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Summary of Public Plan and EIS

INTRODUCTION

The Draft John Day River Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement was released for a 90 day
public review and comment period in November, 1999. The comment period ended on March 3, 2000. Comments
were received at public meetings and by other means, primarily letters and email, throughout the public comment
period. This document is a summary of the comments received.

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC MEETINGS

There were a total of 173 people attending 6 public meetings held in Central Oregon and in the Willamette
Valley. The meetings were open house style meetings where the planning team had information available at 5 to
7 tables set up throughout the meeting room. Each table had one or more planning team representatives
available to answer questions and accept comments. Planning team members recorded public questions on filp
charts. Following is a summary of the questions and comments captured on the flip charts. Responses to these
questions and comments were provided at the meetings.

Redmond, Oregon

This meeting was held in the evening of January 11, 2000 with 18 people attending.

Public Questions and Comments

1. Come up with Boat Launch Alternative close to Twickenham.

2. Indicate (PGI-PGE) Line B pipeline route on map of Lower Segment. Also include Moratto et al as a
reference for cultural resources. ( Rozic, PGE).

3. Confirm that access for maintenance purposes within the utility corridor at Pine Cr/Thirtymile crossing will not
change due to the Plan.

4. Check on BIA Trust Land Along Segment 1.
5. Tree Pruning at campsites should not be discouraged, can help trees survive in event of Fire.

6. Recreation should remain unregulated downstream of Service Creek. Too many Regulations controlling “life
liberty and pursuit of Happiness” on recreation segments of the river. Boating permits restrict access for the
common man. Don’t understand fire ring restriction, fire rings don’t harm fisheries, wildlife etc. Range: does
anyone make a profit on ranching? Resources need to be protected, cows do more damage than people. Folks
are basically clean, the average river user is responsible and cant keep up on the regulations and permits that
are being proposed. Some of the efforts to clean the river, such as removing camp furniture, are akin to
vandalism. Why are their recreation structures being built in the flood plain when they Just get washed out?

7. Taking grazing off completely is unnecessary. A balance needs to be met which protects resources and allows
folks to continue to make a living. Ranchers are the primary land managers and many care deeply about
resource conditions. Need culverts on the Priest Hole Road. Need to acquire lands along the river at the Big
Muddy Ranch, the mouth of Dry Creek.

8. Concern expressed about overuse of the river

9. National advertising as smallmouth bass fishery has brought too many people and larger fish are
disappearing.
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10. Favors motorized boating for personal use but not for profit. Advertising would bring too many motorized
clients and guides to serve them. Development should be limited along the river so that everyone can enjoy the
scenery, not just those with $ to develop riverside homes, etc.

11. There should be a delineation between low powered downstream and high powered upstream motors.
Lumping the 2 together eliminates practical, non-obtrusive uses.

12. Concern over increasing number of smaller smallmouth bass in river.
13 Would like to see the Claro Launch improved to accommodate more boats.

14. Is there any way to keep future commercial use from increasing use levels to the point where use is restricted
for the general public?

15. Confine motorized boating to Segment 1, but don’t regulate anything else in any segment-leave it
uncomplicated.

16. Why limit electric motors to 40 Ibs. Thrust when all electric motors are quiet and non-polluting?
17. Why is the public locked out of public lands when we pay taxes on them?

18. Want to allow electric motors downstream in all three Segments 1,2, and 3.

19. Why can't we use electric motors?

20. Can't go in the wild section- why not w/electric motor-it is not designated wilderness.

21. Don't designate as wilderness-WSA Please Don't do this. Keep decision here (local) not in WO. Nothing in
Plan that Addresses Finance-How are you going to pay for implementation. Where is the $?

22. 1s a Demo fee expected on the John Day River?-Because if you Don't you can't pay for this plan
implementation.

23. Provide river access at or near Twikenham!

24. Work on gaining public access to Public land now trapped by private road gates. Specifically, downstream,
east side of river from Clarno.

25. Do not regulate float trips and other recreation below Service Creek.

26. Our former name “Pacific Gas Transmission Company is used on p. 55. Name should be “PG&E Gas
Transmission-Northwest” and should not be abbreviated. Thank you! Written Comment will be made.

27. Twickenham Turnout is going to be closed. Jan 1

Salem, Oregon

This meeting was held in the evening of January 12, 2000, with 16 people attending.

Public Questions and Comments

1. If you are going to ban motors, start with those that are causing damage (jet boats). Don’t group all types of
motors together. Assess what the damage is from outboards and then determine which types of motors are
causing it and address specific problems. (Smaller motors, 4 cycle rather than 2 cycle).
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2. Keep some motorized opportunities and access to meet the needs of older or disabled people.

3. Create more recreation opportunities for older and/or disabled people including road access to hunting areas--
possibly areas only open to senior citizens or disabled folks.

4. Saw more damage from cows than motor boats--specifically bank damage.
5. Clarno boat launch should be designed to protect resources.
6. | like the signs identifying the river camps (2 comments).

7. Need a recreation map that is waterproof, shows campsites, and gps points and we don’t mind paying for it.
You could give out a free photocopy version to those who didn't want to pay for it.

8. Where private roads access the river, trash that can’t be brought in by boat is showing up. This is especially
true during hunting season and may be friends or fee hunters. Land owners may not be aware of the mess these
people are making. (Car parts, motor oil, cans, shotgun shells, bags of buried trash brought in by vehicle).

9. The boaters are not the only people leaving trash on the river (especially Seg. 2, river left) Car campers are
leaving a lot where private access roads reach the river or BLM.

10. Recommend non-transferable commercial licenses.

11. Dispersed Camping--limitations on campsites can lead to monopolization of spots by commercial outfitters,
e.g. M.F. Salmon river--advance “barges” were sent down river to reserve spots-smaller individual parties were
left with no available spots.

12. Permit system detracts from enjoyment of river experience--severely limits “spontaneous” outings.

13. Reservation system, i.e. agency personnel at put-in floaters select campsites for extent of trip- First come,
first served-eliminates competition for spots and early advance “barges” reservations system mentioned above.

14. Dislike any signing other than at put-in and take out.

15. More education and enforcement for use of firepans, porta-pottys, etc.

16. Find easy way to determine public land from private land when floating river.

17. Itis hard to make vacation plans due to proposed permit process.

18. If we need rules and regulations they should apply to everyone equally.

19. Porta-pottys should be required for day users.

20. Campsites should be marked in a way that it's evident it is a site and which one is which.
21. Need to enforce regulations with fines that stick.

22. Doesn't like to compete for campsites, would like more campsites.

23. Should charge launch fees and use the revenue on the river segment where it was collected. Use it for a
concrete ramp at Clarno and river patrols.

24. Try to stop folks from burying trash.

25. Fence out the cows.
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26. Consider changing the motorized closure dates slightly so as not to exclude hunting use in late September.

27. RM 120, BLM should acquire state park land in order to increase access to spring basin WSA, may need to
acquire some private land as well.

28. Grazing alternatives not specific enough. Could be more detailed.

Clackamas, Oregon

This meeting was held in the evening of January 13, 2000, with 7 people attending.

Public Questions and Comments

1. Retain existing dates for motorized use in Segment 1. Do not expand, do not reduce.

2. 34 existing commercial permits should be examined to determine whether the services they offer are serving a
real need. Use competitive bid process, training requirements, and business audits to weed out those permittees
who are not providing a true needed service that is of high quality.

3. I was impressed with “spring” grazing systems proposed in the plan. Spring grazing should be encouraged.

4. If you can get there by drift boat or float boat, you don’t need a motor.

5. Counties could recover SAR costs by billing victim.

6. Pursue easements from land owners so public could use popular private land campsites legally and then
keep them cleaned-up as you do BLM sites.

7. Use commercial use fees and future launch fees to hire more rangers to control and clean-up trash problems,
or to coordinate volunteer clean-up trips.

8. Take a more pro-active approach to getting more water in the river. A few irrigators (BLM ag leases) may be
negatively affected, but the benefits would be great to fish, recreationists over time.

