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Appendii 11. A failing common to other plans is an” examination
of rivers only on the NRI.

Unfortunately, the Draft RMP provides very little information
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identifies wild and scenic river recommendations as a possible
determination to be made in such plans.

{1} evaluate the eligibility of potential wild and sceric
rivers within its planning area for inclusion in the
Naticnal wWild and Scenic Rivers System in accordance
with the criteria set forth in Section 1(b) of the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act (i.e., whether the river is free-
flowing and possesses one or more “outstandingly
remarkable™ values);

221-9 Faliure te¢
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sensitive area, the planners' decision regarding suitability must
be accompanied by environmental analysis pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act ("NEPA"). Guidelines, Section VIII.B.
at p. 15-16.
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even ignoring, the required corridor of streamside |ands may
exclude resource values that should be evaluated together with
the values of the stream itself.

3. Classification

American Rivers agrees that an appropriate classification of the
5.4 segment of the Middle Fork Malheur River and Bluebucket Creek
is wild. BSee RMP at 4-41.

4. Mar t Standards

American Rivers commends the Three Rivers planners for setting
forth in the Draft RMP detailed management prescriptions for
potential wild and scenic rivers. See Appendix 11. Certain
other RMPs have failed to include such prescriptions. The man-—
agement prescriptions set forth in the Three Rivers RMP are
consistent with the BLM Guidelines and will provide appropriate
guidance to BLM and the public of those actions that are
appropriate Within the relevant river corridor. E.g.,

Qui del ines, Section VIII.A.3.a., at p. 11.

Unfortunately, the RMP includes other |anguage which confuses the
relevant prescriptions. For example, the RMP states that there

is a tinber harvest prohibition within "perennial streams." RMP
at 4-41. The appropriate standard, as is set forth in Appendix

11, prohibits tinber harvest within the relevant stream corridor.
Further, the RMP inproperly suggests that such a prohibition
would not apply to an intermttent portion of an eligible stream
Ia. Anerican Rivers suggests that appropriate changes be nade to
the discussion of wild and scenic rivers found at RMP 4-41.

5. Interagency adreements

Anerican Rivers recommends that the Three Rivers planners enter
into an agreenent with the oOchoce National Forest (or other
relevant federal or state agencies) to study rivers which flow
across lands administered by both agencies, particularly Silver
Creek.

6. Comments concerning Appendix 11

We understand that "Table 2" affirmatively finds "segment A" of
the Middle Fork Malheur River and Bluebucket Creek to be suitable
for designation. See also RMP at 3-41. However, there are
statements within the discussion of suitability that suggest the
BLM has not yet made a suitability determination. For example,
there are contradictory statements that BLM does have the ability

Mr. Craig Hansen
February 1, 1990
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to manage the river segment but also that it is not feasible for
BLM to manage its land under wild and scenic designation. See
appendi X 11-6. The planners are flatly wrong to suggest that
acquisition of private lands is necessary for designation: there
are numerous rivers designated by Congress and managed by federal
agencies, including BLM, which include segnents of private |and.

confusion over whether the RMP finds "segment A" to be suitable
is fueled also by the statement "[i]n the suitability analysis,
adequate consideration will be given to rights held by owners
..." See Appendix 11-6 -- 11-7.

W trust the Final RMP will be clear with respect to this
inportant issue.

We trust these comments are helpful during the Rescurce
Management. Plan process. We look forward to participating
further in the RMP process. If you have any questions concerning
any of the natters set forth above, please do not hesitate to

communi cate with ne.
Cassidy, J;S

nds Counsel

Sincerely,

/

Thomas J,
Public

.

CC: Gary Marsh
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Refer to Tables 2.17, 2.18 and 2.19, PRMP/FEIS.
Refer to responses 206-17 and 206-19.

Refer to responses 3-6 and 206-19.

Refer to tesponses 3-6 and 206-19.

Refer to response 3-6. Additional information has been inserted. See
Tables 2.17 through 2.21, PRMP/FEIS.

