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20-1  Chapter 2 of this docuzent consolldates proposed management direction
for the entire planning area. As noted in our response to comzents
15-4 and 15-10, much of the existing management direction for the
Brothers pottion of the planning area was consideved acceptable as 2
result of public response during the scoping of fssues. The Draft
RMP/EIS format required a splitting of program descriptions since

pansgement common to all alternatives did not vequire further aralysis.

20-2 See response to comment 7-5.
20-3 See response to coament 7-7
20-4  See response to comment 18=5

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft RMP/EIS. 1f you have
any questicns about our review, please contact Ann Uhrich of our environmental
review section at FT$ 399-8516.

Sincerely,
Ll JIBd

Robert §, Burd
Director, Water Division

Enclosures

ce: DOEQ
Qo
USFS, R-6

USFHS, field office
8LM (state director)
P. Kaldjian, A-104
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U.S, ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 10
200 SIXTH AVENUE
SEATTLE WASHINGTON %3101

RILEDN

D136 JAN 15 13

James L. Hancock, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Prineville District Office

P.0, Box 550

Prineville, Oregon 97754

Dear Mr, Hancock:

The Enviranmental Protection Agency {EPA} has reviewed the draft
Brothers/LaPine Resource Management Plan Environmental Impact Statement
(RMP/E1S) prepared by your office,

The draft RMP/EIS analyzes six alternatives for multiple use management
of 1,115,087 acres of public land and 130,570 acres of private surface/federal
sub-surface mineral estate adninistered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLH)
in central Oregon. Our review was conducted in accerdance with the Natfona)
Environmental Polfcy Act (REPA), and our responsibilities under Section 309 of
the. Clean Air Act to determine whether impacts of proposed federal actions are
acceptable in terms of envirenmental quality, public health, and welfare,

Qur detailed review repart is enclosed, divided into general and specific
comments. Based on our review, we have rated the draft RMP/EIS EC-2
(Environmental Concerns--Insufficient Information). The basis for our rating
is summarized helow with details {ncluded fn the review report. Alsc enclosed
is an explanation of our rating system,

The primary reasons we have environmental concerns are as follows:

- The project-specific evaluation process that will occur after the
RMP is finalized is not sufficiently explained so as to assure that
adverse environmental effects, particularly to water quality, will
be prevented. We suggest more fully descridbing this process in the
planning area.

- The potential for nanpofnt source degradation of water quality and
impacts to beneficial uses s dffficult to ascertafn,

- The potential cumulative effects are not adequately discussed.

We intend our comments to be constructive, and we are confident that by
addressing our concerns and comments a final RMP/EIS can be presented which
more clearly shows that important resources will be adequately protected,
while providing BLY staff with the necessary flexibility to manage the
planning area on a day-to-day basis,

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Detailed Review Report for the
Draft Brothers/LaPine RMP/EIS, Oregon

General Comments
Project-Specific Evaluation:

We recognize the nature of RKPs as being a tier in advance of
project-specific planning, MWe believe, however, that more information is
needed that describes the project-specific evaluation process that will occur
after the RMP is finalized. This is fmportant because final decisions on
specific projects will, to a significant extent, determine the adequacy of the
lavel of protection provided for water quality and other resources

Other BLM RMPs that we have reviewed have included Standard Qperating
Procedures (SOP) and Standard Design Features (SDF). SDFs are a key aspect of
a RMP. They provide the basic goals, objectives, and guidelines for
project-specific planning that may occur in the future. This draft RMP/EIS
dees not include S09/SDFs,

For example, it fs stated that forestry practices will be guided by site
speci fic environmental amalyses (p. 14), and that standard and specia
provisions (which include mitigating measures) are included {n timber harvest
contracts to describe performance standards (p. 129). Are sinilar
envirenmental analyses planned during the development of grazing allotment
management plans? Are management or operation plans and/or environmental
analyses planned for ofl, gas, or minerals teasing, off road vehicle (ORY)
use, or prescribed burning?

