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855 Seventeenth Street
Denver, Colorado $0202
Telephone 303 575 7577
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Publc Lands

September 11, 1984

Mr. Larry Morgan

Project Leader

Bureau of Lend Managenent
Burns District Ofice

74 So. Alvorn street
Burns, Oregon 97720

RE: John Day RMP-QOregon
Dear nc. Morgan:

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft
John Day RMP/EIS. Overall we agree vith the intent O
the preferred alternative.

However, we suggest that the final docunment contain
naps that nore clearly delineate the management
prescriptions for the Resource Area. W agree that
mnimal or no constraints on exploration end
development of mineral and energy resources are needed.
Yet, we note that there will be some wldlife
stipulations end probably other stipulations depending
on the type of activity and their location in the area.
We would like to see language In the final docunent
that would assure that the nineral estate will be
treated at least on an equal footing with other
resource values if user conflicts arise.

Managenment plans are issue driven. The John Day
resource area has known nineral potential. The final
plan should address ninerals as an issue in a concrete
end equitable way.

We believe the inclusion of & mineral issue should
answer the following:

How the BLM will gather information in order to
adequately evaluate the energy and mineral
potential within the Resource Area; and

How the BLM has developed lend use allocations
compatible with possible exploration for, and
devel opment of minerals and oil and gas resources
where they occur.

ARCO §ias

Hinerals managemant was not identified as an issue in the scoping
process and therefors not conzideced in this document. Omly three
major ismies were identified as needing evaluation.

A minerals data buse does not exist which would allow use of this
system at this time. At present the only site within the planning
ares which has substantial minerals management Testrictions dus to
conflicts with other resources {s the Aldrich Hountain WSA.
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In order to aid this process we suggest the Bureau use

the matrix rating system devel oped by Rocky Muntain

Ol & Gas Association {RMOGA} which fulfills the intent
| and purpose of the draft BLM resource guidelines.

Again, we appreciate the opportunity to submt our

comments to the BLM on this important Resource Area.
If you have any questions, please contact UE.

Sincerely,

Peter B. Briggs 6 i



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Division of Ecclogical Services We appreciate having had the opportunity to reviewv this draft. Please feel®
Portland Pield Office free to contact us if you have any questions conceining our commenta, We

727 N. E. 24th Avenue would also appreciate receiving a copy of the final statement when it
Reference CC:ma Portland, Oregon $7232 becomes available.

September 12, 1984 w‘” /

Russell D. Peterson

HEMORANDUM

P
To : Burns District Manager, Bureau of Land Management
Prom : Pield Superviscr, Division of Ecological Services

Portland, Oregon

Subject: Review of the John Day Resource Management Plan, Draft

Environmental Impact Statement 17-1 The 900 acres of wetlands on BLM lands are located in Silvies Valley
(ses page 47 of the Draft EMP/RIS). This sres is within a Nalintsin
category sllotmeat and under an existing Coordinated Rssoucce
Mansgement Plan. The management dirsction would remain essentially
unchanged under all alternstives, maintaining current conditions.
Howaver, development and implementation of a watland habitst
management plun will lead to wetlend habitat improvemsats.

We have reviewed the subject draft environmental statesent on the John Day
Resource Management Plan and provide the following comments.

Based upon the information presented in the subject document and depending

upon the alternative selected, implementation of the proposed management wetlands would be excluded from range devslopments and
fish and wildlife resources. cticss.
of im not adeq y & the draft
statement; especially for anadromous and resident fish., In addition, the 17-2 Refer to Table 4-5 Estimated Population Changes in Selected Wildlife

17-1|

The statement should clearly identify the impacts each alternative would 17-3 Hansgement direction has been outlined in Draft EMP/RIS on Tabls 2-6,
1 7-2 have on fish and wildlife rescurces (populations and habitats) and Mansgement Direction by Alternativa, pages 29 to 34 and stendard

wetlands. The final document should also specifically define the impacts operating procedures, mitigative measures and avoldance areas are

of grazing on fish and wildlife resources. discussed in Appendices B, C, D, K, G and J.

document does not clearly define possible impacts to wetlands. by Alternativs, page 63 of the Draft BXP/KIS,

1 7_3 It is our belief that proper guildelines and selected mitigative measures

hould be incorporated into any comprehensive plan that you subsequently
dopt. The final document should also consider all practicable means and
measures that could best satisfy identified needs while at the same time
protecting, preserving, and enhancing the quality of the environment,
restoring environmental quality previously lost, and minimizing angd
mitigating unavoidable adverse effects. We are especially concerned about
maintaining a reasonable riparian buffer strip in association with each
stream corridor. Also, bank protection is important in helping to reduce
potential sedimentation and temperature increases.
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Malheur 13% ¥ Daytoan Street
e Staws Eorest) Ratioasl Joka Day, OR 97845
¥ t
Agnesue ores Mr. Joshua Warbartom 2
hesr e 1950 We are 2ot ix faver of Alternative € whichk would allow the horaes teo

increase to such levels.