Table 3.14 has been corrected. Refer to Table 2.18, PRMP/FEIS.

The PRMP/FEIS has been changed to state that the proposed boundaries
will follow the rim of the canyon and may be greater or less than
one-quarter mile from mean high water level of the river and creek.

Refer to footnotes in Table 2.20 and the narrative in the PRMP/FEILS
which describes the proposed river corridor boundaries.

Refer to respomse 221-8.

The impact analysis of Wild and Scenie Rivers in the PRMP/FEIS notes
prohibition of timber harvest in the stream corridor.

The Burns District is coordinating with the Ochoco National Forest to
complete a Wild and Scenic Rivers inventory of Silver Creek. If the
analysis results in sultability of the BLM-administered segment,
cooperation will be continued to ensure the creek is given
consideration,

Table 2.18, PRMP/FEIS has been changed to indicate that the BLM
considers Segment A of the Middle Fork of the Malheur River and
Biuebucket Creek to be suitable for designation. The information in
Tables 2.17-2.20, PRMP/FEIS substantiates the suitability of this
river segment.

The BLM portion of Segment A of the Middle Fork of the Malheur River
meets the suitability criteria when evaluated along with the entire
USDA-FS segment and the private segment. Bureau guidelines for
fulfiliing the requirements of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act states
"Historical or existing rights which would be adversely affected as
to foreclose, extinguish, curtail, infringe, or constitute a taking
which would entitle the owner to just compensation if the area were
included in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. In the
suitability analysis, adequate consideration will be given to rights
held by owners, applicants, lessees, or claimants.”

Appendixl-205
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Refer to responses 2-44, 3-13, 6~3 and 6-4.
Refer to response 1-23,

Appendix 5, Table 2, DRMP/DEIS lists riparian conditions while
Appendix 6, Table 1 shows the aquatic habitat conditions. These
conditions, while interrelated, are not always the same. Criteria for
aquatic habitat rating are listed in Appendix 6, Table'2, DRMP/DEIS
and riparian inventory and condition rating system 1s explained in
Appendix 1, Table 4.

Riparian habitat in upper Silver Creek is listed in DRMP/DEIS
Appendix 5, Table 2 as static tremd in good conditlon. Riparian
values are high in this section of the stream.

In DRMP/DEIS Appendix 7, Table 2, the referenced site description for
the "Silver Creek RNA/ACEC and Addition” mentions trespass grazing in
a manner that does not clearly and appropriately assoclate such
livestock trespass with only those public lands in Section 8, T. 21
S., R. 26 E. This is the existing RNA where no grazing use 1s allowed
and an exclusion fence 1s in place. The public lands in Section 20,
which are licensed for livestock use, are not known to have problems
with trespass grazing, as was implied by the draft narrative. The
privately-owned Section 17 is not subject to Bureau regulatiouns, as
may have been inferred.

The "prudeat investor™ test is based on galning a positive return on
an investment over the life of a project regardless of the source of
the investment.

Neither Alternative D or E propose reductions in grazing AUMs from
current active preference. Alternative C proposes short-term
reductions that could be off-set in the long-term with vegetative
treatments. Not all allotments will need reductions to balance
stocking levels with carrying capacity. Please refer to Appendix 3,
Table 6, DRMP/DEIS.

Refer to response 2-87. The Claw Creek Allotment evaluatlon was
completed in 1989. As a permittee, you should have received a copy.
If not, please contact our office. This evaluation outlines the
results of monitoring. The Riley RPS Update of December 1986,
classified Upper Valley as a C (custodial) category allotment. As
such, an evaluation has not been completed. The Upper Valley is
categorized as an M (maintain) category allotment in the PRMP/FEIS
and an evaluation, based on utilization and climate, will be
completed when there are at least 3 years of actual use.

Appendix 11-207
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Burean of Land
Burns District
Att, Josl'va L

HC 74-12533 7
Hines, Orecgen

To; Mr. Larburton

I am concerned about tle emplasis given ACEC's, HHMA's, VRM's
and other special emphasis areas which apparently ignore proper
resource management in the Draft -~ Three Rivers Management Plan.