The final EIS for the RWP should provide the EIS raviewer with a more
detailed discussion and specific guidance on the project-specific evaluation
process. Discussion of the management decisions and opportunities for public
involvement are needed. What criteria will be used to determine when
categorical exclusions, enviranmental assessments, and EISs will be used in
QNP {mplementation? The final RKP/ELS should also describe the type of data
needed to assure compliance with environmental standards and the criteria used
by BLM staff to prevent adverse effects and improve existing environmental
conditions,

We believe that there are several important components of a management
plan project-specific evaluation process. These camponents include:

- A data base for existing conditions from which technical experts and
the public can judge the expected effects.

- Thorough on-site inspection and administration during an activity,
verifying that a particular activity is occurring as prescribed in
contracts, leases, or permits.
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Honitoring:

~

- Environmental monitoring before, during, and after the completion of
an activity to determine whether impacts are accurately predicted
and whether changes to the RMP are needed to reduce effects from

that activity or future projects.

- A feedback machanism that fs built into the process such that
activities causing a problem will be modified before they are
allowed to continue,

- SOF/SOF development and upgrading if needed to correct inaccurate
predictions.

- The use of NEPA and opportunities for public involvement in project
implementation,

These questions include the following, When must Plans of Operation be
filed and what must they contain? Will these receive review by other agencies
or the public? What requirements capn BLM attach to right-of-way permits and
Plans of Operation {including reclamation bonding)? What "standard
stipulations™ exist for ofl and gas Teasing and mineral entry and location?
Are there provisions for waivers from stipulations and special restrictions?
1f there are provisions for waivers, would such a waiver be coordinated with
appropriate state and federal agencies and the public?

Hater Quality:

The draft RMP/EIS does a good job of describing the various types of
activities that have the potential to adversely affect water quality,
including forest land harvest, ljvestock grazing, wild herse grazing, ORV use,
and of1 and gas exploration and development. Further discussion on the
locatfon and extent of existing or potential problems should be provided,
however. For example, in the La Pine portion "problems with contamination of
shallow aquifers is the major water quality concern" (p. 55). Does this refer
to potential contamination from grazing use in the arez after timber is
harvested? How extensive are the shallow aguifers? Where are they located?
{e.g., Do they intercept surface waters?)

High water temperatures are mentioned as a problem in the Brothers
portion (p, 55)., How will the presently good to excellent riparian habitat in
the La Pine portion (p. 63) be protected during timber harvest to assure that
evaluated temperatures do not become a problem there as well?

Sediment deposition fs also cited as a problem in the Brothers portion,
particularly flows entering Prineville Reservoir (p. 55). If there are no
municipal watersheds in the planning area, why is Prineville Reservoir
described as a "sensitive watershed?™ (p. 73)., Is it part of waters used by
an anadromous fishery, such as steelhead? This needs to be clarified in the
final RMP/EIS.

We are pleased to see that the RMP will be monitored on a continual
basis, as well as formally evaluated at intervals not to exceed § years, We
particularly commend the development of monitoring systems for specific
resource management programs and publishing of the implementation schedule in

the record of decision (p, 26).
though, to determine cumulative effects from all management programs.

Overall RMP monitoring will be important,
Water

quality monitoring, as described on page 26, will be an important part of this,

We note that range monitoring studies will be conducted {p. 133) but see

no similar commitment to monitoring timber management,

Since the La Pine Pire

portion is totally surrounded by the Deschutes National Forest, cumulative
effects from management activities on these lands could be assessed via a

monitoring plan.

We would endorse BLM/USFS coordination in this regard,

The final RMP/EIS should expand upon the overall plan monitoring to be

conducted.

This discussion should specify the resource components to be
monitored, frequency, and intensity,
provide an important feedback mechanism.

Monitoring and evaluatfon can also
The final RMP/EIS should describe

the process for modifying management practices if monitoring shows that

important RMP objectives are not being met.