9. BLM should put their water rights instream and a program to offer irrigators compensation for allowing water
to remain instream should be put in place, with cooperators. Need to develop a policy statement regarding water
flow goals with BLM, Tribes, etc. This statement needs to be included in this plan.

10. If # of party encounters are shown to be too high by LAC, ask members of a group to travel together rather
limiting # of craft.

11. Require the majority of the group to arrive at a campsite at the same time to avoid the holding of group
campsites by one or two people.

12. Requiring permits for launches will not encourage groups to travel with maximum group size #s. Check other
permitted rivers.

13. Differential fees should not be used to direct traffic--It's too confusing for the user.

14. Remember that commercial permittees don’t want to encounter many other parties--ask them to limit
launches on peak use days or require this if necessary.

15. Supports preferred allocation system--common pool.
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16. Segment 1 should be the only segment where motors are allowed because they provide access
opportunities not otherwise available.
17. Phase out motors from WSA sections now to protect wildlife, wilderness experience, and primitive quality of
the trip. If motors are allowed to increase, these users will argue against wilderness designation.
18. Commercial permits should be issued by both needs assessment and a competitive bid process in which
applicants offer to pay more than the standard 3% use fee for the opportunity to operate a business. Let the
free-market set the rate--use revenue to help cover administrative costs.
19. | wouldn’t mind putting my name on a waiting list if numbers were regulated.
20. Some months of the year a waiting list is not needed (non-high use periods).
21. Anything the BLM can do to prevent “Commercialization,” e.g. concessions, is needed.
22. BLM should be more aggressive when it comes to protecting and enhancing ORVSs.
23. Goals of the plan are great, BLM just needs to step up the timeline to accomplish them.
24. Limits on number of boaters needed now because of growing increase in:
wild fires cause by boaters
garbage and toilet paper
25. Fencing on river could be juniper buck-n-pole type. Blends with environment.
26. Designate camping areas on more popular segments.
27. Issue map to boaters which shows land ownership.
28. Livestock can be used to control amount of vegetation to reduce fire danger.
29. Be careful on introduction of non-natives.
30. Increase flow of river in summer months by putting water rights instream, if and when possible.
31. Alt. C for fencing the river would be bad for visual and wildlife.
32. Porta-pottys should only be required from May 1 to July 15.

33. Fire-rings have historical value.

34. Hovercraft have been seen on the river. It caused a lot of turbidity and disruption, would be best to keep
them off.

35. Motorized boats: Kick ‘em off, year round! On Segments 2,3,4.

36. Grazing Alt C: Huge expense, eyesore, would accomplish little because the high flows wash away riparian
soils and vegetation, cattle spend little time on the river.
Would affect private land. Couldn't get legal access to build fence. Would create a hazad for wildlife.

37. Grazing Alt D: Would create an economic hardship for many of the land owners along the river. Is BLM
Ready to reimburse ranchers for lost revenue? Private land right are being stripped, stripping the value of it as
well. Very seldom do you see over grazing on seg 2. Doesn’t see recreation-trash problem in Horseshoe Bend
Area, Problems are noted downstream. Cattle aren’t causing damage, “land looks just like the Indians left it.”

38. | see some inconsistency in plan as it relates to motorized boating.
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39. Should be trying more to protect and enhance values

40. Should not allow motorboating in Segments 2 and above.

41. Should not open up commercial permits to additional permittees.

42. Existing number of commercial permit # is more than enough to meet the need.
43. What are the rules requiring fire pans ?

44. How do you determine the recreation use carrying capacity?

45. How do day trips (recreational users) figure into calculating the carrying capacity?

46. There is a bottle neck at launch sites between day users and overnight campers.

Fossil, Oregon

This meeting was held in the evening of January 19, 2000, with 41 people attending.

Public Questions and Comments

1. Float boat hunters shot 2 deer inside an exclosure and left most of the bodies to rot.
2. Hunting pressure on birds from the river is too high for resource.

3. Alt. D, Grazing. | just putin $48,000 in fences for viable livestock operation, what will happen to my investment
if you eliminate grazing?

4. Alt. C, Grazing. The costs of fencing and developing spring developments (2.5-3 million) would be worth it to
get the cows off. Benefits would be improved water quality, less probability of getting sick from e. coli, improved
riparian vegetation (bird, wildlife habitat, shade (on tributaries), lower dissolved oxygen and nitrates would help
salmonids). Ranchers should help with Fence and spring maintenance, reducing agency costs.

5. Grazing Alternatives C and D: What would be the costs associated with increased fire control?
6. The bottom line with grazing decisions is protecting water quality and riparian vegetation.

7. American agriculture is taking the brunt of the fish problem when in fact the problem is extremely complex and
blame extends wide over human activities.

8. Weeds: Need to apply herbicide on the river. There’s no way livestock management by itself will take care of
the weed program. Tordon would be the best for knapweeds. Need to control the weeds while they are still down
on the river. Before they spread to private lands.

9. Access: Vandalism and lack of respect for private property is causing landowners to restrict access.

10. River use Permitting: Would like to get in on the permitting. Would like to take a couple of long trips with
groups of 15.

11. Grazing Alternative D: In effect this Alternative wold force private landowners to sell or trade their river
frontage for lands outside the corridor. By eliminating grazing use on those lands, alternative D would rob that
land of its value, the land owner would have no choice.

12. River Permitting: a fund needs to be started with $ from permits to compensate land owners for damage
caused by recreation fires.

6
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13. Fire danger and law enforcement are the two biggest problems on the river.

14. Allotment 2501, Herbert Asher, has no BLM land in river corridor. Need to change in document (especially
appendix).

15. | support alternative A for Grazing. Would like to see character of the country remain the same. No new
fences etc.

16. Allotment 2501 is now an (I) category Allotment and needs to be reevaluated. Permittee feels allotment
should be (M) category.

17. Need accelerated program for noxious weed management. Continuing existing management won't do.
Need to step it up.

18. Public and agency education for noxious weeds needs to be increased for identification.

19. Segment should be broken and analyzed one segment at a time.

20. No agriculture lands currently in commaodity production should be taken out of commaodity production.

21. As soon as a river segment is designated as “wild” (i.e. the lower river). The decision making power goes
away for the local managing agency and uninformed decisions are made at higher levels, therefore, making a
segment classified as “wild” should be avoided.

22. Will the tribes identify in lieu of fishing sites anywhere on the river that will restrict access by the public?
23. Do not want the Lower John Day to become as crowded as the Deschutes.

24. | have a concern that any regulation of the river does not discourage use, especially over-regulation.

24. Need to improve road to Burnt Ranch Rapids not shut off access.

25. Putin a toilet at Burnt Ranch Rapids.

26. Maintain road to Priest Hole. Remove Big rocks and possibly pave.

27. Lower Burnt Ranch should be developed for camping because it is perfectly suited for this use and it is on
public land.

28. Why should we not encourage the public to use their lands, such as at Lower Burnt ranch? The fences
should be relocated to allow camping in this area--at water level.

29. I'm in favor of a public boat launch at Twickenham, possibly a park managed by Wheeler County. This could
be day use or overnight.

30. I'm opposed to closing vehicle access to the Burnt Ranch swimming hole because it would limit access by
local users who have historically used this site. Perhaps local landowners could help care for site.

31. I approve of fixing up access to Priest Hole and installing a toilet.
32. Allow local people to build a good road down to Burnt Ranch rapids.

33. Would like to see day users (boaters) considered separately from overnight users as impacts are much less.
Day users should not be limited.

34. Atthis time, | don't feel there is a need for launch restrictions on any river segment, as river flows naturally
limit use to a certain time period.
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35. The “Common Pool” allocation system contradicts the goals outlined in the plan which state that “the
allocation system selected will be fair to all users.” The common pool system is not workable for commercial
outfitters because there are no guaranteed launch dates.

35. The specifics of any allocation system need to be listed now in order to evaluate whether the system will
work for commercial outfitters or not. Leaving details for later makes it a “wild card” for users.

