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Gerald E. Magnuson
June 24. 1982
Page -2-

Table 4, page 13; the proposed action has 169 acres of stream riparian
habitat listed for exclusion presumably by fencing. This action is
encouraged and we recommend an increase in fencing of this critical
riparian habitat.

Eoagpetition

The draft EIS suggests (page 64) that spring, spring/fall, and spring/
summer grazing systems would result in forage competition between big
game and livestock and short duration grazing would result in spring
competition between big game and livestock. Alternative 3 (Wildlife)
shows 134,297 acres (Table 4) if these grazing systems. Although this is
not the preferred Alternative, why w2re so many acres given to livestock
AUM;s if this is in direct conflict with wildlife?

ORV_Use

Page 1 of the summary states: low off-road vehicle use on publi
lands unless unacceptable adverse impacts would occur to other multiple
use values.”™ What criteria of yardstick is used in defining unacceptable
impacts?

The Department is concerned about ORV use around Prineville Reservoir
because of the fragile nature of soils, their slowness to revegetate and
steepness of slopes. Runoff from these disturbed soils also carry clay
particles that remain in suspension in the reservoir and Lower Crooked
River, resulting in poor fish productivity.

We recommend ORV use be prohibited in the Prineville Reservoir area
We ask for close and continuing involvement between your office and our

field staff in preparing the final EIS and in implementation of the
Management Program.

John R. Donaldson, PhD
Director

JRD:kes:

20-1

20-2

20-3

20-4

20-5

20-6

As used in the EIS, public land refers only to BLM-administered land.
State and other federal recreation areas would not be impacted by BLM
grazing management. Therefore, they were not discussed.

See comment response B-1 and text revision for page 18

We agree that livestock grazing can be beneficial to many species of
wildlife. The removal of livestock in alternative 3 was from crucial
winter range areas and not from spring, fall, and summer areas.

One allotment in the EIS area with 26 acres of riparian vegetation is
grazed under a rotational system. Although the proposed management
for the allotment is rest-rotation, all 26 riparian acres would be
excluded under the proposed action.

The grazing systems you referred to do not conflict with big_ game as
much as your comment indicates. Alternative 3 proposes 293,919 acres
of exclusion, much of which is big game habitat where forage
competition is mow occurring. All areas of significant value for
wildlife (wintering areas, riparian areas, sage grouse nesting areas)
are proposed for exclusion under alternative 3.

This quote is taken from the Brothers Land Use Plan summery, not the
Brothers Grazing Management EIS summary.

The criteria used to define acceptable adverse impacts are contained
in the BLM's ORV management guidelines, available for review in the
Prineville District office.
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VY, THE WILDERNESS SQCit b
K\ 74

Nor t hwestRepresentative L
(206) 624-6430

June 30. 1982

M. Cerald E. Magnuson
District Manager
Prineville District
Bureau of Land Management
P. o. BOX 550

Prineville, Oegon 97754

Dear MI. Magnuson:

Vi appreciate the opportunity to coment on the Brothers Land use Plan and
Gazing EIS. W have comments on several topics listed below

Wilderness Pr ogr am _Reconmendat i ons

Webelieve all the wilderness areas in the Brothers area are suitable for
designation.  Wile sonme boundary nodifications may be advisable, the inventory
process assured that all areas qualified for wilderness designation. W find it
21-1 inexplicable that exclusions, such as those proposed for Gerry Muntain (5=-35)

are proposed. Qutside sights and sounds are not a basis for deleting a wtion
of an area. Neither are grazing inprovenents a justification when they were not
found to be disqualifying during the inventory, assuming that illegal inpairnent
has not occurred since the inventory.

Ve are also troubled by deletions for nanageability. Managenent being the task
of the BLM not a" inherent quality of the Iand, there should be a description of
the difficulties involved and of attenpts to resolve them The mere existence of
i nhol di ngs shoul d not be taken as a reason to disqualify a" area as unmanageable.

Econonic Analysis

It is essential for infornmed evaluation of alternatives and of specific proposals,
such as those for 391 milesof fences and 467 miles of pipelines, that conplete
econom ¢ analysis be given. The budgetary inplications of a projected increase of
21-2 78 percent in aumsby the year 2000 are substantial and obviously inply a high |evel
of investnent and maintenance, and of demand for auMs. The basis for these projections
shoul d be open to exanination, particularly since in 1981 the nunber of AuMs offerred
exceeded the number sold by 9,501.

A" alternative shoul d have been added proposing inprovenments in range conditions
by reducing auMswhere it would be nost productive to do so. Such a" alternative
woul d have taken account of the stringent Federal budget situation and of the decline
in demand for auMs and for beef.

Aecyeind NEEREEMS

Brothers area and wish for substantial
we are skeptical about the financing of the required fencing and pipelines.

Reduction in Al lowable Qut

W support the proposed reduction in allowable and the rationale behind it.

Protection of Riparian Zones

W are very concerned about the generally fair or poor streamquality in the
j i nprovenent of riparian zones.

Terry Sopher
Don Tryon
Don Geary

21-1
21-2

see comment

response 18-1.

See comment responses 3-1 and 13-1

Sincerely,

However,
We would
like to see a" analysis of achieving riparian inprovenents by reducing aums,and
thus reducing the mles of fencing needed.

Jean C. Durning
Representative

Nor t hwest
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United States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICEH

Pacitic Northwest Region
Westin Building. Room 1924)
2001 Sixth Avenue
Scattle, Washington 98121

1202-03 (PNR-RE)
DES 82/10

June 30, 1982

Memorandum
To: District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Prineville, Oregon 22_1
From: Acting Associate Regional Director, Recreation Resources and
Professional Services, Pacific Northwest Region
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Brothers Grazing

Management Program

We have reviewed the subject document and have the following comments
concerning impacts on the National Park System, recreation resources,
cultural resources, and wild and scenic rivers.