The monitoring plan together with

the $OPs, Operation Plans, and Grazing Allotment Plans should serve to
highlight how the RMP wi{ll be implemented.
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Without the abave types of {nformation, it is difficult for us to
determine whether any alternative is adequately protective of water quality
and desigrated beneficial uses. While there may be no designated municipal
watersheds in the planning area, are there no domestic supplies in watersheds
which include BLM land? Domestic supplies, for the purposes of applicability
of the Interim Primary Drinking Water Standards, are generally defined as
serving 25 or more persons for 60 or more days per year and are considered
benaficial users, as are fisheries. Complfance with Oregon Water Quality
Standards (WQS) must be assured for specific stream segments,

The final RHP/ELS should address compliance with the state's
anti-degradation policy. This policy states that "where the existing quality
of the water is better than the standards set, that such existing high quality
will be maintained until it has been demonstrated to the state that any change
will be consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the state, will not
unreasonadly affect present and anticipated beneficial uses of such water and
#ill not result in water quality less than that prescribed in the standard.®
This policy is refterated in federal requiations (40 CFR 131.13{2.2}).

The status of Outstanding Rational Resource Waters is conferred to rivers
designated as wild and scenic. For these waters, the anti-degradation policy
of the Hater GQuality Standards Regulations explicitly prohibits any lowering
of water quality {40 CFR Sectfon 130,12}, The RMP/EIS should discuss in
detail how degradation of potential wild and scenic rivers will be prevented,
given the mining, timber harvest, and grazing activities which may occur in
some of the drainage basins contafning or tributary to potential wild and
scenic rivers,

Air Quality:

Approximately 4,500 cords of firewood are harvested annually in the
planning area (p. §7). Wil1 this continue under the RMP? The RKP/DEIS
jndicates that violations of total suspended particulate standards in Band
have occurred during winter months, and are attributed in part to woodstove
emissions {p., 54), The effects of wood smoke appear to be viewed primarily as
a visibility issue,

Smoke particles emitted from incomplete combustion of wood are small
enough to penetrate deep into the lower respiratory tract when inhaled; these
particles may have relatively high concentrations of compounds that are known
and suspected carcinogens. The RMP/EIS should identify the health impacts of
wood smoke.

Land managers that provide firewood have a unique opportunity to educate
the public regarding fuelwood use and air pollution through the permit
process. Pamphlets discussing the association between wood stoves, air

pollution, and health conceras, or providing tips on efficient wood stove
operation, for example, could be distributed with fuelwood permits, If
appropriate 1iterature is not readily available, we would be happy to provide
examples that are being used elsewhers.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Comments

Is this the Qregan Wilderness EIS and SEIS {April '85 and
January '87 respectively)?

It is stated that “Grazing Management in the Brothers porticn will
not be re-analyzed in this document.® We believe that to the extent
that grazing management, forest or woodland management, minerals
management, and ORY use all contribute to cumulative impacts,
grazing in the Brothers portion shauld be re-analyzed.

We endorse BLM coordination with the USFS in adjacent national
forests, particularly the Deschutes, because of the beetle
infestations which presently affect the national forest and the
La Pine portion of BLM's planning area.

Regarding the discussion under Water, please describe by what means
consistency with WQS will be assured {e.g., SOPs).

We commend the commitment to survey project sites for special status
species and to "medify, relocate, or abandon" the project to obtain
a “no effect” determination,

What types of forestry practices {treatments) will be considered?
(e.q9., ¢learcut or other methods).

He commend the commitment that "no timber harvest will occur
adjacent to met meadows or riparian areas,” Is this the case for
non-comnercial woodlands as well as commercial timber?

Are any allotment management plans presently in place in the La Pine
portion? After harvest of timber, in what timaframe will such plans
be developed? We note that only 12% of the plans have been
completed on the Brothers portion, in the S-year time span since
completion of the Brothers Grazing Management Rangaland Program
Surmary {per Appendix K).

Given the multiple-use concept of BLM management, and the management
option of fencing riparian areas, we are unclear as to why wild
horses are to be eliminated in the preferred alternative. Please
clarify in the final RMP/EIS.

Surface watersheds are mentioned under Water, but not ground water
aquifers. Major aquifers, or smaller locally significant omes, in
the planning area should be mentioned in the final RMP/EIS.

It is stated that *generally, water quality in the planning area
meets standards® established by DEQ. In the instances where it does
not, what types of violations have occurred (e.g., temperature,
bacteria levels, etc.)?

