




wr. Larry Morgan
Proj@ct  Leader
Bureau of Lend Management
Burns District Office
74 so. Alvorn  street
Burns, Oregon 97720

RR: John Day HP-Oregon

Mr. Larry norgan
September  11, 1984
Page 2

Dear nc. norgan:

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft
John Day WfEIS. Overall we agree vith th@ intent Of
the preferred alternative.

Bowever, we suggest that the final document contain
maps that more clearly delineate the management
prescriptions  for the Resource  Area. We agree that
minimal or no constrdints  on exploration end
d@velopment  of mineral and energy resources are needed.
Yet, we note that there will be some wildlife
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 document
thdt would assure that the mineral estate will be
treated at least on an equal footing with other
resource values if user conflicts arise.

Management plans ere issue driven. The John Day
resource area has known mineral pot@ntial. The final
plan should address minerals as an issue in e concrete
end equitable way.

16-11 We believe the inclusion of a mineral issue should
answer the following:

Bow the BLM vi11 gather information in order to
ad@quately  evaluate the energy and mineral
pot@ntial  within the Resource  Area; and

How the BLH has developed lend use allocations
compatibl@  with possibl@  exploratron  for, and
development of minerals and oil and gas resources
where they occur.

16-2

I

In order to aid this process we suggest the Bureau u8e
th@ matrix rating system developed by Rocky Mountain
Oil L Gas Association (MO=) which fulfills the intent
and purpose of the draft BLH resource guidelines.

hgain, we appreciate the opportunity to submit our
cements  to the BLH on this important Resource  Area.
If you have any questions, please contact us.



United  States Department  of the Interior
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OREGON HUNTER’S ASSOCIATION
P 0 BOX 6616. Bad.  Oregon 9770b.  (543),824Q5n
(2150  N.E. Division, Suite I, Beni, OR 9’7011 ’

September 13, 1984

Pag.2  :
Jorhu L barburton
Scptcnber  15. 1984

In  ~mclua,m.  w wld  * that tir fLna1  alteptlvc  re f lec ts  a nrh  higher  snphar~
on tix ulldllfe  rexuxe  to allcw,for  present and future d&s of th@ citizens  of (hegm.
Your  conslderatlm  1s mst gmunely  appreciated.

Josha  L. Karbxron,  District Meager
Bxns  District BLH
74 South  Alvord St.
Earns,  OR 97720

Dear  M. Warturton:

?hank yw for the opporemity to cannent  on the John by P.exurce Hanagmat  Plan EIS.
After reviewing the do-t, Oregon titer’s  fisocintion  wld  like to express the  folio.
ing concerns:

1. The preferred and  even the  enharcmnt  alternatives call for no change in present
zappressed  nule deer popllntions  in the planning ara in th siiort tetx. Cnly  one calls
for a slight increase in the long  term. This allcws  for little if my flexibility in
nanag-nt  prescriptions to increase  nule deer herds. 7-m saw can be said for elk.
hhile  ~~1st  of thz  BLM land within the plarming  area is marginal  elk habitat, I ‘No  Owge’
does rat allow for increased mations tc wet future user d&s. wge should
b@ incorporated in fb final alternative to allar for a “Plus K’ designation, especially
for nule deer, & subsequent  practices be inplsnented  to neet ti goal. Fev  w be
content with pr-zsent  lcwrmle  deer nunhers  ard  the plan, at present, does not allow for
a sufficient increase.

2. Similarly, there s- to be quite P disparity in allocated AlM’s  ten+m wildlife
ud cattle. chly  500 AIM’s  wxld  be all-ted to deer. elk, ard antelope.  360 to big-
hxn sheep under  all the alternatives, tiile  at least 21,000 AW’s  are to be allocated

110-l to cattle in all the alternatives.

I

Will 500 Ml’s  be encugh  to accoxdate  present and
future nule deer, elk, and  antelope popllntims? Will 360 AIM’s  accawdate  a projected
increase in bigham  use? At the sane time, tiile  reviming Table 2, it shws  plus desig-
naticns for tk camndities  in all the altenatives  except  for ho cases, yd niw
designations or NC designations for wildlife in all the alternatives  except for ho cases
Clearly, this shx  P slighting of the  wildlife resarcce, when present statutes demvd
true nulriple  use  of all the resarces.

3. All of the alternatives except “C’ do rot give mcugh protection to rip&an  habitat.
Ihs final alternative should  provide rmre protection to tix  sensitive ani highly critical
riparia  zme~  in tl-e FW.

4. There  seem to be a reed to get a better balarce  be- reascnablc  gals  in th
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n/s 443

Joshua L. Warburton, District Hanager
Burns District Office
Bur@au of Land Ilanagement
74 South Alvord Street
aurns. oragon 97720

Dear Mr. nerburton:

Thhe U.S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) has caapleted its review of
the Draft Envirorwental Impact Statement (DEISI for the John Day Resou,xe
Manaqment  Plan fn Eastern owgon. The plan discusses resource management
on 182,120 acres of public lands admlnirtered  by the Bureau of Land
nanageT.cnt.

21-

The DEIS indicates that adverse water quality impacts  fra the preferred
plan are cxpscted fn ten?& of increased sediaent from liv@stock grazing,
tirixr hwvesting, road construction, mining, and of1 and gas

1 exploration/drvelopnent.  Ye would recannend that the Final EIS Indicate

I
whcth@r the preferred plan will allow Oregon Hater Wality Standards to be
exceeded. If $0. the OEIS should d@scribe the sjtigative measures that
will be used to prevent wat@~ qualfty standard vjolstions.

