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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 reccesnend an increase in fencing of this critical
riparian habitat.

C o m p e t i t i o nForage

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) iri these grazing systems. Although this is
not the preferred Alternative, why w.!re so manv acres given to l'vestock
AUM;s if this is in direct conflict with wildl;fe?

ORV Use

Page 1 of the sumnary states: "Allow off-road vehicle use on public
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.

JRD:kes:

2 0 - l 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. There fore , they were not discussed.

20-2 See  cmment response  B-1  and  text  rev is ion  for  page  18

20-3 We agree  that  l ivestock  graz ing  can  be  benef i c ia l  to  many  spec ies  o f
w i l d l i f e . The  removal  o f  l ives tock  in  a l ternat ive  3  was  f rom cruc ia l
winter range areas and not from spring, fall, and summer areas.

20-4 One  a l lo tment  in  the  EIS  area  wi th  26  acres  o f  r ipar ian  vegetat ion  i s
grazed  under  a rotat ional  system. Although the proposed management
f o r  t h e  a l l o t m e n t  i s  r e s t - r o t a t i o n , a l l  26  riperian  acres  would  be
excluded under the proposed action.

20-5 The grazing systems you referred to do not conflict with big game as
much as your comment indicates. Al ternat ive  3  proposes  293 ,919  acres
o f  exc lus ion ,  much  o f  r*lich  i s  b ig  game habitat  tiere  forage
compet i t i on  i s  now o c curr ing . Al l  areas  o f  s ign i f i cant  va lue  for
wi ld l i f e  (winter ing  areas ,  r ipar ian  areas ,  sage  grouse  nest ing  areas )
are  proposed  for  exc lus ion  under  a l ternat ive  3 .

20-6 This quote is taken from the Brothers Land Use  Plan summery, not the
Brothers Grazing Management EIS summary.

The  c r i ter ia  used  to de f ine  acceptab le  adverse  impacts  are  conta ined
in  the  BLM’s  ORV  management  gu ide l ines ,  ava i lab le  f or  rev iew in  the
P r i n e v i l l e  D i s t r i c t  o f f i c e .
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June 30. 1982

Mr. Gerald E. Magn"so"
Dist r ic t  Manager
Prineville District
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. BOX 550
Prineville, Oregon 97754

Dear MT. Mag""son:

We appreeimtr the opportunity to comment on the Brothers Land Use Plan and
Grazing EIS. We have comments on several topics listed below.

Wilderness Program Recommendations

I We believe all the wilderness areas in the Brothers area are suitable for
designation. While some boundary modifications may be advisable, the inventory
process  assured that all areas qualified for wilderness desianation. We find it

21-l 1 kexplicable that exclusions, skh as those proposed for Ger& Mountain (5-35)
are Drormsed. Outside siahts and sounds are not a basis for deletina a wrtion

21-2

- - - _
of an area. Neither are grazing improvements a justification when they were not
found to be disqualifying during the inventory, assuming that illegal impairment
has not occurred since the inventory.

We are also troubled by deletions for manageability. Management being the task
of the BLM, not a" inherent quality of the land, there should be a description of
the difficulties involved and of attempts to resolve them. The mere existence of
inholdings should not be taken as a reason to disqualify a" area as unmanageable.

Economic Analysis

It is essential for informed evaluation of alternatives and of specific proposals,
such as those for 391 miles of fences and 467 miles of pipelines, that complete
economic analysis be given. The budgetary implications of a projected increase of
78 percent in ALMS  by the year 2000 are substantial and obviously imply a high level
of investment and maintenance, and of demand for AD&. The basis for these projections
should be open to examination, particularly since in 1981 the number of AIJMs offerred
exceeded the number sold by 9,501.

A" alternative should have been added proposing improvements in range conditions
by reducing AONs  where it would be most productive to do so. Such a" alternative
would have taken account of the stringent Federal budget situation and of the decline
in demand for ADMs and for beef.

,/1,, i I,:.

Reduction in Allowable Cut

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

Protection of Riparian Zones

We are very concerned about the generally fair or poor stream quality in the
Brothers area and wish for substantial improvement of riparian zones. However,
we are skeptical about the financing of the required fencing and pipelines. we wuld
like to see a" analysis of achieving riparian improvements by reducing AD?&,  and
thus reducing the miles of fencing needed.

Sincerely,

’ ,’ ,

Jean C. Durning
Northwest Representative

CC: Terry Sopher
Don Tryon
Don Gary

21-1 see comment response 18-1.

21-2 See c-nt responses 3-l and 13-1
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Memorandum

To:

From:

Subject:

District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Prineville, Oregon

Acting Associate Regional Director, Recreation Resources and
Professional Services, Pacific Northwest Region

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 allo-
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.

22-

2

The procedural guidelines to be followed in assessing cultural resources are
found in 316 CFR 800, "Protection of Historic and Cultural Resources." We
are pleased to note that you have consulted with the
Preservation Officer (SHPO)  (pase 44). Althouoh the

Oregon State Historic
re are no cultural sites in

the Brothers EIS area‘listed.bn-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).