Of the 450,000 acres of non-commercial woodland, how many include
riparian areas?

SUMMARY OF TH EPA RAYING SYSTEM
FOR ORAFT ENYIRONYZNTAL [MPACT STATEMENTS:
DESTMITICNS A% FOLLOW-UE ACTIOR *

Envirowsental Tmpact of the hetisne

L0--lack of Objections

The SPA reviaw has not fdentified any potential enviroamenta) impazts requiring

substantive changes to the propasal, The review may have disclosed opportunities for

290!

Teation of mitigation measeres that could be acconplished with no more than afnor

¢hangas to the proposal.

EC--Envirommental Toncerns

The £PA review has fientified envirommenta)l fapicts that should he avoided in crder

to fully protect the snvirensent, Corrective seasures Eay recuire changes to the
greferred alternative or 39p)icaticn of aizigation measures that can reduce the

envirgneental tm3act.

h
£PA fntends to wark with the Tead agancy o reduce these lspacis.

€0-Environaentst Idjectinns

The TPK reyies has fdentified signiffcant environmenta] japacts that should be

avolded in order 1o provide adeguate protectisa for the eavironaent. Lorrective

measures Ry ¢
s0% othar groject alternative (inclufing the no-2ction alteraztive or 3 new

of

raquire substantial charges to the preferrea alternative or consideration

alternativel, EPA fntends to mark with the Tead 29¢acy to reduce these impatts.

Eu--Enviranmentatly Unsatisfaciory

The EPA raview has identified adverse environmental fmpacts that are of sufffcieat

hey are ungatisfactory from the siandpaint of public health or welfere

or enviranmental quality, EPA intends to work with the lead agercy 1o reduce these

1azacts,

16 the potential ussatisfactory fepacts are not corrected 2t the final EIS

stage, this propasal will be recomaended for referral to the

Adessacy of the lepact Stateaent
Category l--Adeguate

EPA belteves the draft E1S 2degiately sets forth
sreferred alternative and thase of the alteraatives r
or astine

enyireanental $noactls) of the
scnadly avafladle to the project
Na fyrtner analysis of data collection is nacessavy, bul the reviemer miy

suggest the addition of clarifying languags or inforaation.

Lategery 2--Insufficient tnformation

The dreft E1§ does not contain sufflefent inforsatfon for EPA to fully assess
environmgatal fnpacts thal should be avnided 1o orde= to fully protect the environment,
or the TAA reviewer %25 identified mew measonadly available alternatives that are witxfn
the spactrum of alternatives analyzed {n tae draft E1S, which could reduce the
environmantal dacacts né the action. The identified addiiianal fnformstion, data,
analyses, or discussion shosda te included §n the finsl EIS.

Category 3--Inadequate

EPA 4023 not belleve that the draft SIS adequaiely sssesses potentfally sfgnifizant
enviranaeata) fasacts of the actfon, or the £PA reviewer hes fdentified new, reasonadly
availad’s alternatives that are outside of tha spectirum of alternatives anzlyzed in the
Arafy E15, wbich should be analyzed in arder to redace the patestizlly significant
envirgmental impacts. EP4 bellaves that the fdentified agditiona) {nforeation, data,
analyses, or dtscussions are of such & magnitude that they shasid mave full public
raview at a draft stage, does not helfece that the draft €15 fs adeqate for the
porposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and
asds availadle for gublic comment in 2 supplesantal or reyised draft E15. Oa the basis
of the potential significant impacts invelved, this proposal could e 2 candidate for
referral to the TEQ.

» From EPA “nial 1640 Palicy and Procedures ‘or the Review of Fedesa? Actians Impacting
the Enyironaent

Fesruary, 1897

21-31,

21-32
21-33
21-34
21-35|

21-36

63

97

128

M

Regarding *ish habitat, are any fr-stream projects planned? If so,
these should be described in the final RMP/EIS.

In paragraph 4, the fifth sentence is unclear. It reads as though
there are no stipulations to protect visual qualities, Please
clarify,

paragraph 4 implies that the 14 horses are causing measurable
erosion hazards on the 17,000 acres they now roam. Haw can this
impact be separated from that caused by other grazing anfmals? It
would seem that the density of horses is very small, even if there
are currently no other grazing animals.