36. Motorized boating should stay as it is in Segment 2 because river flows will naturally limit use.
37. It would benefit both private and commercial users to develop an access point just above Tumwater Falls.

38. I'm in favor of closing the existing Burnt Ranch to motor vehicles due to damage to vegetation on steep
terrain. Use should be shifted to new site at Lower Burnt Ranch.

39. | feel that no new commercial permits should be issued because new permits would not serve additional
publics, but rather divide existing use between more outfitters, making it impossible for permittees to make a
profit.

40. Itis imperative that we have a launch and take-out point at Twickenham because without it day use (boating)
would be severely limited and it would transfer existing use to other parts of the river.

41. As alandowner in the area, I'm strongly opposed to pursuing public access across private land to Tumwater
Falls.

42. I'min favor of closing existing Burnt ranch site due to damage and difficulty in getting back out of the there.
Don't believe use would increase by low impact development ( blading an access to the river, no toilet, etc.) of
Lower Burnt Ranch site near Cherry Creek.

43. Issuing more commercial permits will not help address any concerns about too many people on the rive and
the impacts on river campsites.

44. New commercial permittees may resort to offering low-cost trips to attract use away from current permittees.
These low cost trips are less likely to be staffed at the same ratio and will likely result in more abuse from
undamaged publics.

45. Evaluate performance of commercial trips by contacting clients a random and surveying their impressions of

the trip and no trace camping practices. This would encourage outfitters to educate clients to a greater degree
and accept responsibility for their actions.

John Day, Oregon

This meeting was held in the evening of January 20, 2000, with 43 people attending.

Public Questions and Comments

1. Mining: A cloudburst will put more mud in the river than a miner will. Ditto for miners.

2. Boundaries on the maps, outside Designated Segments, should only be drawn where public lands exist in an
allotment. Private lands that are not part of BLM Allotment should not show 1/4 mile buffer.

3. Why do we have public land allotments identified on the maps that do not show any public land in them.

4. Correct map by extending W&S boundary on S. Fork to Forest Boundary.
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5. BLM should not be planting cottonwoods because they use too much water. BLM should answer the question,
“How much water do cottonwoods use” before they do any plantings. (325 gallons a day for a large cottonwood.)

6. The format of the John Day Presentation is not public input. It was a waste of time to come here tonight.

7. Why are the boundaries of the grazing allotments encompassing private property when landowner does not
have a BLM permit.

8. Why is this process extending beyond the historic Wild and Scenic designation Boundaries/should not include
Wild and Scenic river segments.

9. Why would a parcel of BLM land be allowed to influence the management of the surrounding higher value
private property.

10. Grazing allotments (04071 for example) that do not exist are shown on map. No BLM lands.
11. Private and public lands not identified on the river.
12. Stick to preferred alternative, which is alternative B.

13. If you implement a common pool allocation system, all users will reserve more dates than needed and
commercials will attempt to book these trips, canceling unused launches at the last minute.

14. The BLM has no authority to regulate boating on the John Day River. This authority lies with the State
Marine Board. The BLM only has authority over BLM lands.

15. The grazing management proposed by this plan looks good on paper, but won’t work in practice because the
cows won't utilize the uplands but will hang at the riparian fence line. This will result in a loss of AUMs.

16. Clarify on tables on Alternative C and D that it would include private lands and that the BLM does not control
private lands. Aren't clarified in Table. Implied BLM controls private land.

17. If cows are excluded from riparian areas, trails recreation users use will disappear.

18. Appears the intent of the plan is for the BLM thru the state to control private lands.

19. How can the BLM add to Congressional Outstandingly Remarkable Values?

20. Commodity Values should be equal to Outstandingly Remarkable Values

21. Who is the Oregon Natural Heritage Base? How can they decide what the Endangered Vegetation is?
22. Photos of Riparian area--Make effort to photograph both banks.

23. Continuing weed problem on BLM land adjacent to Bob Brooks property in Mt. Vernon.

24. If these anadromous fish are endangered why is ODFW Kkilling adult returns both wild and hatchery?

25. If the fish have bigger problems outside of the basin why are we spending so much time and effort on
projects like this plan.

26. Water Resources Department and land owners need to retain right to maintain and adjust dams for water
diversions.

27. Not enough time between receipt of plan and public meeting.



Final John Day River Plan and EIS

28. If population of sea lions is large enough to impact anadromous fish runs in a significant way T and E
designation of sea lions should be reconsidered and removal instituted.

29. Is the plan blessed by NFS and USFWS?

Pendleton, Oregon

This meeting was held in the evening of February 28, 2000, with 48 people attending.

Public Questions and Comments

1. The Pendleton Area needs to be more involved in these public land planning processes.

2. Cottonwoods and other woody riparian plants should not be propagated using water from the John Day River
if they can be adequately grown using other sources of water.

3. There should be no motorized boats on Segment 1 because of the disturbance to wildlife and fish habitat.
4. There should be no motorized boats on the lower segments in the fall because of low water levels.

5. If motorized boating is to be limited on the lower segments, the BLM should provide additional public access in
other ways.

6. Why eliminate motorized boating before there is a definite problem? Criteria for how the elimination of
motorized boating would occur should be established. Also, elimination doesn’t have to happen immediately.

7. How are the private lands which are intermingled with public lands, treated with regards to grazing?

8. What effect will NEOALE have on management actions for the North Fork and the Wild and Scenic River in
general?

9. How will the BLM provide public access to the North Fork?

10. How many additional regulations are there going to be?
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SUMMARY OF WRITTEN COMMENTS

Most public comments received were in the form or written comments outside of the public meetings. BLM
received 505 individual responses (letters, e-mails or phone calls) from 499 people (a few submitted more
than one response) during the 90 day comment period. Each response was assigned its own unique number as
it was received and forwarded to the content summary team. The team extracted the comments contained in
each response and with the aid of a specially designed computer software, summarized the comments for all
responses by issue category. The following information is the result of this effort. Copies of the original letters are
available for inspection or purchase for the cost of copying, from the Prineville BLM office.

DEMOGRAPHICS

Response Type Count Percentage
Form Letter 377 74.6%
Letter/Postcard/Fax/Memo 97 19.2%
E-Mail 18 3.6%
BLM Provided Comment Form 8 1.6%
Telephone Calls 3 0.6%
Petition 2 0.4%

Total Responses 505 100%

Note: For this comment summary, a form letter was considered to be any letter that was developed from
a common format. Some letters are identical. Others follow a pre-determined format and order of topics, even
though the words may not be identical. This project had several different form letters.

Organization Type Count Percentage
Individuals/Families 437 87.6%
Natural Resource Based Businesses or Business Groups 35 7.0%
Non-Governmental Organizations 19 3.8%
Governmental Organizations 5 1.0%
Tribal Organizations 2 0.4%
Other 1 0.2%

Total Individuals 499 100%

Origin of Responses

State Count Percentage State Count Percentage
AZ 1 0.20% MT 3 0.60%
CA 7 1.40% NY 2 0.40%
(6{0) 1 0.20% OH 2 0.40%
GA 1 0.20% OR 379 75.95%
ID 3 0.60% PA 2 0.40%
IN 1 0.20% TN 1 0.20%
MA 1 0.20% uT 5 1.00%
MD 1 0.20% WA 13 2.61%
MN 3 0.60% wy 3 0.60%
MO 2 0.40% Unknown 68 13.63%

Total Individuals 499 100%
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COMMENTS BY CATEGORY

The following comments represent a summary of the main points of the public input provided. This summary is
not intended to replace reading comments in their original context, ie. the entire letter, email, etc. Exact wording
of the author was preserved whenever practical. However, for summary purposes, paraphrasing of comments
was done in situations where the comment was especially long and for situations where multiple authors made
similar comments. Many of the following comments had multiple authors.

There are 34 comment categories numbered in increments of 100, starting at 100 through 3400. (Some category
numbers were omitted after being merged with other categories during the process.) These categories are
further divided into sub-categories, such as 101. Public comments under a category are identified by a alpha/
numeric code which is a letter followed by numbers. This code ties the comments to their letter of origin.

