian habitat and

¥ February 5, 1990 at NWF Pacific Northwest Resource Center
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water quality to less than ”good” condition. Under the preferred
alternative for Riparian Habitat Management Objectives, the
RMP/EIS must clarify the phrase #“[S}ystems which are widely
recognized as promoting speedy riparian recovery.” ° The
reliance on inadequately discussed secondary alternatives, such
as the undefined “grazing systems,” to promote riparian

rehabilitation, is a serious breach of NEPA environmental impact

10

statement guidelines. The reviewer must be provided with a
full and accurate picture of all proposed agency actions to
restore these critical habitat areas. Any livestock grazing
management plan that provides for less than full recovery of
riparian habitat is inconsistent with rehabilitation and
restoration of these critically important habitats. The agency
admits that an estimated 70 percent of all wildlife species in
the Three Rivers RA is partially or totally dependent upon

1

riparian habitat for food, water and cover. Additionally,
with the preferred alternative under Recreation Management
Objectives, “Manage livestock grazing in riparian areas to
enhance fishing opportunities.” **
5-13 Livestock grazing must also be terminated for the season
when any one of the three utilization limits, (woody riparian
s

Three Rivers Draft RMP/EIS Table 2.1, p. 23, item 1

Y Friends of the Earth v. Hall, 693 F. Supp. 904 (WD Wash,
1988)

11

TR Draft RMP/EIS Vol. 1 at 3-27
?  supra, at 33, item 6
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herbaceous riparian, herbaceous upland utilization) listed under
the preferred alternative of the Water Quality Management
Objectives is reached. #[N]o more than 10 percent livestock
utilization on woody riparian shrubs, 50 percent utilization on
herbaceous riparian vegetation, and 30 percent utilization an
herbaceous upland vegetation. . .# ' This prevents over-
utilization of any one component of the grazing system and

encourages management of livestock to promote a balanced

utilization of the forage available.

Additionally, sensitive aquatic plant species are often the
first vegetation taken out by livestock grazing in riparian
areas. For example, water weeds provide a vital structural
benefit to streams by reducing the formation of anchor ice during
the winter. When livestock grazing removes these plants, the
streams freeze more readily and essential fish habitat is lost.
since livestock have shown a preference for these and Other
beneficial aquatic species, they must be prevented from entering
the affected riparian areas. The NWF endorses and incorporates
the comments of Oregon Trout regarding impacts to aquatic plant
species and riparian areas
5-14 Finally, the Draft RMP/EIS must adequately define the
threshold criteria for distinguishing "poor,"” *fair,” and "good"
water quality and adequately account for ecological values and

functions when describing these stream condition categories. The

¥ supra, at 3, item 4
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5-15

5-16

5-17

5-18 l

current classification of “poor” stream condition is far too
broad. It currently includes everything from totally denuded
riparian areas to those that are in just slightly less than
“fair” condition. The draft RMP/EIS must therefore include an
additional category, such as “severe [impact},” to accurately
describe the worst areas of riparian destruction. All users of
public lands must be assured that these definitions and criteria
will be consistent throughout the RA.
D. Water Quality

Current DEQ standards and guidelines state, ”"In order to
improve controls over nonpoint sources of pollution, federal
state, local rescource management agencies will be encouraged to
regulate and control runoff, erosion, turbidity, stream
temperature, stream flow. . . .~ '*

The draft RMP/EIS states that ”major impacts to water
quality in the planning area are from sedimentation, lack of

** The

shade, and concentrations of fecal coliform bacteria.”
reasons for these impacts are no mystery. As the RMP/EIS points
out, “Major conflicts with water resources are livestock grazing

' It is both undesirable and

and timber harvesting.”
impractical te fence all of the 80.9 miles of stream with poor

(or lower) water quality. The RMP must therefore adopt a

i

** OAR 340-41-026(9) (1987)

** Supra, at 3-2
16

Supra, at 3-3
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management plan which removes livestock grazing from these
riparian pastures, and keeps them off until the riparian areas
have recovered to a good condition.
E. Prioritization

The BLM must provide an adequate scheduling and
prioritization of Allotment Management Plans on a year by year
basis as part of the Draft RMP/EIS. Without this information,
interested parties have no way of knowing how well the proposal
and plans described in the RMP/EIS wWill be implemented. Changes
at the time of the ”"Proposed RMP/Final EIS” are always more
difficult to make than for the Draft. In the past large planning
efforts have not been translated into on-the-ground changes.
Without adequately documented implementation plans, utilization

management objectives will become just another “plan on the

shelf.”
F. Monjitoring

The Draft RMP/EIS does not adequately address monitoring of
the preferred alternative objectives, nor the constraints placed
on monitoring programs by budget limitations. This information
is essential to assess the expectations of interested parties
and insure enforcement of the preferred alternative objectives.
G. Enerdgy and Minerals

None of the alternatives adequately address mining impacts
on water quality. Even under the "best” environmental

alternative, ”Mineral activities have the potential to negatively
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affect riparian habitat." "’

No recovery or rehabilitation of riparian and water quality
will be achieved if adverse grazing practices are merely replaced
by equally destructive mining practices.

H. Photographs a aps

The excellent maps included in the Draft RMP/EIS are very
helpful. The level of detail shows that a significant amount of
time and effort were spent on this part of the document.
Unfortunately, the old pheotographs in the Draft are of no use to
planning public land management objectives. While some
historical photographs might have been included, the fact that
all of the photographs are of the 70ld West” only reinforces the
perception of many conservation groups that the BLM’s
overwhelming commitment 1s to its western ranching constituency.
Turn of the century photographs fail to document the poor
condition of much of the range and riparian areas in the present
day Three Rivers RA. This omission does a significant disservice
to the concerned reader who wishes to make relevant comments, and
continues to paint the BLM as the government agency essentially
concerned with maximizing livestock grazing opportunities, not
multiple use o f natural resources.Some photographic exarples ot
resource conditions in the present day Three Rivers RA would have
been much more useful to concerned reviewers and interested

parties.

¥ Three Rivers Draft RMP/EIS Vol.l at 4-28
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I Summary
The NWF supports "management actions which recognize.
promote and enhance the integrity of the ecological and

socioeconomic systems in the Three Rivers RA.” *

We are very
concerned about the deteriorating health and condition of the
range. Deplorable and detrimental grazing practices have been
the rule on public lands for too long. Mare than fifty years
have passed since the Taylor Grazing Act was passed in the
1930’s, but destructive overgrazing continues to be the norm.
A good portion of the natural resource base of Oregon‘s Great
Basin country has been reduced to barren hills and eroded muck
due to previous BLM mismanagement.

The BLM has a mandated duty to carefully consider the

¥ when attempting to

"relative scarcity of the wvalues involved"
balance the one-dimensional demands of 130 livestock owner
permittees with the multiple use needs of tens of thousands of
hunters, hikers, campers, and other impacted members of the

public. Management decisions which emphasize short-term grazing

*  Three Rivers Draft RMP/EIS Vol. I at 2-3

1 FLPMA § 1712(c) (6)
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benefits instead of long-term public benefits are inconsistent

with

/bas

[via

15

5-2
5-3

54

5-6

sustaining the natural resources of public lands.

Respectfully submitted,

(Sence Cpplt s

Bruce Apple
Director

FAX to 503-573-7600]
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The RMP/EIS is not a document that gives preferential management
consideration to single resource values. Through the Preferred
Alternative, significant improvements would be realized in water
quality, riparian habitat, aquatic habitat, wetland habitat;
significant additions would be made to the areas protected under
designation as ACECs; explicit management objectives for blodiversity
are established for the first time in any eastern Oregon RMP; and
utility corridor exclusion/avoidance areas are established for nearly
85,000 acres. The total prorated forage demand of nearly 33,200 AUMs
for big game would be provided. Of this amount, 7,800 AUMs are
competitive with livestock and would be allocated directly to big
game .

Detailed management objectives for a broad spectrum of resources have
been integrated at the ground level on an allotment by allotment
basis, thus ensuring long-term interdisciplinary management,
monitoring and evaluation.

Refer to response 1-11.
Refer to response 1-11.

Bureau investment policy is clearly established in that I category
allotments have highest priority, M category allotmeats have the next
highest, and C category allotments have the lowest priority. Refer to
Appendix 3, Table 1, DRMP/DEIS, for allotment categorization in the
Three Rivers RA.

Additionally, Appendix 3, Table 2 of the DRMP/DEIS presents a further
delineation of priorities within the I and M category allotments on
the basls of an interdisciplinary assessment of resource
concerns/problems. Detailed project descriptions necessary to
describe how seeding project monies would be spent are not conducted
at the RMP level. Such descriptlons are made available amnually
through the EA register/public notification process.

The map of potential treatment areas has been added (see Map RM-3).
Refer to response 1-11.

Prescribed burning 1s a tool the Bureau will employ to lmprove range
condition and increase vegetative diversity. DRMP/DEIS, Appendix 3,
Table 8, p. 177, outlines design features for burms. Table 2.1, p.
20-23, discusses actions for wildlife habitat relative to prescribed
burning. Site-specific NEPA analysis is always done on prescribed
burn projects.

Refer to response 1-23.

Refer to response 1-23.

Refer to response 1-23.

Some exclosures are proposed where conditions will require complete

rest to regaln vigor and riparian plant species composition. Also,
see management actlons WL 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 of the Proposed Plan.
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5-11 Riparian habitat monitoring has been ongoing since 1981. See
PRMP/FEIS, Appendix 1, Table 4.

5-12 Refer to respoases 1-2 and 2-40.

5-13 The utilization levels are Lndependent of one another, i{f one is

reached livestock will be moved. Also, refer to respoase 1-1.

5-14 Refer to responses 2-3 and 2-25.

5-15 Prioritization is a dynamic process which encompasses multiple-use

values, socloeconomic values and the uncertainties of funding support
for implementing actions. The Bureau's funding is through annual
Congressional appropriations, specific priorities are established
annually through budget mechanisms. Since this can be a volatile
process, subject to the shifting of national priorities, funding
levels, politics, etc., the publication Iin the RMP of an areawide
ranking or scheduling of allotments is not as productive or
informative as it may seem.

BLM ig, however, sensitive to the concern that interested parties be
able to keep abreast of priorities and implementing actions over the
life of the plan. To meet this need, the Burns District is
undertaking two specific actions. First, the criteria that will be
utilized for periodic prioritizatlon of allotments are defined under
Procedures to Implement, for proposed decision GM 1.1 in the Proposed
Plan,

Second, the Burns District has committed to the publicatiorn of an
annual "District Update” which will contain several sources of
informaticn pertineant to the concern that you ralse:

1. District workload and major priorities for that year will be
presented.

2. Planning updates will report on actions undertaken to meet
management objectives established in the District’s land use
plans, Including the Three Rivers RMP.

3. A reglster of the EAs of the on—the-ground projects (usually the
implementing actions for the land use plans) that are being
undertaken in the District will be published.

5-16 Refer to the Proposed Plan for a detailed description of the

implementing actions and support actions on a program by program,
management directive by management directive basis.

5-17 A detailed monitoring and evaluation program has been developed for

the Proposed Plan and is keyed to each management actlom. It is based
on three levels of monitoring: 1) tracking of the implementation of
the individual management directives; 2) evaluatiom of the
achlevement of objectives; and, 3) evaluation of the effectiveness of
the overall land use plan., Levels one and two, moanitoring and
evaluation are to be performed aonually. Evaluation of the overall

County Court for Harney County 6
p.0.BOX1147
BURNS, OREGON 97720

February 12, 1990

Mr. Joshua L. Warburton
Burns District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
HC74 - 12533 Hwy 20 West
Hines, Qregon 97738

Re: Three Rivers Resource Management Plan
Dear Josh:

Hacney County appreciates the opportunity teo comment on the
“Draft Three Rivers Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement" which is so important to the livestock industry
in the northern part of Harney County and to the economic
vitality of the County.

The major concern of the Harney County Court as we reviewed this
document was that it pictures the livestock industry in general
and cattle in particular as the cause of all the problems in the
Three Rivers Resource Area. That the only solutions that the BLM
have considered to resolve these problems is to remove livetock
from the range. That there was apparently no effort to consider
mitigating alternatives that «could permit the ranchers to
function as economic units while the land management changes
desired by the BLM were implemented.

Harney County would now like to discuss the following items of
particular concern with the Draft Three Rivers EIS:

1. In reviewing both Volume I and Volume II of the EIS we
find nuwmecous statewents as o the condition of the range or
carryling <apacliy. These appear to be statements of fact but we
wece unable to determine the methodology that tha BLM used in
arriving at their conclusions. Until we know the methodslogy
used it is impossible for us to verify the accuracy of your
conclusions and to determine whether we concur with your findings
or not. Please provide documentation of your methodology for us
to validate your conclusions before implementing your Resource
Management Plan.

2. BLM has stated throughout the Draft that the conditisn
of the range is unsatisfactory or trend is down without any
documentation of proof that that is true. Please provide us with

a copy of how you reached that decision so that we may verify
your findings before you implement the EIS.
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lan is to be performed at intervals pot to exceed 5 years. Reporting
of the results of such monitoring and evaluation efforts is to be
conducted through the public notification document which shall be
distributed annually.

5-18 The DRMP/DELS analyzes the effects of mineral entry on all public

lands within the RA. The DRMP/DEIS prescribes appropriate
restrictions oa mineral exploration in areas where they were found te
be necessary to protect other values. Another EIS addressing
comprehensive cumulative impacts of mining is unnecessary until plans
of operation are filed. (At that time, the appropriate envirommental
analysis will be prepared.) In accordance with surface management
regulations at 43 CFR 3809, a plan of operations must be filed with
BLM. The plan must include, among other requirements, measures to be
taken to prevent undue and unnecessary degradation; manner in which
disturbed areas will be reclaimed; and procedures to be taken to
malntain the area in a clean and safe condition including periods of
extended nomoperation. Furthermore, it 1s incumbeat on the operator
to assure that all tailings, dumps, deleterious materials or
substances and other wastes are disposed of in a prudent manner
taking into consideration effects on other resources, and complying
with all applicable Federal and State permitting requirements. Under
g Taw of 1872 an
timely on all plans of operation. However, because of the
nondiscretionary nature of locatable mineral actioms, until an actual
notice or plan of operation is filed, discussing the envirommental
consequences of the generalized gold mining scenario would be highly
speculative as the impacts would vary significantly depending on the
location of the planned operation. It would be far more relevant to
deal with cumulative lmpacts and reasonably foreseeable development
in the NEPA analysis of a proposed operation. To do otherwise would
tequire BLM to fully inventory all potential resources, planning
areawlde, in order to determine whether hypothetical actions would
result in an adverse impact.

Page 2 Februacy 12, 1990
3. There are statements that water qguality does not
currently meet DEQ standards on almost every allotment with
water. We understand that DEQ water standards ace not always
cealistic and in many cases water quality would not meet DEQ
standards even if all livestock is removed. If this is true, it

seems unfair to reduce livestock numbers to meet water guality
standards that may never be attainable.

4. Another concern we have with the plan regarding water
quality is that BLM ownership of water is s0 fragmented that
evea if you were able to meet your goals on the BLM portion of
the stream is it going to have any meaningful impact on the
stream as a whole. Have you considered that your actions on the
public lands may require private land owners to use theic section
of the stream more intensively and as a result the total effect
on the stream will be a negative one.

5. Regardless of water quality concerns we believe that
livestock watering is a priority beneficial use of water that is
permitted, and indeed required, under Oregon Water Law-

6. Harney County believes that the poor condition of the
upland range is due more toc BLM's fire control policy than it is
to grazing. You are never going to obtain satisfactory range
forage conditions on ranges that have been taken over by big
sagebrush and juniper because of the active suppression of fire.
We would challenge the BLM to seriously reevaluate your policy of
initial attack and full suppression of all fires on a majority of
the BLM land. We would also request that you consider
dramatically increasing the acres of land to be controlled bucned
each year.

We believe that wildfire cycles of 5 to 25 years was the
normal condition in Harney County until the last 80 years or so.
We peilieve the suppression of fire ana the rcesulting big
sagencush and junipec stands have done more to reduce forage
production than any other single action.

That removing livestock without removing the big sagebrush
and juniper is ecolegically unscund and will do little to improve
range conditions.

7. We would challenge BLM's plans to fence waterholes that
were developed to disperse cattle. The water was created foc
cattle and water quality and small riparian areas that may have
resulted from that creation are secondary to watering livestock
and should continue to be used for that purpose.

8. We are very concerned about statements such as identify
and pursue land purchase and identify and aggressively pursue
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land purchases. BLM already owns 4,110,077 acres out of Harney
County's total of approximately 6,545,920 acres or 63% of the
total land area and we strongly object to any efforts on the part
of BLM to further erode our limited private land base.

9. The reduction of AUM numbers by the implementation of
Alternative C will have a significant impact on the economy of
Harney County. We respectfully request that a full Economic

Impact Statement be done on the effects of the proposed
ceductions on the economy of Harney County.

10. AUM's whether a privilege or a right have an economic
value to the ranchers that have them. We have been asked by
atfected ranchers and do hereby request on their behalf that a
"Takings Implication Assessment" be completed betore any

reductions are made pursuant to the Three Rivers EIS.

11. We have reviewed the Taylor Grazing Act as Amended and
Supplemented which we understand to still be the law of the land.
The Act's primary purpose is to manage the grazing lands so as to
stabilize and preserve the livestock industry. We find the
statement, "Allocate forage in priority order to satisfy demands
for 1) wild horses, 2) big game, 3) livestock" to be totally
inappropriate and possibly in direct contradiction of the Taylor
Grazing Act.

L2. Harney County strongly objects to the proposal to
restrict the season of use for the Pine Creek material site and
to the plan to close the site in 1992. The conclusion that the

site is a threat to the Indian cultural and root gathering
activities is without foundation. The added cost to County rcads
is an economic impact that is not justified and would have a
serious impact on future road building in this area.

In conclusion, Harney County is committed to the long term health
of the environment and of the livestock industry. In our opinion
they are mutually dependent on each other. Our comments are in
no way intended to reflect anything other than our interest in a
strong and healthy environment.

Our concern is that the Draft Three Rivers EIS has focused only
on the livestock industry and has not adequately addressed the
other activities occurring on public lands that affect its
well-baing.

We challenge you to focus more on livestock management
techniques, burning of big sagebrush and Jjuniper and other

mitigating factors that can result in accomplishing the goals
that we are all interested in achieving that can produce the
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amenities that we all desire, including livetock production.

Again, thank you for this opportunity to share our concerns with
you and to offer to meet with you at any time to mutually work
towards achieving an environment that is both pleasing as well as
supporting an economy that will permit us to enjoy it.

Sincerely,

HARNEY COUNTY COUR )

Dale White, County Judge
7

.
Lée Wallace, County Commissioner

RS

Kenneth J. BeﬂEz,Coun;)’cammissioner
4
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Refer to response 2-87.
Refer to response 2-87.

Water quality is in poor condition with static or declining trends on
26.55 miles of streams in the planning area. Many of these waters do
not meet DEQ standards. Under FLPMA, the BLM is required to
coordinate land use planning and management activities with Federal
and State agencies, and comply with all applicable State laws (see
FLPMA Sec. 202(c)(8) and (9)).

Additionally, the BLM feels that DEQ water quality standards are
fully attainable given proper management of riparian and aquatic
ecosystems. Livestock grazing and timber harvest are two major causes
of aquatic and riparian habitat degradation. Reduction in numbers of
livestock and/or changes in the season of use facilitate regemeration
of an area and improve both condition and trend of riparian and
aquatic ecosystems.

Refer to response 2-5.

Though the BLM acknowledges the importance of watering livestock,
FLPMA directs the Bureau to manage public lands and resources under
principles of multiple-use and sustained yleld (Sec. 102.(a)(7}).
Additlonally, the law states that those lands be managed 1n a manner
that would protect the quality of ecologlcal, envirommental and water
resources (Sec. 102.(a)(8)).

Refer to response 4-8 and 4-9.

Fire management practices, livestock management practices, as well as
climatic conditions are among the factors which have contributed to
the expansion of western juniper. Juniper control has been proposed
as a method of improving range and wildlife habitat condition as well
as to increase vegetative diversity (removal of juniper reduces
competition and may result in an increase In diversity of other
specles, but results in the loss of juniper) as funding and staff are
available. If funding and staff are not available, the Bureau is
sti1ll required to balance authorized use with forage production. See
DRMP/DEIS, Table 2.1, pp. 2-5, 11, 20~23 and Appendix 3, Table 7, pp.
172-176 for further information for project proposals and
multiple-use restrictioms.

Refer to response 2-46.

The management actlon referred to in Table 2.1-22 of the DRMP/LEIS
has been modified in the Proposed Plan to read "Place high emphasis
on exchanges and acquisitions . . ."