It s stated that Alternatives D and E would have a beneficia
impact on water due to restrictions placed on ORY use in sensitive
areas, Is this beneficial impact relative to existing water
quality? To what extent is existing water quality affected by
current QRV levels?

What, if any, are impacts to fisheries in the La Pine portion?
Please discuss in the final RMP/EIS.

The term “seed tree methods® is used here, but not defined in the
glossary. Does this term refer to clearcutting? Please clarify.

The term "active preference® is used here, but not defined in the

glossary. Does this term refer to Iivestock, as opposed to
wildlife? Please clarify.

Chapter 2 includes program descriprions, laplementation priorities and
monitoring program elements designed to link the overall land and
resource allocations of the RMP to the project evaluation process in

subsequent environmental assessments.

We agree. Impacts are difficult to ascertain until project
implementation and monitoring. Since impacts may also arise from
actions on intermingled non=-BLH lands or by actions beyond our
control, it is not possible to identify cumulative effects beyond
those noted in the EIS. Lf EPA has information or methodologies to
make these deterainations in the Brothers/LaPine Planning Area, we
would be willing to work with EPA to incorporate them into activity

planning and related environmental analysis

Standard opersting procedures were included {n the Draft RMP/EIS as’
Appendices E, G and H. These and additional elements are included in

Chapter 2 of this document, Also, see response to comment 21-1,

The public involvement process does not stop with publication of the
final EIS, It is an ongoing, dynamic process 33 specific management
decisfons are carried out. Project specific evaluations will be done
prior to every actfon. NEPA guidelines, Departmental Manuals and
State/District instructfon memoranda are utilized in assessing
specific fmpacts and necessitate further public involvement im most

actions.
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The purposes of these site/action specific EAs are to:

1. Provide the manager with pertiment, unbissed information so their
decisfon will be based on a full understanding of the
environmental/social comsequences (positive and/or megative)

anticipated.

2. ldentify measures needed to protect, enhance and/or restore the

environment.

3, Determine if an EIS is needed.

Categorical exclusfons are only used when the action qualiffes as ar
exeoption under 516 Departmental Manual 2.3A(3). The Lapacts are

generally non-existent or so minor that they are deemed negligible.

Environmental assessments will be completad on most actions stemming
from the Final Resource Management Plan/Record of Decisfon. EISs are
only prepared on major actions such as a Rescurce Management Plan,
major sctivity plam, large scale mining operation, erfc, within the
District confines. The District maintains a register of ongoing and
anticipated environmental analysis which fs mailed to intevested

publics on & periodic basis to encourage public review and comment.

Standard and special stipulations for oil and gas leaslng within the
planning area are included in the Minerals sectfon of Chapter 2, along

with the provisions for waivers from these stipulations.

BLM may attach any reasonable requirements to vight-of-way permits and

plans of aperation.

Shallow aquifers exist throughout the LaPine portion of the planning
area, The depth to water varies from near sutface asdjacent to the
Lictle Deschutes River to 30 feet within the valley fill areas.
Present sources of contanination include septic tank drainfields and
domescic wells. The greatest potential for additional contamination
would be chemical spills along Highway 97 and the existing railroad

right-of-way.

See respomse to comment 18-1 and the Forestland and Woodland section

of Chapter 2,

Prineville Reservoir is 2 high use public recreation and irrigation
reservoir. Water released from the reservoir into the Lower Crooked

River supperts a significant resident trout fishery.

There are no identified domestic suppliers in watersheds adainistered

by BLYM as defined and regulated by the Safe Drinking Water Act,

21-4

21-5

21-6

21-11

21-12

21-13

Eavironmental standards and mitigating measures are incorporated imto
all contracts and non-contract type actions, BLM's internal
review/monitoring process and contract supervision ensures that the
potential for occurrence of adverse effects is minimized, if not

eliminated.

Environzental monitoring oceurs on the public lands as a patter of
course on all resources. Our District Monitoring Plan outlines
measures to be taken Lo assess the condition of resturces in the
planing area throughout the life of the RMP. Impacts from zajor
actions are determined from this zcnitoring and adjustments made 1if

necessary to reduce negative impacts.