12
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100 AGRICULTURE LEASES AND WATER RIGHTS

101 Agricultural Leases and Water Rights in General

B-012.1 Efforts to save our salmon runs, once the most magnificent in the world, will require sacrifices by all the people
of the Pacific Northwest. In order to recover native PNW fish populations, fishermen will have to take fewer
fish, city people and industry will have to pay more for water treatment, and shippers and electricity users may
even haveto give up dams. Agriculture, no less responsible than other interests, will have to back away from
the streams if we are serious about returning the salmon and enjoying other benefits of cold, clean water.

Response: Opinion, no response required.

B-042.14  BLM should not withdraw water from the John Day for agricultural activities or livestock watering. All BLM
lands should be used to promote the health of the River and enhance ORVs. It is absurd that BLM is
withdrawing water from an important salmon-spawning river that occasionally runs dry because of such water
removal. The draft Plan denigrates the importance of small amounts of water to aquatic habitats, but such small
amounts add up. It al'so demonstrates alack of commitment by BLM to actually protect and enhance the river
and its ORVs.

BLM should not engage in any agricultural activities on public lands, either through leasing or by their own
efforts. All soil disturbances, such as by plowing, increase the amount of sediment eroding into streams. Any
use of herbicides, pesticides, or fertilizer applied to the crops will further degrade water quality. All agricultural
developments on public landsin the WSR should be abandoned, replanted with native species, dikes removed,
and the lands allowed to recover their original function as flood plains. The tree nursery operation should be
turned over to ranchers or farmers outside the John Day Basin.

Response: Based on comments and internal review the Preferred Alternative is now C. Under this
alternative all public land commodity agriculture will be phased out in 10 years. Emphasis would be
placed on wildlife habitat enhancement. Irrigation would continue as needed to produce wildlife food
and cover crops, to establish perennial vegetation (native and/or desirable non-native grasses, forbs,
shrubs and trees) that does not require irrigation after establishment, and to grow native trees for out-
planting. Species selection would be made to benefit wildlife habitat and would require species able to
compete with noxious weeds. See Agriculture Lands Alternative C in Chapter 3 for detailson
implementation of this Alternative and Vegetation Rehabilitation and Restoration in Chapter 3 for
native and non-native species guidance during conversion of agriculture lands.

Irrigation of all agriculture fields that are entirely publicly owned and managed by the BLM would be
terminated on August 15 to protect adult steelhead immigration. On fields where the BLM isin the
process of establishing perennial vegetation (which includes tree and shrub propagation, cottonwood
galleries, and upland grasses and forbs), the August 15 termination date would not be implemented to
aid in the establishment perennial vegetation. Where perennial vegetation is established and water
rights are no longer being used, beneficial use would be maintained and water rights would be leased
or transferred instream in cooperation with the OWRD.

BLM approved herbicides would continue to be utilized to control noxious weeds on agriculture fields

throughout the phase out process and as needed to maintain the fields (See discussion on Noxious
Weed Control in Chapter 3).
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Some ground disturbing activities would still occur when wildlife food and cover plots, perennial
vegetation, and tree and shrub establishments are implemented or maintained. Because the slopes of
the agriculture fields are less than one percent, the fact that there are generally buffer strips between
the fields and the river, and little to no surface runoff occurs, the impacts to water quality would be
little to non-existent. The native tree nursery operation will continue to be part of the preferred
alternative. The BLM and USFS have spent several years incorporating native cottonwoods and other
species from the John Day Basin to be grown and outplanted in rehabilitation efforts. These efforts are
very important to riparian habitat restoration throughout the basin. The benefits and effects of the
nursery are described in Chapters 2,3 & 5 of the Final EIS..

B-051.11  Feels most strongly that pumping any water from Bridge Creek and Bear Creek, especialy for irrigation, is
indefensible. All water in these creeks are needed for fish spawning.

Response: BLM has no agriculture land with water rights on Bear Creek. Although outside the Wild
and Scenic River corridor, the agriculture lands along Bridge Creek have existing water use
stipulations that are designed to protect steelhead spawning and rearing. Agriculture leasees are
notified when flow falls to 15 cfs and when flow reaches 10 cfs, all irrigation is terminated. Irrigation
Is stopped on Bridge Creek well before minimum flows in the John Day River are a concern for
migrating anadromous fish. The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife have deter mined that August
15 isthe earliest date at which steelhead could potentially begin to migrate into the John Day River.

C-029.5 All publicly owned agricultural 1ands should be used variably as tools to restore riparian and upland
communities for planting stock and wildlife forage. The long term goal for these lands should be natural
vegetation communities. However, these lands could be wisely used to assist managed ecosystem restoration of
larger areas in the near term (native plant nurseries, native grass seed, ungulate forage plants, willow cutting,
etc.)

Response: See response to B-042.14 in 101 - Agricultural Leases and Water Rights.

D-019.2 Cultivating additional land and therefore withdrawing more water should not be an option.

Response: Agriculture land would be cultivated under the Preferred Alternative to aid in weed control,
establish wildlife food and cover plots and hardwood nurseries, establish perennial vegetation, and
continue commodity production until phase out of agricultural leases occurs. No additional
agricultural land cultivation or water withdrawal is proposed under the Preferred Alternative.

F-003.1 Theriver is supposed to be preserved according to the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, and eliminating grazing and
limiting irrigation is the only way for that preservation to happen.

Response: Opinion, no response required.
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J-006.6

Response:

Summary of Public Plan and EIS

BLM-held water rights should be used for ensuring in-stream flows. BLM land within the corridor should not
be leased unless the uses can be expected and proven: 1) to improve habitat for fish and wildlife (or at least not
degradeit), 2) not degrade or impair water quality, and 3) not degrade or impair other Wild and Scenic River
attributes.

Seeresponse to B-042.14 in 101 - Agricultural Leases and Water Rights.

L-013.4

Response:

The water rights associated with publicly owned agriculture lands are an important ingredient in restoring
minimum stream flows to the John Day River. Not only are the estimated 5 cfs important to water quantity and
quality but they also improve the recreation and wildlife habitat attributes implied in the ORV’s. The BLM has
stated their intention of working with agencies, watershed councils and private citizensin the basin to improve
stream flows. They should demonstrate their resolve by dedicating these water rights back to the river that is so
badly over appropriated to consumptive uses.

Seeresponseto B-042.14 in 101 - Agricultural Leases and Water Rights.

M-003.3

Response:

In light of the listing of salmon and steelhead fish as a threatened/endangered specie, | am most concerned that a
single drop of John Day River water would be removed from its flow to be dispersed on our public BLM
properties by government, private, or corporate entities. Irrigation is totally uncalled-for on all BLM properties
in arid regions of the U.S. BLM water rights should not be drawn out for any use other than individual human
consumption.

Seeresponse to B-042.14 in 101 - Agricultural Leases and Water Rights.

W-001.3

Response:

All BLM owned lands currently leased for commodity production should be withdrawn from such lease
agreements, the associated irrigation waters being designated for long-term protection and enhancement.

Seeresponse to B-042.14 in 101 - Agricultural Leases and Water Rights.

W-023.4

Response:

We cannot support additional withdrawal of water from the John Day River for irrigation. Water quality is
aready alimiting factor for native fish populations and additional withdrawals will only serve to aggravate the
problem. If thisis not the case, the reasons should be stated clearly in the Plan. However, the Plan failsto
adequately address thisissue or the larger issue of water quality degradation within the designated corridors.

Seeresponse to B-042.14 in 101 - Agricultural Leases and Water Rights.

Y-001.9

Response:

We suggest that since there appears to be a major focus in the plan to increase water quantity, the document
should include a discussion as to the legislative intent which provided that the designation of ariver asawild
and scenic river was not to affect existing valid water rights.

The plan documents and quantifies all water rights held by the BLM and describes

consumptive and non-consumptive uses by segment, please see the Chapter 2 discussion in the final.
See response to Y-001.10 in 3200 - Wild and Scenic Rivers.
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103  Alternatives

H-035.2

Response:

We are supportive of Alternative B for Ag. Lands.