.1
"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).I

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

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 significant 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.

,&Lc J.J... cc.
Frederick J. Bender

22-1 As stated on page 18 of the draft EIS, the PMOA signed with the SHPO
will be followed. Tbis mew outlines specific procedures for
mitigation and is available for review in the Prineville District
office. It is standard BLM policy to avoid adverse impacta to
cultural resource sites.
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Central Oregon rConservationists
369 +I. Fifth Street
Prineville, Oregon 97754

June 29, 1982

Prineville, BLM
Gerald E. Eagnuson
12.0. a0x 550
Prineville, Oregon

RE: Comments on Brothers Grazing Nanagement  Frogram  Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement.

Dear Mr. Magnuson:

Your Grazing EIS is a very readable document which, in relatively few
pages, provides the reviewer with a wealth of comprehensible information.
In my experience most 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 most and compliments the integrity and experience of your staff.

I have discussed several aspects of your planning effort with members
of your staff and will keep comments fairly brief here.

In the introductory letter the 3LM should point out that in thier
organization an EIS is not a decision document. Host 0rganiZns
do not follow that format.

Chapter 1: You should provide more in-depth discussion of your legis-
lative mandate. Your obligations under NEPA, Fill.~,  Taylor Grazing
and PRIh should be explicitly expressed as planning criteria and the
planning effort should carefully articulate t:roughout  the document.
Table 2 is a good example. You should do a similar table for federal
mandates. It is easy to accept the need for :?lanning based on your
discussion. It is-not easy to accept t!le  proposed action.

On pg 2 you state that the purpose of the proposed action is to im-
plement planning decisions. This is not consistest  with your previous
com!ent  that an El8 is an analysis dacument. Any discussion of im-
alementation  should be reserved until t'he  decision document.

Yollr comment that lands, minerals and timber resources are not affected
by livestock grazing is not true. Much of the lands program exists
for the purpose of rationalizing the rangeland  program. Range and
timber ngt. have always confliTted.

You should broaden your discussion of wny only 116 of forage within
the area comes from BLM .land. You should inci-de a more in-depth
historical discussion of grl,z;ng  within the area, especially the ad-
judication process of the 50's and 6;;'s.

I

I

Just penciling out some of the rangeland "improvelaent"  figures in

23-5
the summary it appears to me as though you are willing to invest about
four million dollars to return about two million on the inve:;tment
over the next twenty years. I sincerely hope your B/C data will jus-
tify the investment.

I

Tables 4 and 6: The information justifying ?ifferent grazing systems
is vegue and spread throughout the

23-6
for the different alternatives

t
ggy;;nk Z-S~ gfpendix. You ;'iould  incl de a short explanation of

23-7  1
23-8 I

23-5 1

2
%gure 1: Isn't winter grazing in error?

Concerning ODFW HOs for big game. Your  pla.ning  efforts are long
term. ODFW objectives could theoretically change dramatically for
some species--pronghorn and elk for instant . ii11 your PA be flexible
enough to address significant shifts in the KOs or will your planning
effort lock ODFW into a ceiling deopite  public demand? Your alternatives
should discuss wildlife habitat in terms of carrying capacity. It
makes littlesense to discuss fencing winter range unless we know what
that ;,roject  can do for us.

Generally, we oppose thr use of chemical  agents for brush control
purr;oses. In addition to the obvious reasons, wind drift has always
made it difficult to control application patterns and it is more
difficult to creste edge rffect and irregularity.

llap 4: Some of the area E of Redmond ar;d Bend scheduled for seeding
and juniper control is actually indi;;enous juniper, harsh and rocky.
You should t;ike a very close site s[lccific  look at any areas prior
to'treatment. Concentrate :Tour efforts on inv.der  juniper and leave
old Growth alone.

Use native seed whenever possible. Crate  a demand and seed produceme
will respond. ds long as you are heppy with crested wheat that is
all that will be available.

23-10 I
Monitoring: It seems to us that more hgt. always requires more moni-
toring. I have gotten used to seeing water troughs without rocks,
ramps or float boards (whatever happened to the overflow pond8 W
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 csmp-
ing spots, trespass cattle, variances, rest rotation without the rest,
contractor mistakes, the list could go on. Don't authorize a program
unless you can monitor it. Period.

I

In many instances you are proposing livestock increases in allotment8
with.sensitive  sobls. Two examples:

23-11 5232 422 aUi9s short term to 1,009 lomg term
5140 800 AUgs short term to 1,4CC long term

'!IIY?
Table 8 is very good, educcttional.

23-12(  Figure 3 deserves quantif.fing  scales and further explanation.

23-13
I

The wildlife discussion on Pgs. 42 and 43 could use some expansion
and clarification. The paragraph  on impairment to de r populations
is an example. Surely  not all of those factors have equal impacts.
lilso. the oonulation  figures are somewhat meaningless without a

23-14

disc;ssion-of  what cruczal  winter range will support.

I

I note that only 87%  of available 1981 4UMs were actually sold. How
do you justify recommending significant increases in xUMe available
when the current demand doesn't 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. I rest my case.