Impacts on the National Park System

It appears, on the basis of the material provided, that no existing or
presently proposed units of the National Park System will be affected either
directly or indirectly by the proposed action.

Recreation Resources

The proposed action, and three of the four alternatives, would not cause
major adverse impacts on recreation activities in the project area (page 66).
Fencing has the potential to create the most significant impact on off-road
vehicle driving, rockhounding, hiking, and hunting. However, the improvements
in habitat for wildlife resulting from a reduction in livestock forage al
cations or changes in grazing system would have a positive effect on wildlife
populations, which would also result in a positive effect on hunting, fishing,
and wildlife viewing opportunities.

Alternative 1 is not preferred, as it would have an adverse impact on all
existing recreation in the project area (page 66).
Cultural Resources

Historic and cultural resources must be identified and protected by the
applicant. See Title 18, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 4.51.

The procedural guidelines to be followed in assessing cultural resources are
found in 216 CFR 800, "Protection of Historic and Cultural Resources." We

are pleased to note that you have consulted with the Oregon State Historic
Preservation Officer (SHPQ) (page 44). Althouoh there are no cultural sites in
the Brothers EIS area listed on the "National Register of Historic Places,"
Meek®s Immigrant Road and two archeological districts were identified as
potentially eligible for the National Register (page 44).

We also note that Alternatives 1, 2, 3 and the proposed action would have
potential for adverse impacts to cultural resources. Although a sample
survey has been conducted, no mitigation plan is outlined for protection of
cultural resources and the sites identified as potentially eligible for the
“National Register of Historic Places.” A mitigation plan, developed with
the SHPO, should be outlined in the final environmental impact statement.
The plan should also include a statement concerning cultural resources that
may be discovered unexpectedly during construction (i.e., will construction
cease until a qualified archeologist can determine the significance of any
cultural materials discovered?). See 18 CFR, 4.51(f)(4)(ii

The National Park Service is available to provide limited assistance and
advice in evaluating any cultural and historic preservation aspects of the
project area and assist in the coordination of cultural and historic proposals
with Federal, state, and local agencies.

Rivers Inventory

The Deschutes and Crooked Rivers, which cross public land within the EIS area,
are included in the Nationwide Rivers Inventory. The inventory identifies

the Nation®s remaining free-flowing rivers and river segments that meet the
criteria for wild and scenic and recreational rivers according to the standards
established under provisions of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. It is
stated on page 65 that "neither the proposed action nor any alternative would
have a si ficant impact on those segments of the Crooked or Deschutes Rivers
contained in the nationwide rivers inventory.” If it is later determined that
these rivers would be adversely affected by the proposed project, mitigation
measures should be implemented to minimize the impacts.

Z,/..-Q{ Ny

Frederick J. Bender

22-1 As stated on page 18 of the draft EIS, the PMOA signed with the SHPO
will be followed. This new outlines specific procedures for
mtigation and is available for review in the Prineville District
office. It is standard BLM policy to avoid adverse impacts to
cultural resource sites.
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| Table 2 is a good exanple.

l Your comment that
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Central Oregon KConservationists
269 4, Fifth 3treet
Prineville, Oregon 97754
June 29, 1982
Prineville, BLM
Geral d E. Magnuson
P.0. Box 550
Prineville, GOegon
RE:  Comrents on Brothers @Qazing Management rrogram Draft
mental Inpact Statenent.

Envi ron-

Dear M. Magnuson:

Your Gazing EIS is a very readable docunent which, in relatively few

Fages, provides the reviewer with a wealth of conprehensible information.
n"nmy experience nmost EIS's are significantly influenced by the pro-
fessional history of the Team Leader. Brian Cunningham has, to his
credit, avoided that pitfall. Generally, your EIS is less pretentious
than nost and conpliments the integrity and experience of your staff.

I have discussed several aspects of your planning effort with nenbers

of your staff and will keep comments fairly brief here.

In the introductory letter the 3LM should point out that
organi zation an EIS is not

in thie
a decision docunent. Most organizations
do not follow that fornat.

Chapter 1: You should provide nore in-depth discussion of your |egis-
lative mandate. Your obligations under N&zFA, Fi.ha, Taylor G azing
and PRIA should be explicitly expressed as planning criteria and the
planning effort should carefully articulate t.roughout the document.
You should do a simlar table for federal
It is easy to accept the need for »lanning based on your

i s-not the proposed action.

mandat es.

di scussion. It easy to accept

I O pg 2 you state that the purpose of the proposed action is to im

plement planning decisions. This is not consistent with your previous
coment that an EIS is an anal ysis document. Any discussion of im—
nlementation should be reserved until the decision docunent.

lands, mnerals and tinber
by livestock grazing is not true. Mich of
for the purpose of rationalizing the rangeland program.
timber mgt. have al ways confli-ted.

You should broaden your discussion of wny only 41% of forage within
the area comes from BLM land. You should inci:de a nore in-depth
historical discussion of grezing within the arca, especially the ad-
judication process of the 50's and 6uU's.

Just penciling out sone of the rangel and "improvement™ figures in

resources are not affected
the lands program exists
Range and

the summary it appears to ne as though you are wllln% to invest about
four million dollars to return about two nillion on the investment
I over the next twenty years. | sincerely hope your B/C data will jus-

tify the investnent.