0= September 14, 1984 .
Herd improvement by iatroductios of horses from other herds csanot be dome
usder currest Forest Bervice policy.

13_3 Land treasfer ~ In areas where BLN lands are bordered om three sides by

Joshus L. Warberton
Bureau of Land Management, Burms District
745 Alvord Street

Forest Service laads, they sbould be comsidered for immediate traasfer in
order to save money and administrative time. Lands adjacent to the Forest
would usually be & low priority for admimistrative tramefer.

Barns, Ok 97720 : . .
. If you have any questions comceraing this responss, plesse cestsct Cast
Bennett of wy staff,

Dear Mr. Warburtos: . Simcerely,

Thaak you for the opportumity to revisw your John Day Rescurce Mamagemeat

Plan X.1.S. Our commeuts sre provided a8 inpst to your draft statemeat so

as to sssist in developing the finzl mensgement plan.

TEYNETE L, EVAXS

1 8_1I7he Torest will mot be addressing the vildersess question for tbe Aldrich Forest Bupervisor

¥ountain and Dry Cabin Roadless sreas. The passage of the Oregos Vilderoess

Act of 1984 om Jume 26, 1984, removed this nacessity from tbe plamning

process. VWe vill be revievisg these aress for resosrce u otber them

wilderness in the altermstive development depending oo the iseses bejag

anrveted,

Taclosure

Chspter II - The preferred alternstive does not specifically discwes the
fish ladder at the lzee Yalls; bst, iz the summsry, wsation is made of the
£ish ladder., Tbe cometruwctionr of this fish ladder would have the potential
of operiag wp some 60 miles of stresm oa the Yorest to scadromows fish.

Much of the mais stem and the lower reaches of these streams are through hay
wasdowe where the riparias babitat is mot alvays the best for smadromous
fish resring. This will require sz imcrease is ripsrizs memsgewest for 18-2 There would be 240 AUMs sllocated for wild horss use within the
these streams. proposed herd management area. Available dats indicatss that wild
horse use can be satisfied within tha proposed herd ssnagement ares,

18-} Refer to Chaptar 3 Text Revisions for pags $ of Draft EXP/EIS.

Thers were discuseione abowt 2 years sgo which weuld redsce the Murdarers
Cresk wildborse berd mazagemest ares by sbout 40,000 scres. This propossl
removed the ares west of the Sowth Vork Johs Day River ssd the southern
portien (Indiam, Morgsm, Poisos, Rossbud, and Tamarsck Creeks ares) of the

18-2 ares. This removes a large smouat of private lamd from the territery asd
would allow the wnit to still carry the 100 borses (see eaclosed map). TYour
proposed ares reductios would remove a large smoumt of borse vinpter ares
from the territory sad would make it impossible to wvister the 100 borse
berd.

Ses response to comment 10-3.

38 g
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Joshua L. Warburton, District Manager

Nas aes e -
..'uh.,i:u_\ \A\ ' ,_\N..‘.\ o P O P Y L N L i burne District BIM
RIS T e N AL . S adlsna salye: \,\ 74 South Alvord St.
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B S N T T V. Dear Mr. Warburton:

DR S P T e L R ST NVRR N VS JONR Gy AN

falh s Wk Wy s beoe amh Do g T SRR e e e Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the John Day Resource Management Plan EIS.

Ladroueat At et s andat wod o Sameged anian ® W avalingd Aher reviewing the document, Oregon Hunter's Association would like to express the fo!

Camiars waalsl v e fint ek Tosabias e galet ATt woh feend ing concerns:

Sadinma,

B T T N N N L S S IO U 1. The preferred and even the enhancement alternatives call for no change in present
R e R N L T N A S suppressed mule deer populaticns in the planning area in the short term. Only one call

M s B entend s sl leegBun e A e Ve o oL for a slight increase in the long term. This allows for little if my flexibility in

W dhnets management prescriptions to increase mule deer herds. The same can be said for elk.

PR N Gty T BN L ST st ST by b e A2LN, While most of the BIM land within the plamming area is marginal elk habitat, 2 'No Cha

e Jem N ko s Tt s Suedien e e Tl g does not allow for increased populations to wet future user demands

M RO SRR NV NN
:' 5\::;.“.. et (WY 223

PO N N N - N

Y A R U R N T VOPE WL S S N Y content with
R A TS R R IR PR R LN ) a sufficient
SR e e teend A T AR n il 2T 2 D sda s sndequd WL 2

Y Mhahanyt

Tamnehs

—_ - and cattle.
St M‘Nwt‘tﬁ Aen €lipn wes Adunden suk bk dusbau Awbeg W dX et

ge should

be incorporated in the final alternative to allow for a “Plus K" désigna ion, especial
for mule deer, and subsequent practices be implemented to meet the goal. Few can be

present low mule deer numbers and the plan, at present, does not allow for
increase.