The grazing redvetions appear to be vnreasonable uvithout good

monitoring and vithcut evaluating grogressive management alternatives
feel tl.c RHP is very damaqing to Harney County's economy

which is alyeady denressed, 3ince 1984 the local econony has been

depencent v T imt and ¢governmental expenditures, Grazing

and timbe: : ns will severely impact individval ranches and

the local

B

' range novscnel are bettexr able to achieve
nultiple drinistrative area plans. Range
con's wark. w restock perwmittees for the betterment of the
range, vaterst? 0 and wildlife. Good working relationstips and
flexibility to adapt to changing conditions are important in
achieving the best possible multiple-use management.and the RHP
does neithar,

The RMP discriminates against livestock grazing in almost
every section and this is very damaging to the livestock industry
in terms of our image with the public. The bias is not based
upon biolcgical and scientific principals. including the watershed
sections and the description of alternatives A-E. Intensive
management uses available tecknology to benefit and manage all
resources and dees not have a comnmodity influence or emphasis,

¥Wher sagebrush and juniper take over a plant community due
to fire suppregsion, recent researcl has shown that a negative
impact tc tie watershed occurs. Precipitation interception,
and direct competitior with plants beneficial to
t"a soil from erosion are negative impacts from juniper.

nincs tree will use 160 gallons of water per day which
>1y imnacting upland aquifers and springs in many parts
If anlnc s avc alleved to increase, our watershed
will get en, Tre RML should have taken a more in
depth and Tealistic evaluation of t'.e juniper problem especially
vhen one looks at * nemher ol ner seedlings.

The evaluatien of rarge condition and trend is obviously
flaved and biased tovrds otler uses. The RMP allocation of uses
is ignoring good land manacemcnt practices and is failing to properl:
evaluate long terr rneeds of multinle use.

If possible, community o nts should be split into separate
allotments and nn vay sLoUlL an individual permittee be put in
someone elses allotment., Furt] er, a permittee should not have
to alley scmecne t~ ha noved intoe iz allotment. Spread of disease,
managen: tr and otlor economic impacts are the result.

As an e allotment is in very good condition and on a
grazed ard it is not fair to have another
wy fields.

©f managerent practices and changes in the timing

rple,

qood vear is
operator
A

1.c

and dvvaticr of 1 ce can hetter solve problems and conflicts
i {e.c. streams, reservoirs and
ing a REP with flexibility is
.I'P's can adapt to changing

;o emrcehase any private land but land
lovg as both parties are satisfied.

o hect lorse I own for a pocket knife
of us are satisfied then it was a

tvral Area (DCNR) srould not ke
=ce o; land by Cliver Springs is

of l’.;e
o and inpreover nts (water developments, wells,
3 al and rcads) prevents it from
I addition, this piece of ground
crtant in the futvre for limiting
i cinating in the Refuge or
larce build uvp of fine fuels due
aented in the DCNA to decrearse

and numbers should
ed naximum n\nbers. I feel

-ams are illegal and competes with
stang {so called spanislh barb)
arca abeve Diamond. I do not
spanish barhs but escaped
stould not be advertised as

e PIP dees nct adequately meet the

al needs of tTe srea and tlat technical
¢ long Lerm management potentials of all
Ic ave ary’ ovestions please give me a call. -

sincerelv,

Vayre Crvsley
Swarp Creek Ranch
Diamond, Or 57722
(503} AS3-2463
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Allotment boundaries may be adjusted after consultatiom, cooperation
and coordination with permittees or lessees and the authorized
office. Procedures for apportlomment of permanently-available forage
are specifically spelled out by regulation and policy. Please refer
to response 2-17.

Refer to responses 2-63 and 8-8.