Tables 4 and 6: The
for the different

ocument an
| %ables 4 an

information justifying lifferent grazing systens
alternatives is wvegue and spread throughout the
gppendix. You stiould inel de a short expl anation of

2
23-7 l migure 1. Isn't winter grazing in error?
Concerning CDFW MOs for big game. Yeurpla:ning efforts are |ong
l term  ODFW objectives coul'd theoretically change dramatically for
23-8 some species--pronghorn and elk for instanc 4i1l your PA be flexible
enough to address significant shifts in the MOs or wll your planning
effort lock ODFWinto a ceiling despite public demand? Your al ternatives
should discuss wldlife habitat in terms of carrying capacity. It
makes littlesense to discuss fencing winter rsnge unless we know what
that ;roject can do for us.
Generally, we oppose the use of chemicel agents for brush control
purroses. In addition to the obvious reasons, wind drift has always
made it difficult to control application patterns and it is nore
difficult to creazte edge e¢ffect and irregularity.
93-9 [ Map 4 Some of the area E of Rednond a~d Bend schedul ed for seeding
- and juniper control is actually indigenous juniper, harsh and. rocky.
You should tuke a very close site specific look at any areas prior
to treatment. Concentrate your efforts on inv.der juniper and |eave
old Gowh alone.
Use native seed whenever possible. Crcate a demand and seed producems
will respond. as long as you are heppy with crested wheat that is
all that will be available.
anitoringi: It seens to us that nore Mgt. always requires nore moni-
23-10 toring. have gotten used to seeing water troughs without rocks,
ranps or float boards (whatever happened to the overflow pond8 Zes
for wildlife?) fences that c-n't be opened or closed, salt'and water
in the bottom of the dr-.ws, exclosure fences down or cut, salt in camp=
ing spots, trespass cattle, variances, rest rotation without the rest,
contractor mstakes, the list could go on. Don't authorize a program
unless you can nonitor it. Period.
In many instances you are proposing |ivestock increases in allotment8
with.sensitive sofls. Two examples:
23-11 5232 422 AUMs short term to 1,009 lomg term

5140 800 AUMs short
| “HY?
Table 8 is very good, educational.
23120 Figure 3 deserves quantifying scales and further explanation.

The wildlife discussion on pgs. 42 and 43 could usesonme expansion
23-13 and clarification. The paragraph on inpairnent to de r popul ations
| is an exanple. Surely not all of those factors have equal inpacts.
Also, the nopulation fiaures are somewhat neaningless wthout a
discussion of what crucial winter range will support.

| note thet only 87%of available 19814UMs were actually sol d. How
93-14 do you justify recommending significant increases in AUMs aval | 'abl e

term to 1,4¢C long term

| when the current demand doesnt absorb current supply. The national
demand for beef is decreasing and forage production is increasing on
private lands with less capital investment.

Table 16 is very informative.

On pg 49 you point out that personal income from grazing PD is only
.2% :f the local area personal income. | rest ny case.

On pg. 52 you state that "No inpacts would occur to endangered or th-
reatened cnecies. they are dropped from further discussion." But

- ourconments on . 60 PLANTS OF 3iLCIaL CCNCERN directly contradicts
23-15 %hat st at enent . Pg 4
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Pg. 6lnext to |ast paragravh. | fail to see the relationship between Tt seemsto ne as_though this EI'S doesn't de-~1 with many of the truely
23-16 | habitat diversity and fences/big game nortalities. nertinent questions. )
s L 1. 1Is there zoine to beany demand for all the beef you intend
Your £ocial Conditions comments on pgs. 50 and 71 are relevant but to have produced on thuis public |and?
totally inadequate. Lets rface it, the only justification for your 2. Does intensive beef production on the land in question rep-

PA is to provide direct benefits to the few people around here "who
have BLM grazing permits. The |east ?/ou can do is justify that pro-
vosal, FEconomcally, grazing public lands is relatively "insignificant.
vou shoul d attempFto justify your PA on social grounds.

Pg. 52 Your discussion of energy investment is not correct. You 23-20
23-17  suggest that continuing the current ngt. program and no grazing wll : '
| consune the sane anmounts of energy. Not true.

resent good business? o
3. Are you going to have the noney and manpower to adm nister
your prefered progranf

W can all answer some of those questions. Wile USDA nut‘[’i Lionists
encourage us to consume less red neat, USDl range managers W to raise
more cows, Wile you cry about budget cuts, you propose_ﬂ)endl ng over

four mllion dollars on rangeland "inprovenents" which w never be
| don't approve of the assunptions on pg. 52. They renind ne of the amortized by forage sales. Hstorically, the Bureau has done a poor
planner who was | ost in the woods one night and said. *assume a job of monitoring its prograns. Now, Wwithout the prospect of increases
flashlight." Besponsible planning has to be predicated on realistic 23-21 In budgets or nmanpower, yoOu expect us to believe you can nonitor nuch
assunptrons. | don't nind your using the assunptions for purely | more sophisticated intensive mgt. prograns.
Ena(ljyncfal reasons. ~But don't give us a ngt. decision based on those Your Pa is ill conceived. You are proposing a program that you can't
Inds of assunmptions. afford and you can't manage. Wrse yet, you are =iving the ranchers
Table 24 is good. iets get away from the crested wheat syndrone. a stick tobeat you with. = Propose a nore nodest and bal anced program

Hold livestodk [evels down to at least current conditions and decrease

Table 25 and the fisheries discussion is sinple and short but good. over time if necessary. Qulitivate a broader constituency by addressig

| haven't read the paper by Meganck and Gbbs but the one by Downing the needs of recreationists and down streaum water users. Spend your
and Cdark doesn't address some of the_ nertinent narameters. Like money on riparian recovery, improving the condition of poor quality

nost studies it addresses things the way they are rather than the range. Usc nechanical neans and fire to get a handle on invader jun-
way they will be and also fails to disaggregate. The fact'ia that in iper end sage. Don't expect to undo 100years of bad managenent in

some areas and for some activities |ivestoc razing has significant 25 years. Experinment. Fence off a coupl’e of sage grouse and prong-
reﬁcreaﬂon l’i]Lmlg_acts and in other instances it does not. Ylou statﬁ horn critical areas and nonitor the results.