I
On pg. 52 you state that "No impacts would oc,:ur  to endangered or th-
reatened or>ecies. they are dropped from further discussion." But

23-15 {hat statement.
our comments on pg. 60 ?LANTS OF &ECIAL  CCNCLRN  directly contradicts
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23-17
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23-18. I
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Pg. 61 next to last paragranh. I fail to see the relationship between
habitat diversity and fences/big game mortalities.

Your Social  Conditions comments on pgs. 50 and 71 are relevant but
totally inadequate. Lets .Tace it, the only justification for your
FA is to provide direct benefits to the few people around here who
have BLg grazing permits. The least you can do is justify that pro-
posal. Economically, grazing public lands is relatively insignificant.
vou should attem$to justify your Pi on social grounds.
Pg. 52: Your discussion of energy investment is not correct. You
suggest thzit continuing the current mgt. program and no grazing will
consume the same amounts of energy. Not true.

I don't approve of the assumptions on pg. 52. They remind me of the
ulanner  who was lost in the woods one niRht and said. @assume a
flashlight." Besponsible planning has to be predicated on realistic
assumptions. I don't mind your using the assumptions for purely
analytical reasons. But don't give us a mgt. decision based on those
kinds of assumptions.

Table 24 is good. l,ets get away from the crested wheat syndrome.
Table 25 and the fisheries discussion is simple and short but good.

I haven't read the paper by Meganck and Gibbs but the one by Downing
and Clark doesn't address some of the nertinent narameters. Like
most studies it addresses things the wky they are rather than the
way they will be and also fails to disaggregate. The fact'ia that in
some areas and for some activities livestock grazing has significant
recreation impncts and in other instances it does not. You state
that most hiking accurs in i,'le  W&s. In my experience, livestock
grazing does conflict somewhat with hiking. You apparently don't
agree or don't cere because you are proposing increases in use in al-
most all of the IWSA allotments.

I don't agree with all of the conclusions on 'Table 23. ilt. 4: Hunt-
ing should be +I,. Not because of changes in game po@ations but
because of the overall improvement in t:le  quality of the environment.
Also, Hiking/Camping shouube +H. tie can discuss this in person.

.Jilderness: Therw should be a map with range improvements and live-
stock 'lse  keyed to it. Jhether  or not these areas are designated for
wilderness they will receive more rec,eational  use and deserve special
consideration.

23-19 I
Your Socioeconomic discussion is inadequate. You have almost no socio
comments and your economics is interesting but incomplete and of little
value. Uhv include esoteric infor~iotion  but not basic cost data on
rangel.,nd improvements, or costs of forage, or management of the range
program. You have promised a rather detailed discussion of benefits
and costs of your rangeland alternatives. If you don't provide that
information we will arjpeal  the EIS.

I have always felt that agencies should include 1:.bor  and ti,,e under
irreversible and irretrievyble  commitment of resources.

I like the a pendix. Good, solid, co81pact  dat;.

There are a few sections of NEPA which encourw,e  bi,oadless of scope,
specifically Sec. 102 E. I am discoura ed by the lack of discussion
concerning t!je  livestock industry in !;eneral.

The R?+l aPproac'h to range mgt. has always been most discouraging.

4
Jt seems to me as thouRh this EIS doesn't de:.1 with many of the truely
nertinent questions. -

1. 1s there RoinR to be anv demand for all the beef vou intend
to have produced on thi& public land?

2 . Does intensive beef production on the land in question rep-
resent good business?

3. Are you going to have the money and manpower to administer
your prefered  program?

We can all answer some of those questons. While USDA nutritionists
23-20 I encourage us to consume less red meat, USDI range managers"&Lto  raise

more cows. While you cry about budget cuts, you propose spending over
four million dollars on rangeland "improvements" which will never be
amortized by forage sales. Historically, the Bureau has done a poor

I

job of monitoring its programs. Now, without the prospect of increases
23-21 in budgets or manpower, you expect us to believe you can monitor much

more sophisticated intensive mgt. programs.

Your PA is ill conceived. You are proposing a program that you can't
afford and you can't manage. Worse yet, you are --;iving the ranchers
a stick to beat you with. Propose a more modest and balanced program.
Hold livestodk levels down to at least current conditions and decrease
over time if necessary. Cultivate a broader constituency by addnrsig
the needs of recreationists and down stream water users. Spend your
money on riparian recovery, improving the condition of poor quality
range. USC-  mechanical means and fire to get a handle on invader jun-
iper end sage. Don't ex;lect  to undo 100 years of bad management in
25 years. Experiment. Fence off a couple of sage grouse and prong-
horn critical areas and monitor the results.

We want to see a prefered  alternati.ve  which improves the quality of
water, wildlife habitat, range and recreation; reduces soil erosion
and i,rovides for the needs of diverse user groups; a PA that is real-
istic, manageable, equitable, balanced and fiscally responsible.

You are both the planners and managers of the lands in question. If
you do your jobs right you won't have to excuse poor renge use on Con-
gress, OkB, recaloitrant  rancners,  ORvs, or environmentalists.