Refer to responses 8-9, 8-11 and 11-1%.
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Post Office Box 6514 = Boise, Idaho 83707 = (208)345-7511 (208)939-8731

1/31/90

Mr. Joshua L. Warburton, District Manager
Burns District BLM

HC 74-12533 Bwy 20 Vest

Hines, OR 97738

Dear Mr. Warburton:

The following comments identify issues and related information needs integral
to the Three Rivers Draft RMP and EIS.

The current condition and trend of resources within the Three Rivers RA:

Water Quality (Stream Miles)- 81% poor or fair
{Surface Acres)- 99% poor or fair
Livestock Forage (Acres)-— 64% poor or fair
Deer Summer & Winter Range (Acres)- 42% unsatisfactory
Elk Summer & Winter Range {Acres)- 16% unsatisfactory
Streamside Riparian Habitat (Acres)- 78% poor or fair
Aquatic Habitat (Stream Miles)- 88% poor or fair
Western Sage Grouse- Federal Candidate species threatened or endangered

does not present a balanced picture of past managements efforts. For the
public to fully appreciate the condition of the resource you need to list the
baseline levels when existing plans were implemented; earlier plans; initial
base property adjudication; and more recent adjudications.

Issue 1

Mumerous existing planning documents (Drewsey MFP; Riley MFP and the Silvies
portion of the John Day RMP) contain objectives and recommendations for
management of resources within the Three Rivers RA. You note in planning
issues, under Grazing Management, that "grazing management practices
prescribed in preceding land use plans have not been fully implemented and it
now appears that they cannot be implemented within a reasonable timeframe.”
In order for the public to effectively evaluate proposed alternatives advanced
in the present planning effort, it is necessary to know which past objectives
have been met and which past recommendations have been implemented, which have
not, and why not.

“Dedicated to improving habitat for chukars and other wildlife on sagebrush grasslands

Issue 2

There has been a significant investment of public funds in the Three Rivers
RA. The present planning process will guide future investments. In order for
the public to evaluate proposed future investment strategies the following
information needs to be included in the draft: Total investment in the Burns
District and portions of other BIM districts and USFS Ranger Districts that
are contiguous for the past 20 years, broken out by resource area and by major
budget category (e.g., range improvements, fish and wildlife, etc.); total
grazing receipts from grazing fees by resource area. For the Three Rivers RA
this information should be broken down by allotment.

Issue 3

The suitability or nonsuitability of lands for domestic livestock grazing has
an important bearing on the planning process. These areas should be mapped
and accompanied by information explaining the bases for the determination of
suitability or unsuitability. The approximate percentage of each category
within cach allotment should be cstimated.

Tssue 4

vhile this planning effort focuses on the Three Rivers RA, decisions on
allocation of resources necessarily must be made within the broader context of
the Burns, Vale and lakeview Districts. In addition, the potential
availability or nonavailability of forage outside the Three Rivers RA might
significantly influence management decisions within the RA. For each RA
within the contiguous districts, you need to have the following information:
(1) The carrying capacity and number of AlMs detemined by the initial
adjudication; (2) the carrying capacity and number of AUMs determined by the
readjudication (circa 1950s-60s); (3) any reductions in licensed AUMs
resulting from the readjudication; (4) current carrying capacity, licensed
AUMs and actual use; (5) Suspended nonuse, why and how long this status has
been in effect; (6) amount of temporary use, why and how lorg this status has
been in effect.

Issua §

The Three Rivers RA generally is in a condition far below its ecological
potential. To effectively evaluate future management and investment
strategies it is essential for the public tc have a perspective on: f(a) the
opportunity cost of livestock forage forgone (i.e., the difference between
current and potential forage— expressed in AUMs and dollar value: (b) the
generalized effects on fish, wildlife, water quantity and quality, soil
erosion rates, riparian arcas, and overall watershed conditions.