that nost hiking accurs in t1e WSas. In ny experience, |ivestoc V¢ want to see a prefered alternative which inproves the quality of

grazing does Confllgt somewhat with hiking. You apparently don't water, wildlife habitat, range and recreation; reduces sc(l)il er%)/si on

agree or don't care DECAuse you are proposing increases in use in al- and provides for the needs of diverse user groups; a PA that is real-

nost all of the Wsa allotnents.
| don't agree with all of the conclusions on 'Table 23. Alt. 4 Hunt-

istic, manageable, equitable, balanced and Tfiscally responsible.
You are both the planners and managers of the lands in question. If

ing shoul d be +L. Not because of Changgs in game populations but you do your jobs right you won't have to excuse poor range use on Con-
E?giusf-li I%f ngt]/hgar?t\)/ieggl lshgm%\geﬁnt It?e Jggn qcﬂaslélﬁs)ls ?fhi ;hien eggr'srggnem- gress, OMB, recaloitrant rancaers, ORvs, or environnentalists.
. . .

Jilderness: There should be a map with range inprovements and |ive- | hope that these comments are of some assistance |f you wish to
23-18.| stock nse keyed to it. Whether or not these areas are designated for discuss eny of the issues in moredepth please contact me.

wilderness they will receive nore rec-eational use and deserve special
consi deration.

Your Soci oeconomic discussion is inadequate. You have almost no socio

comments and your econonmics is interesting but inconplete and of little Sincerely

value. Why include esoteric information butnot basic cost data on ’

rangel»nd inprovenents, or costs of forage, or managenent of the range 1807\—
23-19 § program  You have promised a rather detailed discussion of benefits

and” costs of your rangeland alternatives. [If you don't provide that Don Dryon

information we wll appeal the EIS

| have always felt that agencies should include 1#bor and ti.e under
irreversible and irretrievoble commitnent of resources.

| like the a pendix. Good, solid, conpact data.

There are a few sections of NEPa which encourape bioaduesa of scope,
specifically Sec. 102 E | am discoura ed by the lack of discussion
concerning the livestock industry in seneral.

The BLM approacn to range ngt. has always been nost discouraging.

for: COC




23-1

23-2

233

23-5

23-6

23-10

23-11

23-12

All alternatives are consistent with all requirements of federal laws
pertaining to federal land management listed in Appendix 1 of “Summary
of Land Use Alternatives for the Prineville District Brothers Planning
Area”, published Sept., 1981.

See text revision for page 2.

The draft EIS analyzes impacts of implementing a proposed grazing
management program. Impacts to the lands and mineral programs from
grazing management is insignificant. In the Brothers EIS area, seven
allotments currently have both timber production and grazing in them.
Impacts were not felt to be significant.

Further discussion of historical grazing use within the EIS area was
not felt to be relevant since the document analyzes the effects of
different proposals for grazing management on the existing rather than
the historical sitmnation.

see comment response 3-l.

Tables 4 and 6 are summary tables of material presented in chapter 2
of the draft EIS.

See text revision for page 15.
see comment response 18-2.

All juniper control projects will be identified and designed on a
site-specific basis. If potential for improvement in ecological
condition doesn't exist, the project would not be Implemented.

Monitoring, including increased supervision, is an integral part of
BLMs management.

The. increases referred to are potential long-term increases based on a
projected increase in available forage -- a result of improved grazing
management and rangeland improvements. Livestock grazing should have
little or no detrimental effect on these soils as long as forage
utilization is less than 60 percent (see page 52 of the draft EIS).

The proposed grazing system for both allotments is deferred rotation
(Appendix C of the draft EIS) which has a targeted average utilization
of 55 percent (Table 6 of the draft EIS). In addition, all riparian
areas within these two allotments are now, or would be fenced under
the proposed action, to further enhance watershed values. Alternative
3 would remove cattle from critical areas of each allotment and also
reduce the livestock forage allocation.

See text revision for pages 14 and 38.

23-13

23-14

23-15

23-16

23-17

23-18

23-19

23-20

23-21

The factors listed were not intended to be displayed as equal items
affecting wildlife populations. They were given as a summary of
concerns which were beyond the scope of the document. Refer to
comment response 8-8 for a discussion on grazing capacity.

See comment response 8-8.

The comment on page 52 referred to animal species, not plants. See
text revision for page 52.

The sentences were two separate thoughts and have been separated in
text revision for page 61.

The text you refer to is speaking of energy required to construct
rangeland improvements. No new improvements are proposed in either
alternative 2 or 4.

Maps with rangeland improvements and livestock use in each WSA are
contained in WSA casefiles, available for review in the Prineville
District office.

The level of social analysis relfects the data available. A rangeland
investment (benefit-cost) analysis of prospective rangeland
improvement programs will be provided in the Rangeland Program
Summary.

See comment response 8-8.