BLM acquisitlon efforts should not reduce the Harney County tax base.
Since 1980, the amount of acreage patented into private ownership in
Harney County through BLM land tenure actions has equaled the acreage
acquired by the BLM. This acreage includes lands purchased by the BLM
in the Steens. It is expected that this balance will contiaue and
swing in favor of private ownership since most of the exchanges

recently completed and those that we expect to pursue, involve
acqulsition of lauds with high resource values. Generally, in these
types of exchanges, it takes more public land acres than private land
to balance values. Also, refer to response 4-14.

Refer to response 2—63. See discussion of Economic Impacts in Chapter
4, pp. 68-70, DRMP/DEIS.

While one of the purposes of the Taylor Grazing Act is to stabilize
the livestock industry, the primary purpose of the Act Is "to stop
injury to the public grazing lands by preventing overgrazing and soil
deterloration.” FLPMA directs the Bureau to manage the public lands
on the basis of multiple-use and sustained yleld.

Also, refer to response 2-6.

Harney County's permit to use the Pine Creek Material Site expires im
1992. This type of land use consumes landforms and transforms surface
features, effectively destroying natural habitats and plant
communities.

Plant species with edible roots that are important to traditional
Native American cultures, such as biscultroot, bitterroot, and
others, grow on scabland 1ithosol sites (Helliwell, 1988) including
the subject material site locality. These plants require some topsoil
for essential habitat, At this site, the soil mantle is so thin that
stockpiling topsoil is not feasible. As such, reclamation of the
quarry will leave bare rock where plant regrowth may not occur for
many years. Topsoll from off-site locations is mot a viable
substitute as 1t might introduce exotic plant species that could
compete with the culturally valuable local species.

The subject gravel pit occurs within an area where generations of
Native Americans have traditionally gathered edible roots (Couture,
1978; Couture, Housley, and Ricks, 1986). However, this practice is
undermined by the reduction of plant habitat and the undesirability
of obtaining roots during gravel crushing and loading operations.

Final rehabilitation of the Pine Creek quarry and stockpile sites are
the responsibility of Harmey County, in lieu of reclamation fees, and
are to be performed at the conclusion of the entry that will occur in
February of 1991. This is the last plaaned entry by the county before
their permit expires in 1992. It is likely that coumty needs for
mineral materials can be found at an altermate site.

Appendix 11-27
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Department of Fish and Wildlife
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

e SoUSEHMOT 506 SW MILL STREET, P.O. BOX 59. PORTLAND. OREGON 97207 PHONE (503) 229-5406

January 19, 1990

Joshua L. Warburton
District Manager

HC 74-12533 HWY 20 West
Hines, OR 97738

Dear Mr. Warburton:

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife staff has
reviewed the Draft Three Rivers Resource Management Plan

The BLM is to be congratulated for the comprehensive manner
in which this plan has been deveioped. We are pleased to see
the obvious commitment to improved riparian habitat and
increased foradge allocations for big game animals. Though we
have areas of concern with the proposed plan, we found the
descriptions of the affected environment, environmental
consequences, and standards and guidelines to be thorough
and conscientious. We did feel, however, that the sections
on monitoring were somewhat vague and lacked specificity.

The Department is concerned about the proposed conversions
of extensive acreages of native rangeland to monocultures of
an troduced grass species. These conversions, if

initiated, should he carefully weighed and monitored, so
that conflicts with little known wildlife species do not
develop.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this
proposed Resource Management Plan. Additional comments and
cencerns are attached.

ndy Fisher
Director

enclosure

Department of Fish and Wildlife

506 SW MILL STREET, P.O. BOX 59, PORTLAND, OREGON 97207

January 19, 1389

Following are review and recommendations pertaining to BLM’s
Draft Three Rivers Resource Management Plan by Oregon Department
of Fish and Wildlife.

1. Some california bighorn sheep habitat was omitted on map
§s-1, chapter 3-29. We have enclosed a map with the additional
bighorn habitat in red. This omission was discussed with the
Three Rivers Resource Area wildlife biologist and he corrected
their master map on 12-1-89.

2. We also have an addition teo the mule deer winter range
map WL-1, Chapter 3-30. The corrected deer winter range line
comes to the base of Dry Mountain and is shown in red on the
accompanying map. This correction was also added to the BLM
master overlay on 12-8-89 by their wildlife biologist.

3. We recommend thres changes on the Land Tenure Zone map L~
5 for preferred Alternative C. These changes are shown on an
enclosed map and are described below. All three of these areas
should be in Zone 1 because they are critical winter range.

A. The Dry Mountain area winters approximately 200 elk
and 500 deer during portions of the winter and alsoc provides good
summer range for these species. The BLM put a guzzler near here
in 1989 in cooperation with the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation to
provide water for the deer and elk in this area.

B. This area delineated near the Silves River Canyon
has approximately 40 elk at times during the winter.

¢. The third area near Coleman Creek had about 200 elk
for two months during the severe winter of 1988-89.

ODFW recommends BLM ownership be retained and private
land be acquired, when available, on these important winter
ranges.
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4. We have two proposed additions to the BLM priority access
map L-1 shown on an enclosed map. Public access is desirable
through both of these pieces of private property to improve the
general public’s opportunity to use BIM land. These areas are
popular for deer and elk hunting. Presently, locked gates in
these areas hinder hunter use of large blocks of public land.

5. The preferred Alternative C proposes to contrel brush on
15,540 acres of deer winter range and seed crested wheatgrass on
9,460 acres of deer winter range. We would like to see a map of
where these proposed projects would occur. The conversion of deer
winter range from shrubs to grassland is of concern to us.
However, we cannot adequately respond to the effects of this
proposal on wildlife without more information.

6. BAppendix §, Table 1 1lists proposed wildlife range
allocations by allotment. This table shows elk use of forage to
be 100% competitive with livestock. Our experience with elk in
this area shows some spatial differences in the habitat used by
elk and livestock. Elk use is high in areas not favored by
livestock, such as steep slopes, dense Mountain Mahogany/Juniper
thickets, and dry ridge tops. Limited research data is available
to precisely calculate the overlap in forage use between elk and
livestock. However, considering the differences in habitat use,
we do not believe that 100% of the feorage elk consume is
competitive with livestock.

7. Hap B8-1 Special Status species = Chapter 3-28. This rap
should show the western snowy plover nesting habitat at Seiloff
Lake. We have enclosed a map with the Seiloff Lake habitat
delineated.

8, Chapter 2-3: Monitoring. The detailed monitoring plan
should have been part of this plan for all to review. We have no
way of knowing how well plans and projects described in the plan
will be monitored. Changes at the time of the "Proposed RrﬁP/Final
EIS" are always more difficult to make than for the Draft. ODFW
will have review comments and specific recommendations when the
Monitering Plan is available.

9. Chapter 4-25, Aquatic Habitat: We applaud the Bureau’s
decision to remove livestock from streams in poor condition.
However, the decision to replace livestock on those streams once
they have improved to fair condition seems to be perilous. ODFW
recommends that a qualifying statement be attached. It should
stipulate that once livestock are vreplaced, the stream’s
continued progress will be closely monitored. If it is found that
the streams condition does not improve for two consecutive
monitoring perieds, livestock will again be removed. In these
instances, livestock should not be replaced until the stream’s
condition improves to good, or a completely new grazing strategy
has been developed. Once a stream’s condition has been improved
to good, condition and trend should be monitored at least every 3
years. If a downward trend begins to develop, immediate
corrective action should be taken.

10. Chapter 4-28, Wetland/Playa/Meadow Habitat: Alternative
C states that the Three Rivers portion of the Burns District
Wetlands Habitat Management Plan would not be implemented until
1997. Why wait 7 years to address critical issues, when a habitat
management plan has already been completed? We recommend that you
give wetlands HMP plan implementation a higher priority.

11. chapter 4-29: It is stated that an estimated 1500 acres
of playa habitat would be adjacent to crested wheatgrass seedings
in Alternative C. It goes on to adnrit that those acreages of
playa adjacent to the seedings would have a downward trend. It is
important to recognize that it is not only those acreages of
playa that will be impacted. There is an significant habitat
component in the edge effect of those playas that will also be
lost. Is it necessary that those seedings be placed adjacent to
playas? ODFW recommends that a buffer of at least 300m be
maintained between crested wheatgrass seedings and any playa,
wetland, or meadow. This will help maintain the edge component of
those habitats, protect the integrity of fragile environments,
and conserve avenues for wildlife to wutilize the playas,
wetlands, and meadcws.

12, Appendix 2 - Table 2, Item 4b: ODFW recommends the
insertion of the word ALL before the word commercial. Also, this
section should be more specific in regard to retention criteria.
As written, it leaves one with the impression that there is no
need to retain conifers within the buffer zone. The retention of
conifers 1is necessary to nmaintain bank stability, provide
replacement snags and perches for raptors, and to furnish a
continued source of large woody debris. This section sheould be
re-written to recognize and follew the guidelines provided in the
1979 Interagency Riparian Guide.

A provision should be made in this section that addresszs the
retention of snags. All standing snags, within the buffer zone

that can be safely retained should be. At a minimum, snags
should be maintained at level at least 60 percent of potential
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(100% of potential in riparian zones). Additionally, all standing
live trees which grade 80 percent cull or greater should be left
standing to provide replacement snags.

Item 4c: The statement is made " Areas of vegetation left
along a stream do not have to be a certain width". This seems to
be a rather significant digression from statements made within
the body of the document, and in table 2 I " both places,
precise descriptions of the width of buffer strips are provided.
The widths of the buffer strips are correlated with the steepness
of the slope (e.g. a 40-50 percent slope would have a buffer
strip of 125 feet, measured horizontally, on each side of the
stream bank. Table 2.1-5). ODFW believes that the establishment
and maintenance of defined, delineated buffer strips s a
necessary prerequisite to the development of a sound stream
protection program. We suggest that you clarify or delete item 4c
from appendix 2-4. This would serve to reduce confusion with the
document and would provide for a much more sound, comprehensive
riparian management plan.

TABLE 2.1: MANAGEMENT DIRECTIVES BY ALTERNATIVES

2.1-2 WATER QUALITY: Overall the standards within this
section are excellent. We commend the BIM feor the obvious
commitment to rehabilitation and protection of the riparian
resource and water guality. The five year cessation of grazing on
80 miles of stream in poor condition is a particularly
commendable decision. It will provide badly damaged riparian
areas with much needed respite: so they will truly have the
opportunity to begin recovery.

In reference to the statement: "...implement grazing systems
which allow no more than 10 percent livestock utilization on
woody riparian shrubs, no more than 50 percent total utilization
on herbaceocus riparian vegetation, and no mere than 30 percent
utilization on herbaceocus upland vegetation...". Is it intended
that each criteria operate as a limiting factor independent of
the others? For example, if 50 percent utilization is attained in
the herbaceous riparian vegetation, but there has only been 10
percent utilization in the upland herbaceous vegetation, will
grazing be terminated for the season because one of the limiting
criteria has been met? Any grazing system that is based on
constituent monitoring criteria should contain such limitations.
A simple qualifying statement should be added which stipulates
that the season’s grazing will be terminated when maximum
utilization is reached in any one of the three constituent
monitoring criteria. The benefits of such a stipulation are two
fold. It prevents the over-utilization of any one component of
the grazing system. It also encourages the stockman to manage
livestock in a manner that promotes more even utilization of the
forage available.

How will monitoring sites be distributed along the riparian
corridor or pasture management system? A provision should be made
s0 that utilization monitoring is not solely based on an average
of that component of the entire pasture management system. That
is, without specific provisions, it would still be possible for
isolated portions of ther management system to be severely
overgrazed while the average utilization for that component still
fell within the described parameters.

2.1-1; ITEM 11: The statement is made that vegetative
conversion will be restricted in any area  within 1 mile of
perennial water, to less than 20 percent of that area in any one
year. Additional verbiage and clarification is needed here. The
way that this is written it would be possible to completely
convert all lands within 1 mile of perennial water within & years
(the reviewer assumes that “"vegetative conversion", in this
instance. refers to conversion of native rangeland to crested
wheatgrass). An upper limit 1s needed on total acreage, within 1
mile of perennial water, that could be converted. ODFW recommends
that not more than 40 percent of the total acreaue. within one
mile of perennial water, be converted.

2.1-9 ITEM 5: The word THERMAL should be inserted after the
words "big game"

ITEM 7: specific direction for the retention of dead and
down woody material is needed here. suggest adherence to USDA
Handbook 553.

2.1-17- Special Status Species. No mention is made of the
western snowy plover. This species is listed as Threatened by the
state and is federally listed as a candidate 2 species.
Management practices should be designed to protect snowy plover
nesting habitat.

2.1-19 Item 14 under the preferred alternative is excellent.
ODFW also recommends that domestic sheep be prohibited on all
current or proposed bighorn sheep ranges. Their use is not
compatible with that of bighorn sheep. Such prohibitions are
necessary for the development and maintenance of successful,
productive bighorn sheep populations.
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2,1-21 ITEM 1: The statement "Maintain 30-60 acre
blocks...so that 40 percent of the forest treatment area remains
in suitable big game thermal and hiding cover", should be changed
to read "...so that 40 percent of the RA that is managed for
timber production is retained as suitable big game thermal and
hiding cover. Not less than 15 percent of the area should be in a
thermal cover conditien at any one time". ODFW further recommends
that monitoring for the cover retention criteria be tied to sub-
watersheds, and not averaged over the entire RA. This provides
for a much more manageable and comprehendible land base. Also,
should a problem begin to develop, the management area is small
enough that it will become evident before the condition
deteriorates too far. The buffering effect is simply too great
when monitoring for compliance with retention criteria are
averaged over a large land area (i.e. the entire RA).

2.1-21 ITEM 5: There should be a time line attached to this
statement. Ten years would be reasonable. Also, verbiage should
be added which stipulates that all residual metal products, that
remain from the old style fences, will be removed.

2.1-29 ITEMS 1-5 UNDER WARM-WATER PISH HABITAT: All of these
action criteria should be tied to a time line.

2.1-43 ITEM 1: AIll applicants far electrical transmission
lines should be required to follow criteria outlined in item 1
under alternative B.

Attachments

Prepared by:
Darryl M. Gowan
Forest and Rangeland Staff Biologist
Habitat conservation Division

Refer to response 1-11.
This omission has been corrected (see Map SS-1, PRMP/FEIS).
This omission has been corrected (see Map WL-1, PRMP/FEIS).

We are accepting the recommendation to Include the referenced lands
in Zone 1. Data utilized in the DRMP/DEIS showed these areas
bordering elk winter range. This coupled with the unconsolidated
public land pattern in the areas, was our rationale not to designate
them Zone 1 in the DRMP/DEIS. The new data you have provided has been
incorporated and the lands changed to Zone 1 in the Proposed Plan.
See Map LR-1.

All lands included in Zome 1 are considered retentlon/acquisition
areas. The definition of Zone 1 lands in Table 2,27, PRMP/FEIS has
been modified to include acquisition.

The two additions recommended have been luncluded in the Proposed Plan
for priority access. See Map LR-3, PRMP/FEIS.

Refer to response 5-3.

The proposed big game allocations table has been revised (see WL
Table 2.13). Also, refer to response 2-10.

The map has been revised to reflect this habitat. (See Map 5S-1).
Refer to responge 5-17,

Current riparian pastures and exclosures are monitored no less
frequent than 3-year intervals, In all but two cases, this monitoring
has been yearly for the first 5 years of exclusion or a change to a
system designed to improve riparian areas. See the revised management
actions for riparian and Appendix 1, Table 4 in the PRMP/FEIS. Also,
when 1ivestock are again permitted in riparlan areas, the use will be
intensively monitored.

Full implementation of the Wetlands HMP will be achieved by 1997.
Projects within the plan have been implemented from 1976 to the
present, The 1997 date was determined based on past and projected
funding for wetlands. Nothing in the plan precludes an earlier full
implementation date.

The standard procedures and design elements have been amended to
reflect the 300 meter playa buffer. The reference to the seedings
being adjacent to playas was not meant to infer that all sagebrush
would be removed up to the playa edge. Also, refer to response 1-19.

Adding the word "all” would clarify this statement which is intended
to be a minimum requirement statement. In reference to Table 2.1,
statement 4, "all streanside vegetation (including conifers) will be
protected where fish, wildlife and water quality can be affected.”
The same applies to the DRMP/DEIS Table 2.1-7, Alternative C, item 4.

Appendix 11-29
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Currently, standing snags are only designated to be felled if they
present a hazard to timber operation crews. The current practice is
to leave commerclal sized trees unmarked if they are within a
hazardous distance of a standing snag. Curreat BLM Wildlife Tree
{snag)/Down Log Policy is to follow the councept developed by Thomas,
et al., in USDA-FS, 1979,

DRMP/DEIS, Appendix 2, Table 2 (4.c) is changed in the PRMP/FEIS,
Appendix 1, Table 2 to read: "Areas of vegetation left along a stream
are correlated with the steepness of the slope.”

No response required.

Refer to responses 1-1 and 2-7. Also, see PRMP/FEIS, Appendix 1,
Table 4.

Detalled utilization monitoring for those systems not employing
early, short—duration grazing will be implemented on a case-by-case
basis through the EA, Allotment Evaluation or AMP process. Also, see
PRMP/FEIS, Appendix 1, Table 4.

Upon further review, it has been determined that no vegetative
converslons are proposed within 1 mile of perennial streams or
reservolirs which support fish.

The word "thermal” has been added. See management action WL 1.1 of
the Proposed Plan.

Refer to response 7-15,
Refer to respomse 3-11.

See Proposed Plan, $88 2-1. There are no other proposed bighorn sheep
release areas in the planning area.

The 40 percent hiding and thermal cover by treatment area is used
because the actual cutting units in a particular treatment area are
in close proximity to one another. This will result in cover areas
being available in each treatment area. It is correct that no less
than 15 percent should be in thermal cover condition at any one time.
See managemeunt action WL 1.1 of the Proposed Plan.

The statement refers to mew fences which shall be bullt to standards
during the entire 1life of the plan.

With reference to warmwater fish habitat management objectives, Table
2.1-29 of the DRMP/DEIS.

~-- Ttem 1 would be implemented as new reservoir construction
opportunities develop.

~-— Items 2-5 would be implemented over the life of the planning
document.

January 30, 199

EWVED

FEB 7 19%0
BURNS DISTRICT BLM

Following are my comments concerning “Draft —- Three Rivers
Resourge Mapagement Plan and Environmental Impact Statement.

The Draft inadequately addressed and evaluated a number of
natural resource problems, resource use allocations and competitive
use determinations. In addition, the analytical techniques used

to determine resource condition, potental and trend need reviewed
to better reflect field conditions and new research information.
BLM range personel, most knowledgible about biological conditions
in the field, skeould be given the responsibility to develop
progressive AMP's and futuristic improvement plans.

Bureau of Land Management
Burns District Cffice
Att. Joshua L. Warburton
HC 74-12533 Ewy 20 West
Hines, Oregon 97738

Mr. Joskua L. Warburtonm,

The BLM's management directive of “"fostering the wisest use of

our land and water resources® and “to effectively manage the basic
resources of the public rangelands to improve and maintain economic
and environmental needs® (FLPMA, PRIA).emphasizes the need to meet
and manage for the basic soil, water and economic needs of the

RA. Nonuse and restricted management alternatives will not meet
the basic biological and econdmical needs of the area, therefor
alternatives A--D are illegal and alternative E should be rewritten
tc reflect intensive and progressive management cf all of cur
resouvrces and uses. The RMP unfairly infers intensive management
has commodity emphasis.

The RMP unfairly blames livestock grazing for poor watershed con-
ditions ignoring the dramatic influence of ecological succession

upon tle area due to fire suppression. Recent research by Buckhouse,

Gaither, Eddlenan, Killer, Angell, Young and Evans clearly shows
the need to enphasize and manage fcr seral successional stages to
linit ané prevert erosicn, manage for water—--related needs an
i€ ildlife needs tventy vears and later in the futnre. 32
nat-ral resource ed:c;t*on:l and research specialist
c i tle area felt very stren c_,ly ju’upe*
succession was the major water
ern of tie area ané that the biological c}anoe
¥ 11 baccAe critical within tle next tventy to forty years witr
long term and perma fications.

dL‘C te ecologic

&0y

Vegetative nanipulation is reccessary to achieve the cptine desired
watersned conditions for all resources and uses -- pregressive
livestock grazing can plav a complementary role. Exclusion of
livestock without vegative mernipulaticn will have neglicible
benefits to longterm watersked needs.