The RMP is considered a dynamic, flexible plan that can be modified or
amended if major changes warrant. Activities determined to be causing
& problem to the environmeat are modified ot stopped as a result of

zonitoring.

See response to commeat 21-3,

Plans of operation for mining claims are required when surface
disturbance will exceed five acres. The required contents of the plans
are given in 43 CFR 3809. These normally do not receive other agency
or public review except in special consideration areas (e.g.
chreatened or endangered species habitat) and for speclal conditions
such as operations within riverbanks or use of cyanide. Bonding is
permissible on plans of operation. There are no "standard”
stipulations for hardrock aining operations; each permit is site

specific,

Though the State's anti-degradation policy was not spesifically cirted
in the Draft RMP/EIS, it was stated that existing water quality will
be maintained. This s consistent with policy as clted (40 CFR 131,13

(a.2.)). See page 13 of the Draft Brothers/LaPine RMP/EIS.

Protection of Ourstanding Natural Resource Waters on BLM managed land

will be accomplished, in part, by iuplementation of Best

Practices. These are documented by Oregen Department of Environmental
Quality Practice Rules. Further activities are monitored and
managesent prescriptions modified where they are not meeting
oanagewent objectives. Mineral development opecations ate required

(undetr CFR 3800) to meet State Water Quality Standards.

BLM estimates that the annceal harvest of 4,500 cords of firewoed would
continue throughout the life of the plan. However, the BLM has no
xnowledge or control of the destication or use of the firewood after
it is removed from public lands, Similarly, even {f we assuaed that
4,500 cords were used for home heating in the immediate area, we have
ao way of determinfng whether the burning occurred in approved or
unapproved stoves, open fireplaces, ov other devices with varying
conbustion efficiencies and emission factors, Further, we have no
control ever, or method of estizating, the molsture content of the

fuel, or the conditiens under which it was burned,
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21-15

21-16

21-17

21-18

21-19

21-20

21-21

21-26

21-27

21-28

21-29

21-30

21-31

21-32

21-33

Therefore, we have no method of estimating the impacts of the 21-22
subsequent use of firewcod on either visibility or human health.
Further, any such estimates would be suspect, and no reasornable

sstimate of accuracy could be provided.

Standard operating procedures and other elements of the energy and
aineral prograz have been included in the Energy and Mineral Resoutces

gection of Chapter 2 of this document.

See the Forestland and Woodland section of Chapter 2.

21-23
Appendix G in the Draft RMP/ZIS described grazing treatments and
proposed systems for the entire planning area. Also see the Livestock
Grazing section of Chapter 2 of this docuzent. 21-24
See the Livestock Grazing section of Chapter 2.

See response to comment 21-2.

See response to comment 21-3.
21-25

See the monitoring secticn of Chapter 2 prograzm direction.

You are corrTect,

No. Allotment management plans will be done as demand for forage on 21-34

the harvested areas arise.

The Wild Horse section of Chaprer 2 outlines aanagement direction for
continuation of the wild horse herd. 21-35

See response to comment 21-7

See page 55 of the Draft RMP/EIS. 21-36
Nore of the 743 acres of riparian areas or 100 acres of wet meadows in

the Brothers portion of the planmning area is in a non-commercial

wocdland area. See Table 7 on page 27 of the Draft RMP/EIS and Table 7

in Chapter 2 of this docudent.

No instveam projects are planned at this time, Projects could be
planned and jointly funded with other Stace or Federal agencies

provided they are consistent with management objectives.

The no surface occupancy stipulations protect visual and other
resources by not allowing the lease holder to occupy, or otherwise
disturb, the surface of the subject 16,480 acres around Prineville

Regervoir.

See the entire response to comment letter 2, especlally comment 2-5.

Cuzylative impacts from sll programs in the Brothers portion of the
planning area are not expected to exceed those {denciffed in the
Brothers/LaPine RMP/EIS. The forest and woodland program in the
Brothers portion curvently involves no commercial harvests except for
individual firewood permits. The minerals program does not anticipate
any significant surface disturbing activities on BLN managed land. The
majority of the ORV use in the planning area is in the Millican Valley
which is a closed basin with no perennial streams and no negative

off-site impacts to water quality. Also see response to comment 21-2.