I hope that these comments are of some assistance. If you wish to
discuss eny of the issues in more depth please contact me.

Sincerely,

Don Dryon.
for: cot
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2 3-a

2 3-9

23-10

23-11

Al l  a l ternat ives  are cons is tent  wi th  al l  requirements  o f  f edera l  laws
pertaining to federal land management listed in Appendix 1 of “Summary
o f  Land  Use  Al ternat ives  f or  the  Pr inev i l l e  Dis tr i c t  Brothers  P lanning
Area”, publ i shed  Sept . ,  1981 .

See  text  rev is ion  for  page  2 .

The draft EIS analyzes impacts of implementing a proposed grazing
managem?nt 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  f e l t  to  be  s ign i f i cant .

Fur ther  discuss ion  o f  h i s tor i ca l  graz ing  luse wi th in  the  EIS  area  was
not  fe l t  to  be  re levant  s ince  the  document  analyzes  the  e f fec ts  o f
different proposals for grazing management on the existing rather than
t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  sitosrion.

see  Comment  response  3 - l .

Tables 4 and 6 are summary tables of material presented in chapter 2
o f  the  draf t  EIS .

See  text  rev is ion  for  page  15 .

see comment response 18-2.

A l l  jun iper  contro l  pro jec ts  wi l l  be  ident i f i ed  and des igned  on  a
s i t e - s p e c i f i c  b a s i s . I f  po tent ia l  f o r  improvement  in  eco log i ca l
condi t ion  doesn ’ t  ex is t ,  the  pro jec t  would  not  be  Implemented .

Monitoring, inc lud ing  increased  superv i s i on ,  i s  an integra l  part  o f
BLMs management.

The. increases referred to are potential long-term increases based on a
pro jec ted  increase  in  ava i lab le  f orage  - -  a  resu l t  o f  improved  graz ing
management and rangeland improvements. Livestock grazing should have
l i t t le  or  no  detr imenta l  e f fec t  on  these  so i l s  as  l ong  as  forage
ut i l i zat ion  i s  l ess  than 60  percent  ( see  page  52  o f  the draf t  EIS).

The  proposed  graz ing  system for  both  a l lo tments  i s  de ferred  rotat ion
(Appendix C of the draft EIS) which has a targeted average utilization
of  55  percent  (Table  6  o f  the  draf t  EIS) . In  add i t i on , a l l  r i p a r i a n
areas within these two allotments are now, or would be fenced under
the proposed action, to further enhance watershed values. Al ternat ive
3  would  remove  cat t le  f rom cr i t i ca l  areas  o f  each al lo tment  and a lso
reduce  the  l ives tock  forage  a l l ocat ion .

23-12  See  text  rev is ion  for  pages  14  and 38 .

23-13  The  factors  l i s ted  were  not  intended  to  be  d isp layed  as  equal  i tems
af fec t ing  wi ld l i f e  populat ions . They were given a8 a summary of
concerns which were beyond the scope of the document. Refer  t o
comment response 8-8 for a discussion on grazing capacity.

23-14 See comment response 8-8.

23-15  The  comment  on  page  52  re ferred  to  animal  spec ies ,  not  p lants . See
text  rev is ion  for  page  52 .

23-16 The sentences were two separate thoughts and have been separated in
text  rev is ion  for  page  61 .

23-17 Ibe text  you  re fer  to  i s  speaking  o f  energy  required  to  construct
rangeland improvements. No new improvements are proposed in either
a l ternat ive  2  or  4 .

23-18 Maps with rangeland improvements and livestock use in each WSA are
contained in WSA casefiles, ava i lab le  f or  rev iew in  the Pr inev i l l e
D i s t r i c t  o f f i c e .

2 3 - 1 9  T h e  l e v e l  o f  s o c i a l  a n a l y s i s  r e l f e c t s  t h e  d a t a  a v a i l a b l e . A rangeland
investment  (benef i t - cos t )  analys is  o f  prospect ive  range land
improvewnt  programs will be provided in the Rangeland Program
Summary.

23-20 See comment response 8-8.

23-21  See  comment  response  10-4.
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U . S .  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  P R O T E C T I O N  A G E N C Y

J U L  1 1982

Gerald E. Magnuson, District Manager
Prineville District Office
Bureau of Land Mangement
P.O. Box 550
Prinevflle. Oregon 97754 *'

RE: Brothers Grazing Management DEIS

Dear Mr. Mdgnuson:

The Envfrotvaental  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
selecting and implementing  dffferent actions.

Peulina, OreZon
an= 2 8 ,  1982

I  .  .  Witin  in  rsmrd  to  th* Brothera  srmrins rmnement  progrmn.  Hav ing

ranahd at Pauli& and at Pore11 Butte for forty yea-s, I would Ilka to *#(I

tb.  B.L.H. do ~OAU brush aprayin~~ end seeding  of crested wheat. At Pore11

Butte . . mz. the plpellru 5117 allotment, where created rheat has been

muded.  It barn helped the r.“ga .OM than  any other thins. MOM crested

rhamt  Medm aeaded, dug to the type of soil and moisture. It cannot be

-sad in the fall, . . it is too dry, for cattle to do good.