Tire described pceterntials cbvicusly failed to consider int
maragenent and uvse cof availables technclogies., Resource a
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7-28 The Proposed Plan will remain unchanged. Section 503 of FLPMA states

that utilization of rights-of-way In common shall be required to the
extent practical. Bureau policy, as expressed in Bureau Manual
2801.13B.1, is to encourage prospective applicants to locate their
proposals within corridors., The decision to encourage right-of-way
applicants to locate within designated corridors will also provide
valuable tool for right-of-way project planning while allowing for
flex1bility where colocation is not practical due to envirommental,
economic, safety, national security or technological reasons. Each
right-of-way applicatlion, whether proposed within or outside a
designated corridor, would be subject to NEPA review and mitigation
to reduce or eliminate unacceptable impacts.

®

inadequately considered are watershed improvements, wildlife habitat
enhancement, livestock fcrage improvement, timber management and
recreation developnent. Prescribed fire, conditicnal burn desig-
nations and indivicdual troo treatment eds tc be enprasized to

a2 greater degree in tie REP. The archaic cover reguirements

listed for big gane are rediculous and ignore the biological
realities of the area. In fact, forage quality and predators

are the short term limiting facters for deer populations while

elk populations are increasing rapidly due to excess forage guantit:
in the area. Juniper encroachment has attributed to decreased
bitterbrush and other preferred deer forage areas. Future habitat
requirements need to be readdressed in view of recent research

on juniper encroachment. Junipers are increasing at an exponential
rate with severe negative impacts to all resources.

Existing resource condltlows tave improved for a number of years
and the RMP igncres this inmprovement especiallv in the ripariar
and upper watershed areas. This does not mean we can not do even

t znd livastock permittee's are con-
ltiple use and resource inprove-
ne“t 1rsvlte of internal BLL rohnarajehent interests. Five, ten
and twenty year ecclogical trend plots would stow improved conditions
and allow land managers to separate natural ecological changes fron
ciranges caused by resource usec.

Proposed livestock gra71ﬁf reductions are based upon resource data
frem tvo d*‘ovc’nt VeaAs groving cenditions. A niri"\\_‘r\
sevan reflect

ad permitted livestcck use, For instance
thie grovwing seascn can provide high

Y eet critical nutritional needs of deer later
tre year when quality of forage is n ally net availadble. Tre
1y use of riparian aress can accelerate rescurce improve-
nany areas,

The RMP violates or insufficently add essed cbjectives 1, 2, 4,
5 and 7 of FLPIMA 202 A. Tre RIP fails tc abide by and mar\age

for suftaincé vze cf watershed cLa"tit' Lo

and grass s "C_‘u
nt and forage de
tained vield, lcug term reeds and diversity of
The potential berefits tc the local ececrnomy and the
general public were not fully considered.

In addition, the RMP attempts tc separate and allocate levels of
use to resclve cenflicts ins
factors cavsing the proble—*.
iZ properlys i 2

AGQOL‘.[CO C.
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which also violates Sec. 302 (p) PLPM§ requiring the BLM to
prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of the lands ( e.g.
intensive juniper control to meet watershed needs}.

Stated management objectives for the various resources will not be met

Preferred alternative amplifies problens ana cogflicts in trhe area
py failing to fully consider benefi?s_of 1ntens1vg nanagement
alternatives, Apparently, the realities of the field were lost

in the state office. The technically inaccurate methodology to
describe benefits and impacts for each management alterna?ive are
good examples of programed polarization of interests and issves.

plans to restore suspended nonuse should be included in the Final
RMP with no decreases in permitted AUM's in the area. A CRMP
review and a takings implications assessment_(TIA! be made of

the reduced permit which is required by Presidential Executive
Order 12630. It has been brought to my attention that a number

of Oregon State grazing leases were voided following the lapd ex~
change between the BLM and the State of Oregon. Thesg grazing
leases should be reestablished or a TIA be made within six monthes.
For example, the 43 AUN grazing permit on the former State land
next to the Diamond Craters Natural Area has a very valuable B
historic use to the permittee and can not and should not be revokec.
This eighty acre area along with the other propose§ addition
skould not be added to the Katural Area for biological, econmmic
.and lack of unaltered character reasons.

Horse populations in EMA's should not be allowed to exceed maximun
numbers under any conditions. Vegetative manipulation ané other
nanagernent tecrnologies should be fully considered in HIA's to

opt. 2ize watershed management ané wildlife objectives. Forage
needs within the area should be met and provided by the FMA ——
livestock permits should not be moved to other areas.

The BL! had no legal authority in moving the Beatty's Butte cross-—
bred ranch horses (now known as Kiger mustangs) to the Riddle and
Kiger areas. The previous hoerses in these areas originated from
the Snyth herd and outside horses not indigant to area should not
be in tiis area. Furthermore, there is no justification for
establisiing the RMA's as an ACEC and will face a legal challenge

8-10 I trat could move the herses back tc their original area.
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The outlined breeding prog=zam and bloodlines slould be proven
¢enetically by an unpbiased research ccncern and wien proven false,
the progran siould be dismantled, The progranm appears te he_cgn—
peting with private enterprise in addition to lacking scientific
validation, Long term land nanagement objectives should be the

had no horses and shiwould not be included in the Kiger HMA and -the
livestock permittees should be recuired to put a wire acrecss

appropriate gates to keep rorses inside HMA's, The Deep Creek
Allotment is a small area raving a resricted use and trailing arez
with two and three wire boundary fences. Hunters, fishermen or
backpackers are bound to push these horses through the boundary
fence causing conflict with adjacent property owners and very
expensive horse gathering costs paid by the taupaver.

3

Land tenure adjustments are in the best interest of the public

as long as the adjustment is in the form of a land trade or
exchance aid not in the form of the government purchasing private
land. 1In addition, there must be two willing parties involved
in the exchange with no undue precsure exerted (e.g., exclusion

of grazing in an area unless....).

Wild and Scenic River Designation will have a negative impact
upon future management needs of the area. Watershed needs will
not be met so no new designations Should be proposed op supported
by the BLM.

Many times the worst possible way to protect an area of critical
environmental concern is to designate it as such.. Some things
we advertise to death instead of protecting through management.
ACEC's need to be identified and monitored without advertisement
and exclusion of use, No new ACEC's should be established under
the present system.

In svnnary, exclusion of usc particularily livesteck grazing, is
not in the best interests of the sacioceconomic needs of the area
nor is it necessary. Intensive grazing management can accelerate
rescurce improvement in plays, wetlands, reservoirs and riparian
areas., The described utilization objectives are not technically
sourd nor justified -- heavy utilization is very beneficial if

for the right duration and a% the right time. The techknical data
supporting grazing decreases appears to be inadequate and based
upon utilization instead of lorng term trend data therefor no
grazing reductions should be implemented at this time. In addition,
it appears a full raage of progressive management practices and
techneclgies were not considered in t! planning preocess. Without
questicn, tite main proklem of tle area negatively impacting all
resources and uses is juniper encroachment. Juniper control needs
to be more activelv persued and fire allowed to become a part of
the systen in a prescribed manner.

Thank you for consicdering tire inforination presented and ry concerns.
If vou have any guestions please give me a call.

sincerely,

7(1 I. otley
Diamond, Cr 97722
(503) 4£2-2702 or
(503) 493-2469

cc  Beb Smith
Secretary of Interior
Oregon State Director

main RMP consideration. The Deep Creek Allotment (5230) historically
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The alternatives presented in the DRMP/DEIS meet the legal
requirements specified in FLPMA (1976) as defined in 43 CFR 1610, et
seq. and Bureau Manual 1601-1625.

Refer to response 6-8.

Vegetation manipulation has been considered as one method of
improving forage condition (see DRMP/DEIS Table 2.1-11 and Appendix
3, Table 7).

Use ad justmeats are based on a minimum of 3 years of actual use,
utilization and climate data. The estimated capacities listed in the
DRMP/DEIS are projections only. Timing, duration of use and stocking
rate will be established through allotment specific evaluatioans,
agreements and AMPs.

See PRMP/FEIS, Appendix 1, Table 11 on methods. Also, refer to
response 2-11.

The entire DRMP/DEIS is based on the principles of multiple-use (see
Table 2.1) and sustained yleld. The document was prepared by an
interdisciplinary steff of 16 different specialists representing over
20 resources (see List of Preparers, p. 6-2, DRMP/DEIS). The
interdisciplinary team has relied upon numerous data sources ranging
from very recent monitoring and evaluation data (see Appendix 3,
Table 6} to historic data dating from the m1d-1960's. The
interdisciplinary team has considered both present and potential uses
of the public lands (for example, refer to the Energy and Minerals
sections (pp. 3-49 to 3-56 and 4-48 to 4-54, DRMP/DEIS). Thorough
consideration of the potential rangeland and wildlife habitat
benefits from various vegetatlon manipulations, prescribed burns,
water developments has been presented in the DRMP/DEIS (see pp. 4-8
to 4-12; Appendix 3, Table 6; and Appendix 3, Table 7).

Sec. 302(b) of FLPMA requires the Bureau to regulate use of the
public land to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of the lands.
This section does not apply to biological processes such as Juniper
encroachment.

The Bureau is required to periodically review grazing preference
under 43 CFR 4110.3 and make changes in grazing preference status
where needed. The Bureau is also required to reduce active use if the
use exceeds livestock carrying capacity as determined through
monitoring. Increases and decreases in active use will be allocated
in accordance with 43 CFR 4110.3-1, 43 CFR 4110.3-2, and Oregon BLM
Manual Supplement 4100,06G. Refer to Appendix 1, Tables 9 and 11 in
the PRMP/FEIS.

Refer to responmse 2-63 for TIAs.

Disposition of State grazing leases on lands acquired by the BLM
through State exchanges were handled in accordance with Oregon BLM
Manual Supplement 4100.06I. In the majority of cases, State leases on
lands acquired by the Bureau were converted to active preference on
the permittees license.

Historical use 1s not relevant to the disposition of former State
uses. The permittee in this case will not lose these AUMs; however,
final shifts of use cannot be made until the Drewsey reallocation.

The Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act and 43 CFR 4700 group
do not prevent the movement of horses from ome HMA to another,
Returning selected horses to HMAs is an accepted practice of
improving the quality of certain herds. Currently, the BLM's main
method of disposing of excess horses 1s through the adoption program.
Tncreasing the quality of the wild horses improves their chances for
adoption. The Drewsey, Andrews and Riley Management Framework Plan
amendment for management of seven wild horse HMAs was approved on May
29, 1987, This plan amendment addressed this very issue. The single
protest was considered and rejected by the Director, as he affirmed
the Bureau's legal option to move horses between HMAs.

Refer to response 2-68.

The wild horses in the Kiger and Riddle Mountain are of a distinctive
color and type in that they have the phenotypical appearance of
Spanish Mustangs and by today's standards are a breed of horse. The
dun factor color pattern which they possess is that of primitive
horses. Blood studles done by equine serology laboratories of the
University of California and the University of Kentucky have shown
that genetically the Kiger Mustangs most closely resemble equine
breeds of Spanish origin. These breeds include the Campolino,
Chillean Criollo, Argentine Criollo, Peruvian Paso Fino, American
Paso Fino, Puerto Rico Paso Fino, Spanish Mustang Registry, Luistano,
Andulusian and Mangalarga Marchador. It is important to manage and
preserve this unique kind of horse on the range because they are the
best representation of the Spanish Mustang running wild on public
lands today.

The main goal in managing every herd 1s to maintain a thriving herd
in balance with other uses in the area. Over time, this results in
healthier animals with lmproved cornformation.

Kiger Mustangs do not appear to be competing with private enterprise
at this time. Quite the contrary. Members of the public who own
Spanish Mustangs are diligently seeking Kiger Mustangs to improve
their own animals. Also, the small number of Kiger Mustangs entering
the market place, compared to the total market, is negligible.

There was an error on Map WH-1 in the DRMP which has been corrected;
see map of the FEIS/RMP. The suggestion of a horse wire across
boundary gates is a practical and viable option and may be
incorporated into the individual Herd Management Activity Plans,

Refer to responses 4-14 and 6-10. The use of coercive measures in

Federal acquisitious 1s prohibited by the Uniform Relocation
Assistance Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970.
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Speaking out for Oregon’s fish
P.O. Box 19540 « Portland, Oregon * 97219 « (503) 246-7870

February 12, 19%0

Cody M. Hanson, Area Manager

Three Rivers Resource Area

U.s8.D.I., Bureau of Land Management

Burns District Office

HC 74-12533 Hwy 20 West

Hines, OR 97738

(RMP)

Dratt Three Rivers Resource Management Plan and

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Dear Mr. BHanson:
Oregon Trout thanks you for this opportunity to assist the
Burns District Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in the
planning process.

Our comments will follow this format: organization
description, discussion of areas of main concern including
comments on the planning documents, and summary.

ORGANIZATION DESCRIPTION

Oregon Trout is a state-wide non-profit conservation
organization focused on restoring, protecting, and
maintaining Oregon's wild {native, indigenous) fish and their
habitats. We are primarily a volunteer group, with only
three full-time paid staftf and approximately 1400 members.
Oregon Trout is an advocate for the fish and their habitats;
we are not a fishing club.

DISCUSSTON OF CONCERNS

Planning Documents: Content and Stvle: The planning
documents have noticeably improved in gquality, in volume of
detail presented, and in style of presentation. The wealth
of detailed maps together with Table 2.1 Management
Directives by Alternatives were especially helpful. Oregon
Trout also appreciated the concept behind including the
"Summary" information found on pages iii-vii. Several
elements of that information were confusing rather than
helpful: errors in or absence of totals for streamside
riparian habitat, aquatic habitat condition, wetland habitat,
and playa habitat trend.

OREGON TROUT COMMENTS Page 2
2/12/90 Draft Three Rivers RMP/EIS

From a fisheries perspective, it would be helpful to include
totals of stream miles/aquatic habitat meeting the various
condition classes defined in "Table 2. Criteria for
Evaluating Aquatic Habitat," Appendix 6-3, Bar graphs
illustrating the total stream miles in poor, fair, good., and
unknown condition, as well as bar graphs illustrating wetland
habitat condition and current riparian habitat condition and
trend (acres and stream miles) by allotment would alsc be
helpful. Such graphs would show at a glance the percent of
public riparian and aquatic zones in need of restoration, as
well as those needing to be inventoried and those in
healthier condition according to the Bureau's evaluation
criteria. The style of presentation used in Appendices 5-6,
Tables 2-3 of 5, and 1 of 6, requires the reviewer to select
out, total, and compare this valuable information. Including
the totals and percentages and presenting that information in
simple bar graph form would most clearly and usefully state
riparian/aquatic conditions in the resource area.

In Appendix 6, Table 1. Aquatic Habitat, it would be helpful
to have the streams listed according to watershed, and in
order from headwaters downstream. It is helpful having the
allotment listed in which the stream segment is found, having
the allotment numbers would facilitate use of the detailed
allotment number map.  Of the maps provided, the high
contrast F-1 is the easiest to read. Having maps with
streams, lakes, and mountains/buttes shown is very helpful.
It would also be helpful to note the habitat locations of
Oncorhynchus (redband trout) and Cottus bairdi ssp. {(Malheur
spotted sculpin) on Map SS-1, "Special Status Species."” The
district might alsc want to superimpose on Map SS-1, "Special
Status Species," those areas in the preferred alternative
which the district is considering to convert to crested
wheatgrass cattle forage (46,960 additional acres or an
additional 2.7% of the 1,709,918 acres of public lands in the
resource area, 5% or 85,496 acres of which are already
seedings for cattle forage). Those acres intended for brush
control (61,275}, prescribed burning (8,260}, and juniper
burning, control-wood cutting (2,393) also need to be
designated, preferably on Map S$S-1. 9-10
Statement of objectives in Table 2.1: For these objectives

to be consistently meaningful, achievable, and capable of

being evaluated, the statements need to include an

implementation {or target) date. Particularly with respect

to water quality and fish habitat objectives. it is desirable

from Oregon Trout's perspective that target dates be set for

varying habitat condition stages rather than setting a single

distant (year 2000, or 2010 for example) target date.
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Aquatic vegetation can return to a degraded stream reach with
one year's full rest. Thus one example of a meaningful,
measurable redband trout objective would be. under "Restore
or enhance habitat of special status species:" {Table 2.1-6)

Restore/protect redband trout habitat
beginning with the 1990 dry season such
that native aguatic vegetation is present
in healthy (reprcducing) condition by
cold season weather that year.

A long term objective for that same species then could be:

Protect/maintain redband trout habitat to
maintain vear-round healthy populations of
native aguatic plants from 1990 growing season
throughout the life of the management plan

for the health of the resident fish and to
comply with the Clean Water Act of 1987 and
the requirements of the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality.

Planning Documents: Is ——Water Quality, et al.: The
district's preferred alternative sends a mixed message to
Oregon Trout on water quality, special status species,
wetland/reservoir and meadow habitat, riparian habitat
aquatic habitat. The stated objective for water quality is
to

Protect or enhance ground water quality
and improve water quality of streams on
public lands to meet or exceed quality
standards for all beneficial uses as
established (per stream) by Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ).
[Table 2.1-2]

The stated management action is to "Remove livestock for five
vears from approximately 80.9 miles of stream with poor water
guality." Oregon Trout recognizes that this action will have
the greatest probability for "the most rapid riparian
recovery." Such removal will permit aquatic vegetation to
grow and remain in the streams where such vegetation is
native, thus providing year-round recruitment of fish
"forage" and habitat for aquatic insects and
macroinvertebrates. Native vegetation such as Alisma

Elodea, Vallisneria, Najadacege, and members of the
Potamogetonaceae, Juncaceae, Typhaceae, and Cyperaceae

families may reestablish populations which will moderate

OREGON TROUT COMMENTS
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water and soil temperatures while providing habitat for other
species now absent from these miles of "poor water quality"
streams.

These instream plants are an integral element of healthy
stream systems with water quality conditions meeting or
exceeding DEQ standards. They provide essential fish and
fish prey habitat while moderating flood events and stream
temperatures (maintaining cooler water temperatures with
higher oxygen content in warm weather and warmer water
temperatures preventing "anchor ice” formation in winter).
With streamside vegetation, the aguatic plants filter out
instream debris and sediments, a vital water quality
function.

Even small numbers of livestock (as few as 2 or 3) grazing
aguatic areas can remove instream vegetation in a matter of
days, setting back stream recovery to mere vegetative
expression. Oregon Trout has observed in the Trout Creek
Mountains, the Crooked River National Grassland, and the
Crooked River basin, to name only three examples, that
grazing cattle in riparian zones leads to the removal of
instream vegetation before or simultaneously with the grazing
down of streamside vegetation {riparian). This is
particularly true regarding the “water weeds".

Overhanging banks, like instream vegetation, are early
victims of cattle grazing riparian/aquatic zones. Meaningful
riparian recovery is measured not just in the presence of
some vegetation during some months of the yvear, but in terms
of stream morphology and water quality year-round. Resident
fish require such year-long habitat (which comprises less
than 1% of the public lands east of the Cascades in Oregon).

Special Status Species and Habitat: Protection Restoration
Enhancement {emphasis on fish, their habitat including water
gualitv): In determining which management actions to
implement {including system rest from conrsumptive use) to
achieve riparian/fisheries/aquatic/wetland objectives, il is
important to remember the obvious: fish are limited to
aquatic habitat and are extremely vulnerable to habitat
degradation. Restoring fish habitat to support viable native
pepulations and protecting and maintaining that restored
system requires regular, intensive monitoring of the effects

of management actions. That restoration, protection, and
maintenance may or may not regquire human physical
intervention {instream structures, pool construction, etc.).

Such labor and funds may be better spent hiring personnel to
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serve as fish habitat "watchdogs" (rangers) to guarantee
compliance with management plans focused on fish habitat
recovery and protection, and to ensure adequate monitoring
and data collection.

It is Oregon Trout's understanding that compliance with the
1976 Federal Land Planning and Management Act (FLPMA)
requires the Bureau to elevate to equal management standing
and consideration (with traditional consumptive values such
as grazing) those resource values previously relegated to
secondary consideration or worse. Oregon Trout is aware of
the role of Bureau range conservationists in land management
planning. Since Ron Wiley's departure, how involved have
fisheries biologists with specific expertise in the needs of
the native fishes of the resource area been in the process
which produced the draft RMP/EIS?

How involved were native plant botanists and hydrologists
throughout the process? What did they have to say about
giving redband trout/Malheur spotted sculpin habitat a brief
rest from grazing until the habitat reaches “"fair" condition.
which is minimal fish habitat condition, then resuming
grazing? 1Is this the preferred management action for special
status fish species' habitat? How does such action meet the
needs of those species and comply with the Endangered Species
Act of 1973? Such professionals need to be actively
consulted and involved throughout the planning process to
insure that the needs of the area's native fish and plants,
songbirds and waterfowl, small mammals and big game species,
aquatic insects and reptiles, etc., will be met by the
Bureau's preferred alternative.