Opinion, no response required.

L-013.5

Response:

| would encourage BLM to promote the cottonwood nurseries but not at the expense of so precious a resource
as publicly owned instream water.

Seeresponse to B-042.14 in 101 - Agricultural Leases and Water Rights.

P-004.1

Response:

We urge the BLM to adopt Alternative D for Agricultural Lands. We support the elimination of irrigation and
the associated water withdrawals, with the stipulation that the retired water rights be permanently transferred
instream. This action would directly benefit imperiled fish and should not be undervalued, asit currently ison
page 194. We do not agree with the statement that the “additional increment of water kept instream would not
be sufficient to benefit fish.” (pg. 195) There are numerous effortsin the basin to restore and protect water
instream. Every cubic foot returned to the river isimportant to these restoration efforts.

Seeresponse to B-042.14 in 101 - Agricultural Leases and Water Rights.

S-026.3

Response:

The DEIS Violates the Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. Relrrigation of Agricultural Fields. In spite of its
commitment that ‘instream flows meet interim minimum flow goals or alevel sufficient to support
outstandingly remarkable values and accommaodate beneficial uses' in the John Day River, the DEIS authorizes
the application of water rights held by the BLM in the John Day River to the leasing of agricultural fieldsto
private individuals for irrigated crop production.

We disagree. See responseto B-042.14 in 101 - Agricultural Leases and Water Rights, and

B-042.20 in 3101 - Water Quantity and Quality in General.

Response:

The BLM's preferred aternative, in fact, calls for the leasing of approximately 195 acres of lands with
associated water rightsin the river corridor for agricultural purposes. These actions will increase water
temperatures in the John Day River and South Fork John Day River WSR segments which already violate the
Oregon state water quality standard of 64 F for temperature and can often exceed 80 F during the summer
months. Such conditions seriously threaten several fish species found in the water bodies affected by the DEIS
which are prized for recreational and cultural pursuits including chinook salmon, summer steelhead, bull trout
and Pacific lamprey.

All commodity agriculture will be phased out in 10 years. In the meantime, our theoretical

maximum withdrawal is 9.3cfs, however, 4.3cfs is allotted for instream use and the irrigated fields that
use the rest do not take out at the maximum rate. Consequently, the amount of the withdrawal of less
5cfs will make little difference in the river temperature and will seriously threaten salmonids, and the
Pacific lamprey. See response to B-042.14 in 101 - Agricultural Leases and Water Rights. and B-
042.20 in 3101- Water Quantity and Quality in General.
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Further, a statewide assessment conducted by DEQ observed that the water quality problems of the John Day
River are primarily the result of ‘vegetation removal along stream banks, removal of thermal cover over
streams, surface erosion and changes in flow pattern and timing [from] grazing, recreation, irrigated and non-
irrigated agriculture, and forestry.
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Response: See response to B-042.4 in 3003 - Affected Environment and B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives.

In addition, a study led by the ODFW concludes that primarily as aresult of ‘irrigation’ and degraded uplands
and riparian systems ‘loss of habitat quantity and quality and instream diversity has caused the greatest negative
impactsto fish resources in the [John Day] basin.’ ... (‘In western riparian zones the two most common
examples of successful passive ecological restoration are the rewatering of streams after years of withdrawal for
agricultural or municipal purposes and the cessation of livestock grazing in riparian areas (Kauffman et al.
1997).

Response: See response to B-042.1 in 700 - Document in General, B-042.4 in 3003 - Affected
Environment, B-042.5 in 2601 - River Description, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, and B-042.14 in 101
- Agricultural Leases and Water Rights. The removal of water for municipal purposes is beyond the
scope of this plan.

In light of the fact that the river’ s water quality is already in substantial violation of state temperature standards
to the point of lethal conditions for fish species, there is no doubt that the removal of additional insteam flows
under the DEIS sirrigation decision conflicts with the unambiguous mandate in section 11 of the WSR Act to
‘protect and enhance’ river values and to authorize other uses of the river corridor only if such uses do not
‘substantially interfere’ with public use and enjoyment of the area. Federal courts support the conclusion that
federal land must be managed so as to ensure that the purposes of the WSR Act are not abrogated including the
protection of water quality.

Response: We disagree. See B-042.14 in 101 - Agricultural Leases and Water Rights and B-042.18 in
3200 - Wild and Scenic Rivers.

The attached affidavit of John Roades, Hydrologist for the Columbia River Intertribal Fish Commission in
Portland, which was submitted to the IBLA in the context of an appeal to the Sutton Mountain CRMP,
illustrates the impacts of on-going irrigation within the John Day Basin. In light of the fact that the proposed
aternative in the DEISis similar to the irrigation taking place in the Sutton Mountain Planning area, negative
impacts to water temperatures are expected throughout the John Day basin as the result of implementation of
the BLM’s preferred alternative.

Response: We disagree. The Sutton Mountain CRMP was appealed and affirmed (I1BLA 96-325). See
document number 3089.4P which was written in response to the Roades affidavit.

W-026.7

| would hope that BLM water rights will be used to enhance summer and early fall river flows and related water
quality. As part of the Wild and Scenic River mandates the BLM should also be looking at the purchase and
conversion of water rights from willing sellers to instream water rights. 1’m hoping that Congress and us
taxpayers will be willing to fund the additional costs associated with the implementation of Alternative D.

Response: See B-042.14 in 101 - Agricultural Leases and Water Rights. The opportunity of the BLM to
purchase water rights and convert them to instream water rights does not exist at this time.
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104 Environmental Consequences

B-051.10  Itismost critical that irrigation should stop when minimum levels needed for fish are reached.

Response: See B-042.14 in 101 - Agricultural Leases and Water Rights.

J-002.7 I would like to know what impact insecticide and herbicide use by both agriculture and forestry has on the fish
population?

Response: Different herbicides have different potential affects on fish populations. Without knowing
which insecticide(s) and herbicide(s) are being referred to it isimpossible to give specific impacts. The
herbicides the BLM is approved to use (at approved rates of application) are not expected to impact
fish species and aquatic organisms. None of the approved herbicides (at approved rates of application)
showed a tendency for bioaccumulation and long term persistence in the food chain (Northwest Area
Noxious Weed Control Program Supplemental FEIS1987). Additional restrictions on herbicide use
around bodies of water and riparian areas are discussed in Chapter 3 under Noxious Weed
Management.
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200 APPENDIX

202 River Authorities

Y-001.12  In Appendix B entitled “River Authorities’, we note that the Environmental Protection Agency’s authority over
the John Day River is described as: “The EPA isresponsible for protecting and enhancing our environment
under the laws enacted by Congress. EPA’s mandate isto mount an integrated, coordinated attack on
environmental pollution in cooperation with state and local governments’. This statement is overly broad and
does not accurately reflect the national environmental policy nor the authority granted under the Clean Water
Act. We note the following policy as set forth in the National Environmental Policy Act: “To declare a
national policy which will encourage productive and enjoyable harmony between man and his environment; to
promote efforts which will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere and stimulate the
health and welfare of man;......”. 42 USC 4321 which policy isfurther set forth as: “It is the continuing policy
of the Federal Government, in cooperation with State and local governments, and other concerned public and
private organizations, to use all practicable means and measures, including financial and technical assistance, in
amanner calculated to foster and promote the general welfare, to create and maintain conditions under which
man and nature can exist in productive harmony, and fulfill the social, economic, and other requirements of
present and future generations of Americans.” 42 USC 4331 (@) as stated in the DEIS, the EPA statement does
not accurately reflect the EPA role as set forth in NEPA.

Response: Appendix B of the FEIS includes the specific mission statement of the EPA.