2. Similarly, there seems to be quite a disparity in allocated AlM's between wildlife

Only 500 AlM's would be allocated to deer. elk, and antelope, 360 to big-

horn sheep under all the alternatives, while at least 21,000 AlM's are to be allocated

PR S IR\ NI A TNV TPV :\A..\n}«.vﬁ .Q\&L\wm.\b:luu 20-1 to cattle in all the alternatives. Will 500 AIM's be enough to accamodate present and

Ao rangint N Ganadiaas en o Dol e
WA Sreeena oy vy P ublic sand

future mule deer, elk, and antelope populations? Will 360 ALM's accomodate a projectec
jincrease in bighorn use? At the same time, while reviewing Table 2, it shows plus des:
nations for the commodities in all the alternatives except for two cases, and minus

Fenhw Gie S Wdis wans e bewe dwmived designations or NC designations for wildlife in all the alternatives except for two ca:
Clearly, this shows a slighting of the wildlife resource, when present statutes demand
Duanseney true multiple use of all the resources.
\ Frea
> ° . 3. All of the alternatives except "C* do rot give enough protection to riparian habi
The final alternative should provide more protection to the sensitive and highly critic
riparian zones in the R#®.
4. There seem to be a reed to get a better balance between reasonable goals in the
Page 2
Joshuia L warburten 20-1 Ses response to comment 7-1.

September 13, 1984

alternatives. For example, the enhancement alternative which puts an average moderate
emphasis on wildlife - at the same time - puts a very hugh emphasis on wild horses.

Wild horses and wildlife are not regarded together in the same high light as same would
have managers believe. The Oregon Hunter's Association recommends that wild horses be
maintained only at levels to meet federal law requirements, and not more. Wild horses,

1f not contained, are 2 detriment to the range, important water sources, and sensitive
N”déife habitat. The two are not one and the same, and should not be construed to be com-
patible.

In conclusion, we wid hope that the final alternative reflects a much higher emphasis

on the wildlife resource to allow for present and future demands of the citizens of Oregon.
Your consideration 1s most genuinely appreciated.

Sincerely,

[ .

/7214 A

Neil Rodgers, tive Director

Oregon Hunter's Association

NR/clp

40

Present ODF&W cbjectives are for a population level of 150 Bighotn
sheep for the Aldrich Mountsin area. The Bighorn habitat is
contained within two allotments (Wo. 4020 sad No. 4124.) Use levels
would amount to 1,800 Bighorn sheep unit months snnuslly. Based ce
Bighorn sheep unit moaths for 1 AUM, we would provide in the leng
torm 360 AUMs for Bighorn shesp as shown in Table 1 of the DEIR.
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Joshua L. Warburton, District Manager
Burns District Office

Bureau of Land Management

74 South Alvord Street

Burns, Oregon 97720

Dear Mr, Warburton:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA} has completed its review of
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement {DEIS) for the John Day Resource
Management Plan in Eastern Qregon. The plan discusses resource management
on 182,120 acres of public lands administered by the Bureau of Land
Management,

The DEIS indicates that adverse water quality impacts from the preferred
plan are expected in terms of increased sediment from Vivestock grazing,
timber harvesting, road construction, mining, and ofl and gas
exploration/development. We would recommend that the Final EIS indicate
whether the preferred plan will aliow Oregon Water Quality Standards to be
exceeded. If so, the DEIS should describe the mitigative measures that
wil) be used to prevent water quality standard violations.

Based on our review, we have rated this DEIS t0-1 [LO: Lack of
Objections; 1: Adequate Information] in accordance with our responsi-
bility under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act to determine whether the
environmental fmpacts of proposed major Federal actions are acceptable in
terms of public health, welfare and environmental quality,

wWe appreciate the opportunity to review this report. Should you want to
discuss EPA's comments, please contact Richard R. Thiel, Environmental
Evaluation Branch Chief, at (206) 442-1728 or (FTS) 399-1728.