See comment response 10=~4.
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ORO50-24
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Paulina, O‘regon o‘k\wosu% REGION X
June 28, 1982 s M 1200 SIXTH AVENUE
H ) .
z 5 SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101
<
L

REPLY O M/S 443

ATIN OF:

JuL 1188

Bureau of Land Manegment
Prineville, Orelon

| . . weiting in Tegard to the Brothers grazing manegment progrem. Having Gerald E. Magnuson, District Manager

Prineville District Office
Bureau of Land Mangement
P.0. Box 550

theB. L.H do more brush spraying and seeding Of crested wheat. Al pPowell Prinevflle. Oregon 97754

ranched at Pauline and at Powell Butte for forty years, |would like tO see

Butte . . grmze the pipelins 5117 allotnent, where created wheat has been RE: Brothers Grazing Management DEIS

seeded, |t has helped the range more thanany other thins. Mwm crested Dear Wr. Magnuson:

vheat needs seeded, dus (0 the type of soil and moisture. It cannot be The Envirommental Protection Agency {EPA} has completed its review of the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Brothers Grazing Management
Program. EPA"s review of the DEIS is based on likely effects of BLM"s
alternative range management proposals and grazing plans in the context of
EPA authorities and responsibilities in specific program areas. In
general, the DEIS is quite thorough in its presentation of the proposed
and alternative actions, and in its analysis of the consequences of

It 1s selecting and implementing dffferent actions.

grazed in the fall, . . it 1s too dry, for cattle to do good.
The BLM ehould operate sa . rancher, and try to make the prange. better.
Too much momey is spent on Officc personel, and not enough in the fieid.

| am for nultiple use and think everyone shoul d use public |and.

Water Qualit,

e aeneral oohjective of the Brothers Grazing Management plan is to achieve
change in range resources and productivity iR a manner which maintains or
improves water and other natural resources. However, the consequences for
water resources in the region are likely to be substantial and occur over
time as the plan is implemented. Therefore, EPA has the following recom-

depressing to try and keep femcesUp and have the publiecutfences,| eave
gates opem, dump dead stock and debrie on BLM lands. | would |ike to se.
wildlife on the range.

In conclusion, I would like to ses the range improved, so more cattle mendations:

eould grexe, and it would be of benefit to everyone. -- The importance of water quality maintenance should be reinforced in
BLM*s decisfon making and plan implementation to assure that water
quality requirements will, in fact, be met. An approlpriate way to
accomplish this is through closer ties with the “208" water quality
management process administered by the Oregon Department of Environ-

Sincerly
mental Quality.

-- Implementation reviews should be conducted in cooperation with DEQ
at least annually to evaluate adequacy and effectiveness of site
specific monitoring and other management tools for meeting water
quality objectives.

-- Memoranda of Understanding should be evaluated and revised as appro-
priate to assure consistency between water quality management and
proposed grazing and range management objectives.

a matr AR Al armans (mmioA el Fha sk
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25-1

25-2

25-3

Chemical Treatnent

Chemical treatment is proposed to control sagebrush on approximately 61,000
acres (ps53). EPA recommends that the Final EIS discuss controls to pre-
vent adverse consequences from herbicide spraying, measures to mitigate
potentially harmful consequences to Wildlife and water quality, and alter-
native methods of vegetation control.

Assumptions

e analysis of range management actions, environmental consequences and
mitigating measures is based on several assumptions (pe52) including
adequate funding and staff to implement the plan fully. EPA recormends
that tne Final EIS discuss ¢antingent ranae and arazing aanaaenent actions
which may he needed at reduced resource levels, and estimate-the conse-
quences of reducing the level of range nanagenent effort or extending the
proposed efforts over a longer time period.

Other Developable Resources

The DEIS does not discuss other resources which may affect inplenenting

the proposed grazing management program as designed. Are there any such
resources, such as ninerals or non-mineral energy resources, in the study
area? If so, EPA recommends that a discussion of these resources and the
consequences of tne program for themn should be included in the EIS.

EPA has rated this DEIS LO-1 [LO —- Lack of Ohjectinn; 1-- Adequate
Information]. We appreciate the opportunity to review this report;
should you want to discuss EPA"s recommendations, please contact Mr. Dick
Thiel, our Environmental Evaluation Branch Chief, at (FTS) 399-1728.

Sin$e¢e1y,

Spencer
g¥nal Adnminstrator

Enclosure

cc: Oregon Dperations Office

25-1

25-2

25-3

See text revision.

BLM Manual 9220 provides guidelines for use before, during, and after
herbicide application. Such precautions as avoiding drift, leaving
buffer zones between water and the sprayed areas, and the use of
certified pesticide personnel are routine. In addition, monitoring of
water sources, both above and below ground may be required depending
on the site.

Alternative methods of brush control are discussed on page 57 of the
draft EIS. While fire may be more desirable as a management cool, the
use of fire is not always a better alternative. see comment response
4-2.

The range of alternatives from no project8 in alternative 2 (no
action) to the highest number of projects in alternative 1 (optimize
livestock grazing) was considered to be a reasonable range.
Alternative 2 analyzes the "worsgt case” situation it no funding for
improvements were available.

See text revision for pag» 2.
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regon Wilderness Coalition

Main Office, 271 West 12th Avenue, Eugene, Oregon 97401 (503) 344-0675

Metro Office, Dekum Building, 519 SW 3rd Avenue, Suite 706, Portland,
Oregon 9,204 {503) 224-0201

Eastern Oregon Field Office, Box 9, Prairie City, Oregon 97869 {503) 820-3714

July 8, 1982

Gerald E. Magnuson, District Manager
Prineville District

Bureau of Land Management

PO Box 550

Prineville, Oregon 97754

Dear Mr. Magnuson,

Thir constitutes our commeats on the Brothers Grazing Management Draft Eaviron—
mental Impact Statement. Our comments in writing will be rather brief since
members of our staff end board did discuss our concerns in great detail with

you and members of your staff in Eugene on May 12.

While, we believe it is the best Draft EIS ever issued by the Bureau, the doc-

ument still is not adequate. In general our concerns can be broken into two ma-

jor areas.

The first is the lack of economic information. While the draft goes into mas=~

sive detail about the impacts on permittees, it is seriously devoid of any anal-

ysis of the proposed action’s impact on the regional or national economy. We

discussed this in great detail at our meeting and it is our understanding that
this concern will be addressed in the final EIS. For example, OWC believes the
document should describe exactly how much each livestock AUM and permittee are
being subsidized by the BLM.