Y-001.14  Appendix B identifies avery generalized role for the local governments, however the generalized statements
understate the true role of local government in the management of the John Day River corridor. While the
DEIS recognized the role of local Sheriff’s departments, it overlooks that once the local governments adopt land
use plans, the plans represent state law that all state agencies must act consistent with, likewisethe BLM is
required to develop is plans in coordination with and consistent with the local plans. During the congressional
debates on the OOWSRA, Sen. Hatfield clearly recognized the role of local governments and noted that he was
making specia provisions for private lands in the John Day River, with the understanding that management of
the private lands was | eft to the local governments. We suggest that the final EI'S clearly examine the role of
local government in more detail.

Response: Therole of local government in management of the John Day River has been examined in
great detail and has great importance. Local governments feel the direct consequences of
implementation of land use plans from any level of government, including federal plans. In the case of
the John Day River plan, local governments are not only potentially influenced economically, and are
also responsible for emergency services and influencing private lands which make up the majority of
lands along the river. Each County along the John Day River was invited to be a partner in
development of this plan. Ultimately, the counties were represented on the Core Team which guided
development of the plan and the Resource Advisory Council which provided advice to BLM on this
plan. Representatives of the counties were also invited to be represented on the planning team. The
planning team leader has met with representatives of the counties during the planning process and
counties will continue to plan an important role in implementation of the plan. The counties have been,
and will continue, to be consulted and encouraged to participate in planning and implementation of
management of the John Day River.
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214 M - Riparian Photographs

J-002.4 The photographsin the DEIS (Vol 11) dramatically illustrate the devastation caused by grazing to scenic riparian
areas, and thus affect water quality and fish populations.

Response: Permanent photograph stations wer e established to document riparian conditions prior to
changing grazing management. The photographs in Volume 2 are a comparison of past management to
proper management over time. These comparison photo’ sillustrate clearly that significant ecological
recovery has occurred with the implementation of science based management.
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400 PURPOSE AND ISSUES - CHAPTER 1

402 Planning Partners
C-037.1 What forms the “John Day River Coalition of Counties’?

Response: See page 4 of the DEIS. The John Day River Coalition of Counties is made of the counties
of Grant, Wheeler, Sherman, Gilliam, Wasco, and Jeffer son.

403 Public Involvement

B-007.1 | recently heard that the draft plan has been issued, but | have received no notification despite numerous
reguests and several promises by BLM to include me on the mailing list for all such activity.

Response: All requests to be placed on the mailing list for this planning effort has been promptly
processed. We are unawar e of people have a problem getting on the list. Please make your request by
phone, email or inwriting and you will be added to the list.

M-003.1 We question as to why we the residents of Northeast Oregon have not been give the opportunity to have a
public hearing of this plan.

Response: Everyone was invited and encouraged to comment on the draft plan. No one was excluded
and all had equal opportunity to comment. An additional public meeting was held in Pendleton by
request of residents there.

M-035.1 We have been on your mailing list for this project for over two years and the only correspondence we have
received has been a postcard asking if we would like to remain on your mailing list and, more recently, the
DEIS. We appreciate the opportunity to comment, but it seems like the agency is soliciting our comments a
little late in the process (considering the fact we have been on your mailing list for so long). Was this project
listed in the Schedule of Proposed Actions? Did you send out a scoping letter to interested parties? We know
that the agency has conducted public meetings after the draft was completed, but apparently we missed any
announcement you may have had regarding scoping meetings with the public.

Response: This project was inactive for some time before being resumed. The DEIS contained details
of public meeting dated on the cover letter.

0-001.7 Concerned about who is representing the commercial client in the planning process?

Response: The John Day / Shake Resource Advisory Council is a citizens group that advised BLM on
this plan. Composition of this group is designed by law to represent a wide cross section of public
interests, including those of commercial clients.
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T-002.2

Response:

Everyone that | have spoken with about this Management Plan has been surprised that it is available. They had
not heard that a plan was being developed, and that preferred alternatives had been developed that will impact
them. These include citizens who regularly use the river and citizens that provided input to the early 1990's
Management Plan.

This project was announced through regular agency channels as well as announced to those

requesting to be on the mailing list for this project.

T-002.3 Because of the minimal notification provided to river users and other Oregon residents, and the flawed
Executive Summary, | request that the BLM extend the Plan Comment Period for an additional 3 months
beyond the March 3 deadline.

Response: We are unable to extend the comment period due to the planning deadline imposed by the

Court.

404 Planning Process

A-004.1 Please listen to all the people who are depending on you to make the right decision. We may not save the world
today, but we can make a difference right here and right now. Please chose the alternative process that will save
the ecology of theriver and its inhabitants for future generations. Work with the agriculture folks and the
community, especially the environmental groups that can provide you with support and additional research if
necessary. Keep our world clean.

Response: The partners of this plan have an elaborate public involvement process that provides for the

public to influence the proposed decisions.

Y-001.17

Response:

We note that the DEIS states it is developed to provide management direction for the “ public and private” lands
within the state designated Oregon State Scenic Waterway (DEIS p. 3). However, it is unclear asto what
authority the BLM is exercising over those lands not concurrently designated as wild and scenic rivers. Further,
the manner in which the state plan isincorporated into the federal plan raisesissues asto judicial review
processes, attorney fees on appeal, and other justicibility issues. We suggest that the jurisdictional issues
relative to administrative and judicial appeal of the respective portions of the plans be resolved prior toissuing a
final plan. If the plan is an integrated document then these issues must be resolved, or in the aternative that the
state plan be excised from the BLM plan. Thisissueisfurther complicated by the different comment dates and
adoption processes. We suggest that the two plans be separated and that a cooperative agreement be entered into
by the parties rather than one integrated plan.

As stated in the DEIS, the BLM has no authority over private lands, whether or not they are

in the State Scenic Waterway. The State of Oregon and Counties, through Oregon Departments of
Parks and Recreation, has primary responsibility for implementation of State Scenic Waterway rules.
Also, Under Statewide planning goal number 5, local governments are also expected to support both
the State Scenic Waterway and federal Wild and Scenic River plan goals and objectives through local
zoning, ordinances, etc.
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405 River Segments, Designations, and Values

J-002.2 While I’'m aware that the term “ outstandingly remarkable values’ is precisely defined in the EIS, | feel that the
entire John Day River isworthy of that designation.

Response: Opinion requiring no response.

Y-001.4 To avoid confusion we suggest that the provisions on page 9 of the DEIS relative to “ Outstandingly Remarkable
and Significant Vaues’ be deleted and in its place direct quotations from the Congressional Record be inserted.
Congress specifically identified and defined outstandingly remarkable values and the management plan should
closely adhere to these congressional pronouncements.

Response: Implemented change as suggested.
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500 CULTURAL RESOURCES

501 Cultural Resources in General

R-001.1 This region, not only the South Fork, has been used by tribal members for thousands of years. The John Day
River iswithin the aboriginal area of the Burns Paiute Tribe. Tribal members have and still use this region for
hunting, fishing, gathering and religious activities.

Response: The text notes the use of the various segments of the planning area by the Northern Paiute,
prehistorically and ethnographically. Additional comments can be inserted to acknowledge current
uses of the planning area without identifying specific locations. This language, or something very
similar, has been incorporated into the text in the general as well as the segment descriptions.
Contacted Linda Reed by phone on this issue and incorporation of comments on 3/24/00.
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600

B-008.17

Response:

Summary of Public Plan and EIS

DOCUMENT EDITS

Volume |, page 58 states hunter visitor daysin 1998 were 8,000 visitor days, however, Volume Il, page 24 says
hunters were 18,000 visitor days. Volume |, page 58 state fisherman accounted for 31,000 visitor days for the
entire river system and Vol. |1, page 25 reflects 10,000 visitor days for fishing.

The correction was made in the Glossary of the FEIS. We apologize for the confusion.

B-008.19

Response:

Throughout both Volumes confusion exists in describing areas of interest along the John Day River. These
Terms are: River System, River Drainage, River Basin, River Canyon, and River Corridor. What is the
difference between ariver system and ariver drainage? Areriver drainage and river basin the same? Doesthe
corridor always lie within the river canyon? Only one of these terms, basin, islisted and defined in Val. I,
Appendix G (Glossary). Also defined isthe term “Watershed”. The definition for watershed is nearly the same
asbasin.