Th. BLM ebould oparata .a . ranchar, and try to &, the ,-an@ better.

TO0 much .OD.Y ia ap.nt On Office pere%x,el,  and not enough In the fiald.

I am for multiple UE.~ and think everyone  should use public land. It IS

dapraasing  to try and ksap fences  up and have the publle cut fences, leave

&es ape,, dump dead stock and debrie “11 BLM landa. I would like to se.

dldl1r*  on the mn(le.

*ould i3ras.r and it would be of bonefit to everyone.

-e qenera o jective of the Brothers Grazing Management plan is to achieve
change in range resources and productivity in 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-
mendations:

-- 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 appropriate way to
accomplish this is through closer ties with the '208" water quality
management process administered by the Oregon Department of Environ-
mental mality.

-- 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 appw-
priate to assure consistency between water quality management and
proposed grazing and range management objectives.

I I^..-.-  ̂ . ..r I .*,. *..-r .., - __  _-__  .” _-. ,,._,, I^_,” -..- -.. __1--1_  -.--- .._.- I__.. -“-11--“..-”  I..”
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25-1
I

Chemical Treatment
Ehemical treatment is proposed to control sagebrush on approximately 61,000
acres ip.531. EPA recommends  that the Final EIS discuss controls to pre-
vent adverse consequences from herbicide spraying, measures to mitigate
potentially harmful consequences to rjildlife and water quality, and alter-
native methods of vegetation control.

%=?=e ana ysls of range management actions, environmental consequences and
mitigating  meawres  is based on several assumptions (p.521 iwluding
adequate funding and staff to implemerlt the plan fully. EPA reconnends
that tne Final EIS discuss continaent  ranae and arazina aanaaenent actions
which may he needed at reduced regource  levels, and estimate-the conse-
quences of reducing the level of range nanagenent effort or extending the
prooosed  efforts over a longer time period.

Other Developable Resources
I m does not discuss other resources which may affect inplenenting

I the proposed grazing management proqram as designed. Are there sly such

25-3
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 them should be include4  in the EIS.

EPA has rated this DEIS LO-1 CL0 -- Lack of IBjection; l-- Adequate
Information]. !le appreciate the opportunity to review this report;
sno~ld yo11 !rant to discuss EPA's recorrmendations,  please coitact  Mr. Dick
Thiel, our Environmental Evaluation Branch Chief, at (FTS) 099-1728.

I
SinSerely,

Enclosure

cc: Oregon Dperations Office

25-1 See text revision.

BLM Manual 9220 provides guidelines for  uee  before, during, and after
herb i c ide  app l i ca t i on . Such  precaut ions  a8 avo id ing  dr i f t ,  l eav ing
buffer zones between water and the sprayed areas,  and the use of
cer t i f i ed  pes t i c ide  personne l  are  rout ine . I n  a d d i t i o n ,  wnitoring  o f
water sources, both above and below ground may be required depending
on  the  s i te .

Alternative methods of brush control are discussed on page 57 of the
draf t  EIS . While fire may be more desirable as a management cool, the
use  o f  f i re  i s  not  a lways  a  bet ter  a l ternat ive . see comment response
4-2.

25-2 The  range  o f  a l ternat ives  f rom no  pro jec t8  in  a l ternat ive  2  (no
act ion)  to  the  h ighest  number o f  pro jec ts  in  a l ternat ive  1  (opt imize
l ives tock  graz ing )  was cons idered  to  be  a reasonable  range .
Al ternat ive  2  analyzes  the  “worst case” s i tuat ion  i t  no  funding  f or
improvements were available.

25-3 See  text  rev is ion  for  pal:’ 2 .
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J u l y  8. 1 9 8 2

Gerald E. Magnuson,  District Manager
P r i n e v i l l e  Uistrict
Bureau of Land Management
PO Box  550
Prinrville,  Oregon  97754

Deer MT. Magnuson,

Thir constitutes our comment* on the Brothers Grazing Management Draft Environ-
rental  Impact Statement. Our  comments  in  wr i t ing  wi l l  be  ra ther  br ie f  rince
members  o f  our  s ta f f  end  board  d id  d iscuss  our  concerna  in  great  deta i l  wi th
you and members of your staff in Eugene on May 12.

mile,  we  be l ieve  i t  i s  the  best  Draf t  EIS  ever  i ssued  by  the  Bureau,  the  doc -
ument  s t i l l  i s  not  adequate . In genera l  our  concerns  can  be  broken  into  two ma-
j o r  areas.

The  f i r s t  i s  the  lack  o f  economic  in format ion . While  t h e  d r a f t  g o e s  i n t o  mas-
s ive  deta i l  about  the  impacts  on  permit tees , i t  i s  ser ious ly  devo id  o f  any  anal -
ysis of the proposed action’s impact on the regional lor  national economy. We
discussed this in great detail at our meeting and it is our understanding that
th i s  concern  will  be  addressed  in  the  f ina l  EIS . For  example ,  OWC  be l ieves  the
document  should describe exactly how much each livestock AUM and permittee  are
being subsidized by the BLM.