Secondly, while we were most pleased to see a no grazing alternative in the doc-

ument, we believe the treatment of it was biased end unfair. Because the doc-
ument only addresses livestock grazing (and not the other resource programs of
the Prineville District), it appears that livestock grazing is highly benefi-
cial for watershed, wildlife, recreation, cultural and other resources

This simply does not square with the facts.

Lt appears to be the case for two reasons. First, since the draft only address-

es the livestock grazing program, it assumes that the Bureau will have no other
resource management programs under a no livestock grazing alternative. That is

highly unlikely. Secondly, the draft assumes that installation livestock facil-

ities which are usable to wildlife and beneficial to other resources to be ben-
efits for that resource program. While in some cases such projects are benefi-
cial to activities other than livestock grazing, they are at best only partial
mitigation for the damages to those other resource8 by the grazing of Live-
stock.

We are not so poor we must destroy our wilderness, nor so rich wc can afford to. —NEWTON DRURY

Fut

If the livestock was not there, the developments would not be necessary or even
beneficial to wildlife, or what have you. It is patently unfair and biased to
for the Bureau to take credit for enhancing other resources, when in fact. they
are simply mitigating some of the damage caused by its livestock program.

We look forward to seeing the finel Environmental Impact Statement. We sincere-
ly hope that it will not simply be a listing of the changes made by the agency
of the draft document. The BLM's issuing of such documentsa, we think, is

strong evidence that the Bureau still looks at the EIS process as something to
be completed and forgoften. In such a final form, the final documeat is clear-
ly not intended to be used by managers as a guiding document. The Forest Ser-
vice uses the Final EIS as the centerpiece of their management program.

Sincerely yours,
James Monteith
Executive Director
JM/ak

cc : Central Oregon Conservat ionints
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The EIS analyzes the environmental, social, and economic impacts on
the Brothers area resulting from implementation of several alternative
grazing management program. Impacts of the Brothers grazing
management program on the regional and national economy is not
significant. It is beyond the scope of the document to speculate on
possible federal subsidies to the livestock permittees, or any other
interest in the area.

We did not intend to give the impression that livestock grazing is
beneficial to all resources, and do not think that the document would
support this contention. It is readily apparent from Table 7 Summary,
on pages 22-23 of the draft EIS, that the proposed action is not as
beneficial to riparian vegetation, upland habitat diversity,
fisheries, water quality, water quantity. channel stability, cultural
and paleontological resources. recreation visitor use, visual
contrast. and wilderness as either alternative 3 or alternative 4. In
fact, many of the benefits derived under the proposed action,
especially as related to riparian vegetation/habitat, are due to
proposed exclusion of livestock grazing on these areas.

Other resource management programs would continue. ‘his EIS only
analyzes impacts of grazing management programs.

We assume the developments you refer tv are water facilities. The
practice of fencing new reservoirs and piping the water out the bottom
of the dam has been beneficial to many wildlife species. Lt allows
for riparian production and yet concentrates livestock away from the
water source. Pipelines and trough systems have a much lower henefit
to species other than big game.

see comment response B-12.




27-1|

27-2 l

OR050-27

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Division of Ecological Services
Portland Field Office
727 N.E. 24th Avenue

Reference ES Portland, Oregon 97232

July 9, 1962
MEMORANDUM
To: Prineville District Manager, Bureau of Land Management

P.D. Box 5513, Prineville, Oreaon 97754

From: Field Supervisor, Division of Ecological Services
Portland Field Office

Subject: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Brothers
Grazing Manaaement Program

We have reviewed the subject Draft Environmental Impact Statements (DEIS)
and provide the following comments for use in preparing the final
statement.

Our primary review comments concern measures that should be taken to
preserve, manage and enhance riparian habitat which the DEIS correctly
identifies as being critically important to fish and wildlife. The DEIS
further identifies riparian hahitat as making up an infinitesimally small
part of the land base (less than 1%). Therefore the preferred alternative
should incorporate exclusion of grazinq in riparian areas. Further,
construction of the maximum number of stock dams within feasibility should
be considered to increase the riparian habitat base.

We have conferred with the Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife {ODFW) and
believe carefully timed livestock arazina on cri al winter deer and
antelope range can benefit both livestock and wildlife. It may be possible
to incorporate into the preferred alternative increased livestock grazing
on some land while totally excluding it on riparian areas resulting in
greater benefits to both livestock and wi ife resources.

We believe arazing management, especially as it relates to preserving and
enhancing riparian habitat, is important enough to request close
coordination between your agency, ODFW and the Fish & Wildlife Service.

Please contact David M. Sill of my staff at your earliest convenience to
facilitate further coordination. (503-231-6179 or FTS 429-6179).

. s,/
/'-V/////L)‘ M L

Russell D. Peterson

cc:
ODFW, Portland
ODFW, Prineville

27-1 see comment response 2-2.

27-2 See comment response 20-3.




46

TEXT REVISLION

Page 2. Purpose of and Need for Action, paragraph 2. Replace the last two
sentences with, "Lands, minerals and nonmineral energy sources, and tinber
resources on BLM adninistered | ands are also part of BLMs responsibility.
None are affected by inplementation of a l|ivestock grazing program inthe
Brothers area and are not considered in this document.

Repl ace the first sentence of paragraph 3 with, "The purpose of the proposed
action is to manage, protect, and enhance the rangel and resource."

Page 3. Coordination, paragraph 2. Replace first sentence with, "In
addition, the Soil Conservation Service participates in devel opnent of
coordi nated resource plans when requested by ranchers who utilize |and
managed by nore than one governnent agency."