The numerous terms used for the same item reflects multiple authors contributing to the

document. This problem was reduced in the FEIS.

B-008.21

Response:

It isdifficult to determine human impact on the John Day River basin if the John Day River Management Plan
isnot in agreement within itself on what constitutes a“visitor day”. Volume |, page 58 defines avisitor day as
“1 person visiting for 1 day”. Volume 1, footnoted on the bottom of page 24 state avisitor day is“1 person for
a12 hour period”. AlsoisVal Il inthe glossary, Appendix G, avisitor day is“1 person for any portion of 1
day”. What definition do we use? Isit important to make a distinction between avisitor day in the river
corridor and avisitor day within the basin?

See response to B-008.19 in 600 - Document Edits.

C-001.3

Response:

Page 55- The last paragraph of the section entitled “ Utility Corridors’ uses our former name, Pacific Gas
Transmission Company. PG& E Gas Transmission-Northwest is the correct name and should not be
abbreviated.

We have made the change.

C-002.12

Response:

Clearly locals had very little input into this proposed plan. If so the plan would not list the Cascade Mountains
as bordering the John Day to the West. The Deschutes river basin/drainage borders the John Day to the West.
The book would not include Hood River and exclude Gilliam County in part. Hood River has no business even
being referred to. The plan would not try to minimize the importance of irrigation to the area by comparing
Columbia Basin dryland wheat with irrigated land. The plan would not refer to the White River, atributary of
the Deschutes flowing east from Mt. Hood, as a tributary of the John Day.

Local people have served on the Core Team and Planning Team for this document. In

addition, a 90 day public comment period, including public meetingsin Fossil and John Day, was held
to allow for the public (including locals) to contribute information and corrections (such as you have
done) to the draft document.
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C-002.14  Your numbers on cattle allotments are confusing. 119 in one section, 64 in another section, but 126 when they
are added up.

Response: The Draft EIS contains some typographical, factual and oversight errors with respect to
descriptions in some areas. Obviously watershed boundaries and some other geographical information
in the Draft isincorrect. Internal review and public review after the Draft was published have noted
these errors and corrections will be reflected in the Final EIS. Specific studies with regard to

resour ces across the basin in many areas are dated (i.e. 1986 OWRD John Day River Basin Report),
but still reflect in many cases the best basin-wide information available. Many site specific areas have
substantially more information available and when appropriate this information was incorporated into
the Plan.

T-001.2 Page xi - Table 1 - Allocation System: Under Type of System, Alternative D should read * Common Pool
reservation system, first come, first served.” Reservations are an integral part of this system and should be
included in the summary. Under Experience of User, ‘Weekend launches would be difficult to obtain’ should
be changed. Under afair reservation system, all launches, including weekends, would be restricted to the
numbers of spaces available for each day.

Response: These suggestions were considered in development of the final document.

T-001.3 Page 153 - Boating Use Allocation - Alternative D (Preferred) - Sentence 1 - Replace ‘to boating groups’ with
‘to boaters' . Aswritten, the words imply that permits would be issued in blocks with a single person ‘owning’
the permit. That practice would destroy the system.

Response: The proposed decision in the FEISis designed to be clear on this point.

T-001.4 Page 167 - Table l11-1 - Allocation System - Principles of the System - Alternative D - “Eliminate al but ‘ First
come, first served’ from ‘First come, first served, a proportion of permits available at intervals. People unable
to plan far in advance have opportunity to get permit.” Therest of the statement is not based on a‘ principle of
the system.” Replace with *al launches would be restricted to the numbers of spaces available for each day.

Response: See response to TO01.3 in 600 - Document Edits.

T-001.6 Page 245 - Boating Use Levels - Alternative D - Sentence 3 - For clarity, replace “but would vary based on the
order in which permit requests were received during reservation periods’ with “but would vary depending on
the actual reservations made by each group through the common pool”.

Response: See response to TO01.3 in 600 - Document Edits.
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T-001.7 Page 261 - Impact of Allocation on Commercial Use - Alternative D - The second sentence should be changed
toread “Also asin C, the annual proportion of non-commercial and commercial users would not be
predetermined, but would depend on the actual reservations made by the usersin each group”.

Response: See response to TO01.3 in 600 - Document Edits.

T-002.1 First, Table 1 in the Executive summary is flawed. A first read of thistable would lead the reader to believe
that the preferred alternative for Motorized Boating is “ Segments 10 and 11 (South Fork Wild and Scenic
River) Closed to Motorized Boating,” since thisisthe text in bold on page xi in the Motorized Boating section.
There is no mention on the page of the actual preferred alternative, which is on page 129.

Response: We have noted the problem you describe and have corrected the final document.

T-010.13  The statements made on pages 213 and 215 of the plan that imply motorized boaters are the primary users
illegally excavating Cultural and Paleontological Resourcesistotally inappropriate. If thisistrue these boaters
should be easy to identify and apprehend because motorized boaters are required to have identification numbers
on the sides of the boats. These activities are already illegal and these statements have no place in this Plan and
should be removed.

Response: We disagree that these statements should be removed from the plan. The Plan text notes
only that motorized boating use “ provides the opportunity” to impact these resources. Given other
circumstantial, but reasonably logical information (such as the logistical limitations of accessing), it is
considered one of the ways for these resources to be impacted. Access through private land is another
potentially impacting opportunity discussed in the Plan. The impacts as discussed do occur. Thereis
no implication that motorized boaters are primarily doing all the damage.

Y-001.2 The DEIS proposed action statement references that the river management plan isto protect and enhance the
outstandingly remarkable and significant values and special attributes in the river segments designated by
federal and state legidlation. The statement is somewhat misleading and we suggest it be reworded as follows:
“The proposed action is to develop and adopt a river management plan for those segments of the John Day
River system that protects and enhances the values which caused the river segment to be included in the Wild
and Scenic River system, without insofar asis consistent therewith, limiting other uses that do not substantially
inerfere with public use and enjoyment of these values. Concurrent with this proposed action the State of
Oregon is adopting administrative rules to protect and enhance the values which caused those segments of the
John Day River to be designated as Scenic Waterways.”

Response: The changes proposed for the final document include wording from Section 10 of WSRA.
This section provides guidance whether or not included in this document. The Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act states the proposed action is to develop and adopt a river management plan for the John Day Wild
and Scenic river consistent with the WSRA which requires BLM “ to protect and enhance the values
which caused it to be included in said system without, insofar asis consistent therewith, limiting other
uses that do not substantially interfere with public use and enjoyment of these values.” Also, the Ninth
Circuit (Owyhee river) ruling indicates the Courts will not allow federal actions which may
“substantially interfere” with the protection and enhancement of the ORV in the designated river
segments. We believe the offered alternative language in this comment would be misleading.
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Y-001.3 We note that the proposed action includes a reference to “significant values’ and “special attributes’ however
neither of these terms are included in the Wild and Scenic River Act (WSRA) nor defined in the plan. We
suggest that they be deleted from the proposed action statement.

Response: Congress has listed both “ Outstandingly Remarkable” and “ Sgnificant” values for the
designated Wild and Scenic segments of the John Day River. Managing agencies are mandated by
congressto “ protect and enhance” both the Outstandingly Remarkable and Sgnificant values listed.

Y-001.8 We are unable to determine from the DEIS what is intended by the reference that the plan represents
“coordinated management on ALL John Day River segments.” This statement is not defined nor isit clear from
the DEIS asto what is intended by this statement. Absent afull disclosure as to the intended action and the
impacts, we are unable to provide knowledgeable comments on the full impacts of the proposed action.

Response: See response to Y-001.1 in 700 - Document in General.
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700 DOCUMENTS IN GENERAL

30.10 | support that these permits should also be limited to 1998-9 numbers and use levels. We (the public) should be
able to hire a hunting guide and hunt upland, waterfowl and big game during appropriate use seasons. Total
river use limits should take this use into account, as it would be at off-peak demand times.