Second ly ,  whi l e  we  were  m8t p leased  to  see  a  no  graz ing  a l ternat ive  in  the  doc -
ument, we  be l ieve  the  treatment  o f  i t  YBJ b iased  end  unfa i r . Because the doc-
ument  on ly  addresses  l ives tock  graz ing  (end not  the  o ther  resource  programs o f
thr Prinevillc  D i s t r i c t ) , i t  appears  that  l ives tock  graz ing  i s  h igh ly  bene f i -
c i a l  f o r  w a t e r s h e d ,  w i l d l i f e ,  r e c r e a t i o n , cu l tura l  and  o ther  resources
ThiP s imply  does  not  square  vich the  facts .

It appears  to  be  the  case  for  two  reasons . F i r s t , s ince  the  dra f t  on ly  eddress-
es  the  l ives tock  graz ing  program, it assumes that the Bureau will have no other
resource management programs under a no livestock grazing alternative. That is
h igh ly  un l ike ly . Second ly , t h e  d r a f t  .a~sum?#  t h a t  i n s t a l l a t i o n  l i v e s t o c k  Eacil-
ities  which  are  usab le  to  wi ld l i f e  and  benef i c ia l  to  o ther  resources  to  be  ben-
efita f o r  t h a t  r e s o u r c e  progrsm. while  in  some cases  such  pro jec ts  are  benef i -
c i a l  t o  a c t i v i t i e s  other than l i v e s t o c k  g r a z i n g , they  are at  best  only  part ia l
mit igat ion  for  the  damages  to  those  o ther  resource8  by  the  graz ing  o f  L ive -
s tock .

We are not so poor we must destroy our wtldcmcss.  nor so rich WC can afford to. --NEWTON  I)RUIIY

I f  t h e  l i v e s t o c k  was n o t  t h e r e , the developments would not be necessary or even
b e n e f i c i a l  t o  w i l d l i f e ,  o r  &at have  y o u . I t  is patent ly  unfa ir  and  b iased  to
for  the  Bureau  to  take  cred i t  f or  enhanc ing  o ther  resources ,  !&en  in  fac t .  they
r,re s imply  mit igat ing  some  o f  the  damage  caused  by  i t s  l ivestock  program.

We look forward to seeing the fine1 Environmental Impact Statement. We sincere-
ly  hope  that i t  w i l l  not  s imply  be  a l i s t ing  o f  the  changes  nude by  the  agency
o f  the  dra f t  document . The  BLM’s  i s su ing  o f  such  documenta,  we th ink ,  i s
s trong  ev idence  that  the  Bureau s t i l l  l ooks  at  the  EIS  proeesa  as  something  to
be completed and forg&ten. I n  s u c h  a f i n a l  f o r m ,  the f i n a l  docuwrnt  i s  c l e a r -
ly  not  intended  to  be  used  by  managers  as a  gu id ing  document .  The  Forest  Ser -
v i ce  uses  the  F ina l  EIS  as the  centerp iece  o f  the i r  mansgewnt  program.

S incere ly  yours ,

Execut ive  Direc tor

JM/ak

cc : Centrel  Oregon Conservat  ionints



26-1 The EIS analyzes the environmental, social, and economic impacts on
the  Brothers  area  resul t ing  f rom implementat ion  o f  severa l  a l ternat ive
grazing management program. Impacts of the Brothers grazing
management program on the regional and national economy is not
s i g n i f i c a n t . It is beyond the scope of the document to speculate on
poss ib le  Eederal  subs id ies  to  the  l ivestock  permit tees ,  or  any  o ther
interest  in  the  area .

2 6-2 We d id  not  intend  to  g ive  the  impress ion  that  l ives tock  graz ing  i s
b e n e f i c i a l  t o  a l l  r e s o u r c e s , and do not think that the document would
support  th is  content ion . It is readily apparent from Table 7 Summary,
on  pages  22-23  o f  the  draf t  EIS ,  that  the  proposed  act ion  i s  not  as
benef i c ia l  to  r ipar ian  vegetat ion ,  up land  habi tat  d ivers i ty ,
f i s h e r i e s , water qual i ty ,  water  quant i ty .  channel  s tab i l i ty ,  cu l tura l
and  paleontological  resources .  recreat ion  v i s i tor  use ,  v i sua l
contrast . and  wi lderness  as  e i ther  a l ternat ive  3  or  a l ternat ive  4 .  In
fac t ,  many  o f  the  benef i t s  der ived  under  the  proposed  ac t ion ,
espec ia l ly  as  re lated  to  r ipar ian  vegetat ion /habi tat ,  are  due  to
proposed  exc lus ion  o f  l i ves tock  graz ing  on  these  areas .

26-3 Other reeource  manegement  programs would continue. ‘h i s  EIS  on ly
analyzes impacts of grazing management programs.