Oregon Trout raises these questions because it is our
understanding, since the February 5. 1990, Portland meeting
with several of the planning team members, that the actual
preferred action is to temporarily remove cattle from an
unspecified number of stream miles OR to employ unspecified
grazing systems “"which are widely recognized as promoting the
most rapid riparian recovery practicable...” (Table 2.1-3,
4.) Early spring and/or late winter grazing were mentioned
in this context. This is not what Table 2.1-3, 4. states.

oregen Trout is mot aware of any grazing system which
promotes “the mogt rapid riparian recovery practicable.” In
riparian/aquatic recovery of a degraded, or "poor” condition
stream system, the importance of an initial period (several
to 15 or more years) of complete rest has been recognized by
government resource managers such as Oregon's Wayne Elmore of
Prineville, as well as by conservation groups such as Oregon
Trout. Examples of improved stream conditions. including
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water quality, native fish populations, and fish habitat can
be found around the state. Removing livestock is effective
in the rapid recovery of riparian and aquatic zones. Oregon
Trout would like to know ({specific and complete references)
what scientific studies identify cattle grazing as "promoting
the most rapid riparian recovery practicable.,."

Whether the livestock are effectively removed through fencing
or through intensive herding with daily supervision, the
results can be similar if the livestock operator is dedicated
and committed to complying with livestock exclusion from the
recovery area. It 1s also important in establishing the

removal O f livestock from the miles O f poor water gquality
stream that the recovery area acreage be removed from
computations determining the number and type of livestock to
be permitted in the affected allotment.

Oregon Trout would like to receive information on the

specific literature and studies which prove and/or support
the utilization percentages {10% on woody riparian, 50% on
herbaceous riparian, and 30 percent on herbaceous upland
vegetation) referred to in the planning documents. We do not
understand how these levels will result in “poor® condition
stream miles achieving the stated Bureau water quality
objective. Also, Oregon Trout does n o t understand, from the
information provided. how the upland utilization level will
result in desirable soil and water conditions.

Vegetation Manipulation/Alteration other than Grazing:

Regarding any wildfire rehabilitation done, Oregon Trout
uou;d recommend that any species planted be limited to those
native to the specific affected area. Also, fire
rehabilitation should not become an excuse to seed crested
wheatgrass, which already comprises 5 percent of the public
lands in the Three Rivers Resource Area. Oregon Trout is
concerned with what soil, hydrologic, and native plant and
apim;l effects result from seeding crested wheatgrass.
Biodiversityv and the health of native species is not served
by seeding non-native plant species. The cost in dollars to
seed native species has been argued to be uneconomical by the
Bureau. However, the real cost in ecosystem biodiversity
{number of native plant and animal species present and/or
using the seeded area, number of populations and of diverse
native plant and animal communities present} and in
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What Oregon Trout is hopefully conveying to its public lands
managers in the Three Rivers Resource Area is thisg:

Management contemplating or planning to
restore aquatic/riparian.acres xo alter
existing native plant communities deemed
to be in "poor™ or early seral condition,
or to be in need of “rehabilitation"; need
to consider then manage to provide what
the native fish, mammals. birds. insects.
and plant species, etc., inhabitingor
migrating through that acreage need to
maintain viable (capable of sustaining
healthy, reproducing) populations. At the
same time, those managers need to manage
to implement management actions which will
result in DEQ-approved water quality and
in healthy. stabilized soils. These need
to be the driving focus for the Bureau.

Juniper removal, for example, needs to be viewed from this
perspective. Where juniper provides the only or major cover
for wildlife, or the major or only remaining stream shading
then cutting or removal needs to he delayed until gtream and
riparian vegetation has recovered to provide the cover and
habitat now provided by the juniper. Juniper (Juniperus
occidentalis) is native in the West. The spread of juniper
has been tied to conditions resulting from nearly a century
and a half of overgrazing in Oregon. Caution should be
exercised when considering removing all or the majority of
juniper in any one watershed--phreatophyte 1s not a term
automatically designating an undesirable. or "bad" plant
species. Juniper ar e a native and important element in
shealthy watersheds

Biodiversitv and Interdependency: Speakers at the February,
1990 American Fisheries Society conference (Welches., OR)
included many who spoke 1n recognition of the values of
biodiversity. The speakers came from a variety of
disciplines including social and biological sciences, but did
not limit their focus to their own disciplines. The
interdependency of all components of any given ecosystem was
emphasized again and again. Oregon Trout has often cautioned
resource managers to consider this Interdependency and the
values of biocdiversity (genetic and species diversity).

‘Oregon Trout asks now what specific effects are anticipated
from altering vegetation? How are brush control and water

quality linked? What effects on water quality does research
show will result from 61,275 acres (3.6% of the Three Rivers
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RA Public lands) receiving brush control actions? What
effects on groundwater and area surface water will result
from developing 21 springs, 96 reservoirs, and 10 wells?
Will these developments decrease surface flows in already
poor water guality condition streams. aggravating known
annual climatic “"stresses™ (hot, dry summers: below-freezing
winter temperatures) on these streams? Specifically, how
will these developments result in compliance with Oregon
DEQ's water quality standards? How will they result in
meeting or exceeding these standards? How will altering
present vegetation achieve these results?

Qff-Road Vehicles (ORVs) Man Oregon Trout | S also

‘liata_ar/soil system health (guality, quantity, and composition)
is incalculable--and should not be dismissed merely because
no specific dollar amount can be attached to these important
values.

t:
concerned with the effects of Off-Road Vehicles on the public
lands. and especially on aquatic/riparian/wetland zones.
Oregon Trout is aware of compliance and enforcement problems
in south central, northeast. southeast, and central Oregon
with ORV operators who refuse to keep their vehicles out of
streams. riparian zones. wet meadows, and other sensitive
areas. Native fish, wildlife, and plant species suffer from
this abuse. Once an area becomes known to some ORV
operators, it 1s nearly impossible to prevent continued
abuse. One stream area in south central Oregon. the Klamath
Basin, has bee" repeatedly fenced and posted. Yet ORVs
continue to violate the designated management efforts by
driving through the fencing, after cutting the fencing.
These violators use the riparian zone and stream bed for
their purposes with no regard for the values they are
destroying.

How wWill allowing or permitting ORV use to increase comply
with FLPMA's strictures for multiple use? How will ORV use
of public lands achieve compliance with Oregon DEQ's water
quality standards, with the Clean Water Act of 19877 How
will ORV use on the public lands of the Three Rivers Resource
Area achieve sustained yield of native fish species, of
r?parian plant species? Of native songbirds, small mammals
big game, reptiles, amphibians, insects {(especially aguatic
macroinvertebrates)? Will such use help maintain visual
resource values? How?

FLPMA mandates the protection of a variety of land resource
values. The Act speaks to the prevention of undue and
unnecessary degradation of those resource values. How will
ORV use accomplish or comply with this stricture?
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COMMENT SUMMARY

Oregon Trout's concerns in brief are:

1.

2.
3.

~ o

Riparian and Aquatic Habitat Protection, Restoration, and
Maintenance

Fish Species Protection, Restoration. and Maintenance
Compliance with FLPMA, the Clean Water Act, Oregon DEQ's
Water Quality Standards, the Endangered Species Act, the
Bureau of Land Management's Riparian Policy {1987
naticnal and state of Oregon), the Bureau of Land
Management's Fish Habitat Management Plan (1989}, and all
other applicable laws, regulations, policies, and rules
Active Cconsideration of Biodiversity (species
communities, and individual populations)

Active Consideration of Interdependency (species, et al.,
and actions)

Strict Control of Off-Road Vehicles on Public rands
Regular Scientific Monitoring of Results of Management
Actions, Particularly with Regards to Oregon's Native
Fish and Their Habitats

Please contact Oregon Trout if you have any questions
concerning these comments. Thank vou again for the
opportunity to participate in the planning process. We look
forward to your response.

7 .
Kath¥een Sim

rely,

 doon

Associate Director, At-Large
158 SW 11th Avenue
Canby, OR 97013

Ph:

pc:

503 266-1263

Bill Bakke, Executive Director
Mike Crouse/Chad Bacon, Oregon State Office, BLM
file

Information displayed in the DRMP/DEIS summary table was incomplete.
This has been corrected in the summary in the PRMP/FEIS.

Streams and stream miles that met various condition classes were
presented in the DRMP/DEIS, Appendix 6, Table 1, p. 6-2.
Additionally, Volume I, Chapter 3-27, Table 3.10, presented a summary
of streams in each condition class. For additlonal information on
derivation of condition classes, refer to response 2-25 and Appendix
2, DRMP/DEIS.

It is acknowledged that, for some individuals, a graphical
presentation of data is more effective than a tabular display.
However, the most pertinent information necessary to support factual
analysis and decision—making processes is provided in tabular form.
With limited staff, time, and budget for document preparation, it was
determined by the Planning Team Leader that the staff's efforts would
be better expended on concerns of a more primary nature in the
PRMP/FEIS.

DRMP/DEIS, Appendix 5, Tables 2 and 3 and Appendix 6, Table 1 have
been modified to facilitate interpretation.

The BLM provided Map WQ~l/Water Quality, in Volume I of the
DRMP/DEIS, to facilitate identification and location of important
streams and their tributaries. To facilitate coordination of Map WQ-1
with Appendix 6, Table 1, stream names were reorganized and listed
according to DEQ Nonpoint Source Assessment of drainage basims within
the Three Rivers planning area.

To facilitate comparison of data in DRMP/DEIS, Appendix 6, Table 1,
with allotment management summaries in the text, allotment numbers
were added to allotment names in the PRMP/FEIS.

The redband trout and Malheur mottled sculpin habitat have been added
to the Special Status Species Map (see Map S5-1, PRMP/FEIS). A map of
the potential brush countrols and seedings has been added (see Map
RM-3, PRMP/FEIS). The prescribed burms, juniper burns and
control-wood cutting areas have only been proposed for general areas
at this time (see Appendix 3, Table 7, DRMP/DEIS). These projects
will be designed on a case-by~case basis through the
interdisciplinary NEPA process.

Based upon public input and interaction with the interdisciplinary
team and to the extent practicable, management has established
management priority criteria, and a method of reporting
implementation status regularly. Refer to Appendix 1, Table 10,
PRMP/FEIS.

Aquatic and riparian habltats were evaluated through water quality
monitoring, benthic macroinvertebrate analysis, traditiomal fish
population assessment, photo trend studies, color infrared
photography and vegetative utilization studies. The collection,
analyses and interpretation of these data provide qualitative and
quantitative information concerning habitat condition and suitability
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9-15
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for fish populations (see PRMP/FEIS, Table 2.1, notes and Appendix 1,
Table 4).

Restoration and protection of redband trout and Malheur mottled
sculpin habitat is fmplicit in the selection and implementation of
the Preferred Alternative. With the removal of livestock from 38.8
miles of riparian habitat presently in poor conditiom, and
implementation of grazing systems along 30.4 miles of fish habitat
that restrict utilization of riparian vegetation, short-term
objectives of restoration of fish habitat would be reduced.

With selection and implementation of the Preferred Alternative, the
realization of loug-term objectives of protection and wmaintenance of
restored habitats, and compliance with State and Federal water
quality laws are fully attainable within the life of the management
plan.

Refer to the Proposed Plan for monitoring actions delineating methods
of data collection and evaluation. Funding and workmonths for these
activities will be allocated through the District's Anmual Work Plan
submitted to the Washington Office.

Information concerning development and evaluation of a monitoring
plan was included in Volume I, Chapter 2-3 of the DRMP/DEIS.

The BLM does monitor use and utilizatlon on grazing allotments. Range
conservationists evaluate site potential, develop grazing
methodology, evaluate seascns of use and visit sites prior to and
after the period of use to assess utilization. Any unauthorized
activity is noted and duly reported to management, where it becomes a
management decision to act upon those activities.

The production of the RMP has been an interdisciplinary effort
throughout. Individual sectlions have been prepared by the appropriate
specialists and those specialists interacted directly with management
in the process of compiling the Preferred Alternative. In additionm,
the document was extensively reviewed by District and State Office
program leads and other speclalists at several stages of development
prior to final printing. Ron Wiley's departure occurred shortly
before preparations for printing, so he was involved in all
substantive analysis, interaction and composition. The position has
since been filled with a professional fisheries biologist.

Refer to response 9-11.

Management actions WL 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 of the Proposed Plan are the
revised management actions. Also, refer to response 5-10.

The wording in the management actions has been revised; however, the
riparian objectives have not been changed, and riparian habitat in
poor condition with the potential for water quality to reach fair or
better will be excluded for 5 years or until fair is reached at which
time a grazing system would be implemented. See wanagement actions WL
6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 of the Proposed Plan.

Refer to respouse 2-4.
Refer to response 1-11.
Refer to reaponse 1-11.

Juniper removal will not be dome within riparian areas where the
trees are providing necessary shade or where they are necessary for
soll stability. Each proposed juniper removal or comtrolled wood
cutting area will be reviewed by an interdisciplinary PA team.

Refer to response 6-8.

The potential rangeland improvement projects discussed in the
DRMP/DEIS (see Table 4-9 and Appendix 3, Table 7, DRMP/DEIS) are
considered tentative. The detailed analyses that are requested are
better suited to the project planning level where the actual project
design 1is developed. Where appropriate, such analyses are performed
in the EA for specific projectas. Such projects would be subject to
compliance with DEQ water quality standards.

Refer to respomse 1-23

Refer to response 1-23
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PARKS AND RECREATION DEPARTMENT

525 TRADE STREET SE, SALEM, OREGON 87310 PHONE (503) 378-68305 FAX (503) 378 6447

DATE: January 2 6, 1990
January 30, 1990 TO: State Clearinghouse
FROM: Don Eixenberger IS¢

Joshua L. Warbur ton
District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
Burns District Office

HC 74-12533,

Highway 20 W.

Mines, OR 97738

Subject: Draft Three Rivers
Resource Management Plan and EIS
PNRS #OR891108-012-4

Thank you for submitting your Draft Resource Management Plan and
Envirommental Impact Statament for State of Oregon review and carment.

Your draft was referred to the appropriate state agencies for review.
The Parks Department and the State Historic Preservation Office have
of fered the enclosed camments which should be addressed in preparation
of the Final Envirommental Impact Statement. The Department of Land
Conservation and Development's comments will be forwarded as soon as
they are received.

We will expect to receive copies of the final statement as required by

10-1

Research Analyst

SUBJECT: Comments: Draft Three Rivers Resource Management
Plan, Proj. No. OR 891108-012-4

ReC hiideanad oot

The draft Three Rivers Resourse Management Plan contains no
analyses of current or projected future recreational use in
the planning area. Lacking such analyses, it is difficult
to see how recreational needs. both current and future, can
be planned for and met. Provision of such data is crucial
in the assessment of management alternatives. The Pacific
Northwest Outdoor Recreation Consumption Projection Study
indicates substantial growth in a variety of activities in
southeastern Oregon. For example, by the year 2000, nature
viewing and study are projected to grow by 41%, RV camping
(42%), tent camping (42%), 4-wheel off-road driving (33%)
backpacking on trails (20%), and fishing (20%).

According to the 1988 SCORP, recreationists visiting
southeastern Oregon show diverse preferences in the setting
for their activities. For example, in terms of
Recreational Opportunity Settings, of those engaged in

Couneil of Envirommental Quality Guidelines. hunting, 32.6% preferred a Primitive setting, 25.6% a Semi-

Primitive Setting: ameng  campers, 7.7% preferred a
Primitive setting: 42.3% preferred a Semi-Primitive setting
Other than potential wilderness areas the draft management
plan provides no analyses of the recreational opportunities
(in terms pertinent to the ROS) available in the area.

Sincerely,

INTERGOVERMMENTAL RELATIONS DIVISION

A st sizlec

Dolores Streeter
Clearinghouse Coordinator

Similarly the plan provides no analyses of other existing

10-2 or planned for developed recreational facilities (e.g.
campsites, trails) Mention is made of Special
Recreational Management areas. but no information is
provided as to their capacities, there use, or how they
might accommodate growth in recreation.

2121T 1” summary, we suggest the following be included in the
final RMP.

Attactments

LR.D.

State Clearinghouse
Intergovernmental Relations Division r

state Clearinghouse
January 26, 1990

155 Cottage Street N. E. Page 2
Salem, Oregon 97310
373-7652
10_3I 1. an assessment of current and projected recreational
8TATE AGENCY REVIEW use by activity type in the Three Rivers Management
n Area.
Project Number OR 8() 1 ] 06— O 12_ ll- Return Date: JAN 26 1098
2. an analyses of the diversity of recreational
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW PROCEDURES 10-4 opportunity offered by the area in terms of the ROS
and formation of alternatives which would offer
supplies of these opportunities commensuraté with use
If you cannot respond by the above return date, please call to levels identified in the 1988 SCORP.
arrange an extension at least gne week, prior to the return date. N P
7/ [ L// I ol /) R 10-5 I 3. a recreational facility  development plant o
f\Hw:/‘ ~ Srend T Lad e 'm: i %_Lxu.v accommodate projected increase in use.
% /
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW lO—6I 4. fuller description of existing SRMA's including their
DRAFT STATEMENT capacity and projected use.
€] This project has no significant environmental impact. 10-7 5. identification of existing and potential recreational
conflicts in the arhe_a anhdullndana e‘;nebnttﬂb?tiohns to
i i i i solve the,". i s sho inciude-b o-t-h-- ose
1 The environmental impact is adequately described. l éinflicts with other resource uses and those among
) We suggest that the following points be considered in the competing recreational uses.
preparation of a Final Environmental Impact Statement.
10-8 I 6. rationale and criteria for ORV limitations should also
11 No comment. be presented.
{Note: The State Parks and Recreation Department is
- available to provide certain types of data from the SCORP
REMARKS to assist in developing several of the above items.)

Wild and scenic River Designation

See allucked Covivmads

segments of three rivers were assessed for eligibility and
potential classification. All but one segment were deemed
ineligible. However, no description of the criteria and
processes used to deem these segments ineligible is given.
This should be provided in the Final RMP.

10-9

Segment A of the Middle Fork of the Malheur/Blue Bucket
creek was determined to be eligible. ©Onpage 4'413 itis
10-10 stated that the recommended classification is "wild" in

> ) . preferred Alternative C. Yet in the summary 0" page V1, no
Agency jarks BYE"‘""W stream miles are allocated for Wild and scenic Rivers under
) — | Alternative C. This should be corrected in the final.
IPR 45 Phone Nunmber 3T18- w397

1" two alternatives. recommendations for designation would
not be in effect or pursued. In other alternatives,
recommended classification are either wild or scenic. No
rationale or criteria are provided for these differences.
our feeling is that designation and classificaticn

10-11
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State Clearinghouse
January 26, 1990

Page 3 10-1

questions should be independently decided and not be
contingent on large land management alternatives.

Historically, once a river has been determined to be
eligible, the next step is to conduct a suitability study
to determine the appropriate classification. Before a
decision is made regarding designation, interim management
would entail protecting existing values wiitthim the
potential corridor. This interim management should be the
same across all land management alternatives.

10-2
10-12

Visual Resource Management

visual management areas are mapped, but again, criteria and
overall management goals are not provided. The plan should
illustrate how visual resource management complements
recreational byways and areas. How would visual management
relatet o the issues raised by the sectiiom under
recreational assessment?

10-13 10-3

104

10-5
For example, it appears that an extensive section of the
Desert Trail route is to be managed as Class 1V,
modification of the landscape character. Is a higher
class, such as Class III,partial retention, possible
through this area? What would be the resource trade offs
of such upgrading?

10-6

10-14 10-7

10-8

Summary 10-9
In closing, the present range and content Of management
alternatives provided do not offer a discernable range of
options, especially with regard to recreation, Provision
of more data and anpalyses, a s suggested, would allow some
focus on recreational issues and resources in the area.
From these, it would be possible to reshape the scope of
alternatives in ways which would allow the public some
definition of choice with regard to recreational resources.

10-15

10-10

10-11

DE: jn
CLEARING.MMO

cc: Dave Talbot
Gail Achterman

10-12

OREGON INTERGOVERNMENTAL PROJECT REVIEW
\ SWED
State Clearinghouse RECENE
Intergovernmental Relations Division
155 Cottage Street N. E.
Salem, Oregon 97310
373-7652

1 10-13

noy 08

BTATE AGENCY REVIEW
P"UJEClNumber UR 89 1 ] 08 - 0 1 2_ lfReturn Date: AN 26 U

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW PROCEDURES

If you cannot respond by the above return date,
arrange an extension a/t)leTst one wee
-A

}{'{xrnu [»(‘m.“’
J 5

please call to
prior} to the return date.