See the program specific standard operating procedure in Chapter 2 of

this document.

The primary forestry practice planned is regeneration cutting using &
seed tree system. Selection and elearcut systems would be considered
when these types of regeneration harvests would best meer
reforestarion gozls and enhance subsequent growth. Some overstory
removal would occur in stands partial cut 20-30 years age that are now

adequately reforested.

As noted under Forestland on page 14 of the Draft RMP/ELS, activities
on commevcial forestland and wocdlands would receive siailar
considerations Lo protect or enhance soil, wildlife and fish habicat,
riparian vegetation, water quality, cultural and visual resources.
However, in the case of juniper woodlands, it should be noted that the
rempval of Juniper (under controlled conditions) from riparian areas

can definitely be emhancing in nature

The existing water quality would be benefirted by Alternatives D and
E. ORV use adjacent to Prineville Reservolr is causing accelerated

etosion.
Mo impacts to fisheries are anticipated. Mo timber harvesting or
livestock grazing is planned within 100 feet of BLM riparian or wet

meadow areas in the LaPine portion of the planning area.

The glossary has been expanded to explain these terms, see Chapter 3,
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15 January 1988

To: Brian Cunninghame
RMP/EIS Team Leader
BLM Prineville District

Of the six alternatives I believe alternative "D", the preferred
alternative will serve the management and public for the next ten years.
This plan in all of its alternatives will not satisify all of the special
interest groups nor some of the State Legislators, But, the preierred
alternative does address all of the issues.

We appreciate the effort of the planners in their endeavor to cover
all of the issues fairly.Especially the inclusion of the rockhounding as
a viable and important user of the public lands in gquestion., To make note
that the rock hobbyist is a socioeconomic factor in the Eastern Oregon
business. We feel we are an important link in the recreational users as we
utilize our opertunity to enjoy the excellent and irreplaceable mineral
By addressing the locations as withdrawn from commercial location,
insures the rockhounding society the two most cherished concerns =~ reasonable
access and perpetuity of a place te collect.

Although all of the mineral and semi-precious gemstone areas are not
addressed, due to the lack of input of the information to your planners,
The concept of noting and then setting aside (withdrawal] through the Rec~
reation and Public Purposes Act, of the 13,000 acres - will protect the
central portion from commercial mining or claims, is very commendable. It
might be very helpful tec set aside two of the known deposits of Cinnebar
for future recreational rockhounding sites, as they are turned back to the

Socioeconomic conditions - are enhanced in this sparsely populated
area, through the recreational rockhounds. This is apparent in the user days
and the services provided by the local chamber of commerce. This then is just
another reason for perpetuation of non-commercial recreational mining, (rock-

ORV's for use by physically irmpaired or infirm through aging, to enjoy
the public lands should and could be regulated by permit and/or fee appli-
cation, when used in closed public lands. These individuals would relatively
be a very low impact to the surface disturbance issue.

We are asking and addressing the use of withdrawal in other plans
through the Forest Service and Burweau of Land Managewent, along the lines
of the R & PP Act. it would be deemed an exceptional addition to have, old
claims and known mineral and se
by the Secretary of the Intericr, to convey areas of public lands for rec-
reational purposes. Withdrawals - to exclude commercial fee base operations.
35 CFR and 43 CFR have the necessary management criterion to control Visual

recious gemstone locations, Authorized

Rockhounding could also pbe addressed in Visual Resource Management
planning. We hope to be able to work more closely with all of the Forest
Service and Bureau of Land Management Districts in Oregon, to enhance the
awareness of recreational rockhounding.

S;ncerely

’
Wi ¢ %ﬂaa
Ronald A stoc}'ho:f, Pres.