Page 11. Alternative 1, paragraph 4. Replace with, "This alternative
differs fromthe proposed action by allow ng 686 AuMs nore for |ivestock
initially and 68,982 AUMs nore in the long term

Page 11. Alternative 3. Replace the second sentence in thesecond paragraph
with, "In addition, |ivestock grazing would not be allowed on any riparian
areas, early-seral condition rangeland, or in those portions of mapping units
1, 7, and 9 which are highly susceptible to erosion."

Del ete the second sentence in paragraph three.

Page 14. Available Forage Allocation. Insert the follow ng after paragraph
1.

The Brothers EI'S addresses all forage allocations in terms of AUMs. An
animal unit month (AUM) is the anount of forage needed to sustain one cow and
one calf for one month and is equal to 800 pounds of air-dried forage.

An AUM is 800 pounds of air-dried forage whether consumed by |ivestock or
wildlife. However, since individual deer require |ess than 800 pounds of
forage per month, it takes nore deer to consumeone AUM  Depending on the
area and type of forage available, it takes approxinmately 6 deer to consume
800 pounds of forage. The sane is true for other animals such as el k and
antelope. In general, it takes 3 elk or 12 antelope to consune an AUM

For exanple, assuming that it takes 6 deer to consume 800 pounds of forage (1
AUM), then 30 AUMs coul d support 180 deer for one nonth.

If deer use occurs in an area only during 3 nonths eachyear, these 30 AUMs
woul d neet the needs of 60 deer for that 3 nonth period. An additional 20
AUMs of forage nonpal atable to |ivestock mght be available in this area for
deer use, resulting in 50 AUMs of forage available for deer, which would
support 300 deer for one nonth, or 100 deer for the 3-month period.



An all ocation of 30 AUMs ~f forage for deer might, in fact, nmeet the needs of
100 deer, assuming that deer ueoccurs in a given area only during 3 nonths

each year andthat 40 percent (20AUMs)of their diet is forage not pal atable
to |ivestock.

To fully conpare wildlife AUM allocations to livestock allocations, one nust
know the type of animal using the area, the vegetation typesinvol ved, t.he
season of use, and the number of nonths involved. 1Inaddition, allocation of

forage on public land may only be part of the total forage available, since
private lands also play a majorrolein providing forage for wildlife.

Page 15. Figure 1. Replace winter grazing schematic with the foll ow ng.

WINTER GRAZING
Graze during dormancy

Every
Year

111 2/28
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Page 18. Standard Procedures. Insert follow ng after paragraph 6.

CGeneral coordination guidelines for shrub and juniper control projects
devel oped in the Brothers Managenent Franework Plan (MFP) will be foll owed
and are listed below by planning unit. The MFP is available for reviewin
the Prineville District Office. Cuidelines for the Dry River Unit (the
western half of the Brothers EIS area) are:

1. Shrub control methods to be considered are spraying, burning,
chai ning, beating, and other new methods that nay be devel oped.

2. Brush control projects will be considered only after a detailed
al I ot ment managenent plan or grazing system has been devel oped
and inpl enent ed.

3. No shrub control projects will be conducted on good ecol ogi cal
condition range sites when 50% or nore of the area is in
excel I ent ecological condition. Control projects will be
conducted to achieve a nosaic pattern of approximately 60%
control and 40% | eave.

4. Project layout and methods of control used will be such that
the projects will blend into the natural environment as nuch as
possi bl e.

5. Mosaic patterns will be incorporated into all control projects.
Shrubs are considered to be a desirable part of the vegetation
makeup of any given block of land: on nost of the areas to be
treated about 15-20% of the vegetative cover in shrub would be
desirable. This does not apply to wildlife winter range areas.

6. Forb conposition (measured as % of cover) of 20 to 25% for John
Day range sites and of 10 to 15% for H gh Desert and South
Cascade range sites is the optimumwi I dlife recormendation for
the District. This goal puts additional constraints on
sprayi ng of sagebrush with chem cals which also reduce forbs.

It may be that sone reduction could be accepted for the short
term if long termbenefits in forb production could be
attained. Another possible nitigating neasure mght be to seed
sone forbs following a sagebrush spray project.

7. Juniper Control - Projects will be restricted to no nore than
60% rermoval of juniper trees with | eave areas concentrated on
sites providing optinmum thermal cover. Areas within the 40%
| eave zone should constitute a mninumof 5 acres each and be
evenly distributed.




Speci fic CQuidelines

1.

Ant el ope Summer Range: General guidelines apply to these areas

plus the identified need to |l eave some 2 to 5 acre patches of
shrubs for antel ope fawning.

Deer and Antelope Wnter Range: Coordinate brush control work

wth the Wldlife Biologist to insure that adequate winter
forage and cover are nmmintained. No shrub control work will be
initiated on | ow sage sites where soil depth is 15" or |ess.

Sage Grouse Habitat (Z-Mle Radius of Strutting G ounds)

Projects within the Z-nile radius of strutting grounds wll be
pl anned for selective control in a manner that will not
adversely inpact present and future nesting sage grouse

popul ations. Wthin the I-nmile radius zone shrub reduction
projects will be highly selective.

Sage Grouse =~ Spring-Summer-Fall Range

Projects will be limted to no nore than 60% of the area in any
10 year period with enphasis on nobsiac patterns, creation of
edge, and retention of inportant cover.

Sage Grouse Wntering Areas:

These areas can only be considered for treatnment after adequate
consi deration and planning has been given to the present and
future wintering sage grouse popul ations found in each specific
ar ea.

Deer Wnter Range

Sagebrush and juniper control within the critical deer w nter
range will be restricted by habitat and forage requirements for
the wintering deer populations, present and future, for each
critical area.

A brush control plan, consisting of project layout and an
i npl enentation plan will be devel oped for each critical deer
winter range prior to starting any brush control work.