«»y/( rm}(, el L o

10-14

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
DRAFT STATEMENT

(1 This project has no significant environmental
eQ The

[ We suggest that the
preparation of a Final

impact.

environmental impact is adequately described.

following points be considered ain the
Environmental Impact Statement.

[ 1 ND comment.

Pram

10-15

10-16

FOR RURTLER v e

SHED By
PuASt TOTTT L
Phone Number GASEN AT 3785025
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Analysis of current and recreation use in the RA has been noted in
the Proposed Plan utilizing both the Statewide Comprehensive Qutdoor
Recreation Plan 1988-1993 (SCORF) and the Pacific Northwest Outdoor
Recreation Consumption Projection Study: Oregon Project (NORPS-ORP).
However, the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) inventory has not
been completed for the RA and current visitor use data i1s lacking in
some instances.

Analysis of Special Recreation Management Areas (SRMAs) and
recreational facilities has been added to the Proposed Plan where
information is available as well as the items noted in your
summarization. Please note that Item No. 3 is an activity planning
actlon which is more detailed in scope and is scheduled for Intensive
use areas after the RMP is finalized., Activity plans will be written
for SRMAs (Chickahominy Reservoir and Diamond Craters) to address
recreation and interpretation. Please refer to response 1-23 which
discusses off-road vehicle management directives.

Refer to response 10-2.
Refer to response 10-2.
Refer to response 10-2.
Refer to response 10-2.
Refer to response 10-2.
Refer to response 10-2.

Refer to response 3-6, and to PRMP/FEIS, Tables 2,17, 2,18, 2.19,
2.20 and 2.21 which address your comment. The Wild and Scenic Rivers
Inventory for the Three Rivers RA 1s available for inspection at the
Burns Distriet Office.

Refer to response 9-1.

Designation and classification of proposed Wild and Scenic Rivers
will not be independently decided from land management alternatives.
When displaying the range uses of natural and commodity resource
values by alternatives, there are publics who see Wild and Scenic
River designations having a great influence on what is allowed or
restricted on river reaches and are aware that managemeat actions of
rivers designated wild, scenic or recreatiomal can be quite different
from each other. Some publics note the cumulative effects of

ma T ations for Wilderness, Wild and Scenic Rivers,
RNAs, ACECs and SRMAs on large land areas. Therefore, we will
continue to have proposals for the Middle Fork as either Wild, Scenic
or no proposal at all in the way of altermatives.

Interim management Is an integral part of the Wild and Scenic River
designation process and will be the same across all land management
objectives.

Visual Resource Management (VRM) objectives for the four VRM classes
are noted in the PRMP/FEIS glossary of terms (VRM Class I-IV). The
objectives have been added to the management actions for VRM in the
Proposed Plan., As yet, there are no designated back country byways in
the RA, but other special management areas (Map ACEC-1) such as
Malheur River-Bluebucket WSA, Stonehouse WSA, Diamond Craters
ONA/ACEC, Silver Creek RNA/ACEC and Middle Fork Malheur River and
Bluebucket Creek primitive management area, as well as Appendix 8,
DRMP/DEIS note areas which are also given VRM classifications of I or
II. It can be illustrated how VRM complements these areas by
comparing maps of existing designated areas. The potemtial areas are
often not in the protective classes, but will be when designated if
the special feature(s) warrants it.

It is possible that the visual foreground of the Desert Trail be
managed as Class III rather than Class IV where the trail traverses
the latter management class. However, portions of the trail route
established in the RA are within livestock seedings which contain
roads, pipelines, troughs wells and tanks. These human developments
were in place before the Desert Trail route was established.
Proponents of the trail consider this visual enviromment as much a
part of the hiker's experlence as the less impacted high country and
mountainous sectioms.

There is a portion of the trail route yet to be established through
the RA and, when it is completed, a proposal to change VRM can be
made where the trail is on Bureau-administered land and developments
are not in place.

Reshaping the scope of alternatives would not produce a setting other
than that already shown by the document. The majority of recreationmal
opportunities will not be affected to any degree by any of the
alternatives and a statement is made that the overall changes to the
recreation activity are not considered to be significant (DRMP/DEIS,
Chapter 4-35 through 4—41). Intensive use areas are few ln this RA
and the Bureau does not intend on enhancing intensive use by
construction of developments other than Chickahominy, Diamond Craters
and several small proposals such as viewlng areas and trails.
Extensive recreation and unstructured uses are the main recreational
pursuits in the RA and will continue without major impacts from any
of the issues brought forth in the RMP process.

Various opportunities to protect particular cultural resource
properties and values are presented in the Proposed Plan. Traditional
Native American soclocultural use areas, certaln historic sites and
particular prehistoric sites are proposed for imterpretation or
conservation.




Audubon Society of Portland

5151 N.W. Cornell Road
Portland, Oregon 97210

503-292-6855
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February 10, 1990

Mr. Craig M. Hansen

Area Manager, Three Rivers Resource Area
BLM

HC 74-12533 Hwy. 20 West

Hines, Oregon 97738

Dear Mr. Hansen:

The Audubon Society of Portland (PAS) is an organization of some
6,000 members who are interested in wildlife and protection of
natural ecosystems and wildlife habitat. Many of our members use
the Three Rivers Area for recreation and wildlife viewing. The
Conservation Committee of PAS speaks for the Society on
conservation issues. We have commented on BLM management plans
and recommendations for a number of years, and are pleased to
have an opportunity to make some suggestions for the Three Rivers
Draft RMP.

We've organized these comments as follows:

I. General comments on organization and adequacy of the draft.

II. Specific page by page comments, suggestions, and corrections.

III.comments on the Preferred Alternative as described in Table
2.1.

I. General comments on the gdraft.

We appreciate the level of detail and specificity you have
written. We are pleased that Burns management is making this
level of commitment to planning, and that you have written an RMP
which you intend to be a meaningful document for its life.

We also want to compliment you on Table 2.1. It is easy to use
and will continue to be useful for following implementation and
tiered planning.

The draft contains a number of management cbjectives and actions
in the preferred alternative that we support; for example,
positive actions to protect special status species and
designation of some new ACECs/RNAs. We have three major
suggestions for improvement, however.

a. We propose that you strengthen the deocument as an EIS. The
analysis of potential environmental impacts is, at times,
incomplete and superficial. It won't be adequate for tiering,
and your future EA's will come under more criticism as a result.
Areas that particularly concerned us will be menticned in the
page-by-page suggestions below.

Page 2

b. You have an opportunity, not taken in the Draft, to
strengthen your wildlife and recreation programs in the Burns
District. More and more people use the public lands for values
other than traditional commodities, and your program sheuld grow
and change accordingly. We checked with the Malheur National
Wildlife Refuge and found that they recorded 35,000 visits during
1988. lore than 32,000 visits have been recorded each year for
the last 15. With the exception of perturbations from the
flooding, the number of visitors grows each year. The Malheur
Field station reports that they hosted 8,500 visitor nights
during 198%. These people are coming to see birds and other
wildlife, and they are looking on BLM lands as well as on the
refuge. The RMP doesn't mention birding and wildlife viewinga s
a recreation use, or factor in its value to the local economy.

c. The Plan proposes extensive range developments, and says that
the projects are needed in order to meet both your objectives for
natural resource improvement and your proposed number of AUMs.

If the Conflict between AUMs and other objectives can only be
resolved by such extensive development, the number of AUMs exceed
the carrying capacity of the land.

Some of the range developments are no longer acceptable to much
of the public (e.g., seedings to nonnative species, pipelines to
ungrazed grasslands), and others won't be funded. If the range
developments don't proceed, what assurance does the Plan offer
that natural resource objectives will be met? We'd like to see a
stronger, more convincing commitment to restoring degraded
riparian systems, wetlands, and grasslands.

We believe that the Plan needs to be more realistic about the
livestock grazing carrying capacity of the land in both the short
and long term. The difference between 50,000 AUMs in
Alternative A and 162,000 AUMs in Alternative C is too large.

II. sSpecific page-by-page comments.

iii. Summary. Some of the data in Alternative D did not seen
consistent with this being the No Change alternative. Water
Quality (Stream miles) improving, for example, seems inconsistent
with miles deteriorating on Table 3.1. We couldn't trace the
initial stocking levels to other numbers provided in the Draft.
Is the improvement in Livestock forage condition consistent with
trend? Aquatic habitat condition (stream miles) doesn't tie to
Table 3.1. etc. In the Alt.c, is Wild and Scenic River
Designation to be 0 as in the Summary or 5.4 as in Table 2.17%

We didn't check all of the numbers, but these few errors suggest
that there may be others.

p. 1-5. Grasshoppers. APHIS does an EIS for their program, and
area-specific EA's are done by the BLM for the grasshopper
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control program, but no one does an analysis of how grazing
programs affect grasshoppers. There is a well-documented
relationship between grasshopper infestations and bare ground
We believe that this EIS should consider the impact of the
grazing program on the likelihood of grasshopper control
problems.

p. 1-8. Management Objectives. The objectives seem reasonable,
but we question whether the natural resource objectives set in
the Plan can be met without a long term reduction in AUMs. We
support the natural resource objectives, and ask that AUMs be
reduced.

p. 2-3. Criteria. We are pleased to see your criteria for
vegetative diversity and water guality for the preferred
alternative. Although wildlife diversity i s closely tied to
vegetative diversity, it 1s also a useful criterion. Perhaps the
criterion could be more broadly stated as ecosystem diversity.

We are also pleased to see that you want to provide for publiec
enjoyment of a broad spectrum of recreation opportunities on BLM
land. See the birding/wildlife viewing paint above.

p . 2-3. Monitoring.Monitoring is extremely important. We are
sorry that you did not provide a draft monitoring plan 1in the
Draft so that w e could comment. Five years is too long an
interval for monitoring in an RMP with a life of possibly no more
than 10 years. We suggest that budgeting, available funding, and
how money is spent be an important part of monitoring the RMP and
that the Area Manager review progress on management objectives
and spending every two years.

P. 3-2. Ground water quality. Although data are not now
available, the RMP and EIS are not complete without management
objectives and analysis dealing with the issue. We suggest that
the final propose a plan for gathering data in cooperation with
other appropriate agencies. Similarly, data on ground water
quantity should be gathered as well.

You should also start a program to measure and monitor surface
water quantity at all seasons over time. We know that livestock
grazing changes the level of water tables and rate of run off.
An appropriate measure of improved rangeland condition would be
data showing a trend toward year round flows on streams now
intermittent and greater flows in the summer and fall for larger
streams.

p. 3-3. We'd like to see you quantify the data on Map S-2 and
monitor progress toward reducing soil erosion.

Page 4

p. 3-16. Rangeland development projects. Interesting data would
be a five-year report on range projects completed, cost, and
funding source. what percentage Of Range Betterment Funds have
been spent for riparian improvement and wildlife habitat
enhancement? what percentage of these funds do you intend to
spend for these uses during the life of the RMP?

Regarding maintenance, from our point of view all exclosures and
riparian zone fences are livestock management fences. Why else
would they be needed? Maintenance has been a serious problem,
and we'd like to see more resources dedicated to maintaining
these kinds of projects once the investment has been made, 2nd
stronger enforcement of maintenance agreements.

A useful table would add the proposed projects 1n the preferred
alternative to the existing projects in Appendix 3, Table 5. If
the names mean the same thing, you propose to increase seedings
by 37%. miles of pipeline by 56%, and acres of brush control by
400%. Our organization values the public land in a natural
condition: you cause us a lot of grief with this proposal. The
EIS should address cumulative impacts.

p . 3-17. Wild horses. Wild horses and burros are not natural,
and management that increases their numbers does not belong in
Alternative A. Alternative A should settle resource conflicts
between wild horses and burros and native wildlife in favor of
native wildlife and ecosystems. We would prefer that Alternative
€ minimize numbers of wild horses and burros where there are
conflicts with native ecosystems.

p. 3-21. We appreciate your support for the Oregon Natural
Heritage Plan.

p. 3-25. Special status species. We are pleased that you have
incorporated concern for these species into management, but we
would like to see more detail on how these species are doing in
the Three Rivers Area. Ferruginous hawk and Western sage grouse
are two species that need more attention in your management

plans. Map 5S-1 shows leks and Ferruginous nests. IS your
inventory complete? What datadoy o0 u need to collect? We'd like
to see protection for these species strengthened in the Preferred
Alternative.

3-26. Raptor habitat. An inventory of raptor nests and
habitat in the Three Rivers Area would be a useful goal in the
RMP. You have proposed certain management actions around raptor
nests. Good data would enhance your management and allow better
monitoring.

Appendix II-37
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p. 3-34. Nongame species. Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife has data available on which species would be expected 1n
the Three Rivers Area (The Nongame Wildlife Plan). The U.S. Fish
and Wildlife service has bee" monitoring trends in bird
population5 (The Breeding Bird Survey: Its First Fifteen Years,
1965-1979, Resource Publication 157). These documents would give
you guidance on likely habitat problems and population trends.
We would urge you to incorporate their data into the final RMP
and to address the needs of nongame species in management.

We believe that you should conduct an inventory of these species
on the Three Rivers Area so that you can monitor the effects of
management on them. Could the Portland Audubon Scociety be of
help 1n planning how data might be collected?

3-34. Recreation. The text here and map on p. 3-39 should
include birding and wildlife viewing as the major recreation use
that it is in the Three Rivers (See 1 above.) Please callon
ue for further information if you need help with identifying
specific areas.

p. 3-48. The text in the appendix did not support the table data
of "L" for "Vulnerable to Adverse Change™ for squaw Lake and
Saddle Butte. Livestock or wild horse grazing may threaten both.
since other criteria for designation seem to have been met, we
request that you reconsider recommending these two sites. Ye
would also support your designating Hatt Butte as an RNA because
ungrazed native range is so rare. We do commend you for
including six new areas as RNA's or ACEC's and prohibiting
livestock grazing on them. We would like to see the larger area
designated for Foster Flat.

p- 3-49. We suggest that all RNA's, ACEC's, sage grouse leks, and
WSA's be withdrawn from mineral entry and ORV use.

Because Burns District has not yet experienced the extensive
claim staking for gold happening in Vale, we request that you
withdraw from mineral entry any areas where special cultural or
natural resources would be destroyed by mining. Also, plecase
refer to Rick Parrish's more specific letter on our behalf
suggesting appropriate analyses for the gold mining potential.

p. 3-59. Map M-2 is hard to use because private land locks like
moderate potential. Can you show it another way?

. 3-67. Economic conditions. Again. birding is ignored *or 1ts
contribution to the economy. The Burns Chamber of Commerce has
found otherwise with its waterfowl festival!

pPage 6
p- 4-2. Assumptions. Assumptions 1, 2, and 4 have not bee" true
in the past. Because they have not, we would prefer that the RMP

include a buffer for lack of funding, maintenance, and monitoring
by reducing AUM's to a manageable level without the extraordinary
measures proposed in this Plan. How will the Plan be affected if
these assumptions don't hold true? What are your management
alternatives?

p. 4-7. Soils. Alternatives A, B, and C should not be combined
for an EIS. Alternative C, with 100,000 more AUMs, crested
wheat, pipelines extending grazing further from water, etc. will
likely cause significantly more soil erosion than would
Alternative A.

p. 4 - 7 . Forestlands. Alternative A, last sentence. "The
significance of this reduction would be very high" . ..on what?
p. 4-8. Livestock grazing. Alternative A language should be

revised to be more scientifically based. The choice of
adiectives suagest_tbat the evaluation of this alternative was
not impartial. Changes 1n condition class are not SO slow
compared to the 140+ years it has take" us to get the range into
the poor shape it is in. We disagree that the "only objective
that would be met would be to maintain the good condition range."
In other parts of the Plan, you discuss that Alternative A1s
beneficial for wildlife, recreation, soils, water quality, water
quantity, special status species, cultural resources, etc.

Whose objective is it to provide approximately 160,000 AUMs for
livestock? If that is an assumed, unstated objective in the RMF,
we protest. This document is supposed to analyze the
environmental impacts and reach an independent conclusion about
how many AUMs the land can support.

Table 4.4 needs a more complete heading for condition
This is Livestock Forage Condition Class.

p. 4-9.
class.

p. 4-13. What type of brush contrel do you propose in
Alternative C? 61,275 acres is a lot! This document does not
adequately assess the environmental impacts of either the brush
control or the seeding. Both kinds of actions influence wildlife
(including winter browse and cover for all animals, nesting and
feeding habitat for nongame birds, herptiles, small mammals,
etc.), water tables, soil erosion, etc. No analysis is provided
if you are suggesting use of any chemicals.

Are you proposing to alter a total of 61,275 acres or 107,000
acres? (Seeding included in brush control or separately stated?)

Appendix 11-38
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Many species of wildlife are dependent on vegetative diversity
and shrub browse or cover. The Portland Audubon Scciety is
strongly opposed to seeding with nonnative species and to
chemical means of brush control.

Much of the RMP text and our conversations with Three Rivers
employees suggest that this Plan is a balanced approach to
resource management. Table 4 - 9 documents the lack cof balance.
Alternative € is far closer to the alternatives emphasizing
commodity production than it is to those emphasizing natural
values. while the draft may represent an improvement over
historical management practices, in our opinion, it does not yet
approach a balanced multiple use management scheme required in
FLPMA.

p. 4-19. Vegetation. Alternatives A.
not have the same effect on vegetation.
environmental analysis is not adequate.

B,and C Wil l certainly
This portion of the

p- 4-21. Big Game Habitat. Are different areas proposed for
seeding between Alternatives B and C? Why are 12,500 seeded
acres unsatisfactory in Alternative B and 5,500 acres
unsatisfactory in Alternative C.

p . 4-23. Raptors. The document understates the environmental
impact on raptors from seedina crested wheat. ODF & W's Nongame
Wildlife Plan documents that virtually no native species nest and
feed on crested wheat grass. This comment applies to the nongame
paragraph and table on page 4-30 and 4-31 as well. Table 4.21
suggests a moderately positive effect on bunchgrass dependent
species from seeding crested wheat and a moderately negative
effect on sagebrush dependent species. | n extensive literature
searches on this subject, we have found no literature that
supports this conclusion

p. 4-26. Riparian habitat. Again, the document groups
Alternatives with v e ry different effects on riparian habitat.
Although we have seen evidence that riparian systems can i1mprove
with grazing systems, streams with no grazing improve more.
Grazed streams are never like ungrazed streams for wildlife and
fish habitat or water quality.

p . 4-28. Wetland/Playa/Meadow Habitat Alternatives A
should not be grouped. You describe differences in the text.
Each alternative should be separately analyzed. Why will playa
habitat be grazed prior to July 31? T recognize thaty ou are
trying to provide forbs for sage grouse, hut doesn't grazing then
conflict with nesting birds of other species? Playas should not
be grazed at all.

Page 8

p. 4-30. Special status species. Management proposed in
Alternative C is not adequate to protect $age grouse. Grazing
should be prohibited in meadows where chicks forage. Brush
control and crested wheat destroy sage grouse habitat

p. 4-34. We support the occasional use of prescribed fire, and
allowing natural fires to burn where possible, but fires are not
adequate justification for seeding crested wheat. The
Agricultural Research Service in Reno is reporting good success
with getting Indian rice grass to germinate if seeding is
necessary, but seeding should be a last resort. Eresion is a
poor excuse for seeding crested wheat; there 1s usually more bare
ground between crested wheat plants after a fewyears grazing
than there is with native, even degraded range.

p. 4-68. Economic Conditions. This analysis 1s incomplete
because it doesn't consider the steadily increasing visits by
people for wildlife viewing and nonmotorized recreation. If
livestock grazing were decreased, fishing, hunting, wildlife
viewing, and recreation would probably increase. The economy of
rural counties is changing, and the RMP ignores looking at trends
in the data.

111. Comments on the Preferred Alternative.

1" IX above, we have made some comments about actions we would
like to see added to or removed from the preferred alternative,
Alternative c. We've used Table 2.1 to organize the following
suggestions. The Table, a useful addition to the RMP as it is,
would be even more useful if you would add a Table of Contents S©
that sections could be easily found.

Burned areas within one mile of perennial
We prefer

Water Quality. 10.
water may well successfully rehabilitate themselves.
that you don't alter native vegetation unless unusual
circumstances warrant action.

Forestry and Woodlands. 5. We are pleased to see that you wil‘T
exclude forest management activities near raptor nests and retain
nest trees and provide perch trees.

Juniper---1. Although we agree that some stands of juniper sheuld
be removed or thinned to increase diversity, more species of
birds use juniper/sage communities for nesting and foraging than
any other eastern Oregon community type. Please assess the value
of stands for wildlife habitat before treatment.