224-7

224-8

224~9

Issue 6

A Cost Benefit analysis necds to be included for all range improvements, by
allotment within the RA for the last 20 years. Benefits to wildlife as well
as livestock need to be broken out. The environmental costs, e.g., soil
erosion, wildlife displacement, loss of vegetation diversity, need to be noted
and factored into the analysis. A Cost Benefit analysis needs to be included
for planned range improvements within the different alternatives. Staff
informs me that economic considerations were not included in the draft plan
text because they were not raised as issues during scoping. This was an
oversight on the Bureau's part. Creative new approaches to how we spend
scarce dollars may be necessary if we are to get the economic asset ( the
land) back into full productivity. The public cannot evaluate the draft
without costs and bencfits being analyzed.

Issue 7

Livestock forage produced within the resource area is cconomically important
to individuals and camunities. The social and economic information in
past planning efforts should be updated and expanded to include perspective
on: (1) the extent to which permittees run their own livestock, or run
livestock owned by others, and the amount of subleasing of permits; (2) the
dollar value of the public land forage and its relative importance to each
permittee; (3) the collateral and sale value of each permittee's permit; (4)
the relative economic importance of Three River RA forage/permits to local
comunities.

NFPA case law requires an evaluation of social and economic implicaticns for
I major federal actions. The Burcau cannot proceed with this draft until this
information is included. See 40 CFR1508.14.
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this draft. We are willing to
help and are prepared to work with the Bureau to develop creative ways of
preserving and restoring economic viability to the rescurce arca.

Sincerely,
[dsed ) &(&x&,‘mq/

Edward I. Robertson Jr.

224-1 The baseline levels utilized in the DRMP/DEIS are those which were in
effect at the Initiation of the RMP process. As such, they represent
the results of the degree to which previous planning has been
implemented. Presentation of baseline data in this manner 1s standard
procedure for RMPs.

224-2 Past planning efforts, especially the Riley MFP, assumed that there
would be substantial increases in funding of rangeland treatments and
facilities in order to meet management objectives. This was the case
with the Drewsey MFP where approximately $1 million were invested in
a variety of projects over a 5-year period following the completion
of the MFP., However, such expanded funding support for the Riley MFP
and the S1lvies portion of the John Day RMP has not beea realized.
Because the plans are so heavily dependent on large scale investment,
other conflict resolution options cannot be pursued without
significant modificatlion of the existing plans.

While an assessment of each objective 1n each of the three existing
plans has not been performed, the reader can get an idea of which
resource objectives have not been met through an examination of the
Identiflied Resource Conflicts/Concerns sections in Appendix 1, Table
9 of the Proposed Plan. The ID team has developed this format
specifically to avold the funding dependency shortcomings of the
previous plans. Within the context of the overall RMP, Appendix 1,
Table 9 provides allotment—specific guidance for the resolution of
resource conflicts or concerns which can utilize intensive investment
1f available, but also provides guldance for management where such
funding is not available.

224-3 Refer to responses 11-10 and 116-1. See also the DRMP/DEIS page 3-16.
Grazing fees are set prior to the graziang year, which begias March 1,
according to a formula established by Congress. Grazing fees have
varied from $0.44 in 1970 to $2.36 in 1980. The grazing fee for 1990
was $1.8l. An estimate of grazing fees received in the RA may be
derived by multiplying the grazing fee with the average actual use.
For example:

149,307 AUMs (average actual use) x $1.81/AUM (1990 grazing fee) =

$270,245.67 in total grazing receipts. These receipts are disbursed
as follows:

$101,342.13 37.5% to U.$. Treasury

$135,122.83 50.02 to Burns District via Range Betterment Fund
$ 33,780.71 12.5% to Harmey County via State of Oregon
$270,245.67 Total

The amount of investment made in ad joining BLM and USDA~FS districts
1s available by request from the appropriate agency office.