Sincerely,

b ST

Robert S. Burd
Director, Water Divisfon

2i-1

The Federzl and State minimm watec quality standards would ba met
and water quality would be msintsinsd and/or improved under the

Proposed Plan,
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Appendix A

Opportunities for Sale of Public Lands in the

Proposed Plan
State: Oregon
District Office: Burns
County: Grant
As of: March 25, 1983

Willamette Meridian

Legal Description
T.7S.,R 26 E,
Sec. 15: WvaNEYs, NV2SE s
Sec. 23: W2NWVs

T.8S., R 29 E,
Sec. 22: SWVsSEYs
Sec. 27: NWVa, EVeNWVa, NWV4sSEWs
Sec. 35: NWV4aSEVa, NEVaSW1a

T.88S8.,R. 30 E.,
Sec. 20: SWVaNW4

T.9S,R 28 E,
Sec. 22: EV2NEVs, NWVa NEVa
Sec. 34: NWVa NE'/, SEVa NEa

T.9S,R 29 E,
Sec. 21: SE4aNEVa
Sec. 30: NV2SEVa
Sec. 31: EVaNWVa, SWVaNEVs, NWVaSW1a

T.9S., R 32E,
Sec. 18: SWV4sSEVa, SEVaSW s
Sec. 27: SEVaSWs

T.10 S, R. 29 E,
Sec. 1; SEVa NEVa

T. 10 S, R. 30 E,
Sec. 21: NEVaSEvs
Sec. 32: NEVaNWs

T.10 S, R. 31 E,
Sec. 21: NWVsNEVs_

T.11 S, R. 29 E,,
Sec. 29: SW%
Sec. 30: NWVaNEVa, NWVaSWs
Sec. 32: NWVaNEVs, NEVaNW V4

Total

160
80

240

40
280

400

40

120
80

200

40

160
280

80
40

120
40

40
40

80
40

160
80
80

320

Legal Description
T.12 S, R. 27 E,

Sec. 2: SWV4SEa

Sec. 3: SEV4SEYa
T.13S, R 31E,

Sec. 28: S8z

T.14 S, R. 31 E,
Sec. 28: SEVa, SEVaNWs
Sec. 32: SW12SWa

T.17 S, R. 26 E,

Sec. 17: NWVsNE V4
Sec. 20: NW 12 SW s
Sec. 22: SEVaNWVs

Sec. 25: EV2SEVs, SWYaSEVa

Total

40
40

80

160

200
40

240

120

Sec. 29: SEYaNEVa, N2SEVa, WeNW14 2 0 0
Sec. 30: SEVaNEYs, Ev2SEVs, SW1SE's 160
Sec. 31: Wi2NEYs, NW1sSEVs, SEV4SEYs 160
Sec. 32: NWVaNEVs, NWVaSEVa, SW1aSW1s 120

T.17 S, R. 27 E,,
Sec. 30: SWYaNWa, WV2SWVa
Sec. 31: WiWike

T.18 S, R. 26 E,

Sec. 1: S12SEVs

Sec. 4: NEV4aSWs

Sec. 5: NW1sNWVs

Sec. 8: NEVaSW1s, SW1sSWa
Sec. 9: S8V

Sec. 10: S1LSWis

Sec. 12: SV2NWva, EV2SWa, SW1a NWVs,

NW1YiSEVa

Sec. 13: N1/2NWVa

Sec. 17: W12NWYs

Sec. 19: NEV2SEVs

Sec. 21: SW1aNEVa

Sec. 25: NV2NWYa

Sec. 26: SEVaNEY

800

120
160

180

80
40
40
80
160
80

240
80
80
40
40
80
40

Sec. 28: SV2SEVs, EVaNWWa, NWYaNEW 200

T.18 S, R. 27 E,

Sec. 2: SWYsSWa

Sec. 10: SW14SWa, NW14SEVa
Sec. 11: SVaNEVa, NWa
Sec. 12: S12N12

T.20 S., R. 32 E,
Sec. 9: SEV4SEVs

1,280

40
80
240
160

520

40

Grand Total 5240



Appendix B

Proposed Range Improvement and
Benefit/Cost

Each allotment’s proposed range development
program was subjected to a Rangeland Investment
Analysis. This analysis process was used to design
and evaluate the economic efficiency of various
combinations of range improvements and
management actions. All potential range
development proposals (see Draft RMP/EIS,
Appendix B, Table B-l) were subjected to this
analysis. Further refinements and details will be
shown in the Record of Decision scheduled for
publication in 1985.

Allotment Number and Name  Benefit/Cost  BLM internal Rate of Return

4007 Windy Point 1.21 112
4049 Battle Creek 1.011 9.3
4052 Big Baldy 1.1 9.7
4068 Sheep Gulch 1011 104
4086 Rudio Mountain 1211 30.5
4097 Trout Creek 1.01 94
4098 East Creek-Pine Hill 2.011 17.3
4103 Rockpil 1.8/ 15.6
4120 Ferris Creek 1.01 9.5
4124 Smokey Creek 1.01 9.7
4151 Kinzua! N.A. N.A.
4156 Rudio Creek 7.0 56.8
4163 Creek' N.A. N.A.
4164 Corral Gulch 2.9 23.8

No Improvements are proposed at this time. Results of monitoring
may indicate opportunities for additional improvements.
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