26-4 We  assume the  deve lopments  you  re fer  to are  water  fac i l i t i es .  The
pract i ce  o f  f enc ing  new reservo i rs  and  p ip ing  the  water  out  the  bot tom
of  the  dam has  been  benef i c ia l  to  many  wi ld l i f e  spec ies . 1t a l l o w s
for  riperian  product ion  and  yet  concentrates  l ivestock  away  f rom the
later  source . Pipelines and trough systems have  a much lower benefit
to species other than big game.

see comment response B-12.
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27-1 1

27-2 I

Reference ES

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Division of Ecoloaical  Strvices

Portland Field Office
727 N.E. 24th Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97232

July 9, 1962

MEMDRANDUH

To: Prineville District Manager, Bureau of Land Manasement
P.D. Box 5513, Prineville, Dreoon 97754

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

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

We have reviewed the subject Draft Environmental Impact
and provide the followinq comments for use in preparing
statement.

Statements (IJEIS)
the final

Our primary review comments concern measures that should be taken to
preserve, manage and enhance riparian habitat which the DEIS correctly
identifies as beinq 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 Oreqon Department of Fish & Wildlife (ODFW) and
believe carefullv  timed livestock arazina on critical winter deer and
antelope range can benefit both livestock and wildlife. It may be possible
to incorporate into the preferred alternative increased livestock qrazinq
on some land while totally excludino  it on riparian areas resultinq in
qreater benefits to both livestock and wildlife resources.

We believe arazinq management, especially as it relates to preservinq  and
enhancing riparian habitat, is important enouph 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).

27-1 see comment response 2-2.

27-2 See comment response 20-3.

Russell 0. Peterson

$W Portland
ODFW: Prineville



TEXT KEVKS LUN

Page 2. Purpose of and Need for Action, paragraph 2. Replace the last two
sentences with, "Lands, minerals and nonmineral energy sources, and timber
resources on BLM-administered lands are also part of BLMs responsibility.
None are affected by implementation of a livestock grazing program in the
Brothers area and are not considered in this document.

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

Page 3. Coordination, paragraph 2. Replace first sentence with, "In
addition, the Soil Conservation Service participates in development of
coordinated resource plans when requested by ranchers who utilize land
managed by more than one government agency."

Page 11. Alternative 1, paragraph 4. Replace with, "This alternative
differs from the proposed action by allowing 686 AU% more for livestock
initially and 68,982 AUMs more in the long term.

Page 11. Alternative 3. Replace the second sentence in the second paragraph
with, "In addition, livestock 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."

Delete the second sentence in paragraph three.

Page 14. Available Forage Allocation. Insert the following after paragraph
1.

The Brothers EIS addresses all forage allocations in terms of AUMs. An
animal unit month (AUM) is the amount 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 livestock or
wildlife. However, since individual deer require less than 800 pounds of
forage per month, it takes more deer to consume one AUM. Depending on the
area and type of forage available, it takes approximately 6 deer to consume
800 pounds of forage. The same is true for other animals such as elk and
antelope. In general, it takes 3 elk or 12 antelope to consume an AUM.

For example, assuming that it takes 6 deer to consume 800 pounds of forage (1
AUM) , then 30 AUMs could support 180 deer for one month.

If deer use occurs in an area only during 3 months each year, these 30 AUMs
would meet the needs of 60 deer for that 3 month period. An additional 20
AUMs of forage nonpalatable to livestock might be available in this area for
deer use, resulting in 50 AUMs of forage available for deer, which would
support 300 deer for one month, or 100 deer for the 3-month period.

46



An allocation of 30 AUMs I-~F forage for deer might, in fact, meet the needs of
100 deer, assuming that deer use occurs in a given area only during 3 months
each year and that 40 percent (20 AIlMs)  of their diet is forage not palatable
to livestock.

To fully compare wildlife AIJM allocations to livestr,ck  allocations, on12 must
know the type of animal using the area, the vegetation types involved, the
season of use, and the number of months invo1ve.d. Tn addit ion, all.ocat ion of
forage on ptlblic land may only hc part of the total forage available, since
private lands al-so play a ina-jar  role in providing forage f:)r wildlife.

Page 15. Figure 1. Ksplacr? winter grazing scilr?mr?t  ic with the following.

WINTER GRAZING
Graze during dormancy

Year {-
Every

11/l 2/28
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Page 18. Standard Procedures. Insert following after paragraph 6.

General coordination guidelines for shrub and juniper control projects
developed in the Brothers Management Framework Plan (MFP) will be followed
and are listed below by planning unit. The MFP is available for review in
the Prineville District Office. Guidelines for the Dry River Unit (the
western half of the Brothers EIS area) are:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

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

Brush control projects will be considered only after a detailed
allotment management plan or grazing system has been developed
and implemented.

No shrub control projects will be conducted on good ecological
condition range sites when 50% or more of the area is in
excellent ecological condition. Control projects will be
conducted to achieve a mosaic pattern of approximately 60%
control and 40% leave.

Project layout and methods of control used will be such that
the projects will blend into the natural environment as much as
possible.