OC of R&MC Inc.
884 7151

T e

o ,,,_.; -
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23-2

A protective withdrawal would be pursued under the proposed plan. See
the Recreation section in Chapter 2 of this document. Mimeral
withdrawals are uged to protect areas from commercial entry. In the
proposed plan it is iatended to set areas aside for public
recreational rockhounding. The Recreatfon and Public Purpose Act
(R&PP) provides for guidelines and procedures for transfer of certain
publie lands to States or their political subdivisions and non profit
corporations for recreation atd public purpose. The purpose of R&PP is
to provide land for parks or some community bemefit, It is mrot the
intent of the act to provide a lease f£or lands for recreational

rockhounding.

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 provides a means of
protecting other resources in mineralized areas which are being
developed. Any mining operation which will disturb more than 5 acres
must have a plan of operation and a reclamation plam which will
reclain the disturbed area as close to its original condition as
possible. All mining activity regardless of size is managed to reduce

the visual impacts as much as possible.

See response to comment 7-4,

See Chapter 2 sections on standard operating procedures and project
design features aimed at teducing potential impacts to wildlife

habitat by timber harvesting, livestock grazing and ORV use.
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The Draft RMP/EIS contains information on ecological scatus and
projected condition for the Brothers portion oa page 27, Table 7 of
that document provides information on vegetative type (L.e. habitar
types) while Table 9 in the Draft RMP/EIS and the accompanying text
describes wildlife habitat and populations for the Brothers portiom.
There is currently no commercial timber harvest, except firewood
cutting, in the Brothers porticm of the planning area, however, timber
sales may be rasumed after the LaPine area salvage operations are
completed. Table 5 and Appendix X in the Draft RMP/EIS provides
specific details on curremt and projected levels of livestock grazing
in the Brothers portion. See the Livestock Grazing section of Chaprer

2 for the complete proposed prograz levels.

See response to comment 7-1, While some ORVs have been found
hazardous, not all types of ORVs are unsafe, or used in an unsafe or
destructive wanner. ORV safety and licensing are not within the
statutory authority of the BLM, except for area designations and
wildfire protection (i.e., spark-proof mufflers, etc.). ORV use, while
possibly disturbing and distuptive to wildlife, is accepted 2s a valld
use on public lands under proper conditions. In order to minimize the
impacts to wildlife, any organized events are scheduled so they do not
conflict with key wildlife use periods. Similarly, Lf any ORV use is
occurring in any area and directly conflicts with wildlife needs, use

of ORVs in those areas can be limited or excluded,

As noted on page 8 of the Draft RMP/EIS, wilderness designation
potential within the Brothers/LaPine Planning Area is the subject of a

separate ongolng statewide study.

The vegetation section of the Draft RMP/ELS, beginning on page 55,
describes the condition of the forest and woodlands of the LaPine
portion, There are no “eld growth" stands in the area comparable to
those in western Oregon and Washington. Due to the Mountain Pine
Beetle infestation, nearly all of the mature gnd over-mature forest
stands are dying or will die and are scheduled for salvage harvesting,
Seé¢ the Forestland and Woodland section of Chapter 2 for ranagement

direction and standard operating procedures.
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See

response to comment J-4&.

response to comment 7-5.

response to comment 7-7.

response to comments 7-1 and 24-2

Chapter 2 management directions in this document.

Tesponse to comment 7-4.

response to comment 7-5.

response to comment 7-7.

respenge to comrents 7-1 and 24-2.

Chapter 2 management directions in this doecument
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| Select akternative D for implementation in Millican Valley OAV Area as set forth in the
draft of Brothers/LaPine Resource Management Plan.

PLEASE PRINT
i e SN
Signed ‘J/_ S i Mu\:\x _
Address 2 DI KNSR ) 1 T L )
City. State. Zip L fACa D Ce 1003

28-1  We appreclate your intevest and input on the ORV use issue.

28-1 We appreciate your interest and input on the ORV use issue.

% U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1988—&91-057/80,500 REGION NO. 10

29

Bureau cof Land HManagement
Prineville District Office
185 E Fourth St.

Prineville, O 97734

Dear BLM:
As a wuger of off-road-vehicles., I am concarned
tren2 towards more restrictions on public lands,
ensugn public  land 1s already being protectad.
“Alterpative A * 1n the Brothers/ La Pine
impact statement.

about  the
I telieve
1 support

environmental
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