Based on our review,  we have rattd this OEIS LO-l [LO: Lack of
objections; 1: Adequate Information] in accordant@ with our respansi-
bjlity under Section 309 of the Clean Air *ct to determine whether the
environmental lslpacts  of propos@d major Federal  actions are acceptable in
tams of public health,  welfrr@ and environeental quality.

Ye appreciate  the opportunity  to review this report.  Should you want to
discuss EPA's ccaawnts, pl@ase ContaCt Richard R. Thiel. Envirorwntal
Evaluation Branch Chief, at (2061 442-1728 or (FTS) 399-1728.
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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. 7 S., R. 26 E.,

Sec. 15: W’hNE’h,  N’hSE%
Sec. 23: W1/2NW’/4

T. 8 S., R. 29 E.,
Sec. 22: SW’hSE’h
Sec. 27: NW%, E’hNW’h, NW’hSE’h
Sec. 35: NW’hSElh, NEXSW’h

T. 8 S., FL 30 E.,
Sec. 20: SWlhNW’h

T. 9 S., R. 28 E.,
Sec. 22: E’hNE’h,  NW’/4 NE’/4
Sec. 34: NW’/4 NE’/‘, SE’/4 NE%

T. 9 S., R. 29 E.,
Sec. 21: SE’hNE’h
Sec. 30: NRSE’h

Total

160
80

240

40
280

80
400

120
80

200

40
80

Sec. 31: E’hNW’h, SW’hNE1h,  NW’hSW’h 160

280

T. 9 S., R. 32 E.,
Sec. 18: SW’hSE’h, SE’hSWX 80
Sec. 27: SE’hSW’h 40

120

T. 10 S., R. 29 E., .
Sec. 1: SE% NE% 40

T. 10 S., R. 30 E.,
Sec. 21: NE’hSE’h 40
Sec. 32: NE’hNW’h 40.--

80

T. 10 S., R. 31 E.,
Sec. 21: NWlhNEM- 40

T. 11 S., R. 29 E.,
Sec. 29: SW% 160
Sec. 30: NW’hNE’h, NW%SW’h 80
Sec. 32: NWGNEG,  NE’hNW’h 80__~

320

Legal Description Total

T. 12 S., R. 27 E.,
Sec. 2: SW’hSE’h 40
Sec. 3: SE’hSElh 40

80

T. 13 S., R. 31 E.,
Sec. 28: S’hS’h 160

T. 14 S., R. 31 E.,
Sec. 28: SEX, SE’hNWlh 200
Sec. 32: SW’hSW’h  40

240

T. 17 S., R. 26 E.,
Sec. 17: NW’hNE’h 40
Sec. 20: NW’hSWX 40
Sec. 22: SElhNW’h 40
Sec. 25: E’hSE’h,  SWXSEG 120
Sec.  29: SE’/iNE’/i, N’hSE’h,  W’/2NW’/4 2 0 0
Sec.  30 :  SE’iiNE’h, E’hSE’h,  SW’hSE’h  160
Sec. 31: W’hNE’h,  NW’hSE’h, SE’/4SE’h 160
Sec. 32: NW’ANE’h,  NWYiSE’/4, SW’hSWvi 120

800

T. 17 S., R. 27 E.,
%?C.  30: SW’hNW%,  w1/2sw’/4 120
Sec. 31: W’hW’/2 160

180

T. 18 S., R. 26 E.,
Sec. 1: S’/2%‘/4  80
Sec. 4: NElhSW’h  40
Sec. 5: NW’hNW’h  40
Sec. 8: NE’hSW’h, SW’hSW’h  80
Sec. 9: SV2SV2  160
Sec. 10: %2sw’h  80
Sec.  12: S’/2NW’h,  E’/2SW’h,  .%f’.% NW%,

NW’/iSE’/i  240
Sec. 13: N’hNWvi 80
Sec. 17: W’/2NW’/4 80
Sec. 19: NE’hSE’/4 40
Sec. 21: SW’hNE’h 40
Sec. 25: N’hNW’h 80
Sec. 26: SE’hNE’h 40
S e c .  2 8 :  S’/ZSE’h,  E’hNW’h, NW’hNE’h 2 0 0

1,280

T. 18 S., R. 27 E.,
Sec. 2: SW’hSW’h  40
Sec. 10: SWlhSWG,  NWlhSE’h 80
Sec. 11: S’hNEYi, NW’/4 240
Sec. 12: S’hN’h 160

520

T. 20 S., R. 32 E.,
Sec. 9: SE’hSE’h 40

Grand Total 5240



Appendix 8

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

4W7  Windy Point
4049 Banle Creek
4052 Big  Baldy
4068 Sheep Gulch
4036 Rudio  Mountain
4097 Trout Creek
4098 East Creek-Pine Hill
4103 Rockpil
4120 Ferris Creek
4124 Smokey Creek
4151 Kinzual
4156 Rudio Creek
4163 Creek’
4164 Corral Gulch

BenefiUCost ELM  internal Rate  of Return

1.211 11.2
1.011 9.3
1.111 9.7
1.011 10.4
1.211 30.5
1.011 9.4
2.0/l 17.3
1.8/l 15.6
1.011 9.5
1.0/l 9.7
N.A. N.A.
7.011 56.8
N.A. N.A.
2.9/l 23.8

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