In pastures that are |less than 50% public |ands and the
ecol ogi cal range condition is fair to better no brush control
will be allowed on the public Iands.

For planning purposes it is estimated that 50% of the brush
control projects proposed in the Brothers MFP Recommendati ons
could be treated in a 10 year period, with no nore than 35% of
that total being done in any 3 year period. See overlay .44Bla
for areas.
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Gui del ines for the Upper Crooked River Unit (the eastern half of
the Brothers EIS) area are:

L.

Shrub control methods to be considered are spraying, burning,
chaining, beating, and other new nmethods that may be devel oped.

Brush control projects will be considered only after a detailed
al | ot nrent managenent plan or grazing system has been devel oped
and inpl enent ed.

No shrub control projects will be conducted on good ecol ogi cal
condition range sites.

Project layout and methods of control used will be such that
the projects will blend into the natural environnent as much as
possi bl e.

No attenpt will be nade to attain 100% shrub kill on any given
ar ea. Shrubs are considered to be a desirable part of the
veget ati on makeup of any given block of |and. In nost of the
areas to be treated about 15-20% of the vegetative cover in
shrub would be desirable. This does not apply to winter range
ar eas.

Forb conposition (nmeasured as % of cover) of 20 to 25% for John
Day range sites and of 10 to 15% for High Desert and South
Cascade range sites is the optimumwi ldlife recomendation for
the District. This goal puts additional constraints on

sprayi ng of sagebrush with chem cals which al so reduce forbs.

It may be that sone reduction could be accepted for the short
term if long termbenefits in forb production coul d be
attained, Another possible nmitigating measure night be to seed
some forbs followi ng a sagebrush spray project.

Juni per Control - Projects will be restricted to no nore than
60% renoval of juniper trees with |eave areas concentrated on
sites providing optinum thermal cover. Areas within the 40%
| eave zone should constitute a mininumof 5 acres each and be
evenly distributed.

Speci fic Quidelines

1.

Antel ope Summer Range: General guidelines apply to these areas
plus the identified need to |l eave some 2 to 5 acre patches of
shrubs for antelope fawning.

Deer and Antelope Wnter Range: Coordinate brush control work
with the Wldlife Biologist to insure that adequate wi nter
forage and cover are maintained. No shrub control work will be
initiated on | ow sage sites.




3. Sage Grouse Habitat (P-MIle Radius of Strutting G ounds)

Projects within the 2-mile radius of strutting grounds wll be
pl anned for selective control in a manner that wll not
adversely inpact present and future nesting sage grouse

popul ations. Wthin the |-mle radius zone shrub reduction
projects will be highly selective.

4. Sage Grouse - Spring-Summer-Fall Range

Projects will be linited to no nore than 60% of the area in any
10 year period with enphasis on nosiac patterns, creation of
edge, and retention of inportant cover.

5. Sage Grouse Wntering Areas:

These areas can only be considered for treatment after adequate
consi deration and planning has been given to the present and
future wintering sage grouse popul ations found in each specific
area.

6. Sagebrush and juniper control within the critical deer wnter
range will be restricted by habitat and forage requirements for
the wintering deer popul ations, present and future, for each
critical area.

A brush control plan, consisting of project |layout and an
i mpl ementation plan will be devel oped for each critical deer
Wi nter range prior to starting any brush control work.

In pastures that are |ess than 50% public |ands and the
ecol ogi cal range condition is fair to better no brush control
will be allowed on the public Lands.

For planning purposes it is estimated that 40% of the brush
control projects proposed in the Brothers MFP coul d be treated
in a 10 year period, with no nore than 35% of that total being
done in any 3 year period. See overlay .44Bla for areas.

Page 30. Table 8. Change basin wild ryegrass to basin wild rye where it
appears in the western juniper-big sagebrush vegetation type.

Page 38. Replace figure 3 with revised figure 3.
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Page 47. Research Natural Areas, paragraph 1. Change "Dryness" to
"Dyrness. "

Page 52. Environmental Consequences, paragraph 3. The next to the |ast
sentence should read, 'No inpacts would occur to endangered or threatened
ani mal species.”

Page 55. Conclusion, paragraph 1. Change to, "The greatest change in
vegetation types would result fromalternative 1, followed by the proposed
action, and alternatives 3, 2, and 4. '

Page 61. Rangeland |nprovenents, change paragraph 7 to read as foll ows.

Fences have not proven to have a significant effect on habitat diversity.

Fences cause sone big gane nortalities immediately after fence construction,
but this generally is |ow

Page 65. Table 28. Replace with the follow ng.

Table 28 Acres of Crucial Deer and Antel ope Wnter Range
Af fected by Rangel and | nprovenents

At. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4
Proposed (Optimze (No (Optimze Water- (Elimnate
Trend Action Li vest ock) Action) shed & WIdlife) Livestock)
Cruci al deer range 11,234 36, 965 0 6, 000 0
Crucial antel ope 14,014 41,710 0 9, 000 0
range
Page 76. Insert Central Oregon Conservationists between Audubon Society and

Defenders of Wldlife

Page 137. Change "Dryness" to "Dyrness" in entry beginning Franklin, J.F.,
Hall, F.C., Dyrness, C T., and Maser, C

Page 138. Insert the following after entry beginning "Meganck, Rich and K
G bbs." MlLean, A and E.W Tisdale 1972. Recovery Rate of Depleted Range
Sites under Protection from Grazing. Journal of Range Managenent 25:178-184.

Page 139. Insert the following after entry beginning "Oregon State Water
Resources Board.' Owensby, GE., E.F. Snmith, and K L. Anderson 1973.
Deferred Rotation Grazing with Steers in the Kansas Flint Hlls. Journal of
Range Managenent 26:393-395,
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