B, and ¢
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Grazing. 2. We support your reducing grazing in the short term
to improve riparian, wetland, and range condition. We think the
reduction should be greater and permanent.

3. We do not support range projects which change native
vegetation into nonnative vegetation nor water development
projects which alter natural drainages or allow livestock to move
to new areas.

4. We support your removing livestock from these areas.

Your footnote. We are pleased that you are committed to riparian
and wetland improvement even if funding isn't available for
fences.

Special status species. We are pleased to see that you will
actively work on Recovery Plans and HMPs.

Wetland, reservoir, and meadow habitat. 1. Table 2.1 says you
will complete implementation of the Wetlands HMP by 1992. The

text, p. 4-28, says 1997. We hope it is 1992.

Playas--we are pleased to see the plan for collecting data on 10
playa lakebeds. We'd like to see your study and implemantation
schedule move up in time.

Riparian--We would prefer you follow Alternative A, but if C is
the choice, 50% utilization of herbaceous vegetation in the
riparian area seems high. Can you get adequate recovery in
riparian systems with 50%? We're pleased that your target is no
more than 30% in the uplands.

Raptors. 3. Pesticides shouldn't be used for rodent control on
public lands anyway, but many raptors hunt much further than two
miles from nests.

Recreation. 2. Do not maximize the development of ORVs. That
is a very harmful use of the public lands. There are more than
35,000 visitors per year, probably mostly from cut-of-county, to
see birds and other wildlife. Encouraging them is far less
destructive to other resources.

ACEC's. We are pleased that you plan to retain existing
designations and name new RNA's and ACEC's. We also support your
designating Hatt Butte and Squaw Lake as RNA's and Saddle Butte
as an ACEC. Increase the size of the Foster Flat RNA/ACEC.

Page 10

Please feel free to telephone if you have questions about our
comments. We appreciate the amount of time you have put into
this draft, and hope that our comments help you with your goal of
improving the final RMP.

Sincerely,

S Lon s

Linda S. Craig
for the Conservation Committee
Audubon Society of Portland
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The DRMP/DEIS is designed to give comprehensive management direction
on an areawlde basis. Detailed analyses of specific actions are
performed through EAs and are required to be ir conformance with the
land use plan. As such, the linkage between future on-the—ground
projects and the RMP will be through the analysis of the conformance
of these projects with the management objectives, directives and
resource or land use allocations made in the RMP.

Your comment on watchable wildlife 1s a valid one and a management
divective will be developed to address the opportunities available on
Bureau-administered lands to enhaace this use of wildlife rtesources.
A publication, Oregon Wildlife Viewing Guide Defenders of Wildlife,
1987, shows areas in the RA and a nmew BLM publication for 1991 will
also highlight areas to view wildlife.

Refer to responses 5-16 and 5-17.
Refer to response 9-1,

As range conditions improve through implementation of grazing
systems, bare ground should decrease through improved plant vigor,
increased ground cover and litter deposition. As these components
improve, the likelihood of grasshopper infestations is reduced. The
Bureau has no control over the climate which also plays a large part
in grasshopper infestations.

Refer to respoanse 5-17.

The BLM recognizes the importance of collection and interpretation of
data on ground water; however, under the Clean Water Act and State
Water Law, DEQ has administrative responsibility for development and
implementation of a ground water monitoring plan. Though no plan
presently exists for Harney County, the BLM would cooperate with DEQ
and other approprlate agencies on plan development.

Vegetation composition, distribution and abundance have immediate
effects on rates of runoff, sediment deposition, instream flows and
level of ground water tables. Though the BLM recognizes the
importance of monitoring surface water quantity during all seasons,
our fiscal and manpower limitations prohibit this type of activity.

The soll surface factor method (BLM Form 7310-12), which was used to
determine erosion condition classes, assigns a numerical rating to an
area., Erosion indicators such as soil movement, rills, gullies,
surface litter, pedestalling and surface rock are scored depending on
visual evidence and the scores summed to produce the numerical
rating. These ratings do not quantify the amount of soil loss in
terms of tons/acre, and at the present time there is no information
on the quantity of soil lost from the planning area. However, the
ratings do provide a general guide as to the severity of erosiom. The
numerical breakdown for erosion condition classes are stable (0-20),
slight (21-40), moderate (41-60), critical (61-80) and severe
(81-100). Addition of this numerical breakdown to the RMP would
provide no useful information beyond what is already furnished in the
document .

The solls management objectives (DRMP/DEIS Table 2.1-6) have been
expanded to provide a basis from which progress can be evaluated. The
objectives target accelerated (human influenced) erosion as opposed
to total (geologic and human) erosion. Refer to the Proposed Plan for
a detailed monitoring program. Also, see "Monitoring The Three Rivers
Resource Management Plan” on page 2-3 of the DRMP/DEIS.

Bureau directives have required that 30 percent of Range Betterment
Funds (8100) be spent on riparian projects. The Three Rivers RA has
been in compliance with this requirement. This directive has not been
rescinded, therefore, the RMP area will continue to spend at least 30
perceat of the Range Betterment Funds allotted to the RA by the
District prioritization process on riparian improvement projects.

Also, see RPS Updates (avallable for inspection at the Burms District
0ffice).

Section 1 of the Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act states ".
« » wild free-roaming horses and burros . . . are to be considered in
the area where presently found, as an integral part of the natural
system of the public lands.” Furthermore, there are no proposed
increases under any alternative, in either numbers or size of area in
which horses will be managed. No alternative on DRMP/DEIS Table
2.1-12 and 13 showed or proposed an increase in wild horse numbers.
The numbers shown on Table 3.6 have not been changed from previous
planning documents.

Also, refer to response 2-6.

Inventory data are incomplete on sage grouse strutting ground
locatlons, sage grouse brood rearing habitat, sage grouse wintering
area locations, ferruginous hawk nest sites and ferruginous hawk nest
success. Inventory of new areas and monitoring of existing habitat
are ongoing. As sites are discovered, they will be managed under the
management actions described for the particular type of habitat.
Also, refer to response 3-9.

Ongolng raptor inventory will continue, Also, all types of projects
are subject to the NEPA process. During this process, on—the-grouad
site~specific investigations are conducted. In the past, several nest
sites have been discovered during this process and these
investigations will continue,

Refer to response 1-18. Also, monitoring of habitats will tequire an
initial ioventory as the monitoring plan is belng implemented. Anyone
interested in the wildlife habitat program is encouraged to offer
assistance in the formulation of data collection and monitoring
wmethods.

The text will be changed to include wildlife viewing as a recreation
activity. Bird and other wildiife watching in the Three Rivers RA is
a major recreation use. However, past inventories of which we are
aware indicate that the major concentrations of birds and animals
viewed by visitors to the area are in Harney and Blitzen Valleys on
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11-30

lands administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Malheur
Refuge) and the surrounding private lands.

There is viewing of big game (specifically deer and antelope) and
nongame birds and animals in varlous widespread areas during certain
seagons of the year, on Bureau-administered lands. Areas of bird and
animal habitats are made known to the public through various means
(such as brochures, talking with groups interested in certain kinds
of fauna and participating i{n locally sponsored activities promoting
visitor interest in watchable wildlife). We will continue to promote
wildlife viewing on Bureau lands where it is envirommentally and
economically feasible.

The interdisciplinary team analyzed the text and other information to
conclude that the "L" as shown in Table 3.16, DRMP/DEIS is
appropriate. Saddle Butte did not meet relevance criteria, such that
importance criteria is not an Issue. Please note there are only five
new areas being designated as ACECs. See Appendix 1, Table 16 in the
Proposed Plan for use restrictions in these areas. The Foster Flat
RNA/ACEC has been expanded to 2,690 acres. Also, refer to responses
1-26 and 3-1.

Regulations are in effect which provide greater coansideration to
RNAs, ACECs and WSAs when mineral activities are proposed than such
areas would otherwise have as public lands. The cost to automatically
withdraw such areas from mineral eantry, when valid existing rights or
claims are present, would be prohibitive. Sage grouse can be afforded
consideration for protection from potentially impactive agents by
means of mitigating measures that minimize any detrimental effects
upon their habitat requirements.

ORV use has been "limited” to designated roads and trails within
existing RNAs and WSAs already. ACECs and such resources as sage
grouse are counsidered on a case-by-case basis glven the specific
requirements of the resource at a gilven site.

It is not Bureau policy to withdraw areas where special values may be
protected through surface management such as special stipulatioms or
through mitigation in mining plans of operatioa.

Map M-2 has been revised to reflect updated information; however, the
geologic information presented is general in nature and no attempt
has been made to delineate different levels of potential by
landownership. All lands within a given potential class on the map
are projected to have that potential, regardless of ownership.

Refer to response 2-36.

The statement that Alternative C, with a significant increase in
AUMs, seedings and pipelines will cause more erosion compared with
Alternative A 1s correct., However, the soll section was set up to
anticipate positive and negative trends when compared with the
current management scenario. The environmental consequences
discussion for Alternatives 4, B and C were comblned for soils on p.

4-7, because all three should have a positive overall effect compared
with current management on the planning area. It would be impossible
to quantify actual differences in the rates of soll loss between
scenarlos using available data for the area.

The "very high” term refers to the 45 percent reduction in the annual
allowable sale volume (from 621 Mbf/year to 341l Mbf/year). Therefore,
the significance to the existing program is very high, reduced by
almost one-half.

Refer to p. 4-8 of the DRMP/DEIS for a discussion of the impacts on
livestock grazing. As the life of this plan is 10 years, changes

taking longer than this are termed very slow. In this sectlon, range
condition is the only livestock grazing objective that would be met.

Refer to respomse 11-23.

The citation of an objective to provide 160,000 AUMs (DRMP/DEIS, p.
4.8) was In error. AUM levels were removed from livestock grazing
objectives to allow the carrying capacity of the land to determire
stocking levels.

This has been corrected in the PRMP/FEIS.

The method of brush control to be used will be determined by the
objective of the project. There are a varlety of methods which can be
applied. The acres of potential brush control are approximately 5.6
percent of the big sagebrush type in the RA. A site-specific EA will
be prepared for each brush control project to assess impacts. At this
time, use of chemlicals 13 prohibited on public lands except for
noxious weed control. The BLM has prepared an EIS on vegetation
treatment which addresses the herbicide application. Until that EIS
is finalized and a Record of Decision approved for BLM-administered
lands in Oregom, chemical application is not a viable option as a
method of brush control.

See DRMP/DEIS Table 2.1 pp. 5, 15, 17, 21, 23 and 29; and Appendix 3,
Table 7, p. 3-177, for management directives and standard design
features regarding brush control.

A total of 61,275 acres are listed for potential brush control. This
figure includes seedbed preparation for seeding, as well as areas for
potential brush coatrol only. Seeding acres are included in brush
control acres. This overlap in acreage will be clarified in the
PRMP/FEIS.

Refer to responses 1-11 and 11-27.

Alternatives A, B and C do all have the same overall, long-term
impacts on the vegetatiom. Specifically, a positive effect on overall
vegetative diversity in the RA. However, the analysis of the impacts
of Alternatives A, B and C on vegetation did not adequately
differentiate among them. The objective and management actlions for
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11-31

11-32

11-33
11-34
11-35
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vegetation have been revised. See Vegetatlon in the Proposed Plan.
The Enviroameatal Consequences section has also been revised, see
Chapter 3, Vegetation. See also respomse 1-13.

Different areas are proposed for seeding in Alternatives B and C.
The predicted impacts on p. 4-23 of the DRMP/DEIS were not intended
to represent individual actions but Ilmplementation of the entire
plan. Littlefield et al. (1984) concluded that while abundance and
bilomass may be highest in good conditlon range, the increased cover
may coatribute to lessened availability of small mammals to avian
predators. Also, refer to response 2-74,

Refer to response 3-13.

Refer to response 1-19.

Refer to respomse 3-9.

Refer to responses 1-11 and 6-8.

A discussion of recreation growth has been added, see Chapter 3,
Recreation, PRMP/FEIS.

Table of Conteats for Table 2.1

Page Page
Air Quality 2 Raptors 24
Water Quality 2 Aquatic Habitat 24
Soils 6 Hazardous Materials 28
Forestry and Woodlands 6 Fire Management 28
Livestock Grazing 8 Recreation 30
Wild Horses and Burros 12 Areas of Critical
Vegetation 14 Environmeantal Coucern 34
Special Status Specles 16 Visual Resaurces 34
Wildlife Habltat Mgt. 20 Cultural Resources 36
Wetland Habitat 22 Energy and Minerals 38
Riparian Habitat 22 Lands and Realty 40

Refer to response 9-18.

The basis for this timeframe is the Burns District Wetlands HMP
implementation schedule. Refer to response 7~12.

See management actions WL 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 of the Proposed Plan.
Also, the utilization levels are independent, meaning if ome is
reached the livestock are removed. Also, see response 2-7.

Refer to response 1-23.

Refer to responses 1-26, 3-1 and 1l-16.
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Robert ard Carol Jensen 1 2
20180 Eriggs Read

Berd, Gregon 97701

District tanager

BLM Burns District Office

HC 74-12533 Hwy. 20 West.
Hires, Oregon 97738

Desr Sir:

‘We would like o express our concer s with the Draft Three Rivers Resource Management Plan
and Environmental {mpact Statement.

Presently, most of the range land is in only fair to poor condition and will remain so under al}
alternatives and your preferred slternative (C) 13 on ecological disaster. The immediate gosl
should be o return oll Jands to excellent condition. The construction of fences, pipelines,
troughs, wells, reservoirs and the planting of habitat sterile crested whestgrass at taxpager
expense, when grozing fees are dropping is unsecepiable.

Nearly ell rapsrian and aquatic hebitat is presentiyin fair to poor condition. Returning and
mei nteining all water quality to 8n excellent condition should be an immediste goal. Your
Alternative € provides only token protection or restoration.

1241 I Your draft does not identify the extent of remsining ancient forests and does not expiain how

12-2

12-3

12-4

12-5
12-6
12-7
12-8
12-9
12-10
12-11

13-1

13-3

13-4

meny miles of Jogging roads it expects to construct.

l Bighor n sheep habitat protection methods and impacts are not addressed. Deer and elk receive s

token (3%) forage #llocation while the balance goes to cattie. This is unscceptable.

The following are our recommendations:

1} Develop an sHernative to restore and maintsin range isnd in excellent, natural condition.
Cattie grazing should be reduced or eliminsted where sppropriste.

2) Ats minimum sdopt Alternative & (the atural Yalues alter native) until such time asan
alternetive is developed which allows for full range 1and, raparian and stream recovery. The
Alternative & wauld at Jeast allow for token recovery of these values.

3) Water quality, raparisn snd squatic havital must be improved snd maintained in excellent
condition.

4) All srcient forest must be identified ond protected.

alternatives alorg with their environmentsl i mpacts.

6) Eliminate al! crested wheatgrass seeding project.

7} Gighorn sheep habitat protection and impacts must be addressed in the plan and ihe forage
allocations within netural bighorn range must go to bighorn sheep entirely (no other grazing).
B) Designate the majority of the South Fork snd Middie Fork Matheur Rivers, all of Bluebucket
Creak, and all of the Silvies River a3 Wild and Scenic.

9) Wildlife winter rame forage sllocaticns should heve priority over livestock silocstions.

1
' S) tnclude atl costs of construction of new roads snd other range land projects under the various
1

Yours truly

E]"/"‘v’/ £,
(agad el
Robert Jesen

Carol Jensen

13

Joshua Warburton
District Manager

Burns District BLM

HC 74-12533 Hwy 20West
Hines, OR 97738

1731790

Dear Mr. Warburton:

Tre Oregon Natural Resotirces Council (ONRC) wishes to present comuments on the
Three Rivers Resource Management Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(TRDEIS).

ONRC opposes the preferred Alternative C and recommends Alternative A with
modifications.

Special Management Areas
The TRDEIS recommends few areas for special protection status

ONRC recommends:

Malheur River and Stonehouise WSA's be wilderness.

Diamond Craters inventoried roadless areas be wilderness.

Sage proposal areas: Crow Camp Hills, Behuh, and Stinking Water Country be
backcountry areas (no motorized use, no grazing or restricted grazing, no
domestic seeding development, no water developments for domestics)

Otis Mountain-Birch Creek area be backcountry

Ernmigrant Creek and Silvies River Canyon be backcountry

The BLM should consider a backcountry allocation for areas such as the ones above
Backeountry would provide protection {or specific areas without wilderness
designation.

Mining

The TRDEIS should withdraw all remaining streamsides, wetlands, springs, aspen
and scenic areas from all forms of mineral entry until a coraprehensive
cummutative impacts EIS on mining is done

Geothermal
The TRDEIS should withdraw all tands {rom geothermal entry and issue no leases
unti] a comprehensive cummuiative impacts EiS is done

NORTHWEST FIELD OFFICE
519 SW 3rd AVE.. SUITE 407
PORTLAND. OREGON 97204
032869771

NORTHEAST FIELD OFFICE SOUTHWEST FIELD OFFICE
136! LINCOLN STREET BOX B0X 638
ECGENE. QREGON 97401

PRATKIE QY OKEGON 9°K6Q
5641320673 368820 5714

ASHLAND. OREGON 97520
503 488 2100

13-5

13-6

13-7

13-8

13-9

13-10

13-11

13-12

13-13

13-14

12-1 In accordance with provisions of the Bureau Manual (Section 1622.21),
the Proposed Flan provides for the protection of 482 acres of
selected Ponderosa Pine 0ld Growth Forests within the RA. Maps F-3,
4, 5 and 6 display the locations of the forest tracts; Tables 2.4,
2.9 and 2,10 address various aspects of Ponderosa Pime 01d Growth
Forest management.

The Draft does not address the construction of logging roads in
miles. The forested areas within this RA have all previously been
logged and new road comstruction would be very minimel. Historically,
only short spur roads or road extensions have been necessary to

1ish timber activities. An average of approximately
30 stations (3000 feet) per year has been necessary over the past 8
years and new construction is expected to be the same or less for
future activities. Costs have averaged $76 per station ($2,280 per
year) in the past and this cost 1s expected to rise inm correlation
with future inflation rates. This increased cost will, however, be
offset due to expected reduction in new road constructiom.

12-2 Refer to responses 2-10 and 2-78.

12-3 Refer to response 1-13,

124 The alternatives presented in the Draft were developed with full
+

public participation and a D 1ive and bly
achlevable range of options for meeting the Bureau's full range of
multiple-use management responsibilities in the Three Rivers RA. It
1s not anticipated that additional alternatives will be developed,
however, the concerns expressed were considered by management in the
development of the Proposed RMP,

12-5 Refer to response 2—44.
12-6 Refer to respomse 12-1.
12-7 See PRMP/FEIS, Appendix 1, Table 13 for project costs.

Site-specific NEPA documentation is prepared for each project to
assess impacts.

See PRMP/FEIS, Appendix 1, Table 12 for Standard Design Features.

12-8 Refer to response 1-11.

12-9 Refer to response 2-78.

12-10 Refer to responses 3-6.

12-11 Refer to responses 2-6 and 2-10.
ONRC. TRRMP

Page 2

Forest

No 1ands should be aticcated to timber management of logeed until a
comprehensive old growth and native forest inventory 15 done and an old growth
forest stystem allocation 1s designated, for example old growth and native forests
1n the Otis Mountain-Birch Creek, Emigrant Creek, and Hay Creek areas What are
the impacts, extent, and costs of planned logging roads?

Fisheries, Water Ouality and Riparian

Fisheries, concerns including Red Band Trout habitat, are not detailed nor are full
impacts disclosed Current riparian and water quality conditions are mostly “fair to
poor” and the TRDEIS does not improve these resources enough. After forty years
of "management” with only slight improvements, the management condition goal of
fisheries, water quality and ripariap must be "good -excellent” within ten years and
then all "excellent” after ten years We do not care what methods of riparian,
wetland, and watershed improvements are used, but “excelient” must be the on the
ground result of the TRDEIS. A full inventory of aquatic habitat and a detailed
enhancement and restoration plan of aquatic habitats, including time and costs
schedules should be done in the TREIS

Crested Wheat Seedings and Range Developments

All crested wheat ings should be el ted and native species used for forage
and wildlife projects, except for isofated catastrophic fire cases where severe
erosien will occur and native species wilt not do the job (as generally recommended
by Oregon BLM State Director on January 23,1990) Range developments such as
pipelines and fences should be reduced to a minimum so as not to induce cattle into
new areas that were lightly grazed in the past. Benefit/cost projections for all
range development proposals should be provided

Vildlife

The TRDEIS does not adequately address wildlife resolirtes. Bighorn sheep and
antelope should have specific management plans for habitat protection including
full and detailed impacts ¢f the proposed action Bighora sk stroduction
plans if any chould be analyzed. In bighorn sheep range all forage should be
allocated to witdlife. The forage allocation for big game (deer and eIk} appears to
be onty 3% of total torage and yet the TRIDEIS <taims dramatic improvemsnts in big
game habitat condition What defines “satisfactory” and 'unsausfactory™ habitat
conditon and what detaiied management actions wiil significanily unprove big
game habitat? Winter range forage should be atlocated to wildlife first and then
cattle
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13-15

13-16

13-17

13-18

ONRC. TRRM¥ Page 3

Grazin:
The TRDEIS only shows an immediate 10,600 AUM decrease and then projects
increased AUM's in the future. Our experience on the ground, indicates that
overgrazing has occurred in many areas and cattle removal in some areas is the
only way to improve 988,000 acres of “fair-poor” condition lands. Simple

g t method changes wili not be enough in some areas and it appears
unrealistic to not significantly decrease cattle AUM's and still show significant
improvements in other resource values such as riparian, wetland, water quality,
watershed and wildlife habitat.