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 most of the areas to be
treated about 15-20X of the vegetative cover in shrub would be
desirable. This does not apply to wildlife winter range areas.

Forb composition (measured 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 optimum wildlife recommendation for
the District. This goal puts additional constraints on
spraying of sagebrush with chemicals which also reduce forbs.
It may be that some reduction could be accepted for the short
term, if long term benefits in forb production could be
attained. Another possible mitigating measure might be to seed
some forbs following a sagebrush spray project.

Juniper Control - Projects will be restricted to no more than
60% removal of juniper trees with leave areas concentrated on
sites providing optimum thermal cover. Areas within the 40%
leave zone should constitute a minimum of 5 acres each and be
evenly distributed.
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Specific Guidelines

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Antelope Summer Range: General guidelines apply to these areas
plus the identified need to leave some 2 to 5 acre patches of
shrubs for antelope fawning.

Deer and Antelope Winter Range: Coordinate brush control work
with the Wildlife Biologist to insure that adequate winter
forage and cover are maintained. No shrub control work will be
initiated on low sage sites where soil depth is 15" or less.

Sage Grouse Habitat (Z-Mile Radius of Strutting Grounds)

Projects within the Z-mile radius of strutting grounds will be
planned for selective control in a manner that will not
adversely impact present and future nesting sage grouse
populations. Within the l-mile radius zone shrub reduction
projects will be highly selective.

Sage Grouse - Spring-Summer-Fall Range

Projects will be limited to no more than 60% of the area in any
10 year period with emphasis on mosiac patterns, creation of
edge, and retention of important cover.

Sage Grouse Wintering Areas:

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

Deer Winter Range

Sagebrush and juniper control within the critical deer winter
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
implementation plan will be developed for each critical deer
winter range prior to starting any brush control work.

In pastures that are less than 50% public lands and the
ecological range condition is fair to better no brush control
will be allowed on the public lands.

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

1. Shrub control methods to be considered are spraying, burning,
chaining, beating, and other new methods that may be developed.

2. Brush control projects will be considered only after a detailed
allotment management plan or grazing system has been developed
and implemented.

3. No shrub control projects will be conducted on good ecological
condition range sites.

4. Project layout and methods of control used will be such that
the projects will blend into the natural environment as much as
possible.

5. No attempt will be made to attain 100% shrub kill on any given
area. Shrubs are considered to be a desirable part of the
vegetation makeup of any given block of land. In most 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
areas.

6. Forb composition (measured 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 optimum wildlife recommendation for
the District. This goal puts additional constraints on
spraying of sagebrush with chemicals which also reduce forbs.
It may be that some reduction could be accepted for the short
term, if long term benefits in forb production could be
attained, Another possible mitigating nmasure might be to seed
some forbs following a sagebrush spray project.

7. Juniper Control - Projects will be restricted to no more than
60% removal of juniper trees with leave areas concentrated on
sites providing optimum thermal cover. Areas within the 40%
leave zone should constitute a minimum of 5 acres each and be
evenly distributed. 1

Specific Guidelines-

1. Antelope Summer Range: General guidelines apply to these areas
plus the identified need to leave some 2 to 5 acre patches of
shrubs for antelope fawning.

2. Deer and Antelope Winter Range: Coordinate brush control work
mth the Wildlife Biologist to insure that adequate winter
forage and cover are maintained. No shrub control work will be
initiated on low sage sites.
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3. Sage Grouse Habitat (P-Mile Radius of Strutting Grounds)

Projects within the 2-mile radius of strutting grounds will be
planned for selective control in a manner that will not
adversely impact present and future nesting sage grouse
populations. Within the l-mile radius zone shrub reduction
projects will be highly selective.

4. Sage Grouse - Spring-Summer-Fall Range

Projects will be limited to no more than 60% of the area in any
10 year period with emphasis on mosiac patterns, creation of
edge, and retention of important cover.

5. Sage Grouse Wintering Areas:

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

6. Sagebrush and juniper control within the critical deer winter
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
implementation plan will be developed for each critical deer
winter range prior to starting any brush control work.

In pastures that are less than 50% public lands and the
ecological 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 could be treated
in a 10 year period, with no more 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 last
sentence should read, 'No impacts would occur to endangered or threatened
animal species."

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

Page 61. Rangeland Improvements, change paragraph 7 to read as follows.

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

Fences cause some big game mortalities immediately after fence construction,
but this generally is low.

Page 65. Table 28. Replace with the following.

Table 28 Acres of Crucial Deer and Antelope Winter Range
Affected by Rangeland Improvements

Trend

Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4
Proposed (Optimize (No (Optimize Water- (Eliminate
Action Livestock) Action) shed & Wildlife) Livestock)

Crucial deer range 11,234 36,965 0 6,000 0

Crucial antelope 14,014 41,710 0 9,000 0
range

Page 76. Insert Central Oregon Conservationists between Audubon Society and
Defenders of Wildlife

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.
Gibbs." McLean, A. and E.W. Tisdale 1972. Recovery Rate of Depleted Range
Sites under Protection from Grazing. Journal of Range Management 25:178-184.

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