Appendix|l-209
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224-5
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224-7

The information requested is beyond the scope of the RMP. The
planning process 18 designed to identify existing land use or
management problems/opportunities on Bureau-administered lands within
the planning area and then to consider a range alternative for
resolving the problems and realizing the opportunities. Investment of
public funds is dictated through a vast array of Federal law and
effected through annual Congressional appropriations to BLM and other
Federal agencies. Such investment is focussed through the
implementation of the RMP on the problems/opportunities identified in
the planning process. While considerable interagency and
interdistrict cooperation is utilized to address management concerns
on & more regional basis, such efforts are usually conducted through
memoranda of understanding, cooperative agreements, interagency
agreements or other similar vehicles., However, the scope of
management prescriptions conveyed through the RMP is confined to the
planning area.

The wide variation of landforms and vegetation communities found in
the RA makes use of uniform sultability criteria infeasible.
Allotment specific evaluations do address areas which are unusable
for a varlety of reasons. At this time, unusable acres have not been
tabulated.

Please refer to DRMP/DEIS page 3-16. The initial adjudication, circa
1934~5, determined total preference at 169,395 AUMs. Subsequent

read judications, primarily in the 1950's and 1960's, put 18,923 AUMs
into suspended nonuse and set active prefereance at 150,472 AUMs.
Additional information on carrying capacity and actual use can be
found in Appendix 1, Table 9 of the Proposed Plan.

Allocations of resources outside the planning area (see Map GEN-1, in
the DRMP/DEIS) are beyond the scope of the RMP and are, therefore,
not addressed in the RMP. Pertinent information on grazing permits is
presented on an allotment by allotment basis in the DRMP/DEIS in
Appendix 3, Table 6 and in the Proposed Plan in Appendix 1, Table 9
for allotments in the planning area.

The discussion on DRMP/DEIS pages 4-10 and 11 evaluates the effects
of range improvements on forage production. Without range
improvements, the short-term grazing levels could be expected. An
analysis of the effects of the preferred alternative om all resource
values 1s discussed in Chapter 4, DRMP/DEIS.

Benefit-cost analyses are performed on a project or system specific
basis at the activity planning level. Overall RMP level benefit—cost
analyses for the various alternatives in the DRMP/DEIS are not
performed due to the lack of project-specific data, mitigations and
interactions necessary for such analyses. Much of this information
becomes avallable only after consultation, coordination and
cooperation with affected interests conducted at the activity
plaaning level.
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THE AMERICAN ALPINE CLUB

Congervation Committee
4609 $.W. 29th Place
Portland, Oregon 97201

January 30, 1990

District Manager, Bureau of Land Management
Mr. Josh Warburton

Burns District Office

Hines, Oregon 97738

Dear Mr. Warburton:

The American Alpine Club has a deep-seated problem with your proposed

Three Rivers Resource Management Plan. As we interpret the plan, it places

- too much emphasis on cows and not enough emphasis on natural resources. When
is BIM going to wake up te the fact that your agency is supposed to husband
public land, amd not just to kowtow to the ranchers?

Nearly all riparian and aquatic habitat is in poor condition. Nearly

all of your range is in the same shape. Your attention to native plants and
animals has been uninspiring.

In managing the Three Rivers area, we believe that the BLM should:

+ repair riparian habitats

+ eliminate crested wheat grass

+ pget the cows off sensitive lands

« adopt Alternative "A" which would at least allow some respite from
overgrazing

The American Alpine Club is committed to following BIM's management

process. We hope our comments will be seriously considered.

Sincerely,

P .
7 Véf—é—- [/ﬁcf'*;’z_-//

Nicholas A. Dodge
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The extent to which permittees run their own stock or stock owned by
others is proprietary to the permittees and not available to BLM.
Subleasing of permits is 1llegal and no cases have been prosecuted in
the Three Rivers RA. As such, no base of information has been
developed, The socloeconomic analysis in the RMP has been revised to
more clearly show the potential community/region socloeconomic
impacts of the RMP on an economic sector basls. Analysis of impacts
to individual permittees is not performed although impacts to the
livestock industry are stratified by size of operation (large and
small).

The socioceconmomic analysis presented in the Draft has been revised

and 1s presented imr Chapter 3, Environmental Consequences of the
Proposed Plan and Chapter 4, Revision to the DRMP/DEIS.

No comment identified.