13-9

Wild and Scenic Rivers
The TPDEIS is inadequate in analysis for wild and scenic rivers. The Wild
recommendation for the middle fork Malheur River i commendabie Thank voun
The following rivers should also be recommended for designation

Middle Fork Malheur River - segment C

Blue Bucket Creek

South Fork Malheur River

Silvies River Segment A

Emigrant and Hay Creeks should be studied

13-10

13-11

ACEC
We commend the BLM for their ACEC proposals and would like to recommend some
charnges.

Foster Flat be increased to 1,870 acres

Biscuitroot be increased to 5,280 acres

Obsidian be included at 16,900 acres
Kiger Mustang area be retained as ACEC, but be designated for protection of naturat
values rather than wild horse values

Maps and Allocations
Gne comprehensive and detatled map {1/2” s

ale) shionld be provided to stiow all 13-12

the land allocations together for easy womper,

Conclusion

Oregon Natural Resources Councit (ONRC) tooks forward to a revised and complete
TRDEIS with much more detait and disclosure of impacts

Thanks for the opporiunity to comment,

13-13

13-14
Sincerely,
T QZQJHQL;O
Tim Lillebo
ONRC  Eastern Oregon Field Office

13-15
13-16

13-17

13-1 The Final Oregon Wilderness EIS contalning Bureau recommeundations for
WSAs has been completed. Therefore, the RMP does not coasider
wilderness designations or management of the areas as wilderness,
other than IMP, to protect and preserve their natural condition, as

these considerations are outside the scope of this plan.

13-18

The Bureau has no management category for backcountry or unroaded
areas in its planning system. Backcountry allocations are not
consistent with planning guidance and thus there is no umbrella of
protection under a single backcountry deslgnation or management
direction. Rather, backcountry becomes established and enhanced by
other resource activity recommendatiouns such as off-road vehicle
closures, visual Tesource management classes, mining withdrawals and
other actions to provide protection of natural values. Also, refer to
response 13-1.

13-3 Refer to response 5-18.

13-4 Based on the DEIS analysis, there 1s no reason to withdraw all lands
from geothermal entry and leasing. Appendix 9 (Tables 4, 6, 8, 10, 11
and 12) addresses geothermal leasing stipulations and development. No
cunulative impacts were forecast for up to 10 scattered temperature
gradient holes with no development projected to occur during the life
of the plan. Before any production can occur, an EIS is reguired
under NEPA. An EIS would address the cumulative impacts at that time.
Also, refer to response 5-18.

Refer to response 12-1.

Redband trout inventories are scheduled to begin during FY 91/92 and
would delineate age composition aund distribution of the population.
These data will contribute to a Redband Trout Habitat Management Plan
scheduled for development in Fiscal Year 93. For additionmal
information please refer to respoases 2-80, 9-6 and 9-8.

13-7 Realistic, achlevable goals need to be described when identifying
alternatives and selecting a Preferred Alternative. In the Three
Rivers RA, many miles of sensitive aquatic and riparian habitats lie
ad jacent to, but outside of, BLM jurisdiction. Management for
restoration to excellent conditions within 10 years was in some cases
not achievable.

Restoration of water quality and aquatic habitats were primary goals

of the Preferred Alternative. Under the Preferred Alternative, 115

miles, or 90 percent of all stream miles, would be either improved to

or malntained at good levels for water quality. Seventy-five percent

of all riparian habitat would be in good or better condition by 1997.
13-8 Details of BLM agquatic habitat inventories have been discussed in the
DRMP/DEIS in Chapter 3-27 and Chapter 4-3 through 4-6. Summaries of
data were provided in Tables 3.10, 3.11, 3.12, 4.1 and 4.2. Aquatic
habitat summaries were also presented in Volume II - Appendices,

1.

Appendix 11-42

Additionally, Table 2.1, Management Directives by Alternatives,
presented management objectives and discussed lmpacts associated with
each alternative for water quality, aquatic habitat, riparian habitat
and speclal status species, i.e., redband trout and Malheur mottled
sculpin.

A full restoration and enhancement plan for aquatic habitats,
including costs, workmonths and scheduling was beyond the scope of
management directives for the Three Rivers RMP. However, monitoring
actlons are included in the PRMP/FEIS and will be used to assess RMP
plan implementation and attainment of management objectives. A more
specific monitoring plan will be developed which will ideuntify types
of surveys, parameters to be monitored, funding and staffing to be
allocated, and procedures for implementation of results. These data
would allow the BLM to make site-specific adjustments in the
management plan to attaln stated objectives.

Refer to response 1-11.

Range developments are used for a variety of reasons lncluding, but
not limited to, improving livestock distribution.

Appendix 1, Table 12, PRMP/FEIS, outlines standard procedures and
design elements that will be incorporated into range improvements.

Rangeland developments will continue to be utilized to help resolve
resource management problems. Benefit/cost projections are not
provided for the potential projects outlined in the RMP because these
projects are considered to be tentative at this time, Further
refinements in project design at the activity planning level are
anticipated. See page 4~69, DRMP/DEIS, for the rangeland improvement
investment totals per alternative. See Appendix 1, Table 13,
PRMP/FEIS for a general estimate of the cost per unit of the various
project types.

There are no proposed bighorn sheep reintroduction sites in the
planning area. Table 2.1-21, item 2, and Table 2.1-23, item 1, of the
big game section of DRMP/DEIS are proposed, im part, to improve
antelope habltat. See DRMP/DEIS pp. 4-20 through 4-22. Also, see
responses 2-10 and 2-78.

Refer to responses 2-6, 2-10 and 2-11.

Satisfactory blg game habitat and unsatisfactory big game habitat are
defined in the DRMP/DEIS, pages 6-11 and 6-13, respectively. Also,
see DRMP/DEIS, Table 2.1-20 through 23 and response 2-6,

Refer to response 2-11.
Refer to response 3-6.

See ACECs in the Proposed Plan for ACEC designatlons and their
acreages. Also, refer to responses 2-68 and 3-1.

Because of the many overlapping allocatlons characteristic of
multiple-use management, a visual display of all such allocations on
a map becomes uninterpretable. A 1/2” scale map for the Three Rivers
RA measures approximately 4 feet by 4 feet and is impractical for
this type of document., Refer to the PRMP/FEIS, Table 5.2 for program
by program comparisons.




14-2

14-3

14-7

14-8

14-9

14-10f
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March 17, 1990

Mr. Joshua L. Warburton
District Manager

Burns District Office
HC 74-12533 Hwy 20 West
5. Oregon 97738

Dear Josh:

I have been reviewing the Draft Three Rivars RMP/EIS for the past
few weeks. From this review I come away with an uneasy feeling and
frankly, a low confidence level in the technical analysis of the plan.
Let me begin with the Forest Management segment of your plan.

Beginning with a baseline of 13,307 acres of forestland, 3,397
acres were withdrawn because they were not commercial forestland. The
definition of commercial forestland is that which will grow 20 cubic
feet of wood per acre per year. (With a board foot to cubic foot
conversion ratio of 5.0, the commercial threshold is 100 board feet per
acre per year.) An additional 619 acres were classified as being "non-
operable” due to constraints such as cagle roosts, riparian zones or
wildlife habitat and subsequently withdrawn, resulting in a net
available timber base of 9,291 acres. From this an additional 418
acres is withdrawn as "Not Currently Available” for productiom in order
to provide cover for big game species, resulting in a total timber base
of 8,873 acres.

This was to have represented the "Preferred” alternative. However
it would appear that this is the commodity emphasis alternative, even
though it is constrained by several factors. These factors are then
ignored in the literature, indicating that onlv raptor nest trees would
be retained; all other commercial forest land (9,900 acres in total)
would be intensively managed

The Preferred alrern = .
reductions, although there is no clear indication 1or of what
these reductions will protect or enhance. Cover and riparian
protection goals are variously mentioned, but in fact, these goals are
already to be met as outlined in your Best Forest Management FPractices,
which are consistent with State of Oregon rules and regulations

Even more disturbing is the derivation of the annual harvest

hag

levels  These levels are sll predicated on the assumption that vhen
the Allowable Cut was last caleulated (abous 10 years ago), it turnad
out to be equal to 70 board feet per acre per year. In effect, the

average commercial forest acre was said to be capable of producing 30%

less volume per year than the non-commercial threshold of 100 board

feet per acre per year.

I huve been told that the 70 bd. ft. production was based upon the
actual prowth expericnced in the eighty inventery plets (covering
nearly 50,000 acres) between 1964 and 1974 in the old Burns District.
The 1984 inventory nor the site potential under intensively managed
stand conditions were taken into consideration in arriving at the 578
MBF harvest level of the Preferred alternative. Indeed, no current
allowable cut calculation was run. Using the site class or Fred Hall's
Ecoclasses, the average acre of forestland on the Three Rivers is
probably capable of growing three times your 70 bd. ft. estimate, thus
increasing the allowable cut 3008 with no adjustment for imventory or
acreage allocations.

This may appear simplistic. However, logic would indicate
tremendous error with your current methodology.

For years I have been observing the vast tracts of BIM land in
areas like Dry Mountain, Claw Creek, Horton Mill, Emigrant Creek,
Silvies River, Silvies Valley and Drewsey with their tremendous

wariality : : : w2
stands were being ignored for their timber management potential. When
one considers that the trees you are losing are worth $600 te $1,0060
each in stumpage, you are indeed squandering a tremendous resource
At $350 per MBF and 1,000 MBF per year that you understate the
allowable harvest, the treasury is losing $250,000 in payments plus
untold receipts as a rvesult of the jobs created by the preparation,
harvest and processing of this volume.

Let me move now from the timber issue to other resource issues

¢ ohesrvatios confirped ohot

1) Your data indicates that you lack even 1/100 of a mile (52.8
feet) of stream in “Excellent” condition. Nor do you project
improving any streams to excellent condition in the preferred
plan. Having seen some streams that seldom feel the
pressure of one man's boot or one cow’'s hoof, 1 must wonder
if your standards of excellence are umobtainable or your
measurement system somehow faulty.

2) One of the allotments with poor range condition is Riddle
Mountain. Having pursued birds on that mountain, I
particularly noted the variety and volume of grasses present
which showed little evidence of grazing, other cthan an
occasional deer or elk deposition. Is that poor range?

3} Considering the forage you propuse to remove from iivestock

1¢ have neaarly €00 elk

L “hen onc

considers your ownership covers, the mix of larnd

ownerships and acreage deveid of clk, you could have no more
than 10% of the elk residirg on your lands. That would mean
about 6,000 head within the Three Rivers Boundary. While the

ODFw is the ultimate authority, I would dare say that 1,500

head in the area is a more accurate estimate, indicating that
vou are only feeding about 150 head.

~; While the weight of dara involving cattle numbers on the
myriad of allotments and AM's is mind boggling to me, 1
cannot discern anvwhere how will be irproved by
increasing, decreasing or hoiding con

vou propose. To me season of use. &

the cattle numbers
ion and intensity of

14~1

14-2
14-3
144
14-5
14-6
14-7

14-8

use are far more critical. Utilization of management tools
such as prescribed burning, juniper controi and favorable
forage and browse specics plantings are equally if not more
important. The DEQ proscriptions on smoke creation
(burning)are actually minor to non-existent in this area,
contrary to your stated objectives.

I am certain that more specific comments could be made on your

plan That will have to be left for another day. While I realize that
the official comment period has elapsed, the points I have raised are
nonetheless critical and must be addressed. I have had verbal
discussion with some of your staff in which these issues were discussed
some time ago.

Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions or

wish to discuss some of these issues and concepts personally.

ce. Robert F. Smith

Total forestland acres equals 13,307. Discussion in the DRMP/DEIS,
Chapter 3-3 indicates only 9,291 acres are commercial forestland by
definition (capable of producing 20 cubic feet per acre per year).
Therefore, 3,397 acres are classified as noncommercial forestland and
619 acres are closed as nonoperable (withdrawn-fragile site). &
further reduction of 418 acres is classified as Not Currently
Available (multiple~use constrained for wildlife cover). The
remaining 8,873 acres (timber base acres) are multiplied by the
factor of 70 which yields the existing 621 Mbf aanual allowable
harvest. The factor of 70 was erroneously stated in this document and
to you personally as being a BF growth rate per acre per year. This
number is in fact nothing more than a factor used to determine
allowable cut levels. The old John Day RMP annual harvest of 3,400
Mbf was determined Ln the BLM's Oregon State Office allowable cut run
in 1974 and was based on an inventory of 48,818 acres. From these two
numbers, the factor of 70 was derived and used In this plananing
document to determine harvest levels for all alternatives.
Alternative D, the No Action Alternative with 609 Mbf annual harvest
differs from the existing situation (DRMP/DEIS, Table 3.4, showing
621 Mbf) because the previous John Day RMP did not account for the
buffering of all nonperennial streams, springs and seeps which has
been an accepted practice within BLM resource disciplines for the
past 4 years. Until a current allowable cut is run, based on our
latest forest inveatory (1985), we belleve we have used the most
logical process available to determine aanual harvest levels, which
should be reasonably accurate.

Also, during the latest forest inventory, site classes were determine
and all classes within this planning area are Class I ot VI.

BLM forest standards are not being ignored for timber management
potential. Current budget constraints dictate forest management
activities which are generally confined to the more concentrated
stands of substantial size (in acres).

Refer to response 1l4-1.

Refer to respomse 14-1.

Refer to response 14-1.

Refer to response l4-1.

Refer to response 14-1.

Refer to responses 2-25, 2-28 and 2-45.

The DRMP/DEIS does not list the Riddle Mountaln Allotment as having
poor range condition. On the coumtrary, Appendix 1, Table 9 shows
Riddle Mountain Allotment as having satisfactory range condition.

However, Appendix 1, Table 7 does identify this allotment as having
unsatisfactory habitat condition for big game.

Refer to response 2-10.

See response 2-11. In the areas where a change in management will
achieve the multiple-use objectives for an allotment, use reductions
will not be necessary; however, in some areas reductions will be
necessary to achieve the objectives.
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or riparian areas.
15-1 I P

15-2 I

15-3 I

15-5

15-8

15-9

15-10

15

Bureau of Land Management 14990
HC 74-12533 Hwy 20 West

Hines, Or. 97738

Janurary 31,

Subject: Draft, Three Rivers, Resource Management Plan.

This appears to be a very good plan especially in the area
of recreation.

The following comments refer to Table 2.1 and the Preferred
Alternative. Page 3, Water Quality, 1., states: "On a case-by-
case basis, close and rehabilitate all roads on public lands not
needed for administration or fire protection." ‘fthis statement
as made, applies to all roads in the Resource Area and not just wet
Most roads in the RA must be left open, whether
maintained or not, to provide access to the handicapped, elderly,
and non-athletic.

Page 19, #11., No land should be acquired accept through the
exchange process, except for public access.

Page 21, #16, Wwhat system will be used to assure that no
livestock utilization on woddy riparian shrubs occurs?

Page 25, Aquatic Habitat, #1. 3Same comment as for page 3,
Wwater yuality, #1.

Page 29 & 33; #3.
for Moon reservoir

very pleased to see planned improvements

Page 31, Cultural Resources, #1, #hat are the proposed max-
1mum 'take limits' for obsidian? will there be a seperate limit for
each individual site? If not, why not? Will these 'take limits’'

be consistant with
land

rules, regulations and policy
resource areas containing obsidian deposits?
I strongly oppose the establishment of 'take zones'. What
rationale would be used to establish which area would he open or
closed? Would closed areas or open 'take zones' be adeguately marked
and posted? What would be the prescribed penalties for taking more
than the maximum amount or from a closed area?

Page 39, Provide for Conservatione t ¢ . ,
should only be acquired through land exchange.
not be reduced.

Page 43, kliminate Unauthorized Use etc., #3.a.&%b., The option
must remain open for gualified entities to have access to certain
public lands for waste disposal sites, Needs for waste disposal
sites are important to our society and it beboves the public domain
to help meet those needs.

in other public

#1. Private inholdings
Th? tax base must

The BLM has grossly under allocated AUMs for big game use. The
planned allocation is 7,800 AUMs (appendix 5, Table 1), while the
need is 15,685-AUMs,

It 1s stated in Volume 1, Chapter 3, page 26: "An estimated
5,000 antelope, 14.000 deer and 1,500 elk winter on public lands in
the planning unit during a normal year. Approximately 4,300 antelope.
13,000 deer and 300 elk summer on these lands,"

Usin% the following equivalent ratios: antelope = 7 head/AUM;
deer = 5.6 head/AUM; and elk = 3 head/AUM; season of use would be
summer = 7 months and winter = 5 months. Competitive forage ratio:
antelope = 10.1%; deer = 18.4% and elk 100%.

WINTER SUMMER
ANTELOPE Antelope
5,000 ¢+ 7 X 5 X .101 = 361 AUM 4,300 «+ 7 X 7 X .101 = 434 AUM
DEaER D&}
14,000 ¢+ 56 X 5 X .184 = 2300 i 13,000 +5 . 6 L7 X.184= 2990 AU
ELK ELK
1.500 X5=----------- 7500 AUM 300X7 =---------- 2100 AUM
finter total --------- 10,161 AUM Summer total --------- 5,524 AUM
Annual total 15,685 AUM

The information concerning estimated capacity and carrying
capacity, as it relates to forage production is misleading and confusing.

In a communication, dated November 24, 1983, the BLM states:
"Forage production estimates are computed through rangeland monitori
and evaluation process. Appendix 3, Table &, displays these estimat
either as Estimated Capacity (where additional years of data are re-
%uired to complete the computation process) or as a Carrying Capacity

where sufficient data are currently available). BIM has not made a
"total forage production” estimate as this is not required under mon-
itoring abd evaluation procedures." If 'total forage production' is
not available or known to the BLM then all capacities are estimates
and the carrying capacities are unknown in all allotments. When if
ever does the BLM ascertain total forage production?

There has to be a minimum pound per acre per year of forage prod-=
uced for the range to be classified as suited for grazing. Total
prodvction must be known to know tha true carrying capacity., while
the 3 year monitoring data may be more reliable, capacities are stiil
estimates. Carrying capacity is also based on the percentage of
total preduction allocated to forage use.

It is imperative that the BLM ascertain the actual forage pro-
duction rate, on an average, of 20allotments a year for the next 10
years. Then and orly then can the range be man2ged under a truly
prudent plan.

£
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15-11

15-12 I

15-13
15-14

15-15 I
15-16 |

15-17 I

15-18 ||

15-19 I AZEC and that

15-20

15-21

A 20 percent check of the allotments in ippendix 7, Table 6,
against Appendix 5, Table 1 showed that forage had been allocated
for antelope in Allotments 7010 ard 7030 in ome tablc but no alloc-
ations for forage were made in the other table.

ACECs

HATT BUTTE RNA

There is no information given to support this area as an ACEC.
#hat is the critical concern? W#hy were there no management direc-
tions? . )

I rejuest that this area be dropped for consideration as an
7 and that it be retained as an RNA.

AS

STTLVER JREZK RWA and addition

Where is this area? Under Location you show it. to be: 7213,
R26E, section 20. In the first paragraph under site description it
is stated: "The existing RNA, section 8.,,.,% In the second paragraph
it is stated: "The proposed addition, section 20,..% #hat would be
the total size of the RNA with a" addition, 960 acres or 1,600 acres?
#hat would be the total size if you acquired section 17?

No information is given to support a critical environmental, .
concern. Under management recommendations you make somelconultlon
statements but your only recommendation is to acquire sn?ctlonAﬂ.

T request that this area be dropped from ACEC consideration
but that it be retained as an RNA.

FOSTER FLAT RNA

No information is given to support a critical environmental
concern for this area.

A need and a recommendation are not the same thing. If
recommend fencing in this area, say-so.

I request that this area be dropped from consideration as a"
it be retained as a" RNA.

you

SLUAW LAKZ RNA

In the last senteunce of the first paragraph it i s stated: ",
lake remains in an enclosed basin that loses water only through
evaporation.' Is it possible that the lake also loses Water through
saturation, percolation and/or transpiration?

#hy do BLH employees mix metric measurements into the draft
and plan documents when the meiric system 1s nol the America" stand-
ard of measurement? I reguest that use of the metric system be
discontinued until it becomes the America" standard, designated py
the United states congress. . s

Again under Management Recommendations, conditions are stated
but no recommendations are made. WNeeds were also stated. .

I request that this area be dropped from ACEC consideration

-22
I but that it be retained as an RNA.

15-23

15-24

15-25

15-26 I

15-27 |

15-28

15-29

15-30 I

DRY MOUNTAIN RNA Addition

This area Is only a proposal to a proposal, it cannot be added
t0o something that does "at exist. Map ACSC-1 does not show the pro-
posed forest service RNA in a crosg hatched pattern or any other

pattern. Also the size, in acres, of the forest service proposal
is not given.

There is no indication that this area would not be a continuat-
ion and duplication of the Natural area cells contained in the forest
service proposal.

The narrative mentions heavy impacts by grazing outside of the
area, to the north and west but did not show any impact within the
Dry Mountain unit

The Management Recommendations section did not contain any rec-
ommsndations.

I request that this a r e a be dropped from both ACEC ana INA con-
ciderations and that it continue to be managed under the multiple
use concept.

Saddle BUTTE ACE"

It seems that current management practices are adeguqte for this
area, which does not include either ACAC or RNA recommendations. No
discussion of critical concern give", "or are recommendations made.

I request that this area continue to be managed under the current
plan.

KIG=R MUSTANG ACEC

There is no evidence that the progeny of the original Spanish
mustang in Kiger and Riddle Mountain herds are that much different
from herds in other western states. There is "a evidence that these
two herds could not exist equglly as well in Stinkingwater, Warm
Springs or Palomino HMAs, |If kept confined inbreeding will decimate
the herd over time.

Contrary to your claim. the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act (FLPMA) of 1976, does not "clearly indicates the need to emphasize
the management of the Kiger and Riddle licuntain H¥as for these desc-
endants of the 3Spanish mustang." No site specific areas are mentionei
in sither ILPHA, the Act of December 15, 1971 (8Y Stat. 649, 651) or
the ict of September 8, 1959 (73 Stat. 47C). The BLH is rezuired to
manage the wild horse herds, but not in any specific area,

No specifics of eavironmental concern were identified in the
text for thishndf were any Management Recommendations made.

I request that this area be dropped from further ACEZ consider-
aticn and that continue to be managed as an HMai.




15-31

15-32 '
15-33

15-37

15—38'

15-39

BISCUITROQT CULTURAL ACEC

It is quite clear that these roet crop production areas are
important to the various Indian and/or other user groups.

It is not shown how much of the 8,480=actes are impacted by
gravel pit activities, nor were other local land uses identified.

The acres shown in Appendix 7, Table 1 ane not consistant with
the Summary in Volume I.

Do the Indians have a Treaty right to the use of these lands
that could not be usurped by ACEC designation?

The proposed Biscuitroot Cultural ACEC lies in T,21 & 225, and
R33% & 343, yet none of the Mineral Materials Sites listed in App-
endix 9, Table 2 are located in these townships and ranges. #hat
are the real concerns about gravel developuments?

Critical environmental concerns have not been identified nor
have any Management Recommendations been made.
I reguest that this area be dropped from further AC:C consider-
ation, and that it continue to be managed under the multiple use
concept.

OBSIDIAN CULTURAL ACEC

The BLM Shows a conflicting number of acres for this proposal.
Appendix 7, Table 2 shows 13,900 acres while Alternative B 1in the
Summary shows 16,900 acres

Under description of resonrces and value, it is stated: "Obsidian
flows are not common in the western United 3States.” A Field Guide
to Rocks and Minerals, by Dr. Frederick H. Pough, states: "Cbsidian
is locally abundant in the western United States, but does not occur
in the east,----The western United States volcanic belt with its
obsidian formations extends down into Mexico {p.14&15)."

These areas have had to much use and disturbance, in recent
times, to be of any archelogical significance. These areas should
be protected from commercial exploitation.

Ko critical environmental concerns were identified nor were
any HManagement Recommendations given.

I reguest that this area be dropped from all censideration as

in Appendix 9, Table 2, !ineral Materials Sites, many of the
legal descriptions are incorrect and confusing. For instance in
i #7, Laton Peint is listed in T.233, R338., sec.2, 2,5W,#,5d
s and 84 ¥W SE. and contains 400 acres, The E is set off from
the 54 by a comma and the E is an unknown quanity., The S is the
southwest % of sec. 2, containing 160 acres; The 4 is set off from
3¢ 3E 32 by a comma and is an unknown quantity. The 3S# 53 32 is the
southwest § of the southeast  of the southeast z of sec, 2 and
contains 10 acres; and SW N# S& also contains 10 acres for a total
0f 180 acres. #here does the cther 220 acres come from?

3ite #19, Fort Curry is listed in T,225,, R.26E,, sec.5,
¥2 NZ NW. This subdivision would only contain 10 acres, not 40
acres a s listed.

The subdivision location fo all sites in this table needs
to be reviewed for correctness,

In numerous places in Volume | of the Draft RMP a plus (+)
sign is included where it 1s either superflous or inapproprate,
some are listed below by chapter and page: I-J, Lake (91,505+acres);
3-2, less than 10+ inches; 3-12, in 195+ allotments; 3-16, there
are 8,973+ AUMs -- (1981-1987) is 149,307+ AUMs; 3-21, juniper
(13+percent); 3%=35, (see Map+R-1); 3-44, Table+3; 4-6, O to 5.15+
miles;-4488.April and July+31: #hat are the significance of al
these + marks?

Thanks for the opportunity to participate in the Three Rivers

Resource Management Plan.
Jincerely, , ///;7

Frank Vaughn
OPLAC~5outheast

%2&9312&? Or. 97630

Bureau of Land Management February 1, 1990
HC 74-12533 Hwy 20 West

Hines, Or. 97738
Subject: Draft, Three Rivers, Resource Management Plan.

Reviewing my response. dated Janurary 3%, 1990, at the bottom
of page 1 and top of page 2. | found that I made a gross error in
calculating alloted AUMs for elk; which changes the annual total
for big game. The winter need far elk should have been
1500 ¢+ 3 X 5 = E.500 AUM, not 1,500 AUM as shown. The summer need
would be 300 +3 X 7= 7"" AUM not 2,100 AUM as shown. The total
annual need for big game would be 9,285 4Ud and not the 15.385 as
stated. Please make pen and ink corrections.

Also 1 do recall seeing any AUM allocations for wild horses
and burros, in the draft RMP. If they were not included please
make these allocations

| appologize for any inconvenience this may have caused.

incereligp///f
:ﬁ-—z%

¥rank Vaughn
OPLAc-3outheast
936 NT7th
Lakeview, Or. 97630

15-1 Refer to response 2-81.
15-2 Refer to response 4-14.
15-3 Refer to response 3-13.
15-4 A management plan will be developed to address the multiple-use

requirements of several important obsidian source/quarry areas,
especially the conslderation for public uses like rockhounding and
education. No specific "take limits” on obsidian will be proposed
until there are rules or regulations im effect to consistently govern
the establishment of reasonable quantity limits for persomal
collection, such as those already in effect for petrified wood.

Commercial collecting is regulated under 43 CFR 3600 requiring that
an appropriate permit be issued prior to such taking. A permit is
issued to ensure adequate measures are taken to protect the
environment, minimize damage to public health and safety, and to
obtain fair market value for the materials removed.

15-5 The concept of a "take zone” was counsidered as a means to conserve
those portions of obsidian source/quarry areas that ezhibit
significant prehistoric archaeological resources and/or lesser
surface disturbance. Accessible areas with existing surface
disturbance are preferable for encouraging public uses, as "take
zones.” Such areas with previous disturbance are preferred for
rockhounding and flintknapping uses, in order to minimize the overall
extent of impacts due to extraction of obsidian boulders and the
creation of artificial "Indian™ sites by flintknappers.

Public uses in those areas where similar activities are already
focused and roaded access is established will be encouraged by an
on-site signing program. Less utilized areas and specific locations
where significant cultural resources are present will not be
emphasized in informatlonal materials or on—site signing.

Any penalty for exceeding allowable quantities would depend upon the
nature of the activity (e.g., commercial or personal collecting).
Taking material from a closed area would depend upon the methods of
extraction (e.g., mechanical or manual) and access {e.g., motorized
or pedestrian), on a case-by-case basis, In accord with Bureau
regulations.

Refer to response 15-4.
15-6 Refer to respouses 4-14 and 6-10.

15-7 Harney County operates six waste disposal sites on public lands, in
addition to several others on private land throughout the county.
Counting the private landfill which services the Burns-Hines area,
the residents of Harney County have adequate waste disposal
facilities to meet thelr current needs. Those disposal sites
currently leased to Harney County on public land have adequate
capacity to last well into the foreseeable future. Sale or exchange
of public lands for waste disposal sites to qualified eantities would
be considered if & bonafide public need is exhibited.
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15-8

15-9

15-10

15-11

15-12

15-13

15-14

15-15

15-16

15-17

15-18

15-19

15-20

15-21

15-22

15-23

15-24

15-25

Refer to responses 2~10 and 2-11.

Total forage production is the sum of competitive and noncompetitive
forage. BILM allocates forage only on the basis of competitive forage;
therefore, total forage production is not necessary to calculate
allotment carrylag capacity. To determine total forage production
requires an inventory. A one~polnt-in-time inveutory has been
determined by the Bureau to be inadequate for determining cartying
capacity. There are no plans to do a producticn inventory, however,
there is an Ecological Site Inventory in progress in the RA which
should be completed in 1994. We do not use suitability criteria.
Carrylng capacity 1s not based on a percentage of total forage
production,

While actual forage production rate would be valuable information,
funding and staffing levels do not allow gathering such data. The
monitoring and evaluations are an ongolng process. See PRMP/FEIS,
Appendix 1, Table 11, for a description of monitoring and evaluation
methods.

Refer to response 15-9.

It is assumed the reader is referring to DRMP/DEIS, Appendix 3, Table
6, and Appendix 5, Table 1. The comment is correct for allotment 7010
and incorrect for 7030. The tables have been examined and corrected.
See Appendix 1, Table 9 and WL Table 1 of the Proposed Plan.

Refer to response 1-26.

Hatt Butte 1s not recommended as an RNA/ACEC in the Preferred
Alternative. Neither is it recommended by the interdisciplinary team
as an RNA/ACEC (see Table 3.16 of Volume I, DRMP/DEIS).

The existing RNA/ACEC is in Section 8 (640 acres). The proposed
Silver Creek RNA/ACEC addition includes 640 acres of Section 20,
currently under BLM ownership and 640 acres in Section 17 which is
currently privately owmed, but that the BLM is hoping to acquire in a
land exchange. This results ia a total of 1,280 acres in the proposed
addition and results in a total RNA/ACEC size of 1,920 acres.

See also response 3-3.

Silver Creek RNA/ACEC £ills the Oregon Natural Heritage Plan (ONHP)
(1988) cell for a first to third order stream. The proposed addition
to the existing RNA/ACEC will provide a more complete representation
of this cell. As an RNA/ACEC, this area will receive special
management atteation to maintaln these important natural resources.
Additional management uses/constraints can be found in Appendix 1,
Table 16 of the Proposed Plan.

Silver Creek was designated in the Federal Register as an RNA/ACEC on
June 20, 1983. The ACEC designation is the principal BLM designation
for public lands "where special management is required to protect
important natural, cultural, and scenic resources and to identify

natural hazards." The relationship between ACECs and the wide range
of other public land designations is such that a potential ACEC may
be contained within or overlap another designation provided that the
ACEC designation 1s necessary to protect the resource or value. This
is the case with Silver Creek RNA/ACEC.

The site will be managed primarily to maintain the natural qualities
of the ecosystem in a state which 1s sultable for conducting research
or monitoring on this plaant community.

See also responses 3-1, 15-16.

Fencing of the Poster Flat RNA/ACEC 1s recommended as necessary to
maintain the important natural values of the area.

Refer to response 15-16. The same conditions apply for this proposed
RNA/ACEC.

This statement reflects the fact that this basin is not externally
drained; there is no stream flowing from this lake, All water loss is
internal. This could be by means other than evaporation such as
percolation into the soil. However, the majority of the water loss is
probably through evaporation.

The metric system is a standard within the sclentific community;
however, your concern 1s noted and the measurements cited have been
converted to American (English) standard units.

The interdisciplinary team assessed the relative values represented
in the Squaw Lake Proposed RNA/ACEC and determined that it did not
sufficiently meet the importance and relevance criteria. The ID team
recommended, and management concurred that the area not be carried
forward for further coasideration. Also, 1t should be noted that RNA
is not an independent designation. RNAs and Outstanding Natural Areas
(ONAs) are categories within the larger designation of ACECs.
Therefore, an area cannot be dropped as an ACEC, but retained as an
RNA.

Map ACEC-1 has been changed in the PRMP/FEIS to show the USDA-FS's
proposed Dry Mountain RNA. The USDA-FS proposed Dry Mountain RNA
contains 1,187 acres. Also, see Map ACEC—4, PRMP/FEIS.

The proposed Dry Mountain RNA/ACEC additlon would be a continuation
of the cells contained within the USDA-FS proposed RNA. Due to the
elevational change between the USDA-FS and BLM areas, the two areas
together provide a more complete representation of these cells.

The utilization of protecting and managing special uses and resources
through ACECs/purpose-related designations is an integral part of
multiple-use management. Dry Mountain RNA is currently a proposed RNA
on the Ochoco National Forest and is included in the Preferred
Alternative of the Draft Forest Plan. The Dry Mountain RNA/ACEC
addition which is on BLM-administered land alsc coatalns the plant
communities necessary to fill the cell for Ponderosa Pine Savamna In
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15-26

15-27

15-28

15-29

15-30

15-31

15-32

15-33

15-34

15-35

15-36

15-37

15-38

15-39

the Basin and Range Province. The combined areas would provide a
coutinuous representation of low to high elevation plant communities
in one area and contain five ONHP cells. Therefore, this area {(Dry
Mountain RNA/ACEC addition) will not be dropped from RNA/ACEC
consideration until the proposal receives further study by both
agencles, other people and organizations.

Refer to response 1-12.

Saddle Butte will not be proposed for RNA/ACEC designation as there
are some conditions that do not make it a good candidate for such
status. It will continue to be managed without designation, but used
as an area for research by the Malheur Field Station and other
interested researchers.

Phenotyplcally the wild horses in Kiger and Riddle herds are much
different from animals in other herds. Also, no other herds on public
lands possess the primitive dun factor coloration in total as do the
Kiger Mustangs.

There 1s no doubt that the wild horses presently on Riddle Mountain
and Kiger HMAs could physically survive on Stinkingwater, Warm
Springs or Palomino Buttes HMAs; however, it is not the objective of
the Herd Management Area Plans for those HMAs to be managed for
Spanish Mustang type horses.

Burns District does not intend to allow close inbreeding of any of
its wild horse herds which would cause physical defects that would
jeopardize the animals in those herds. While the BLM is not dealing
with domestlc horses, horse breeders in the domestic horse industry,
in many cases, consider inbreeding and line breeding a very
acceptable management practice with some of their most superior
animals being obtained ia this manner, Othet wild animals seem to get
along quite well without man's interventlon in the mating process
even in somewhat closed systems.

FLPMA does not indicate the need for special management of wild
horses. The text as shown 1n DRMP/DEIS Appendix 7, Table 2, page 7-11
1s only a reprint of the ACEC nomination as it was recelved.

The BLM is required to manage wild horses in those areas in which
they were found at the time of the passage of the Wild and
Free—Roaming Horse and Burro Act, as described in Section 1 of the
Act.

Refer to respouse 2-68.

The Biscuitroot Cultural ACEC is proposed for the designation of
6,500 acres. Discrepancies of acreages as depicted in the Draft RMP
should be corrected to this figure.

Treaty rights will be reinforced by an ACEC designatien in the
Biscuitroot Cultural ACEC area. Access to "usual and accustomed”
areas for hunting, gathering and fishing are provided for in treaties
with the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs and the Confederated
Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation. Studies indicate that the
ACEC was utilized by these and other tribes for root gathering
(Couture, 1978; Couture, Housley, and Ricks, 1986).

The proposed Biscuitroot Cultural ACEGC lies in T. 21 S., R. 24 E.,
and T. 22 S., R. 33 and 34 E, The mineral material sites include the
Pine Creek Material Site which is in R. 34 E., rather than in R. 35
E. as incorrectly shown in the Draft RMP. This site was established
in a main root camp and has affected the traditional use of the area.

Refer also to response 6-13.

The Biscultroot area is important for the protection of cultural
values of Native Americans, especially the Paiute Indians, and will
not be dropped from consideration as an ACEC. In accord with the BLM
1613 Manual, ACECs are a multiple-use designation, to the extent that
all uses allowed are compatible with the ACEC management objectives.

ACEC acreages listed in the Draft RMP are sometlmes inconsistent
which is an error. The Proposed Obsidian Cultural ACEC will not be
designated in the Proposed Planm.

It is true that obsidian sources are found throughout the western
United States. The narrative description is intended to comtrast
those regions which have some surface available obsidian with Eastern
Oregon's northern Harney County for which obsidian occurrences are
characteristic. Here 1t 1s not only “"locally abundant™ but frequently
oceurs as a high quality visually variable mineral, such that prized
obsidian sources are relatively common, as compared to the western
U.S. where "locally abundant™ obsidian is not typically so variable
in color and texture and of such quality. Certainly Oregon, Nevada
and Californla do have numerous obsidian occurrences, while in most
other western states obsidian is not so prevalent.

Refer to response 15-35.

The observation that you make 1is correct. Acreages and legal
descriptions in DRMP/DEIS, Appendlx 9, Table 2, were in error. The
corrected table is found in the PRMP/FEIS as Table 2.25.

These anomalies are the result of the electronic conversion of the
draft from its original word processing document over to a typeset
document for printing. Most of these marks (i.e. "+") were what are
referred to as keyboard special characters and did not convert
correctly. More stringent editing of the Final will attempt to easure
that sueh problems do not oceur again.
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Stanley 0. Shepardson
21635 Los Serranos
Bend, Oregon 97701
January 25, 1990

District Manager

BLM

HC-7412533 Rwy 20 West
Hines, OR 97738

Dear Sir:

wvhe BLM's EIS for the Burn's district falls to
recognize the importance of restoring public lands back to
the highly differentiated ecosystem they once were, before
excessive grazing resulted in severe damage to the range and
aquatic habitat.

Though restoration will take decades to accomplish, it
must be the long term goal in the management of our public
lands. Fencing off riparian areas. decreasing or dispersing
cattle and in drought years removing livestock from public
lands should be implemented. Many natural areas in your
district exist which could provide future generations a wide
variety of natural vegetation and wildlife that will be more
valuable to a crowded world than the few cattle these arid
lands are able to provide.

It appears crested wheat grass or the establishment of
other monocultures is only a short term, expensive program
which only exists through heavy federal subsidy. If the BLM
cannot resist establishing such seedings, at least scatter
them into smaller plots interrupted with natural vegetation
and honestly report the full expense of such programs and
the expected revenue received through the few benefited
grazing allotments.

Sincere
// (e

Stanley O. cpardson

16-1

16-2

17-1

17-2

Stephanomeria walheurensis (Malheur wirelettuce) has not gone extinct
in the wild. No Malheur wirelettuce plants were observed in the wild
in 1985 or 1986; however, one plant survived to maturity in 1987,
seven survived to maturity in 1988 and 11 in 1989. BLM and USFWS are
currently cooperating in an ongoing recovery operation for this
plant, including an intensive study of the effects of blological and
climatological interactioms with wirelettuce on Its survival. These
cooperative study efforts have been formalized in a Conservation
Agreement between BLM and USFWS. Overall conservation actions and the
management of the 160-acre South Narrows ACEC, which contains all of
the designated Critical Habitat for Malheur wirelettuce, are
conducted under the Draft Recovery Plan. As such, present management
practices being undertaken through the Recovery Plan are being
carried forward as vallid existing management. The Draft Recovery Plan
and assoclated documents are available for inspection at the Burms
District Office.

See the Proposed Plan for management actlons for special status
species, inecluding plaat specles. These actions will include
inventory, monitoring and the establishment of species specific
objectives within the allotment monitoring and evaluation process
where appropriate. These activities will constitute a major portion
of the special status plant program in the RA.

Refer to response |-11

Refer to responses 2-36 and 12-7.
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