Response: Opinion, no response required.

30.39 | would encourage the Bureau of Land Management to stand tall and to not relinquish its obligation to the
public by letting another agency or entity propose and implement management actions that are not in the best
interests of sound resource management and appropriate public use of public lands.

Response: BLM can not relinquish its responsibility for management actions on BLM land. We also
recognize the importance of cooperating with other agencies and land owners to provide a coordinated
approach for management of theriver.

A-007.2 The Plan isin direct conflict with the federal Wild and Scenic rivers Act, 16 U.S.C., 1271-1287. The John Day
(Tumwater Falls upstream to Service Creek) is classified as arecreational component of the Wild and Scenic
Rivers System.

Response: The segment you describe is indeed designated as recreational . We have been careful to
write the plan in full compliance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, as amended and recent court
rulings.

B-008.29  The DEISreads more like a plan to manage boaters and cattle under the guise of environmental protection.
Lost in the process was its primary objective, the protection and enhancement of outstandingly remarkable
values. | aso believe too much emphasis has been placed on boating and not enough attention on preserving
the cultural and educational values of a scenic river, rich in history, natural resources, and wildlife.

Response: The primary purpose of the plan isto do all within the partners power to protect and
enhance outstandingly remarkable values of the Wild and Scenic segments. This plan is successful in
accomplishing this purpose. The plan lists the outstandingly remarkable values and shows how
decisions are designed to protect and enhance them.

B-008.30 The DEIS may be seriously flawed. Asascientifically based and researched document, too much information
has been omitted and incomplete data used for the alternatives selected for implementation. The plan also
appears to be the same basic plan used for the Deschutes River and superimposed over the John Day River
without regard to the unique differences between to two ecosystems.

Response: The John Day River Plan and EISused all existing and readily available data as a
foundation for decisions. Existing data was adequate for making the proposed decisions presented in
the FEIS
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B-008.31  The environment and scenic values would be better served if boating was more restricted to about half of what
is being proposed and we encouraged more educational tours by bus or other means. Recreation should not
equate with exploitation. Visitors, the environment, and awild and scenic river would be better served if we
consider an aternative. It should be considered an “outdoor school” or laboratory and managed for personal
enrichment and understanding of the world around us, both past and present, as well as and ecosystem to be
conserved and treasured. A management plan like this would be afirst and serve as aworking model for future
wild and scenic rivers.

Response: Opinion, no response required.

B-023.1 | have reviewed the four alternative suggested by the BLM and have come to the conclusion that alternative D
offers the best long term solution to restoration of the environment adjacent to and including the John Day
River. Thisisone piece of the larger picture to restoration of the salmon and to preserve awilderness area for
the sake of all Americans.

Response: Unlike most EI'S documents, Alternative D does not always have the same “ theme” for each
issue. For example, Alternative D may be the most protective for one issue but not the most protective
for another.

B-023.2 What is different today from the past is the realization that our forests are not endless and that cattle can do
damage to the riparian areas that, in conjunction with other factors, have threatened the native fishes, some to
the point of near extinction. Thereisagrowing realization among the citizens of this country, who are the
owners of public lands, that preserving a portion of these public landsin anatura state has significant
psychological well being benefits that are as important as wood and food products. This requires that we
restore a portion of our public landsto a natural state.

Response: Opinion, no response required.

B-042.1 The Plan offers arange of alternatives for some issues, such as grazing, but not for others. For example, only
one aternative is offered for riparian and aquatic habitat restoration, for fish, wildlife, and Native American
uses (p. 120), and for management of water quantity and quality (p. 122). It also offersonly one alternative for
weed management, forestland management, fire management, and doesn’t even discuss the planting of non-
indigenous forage plant speciesin the WSR. New alternatives should be added to the plan and analyzed in the
DEIS. By presenting only one alternative (or none, e.g. the planting of non-indigenous forage species), the
public is not made aware that alternative methods of management exist or of their effects on the environment
compared to other aternatives. For example:

Response: Although some alter natives have been modified in response to public comment, no new
alternatives are necessary. For each of the resource issues cited in the above paragraph, please read
the following discussion.

Issues were identified in the extensive scoping processes to the 1993 Draft as well as the 1999 Draft
JDRWSREIS Aninterdisciplinary team of specialists from BLM, a team made up of representatives
from the five planning partners and a team of diverse interests (RAC Subgroup) developed a range of
viable alternatives for each issue. Some issues are based on resources which are impacted by
numerous activities and have been addressed indirectly by addressing activities such as grazing,
boating use levels and agricultural fields (for example, fish, wildlife, water quantity and quality). Some
issues have been dealt with in other, recent planning documents (for example, weeds and fire). For
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some issues such as the planting of non-indigenous grasses, there were no viable alternatives except to
continue the current management.

Fish: New aternatives are needed for improvement of fish habitat at the greatest possible speed.

Response: See page 120, “ Alternatives for managing public land vegetation... would be utilized to
protect and enhance fisheriesresources.” The range of alternatives for agricultural lands, grazing and
recreation are the primary means of addressing the fish habitat issue. The Plan relies on the
cumulative impacts of science based management in a variety of activitiesto lead to improvement in
fish habitat. In most cases, the Plan does not call for the manipulation of the river environment via
structures or other specific projectsin an effort to restore fish habitat. (Structures diverting water are
not allowed in designated Wild and Scenic River segments). An exception to that would follow guidance
identified in the Aquatic and Riparian Habitat Restoration section.

Actions outlined in the alternatives primarily focus on management activities which indirectly affect
fish habitat and therefore fish populations through management of the vegetation resource. Please refer
to Chapter 3 pp. 119-120 and pp. 135-151, for a full range of alternatives associated with vegetation
management. Beginning in 1992 management activities with indirect or direct affects to fish and fish
habitat were addressed and implemented to maximize natural recovery. Further management screens
including PACFISH and ESA consultation emphasized the priority of restoring fish habitat. All
alternatives addressed in the plan are consistent with PACFISH and ESA consultation. Additional
alternatives with regard to fish habitat that would pursue more direct manipulation of the fish habitat
resour ce were considered but not pursued. These more direct anthropogenic manipulations may in the
short term seem to meet fish habitat needs at a greatly accelerated rate, however; oftentimes they fail
to meet intended long term goals or are done in lieu of natural recovery efforts. The alternatives
considered promote the improvement of fish habitat at the greatest possible speed with the highest
probability of long term sustainability.

Special status plants: A new aternative is needed in which all ‘ special status plants’ on BLM managed lands are
protected from livestock grazing. Thisincludes the entire WSR corridor, which will allow plants to colonize
new areas, not just small patches protected by fences.

Response: Existing guidance is presented on page 135. Existing guidance mandates the protection of
all special status species and their habitats from all threats, not just grazing. At the present time, none
of the known special status plant populations within the river corridor are protected from grazing by
fencing, and none appear to be threatened by grazing or other human uses.

Each of the grazing and recreation alternatives involve different types and levels of use of resources
along theriver, including Alternative D, would remove livestock from all public lands in the river
corridor, and Alternative D for boating use which would result in a reduction in the amount of impact
on streamside vegetation.

Not all special status plant species need special protection from livestock grazing. Some occupy
habitats which are unlikely to attract livestock, some are tolerant of livestock disturbance. Only three
of the seven special status species are intolerant of livestock disturbance and occupy habitats likely to
be frequented by livestock.

As explained on pages 236 and 237, various factors contribute to a species rarity and its ability or
inability to colonize suitable habitat. Should public lands be protected from livestock grazing it is
expected that there would only be a limited response of those special status species judged to be
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intolerant to grazing. As an example, Thelypodium eucosmum is generally believed to be restricted to
its relatively isolated, inaccessible habitat due to historic livestock use. In fact, and in support of this
belief, the earliest collections were made along the John Day River from populations apparently
extirpated. Additionally, it is common for unoccupied habitat downstream from known populations to
be degraded, the result of historic livestock use. It is easy to assume, then, that Thelypodium eucosmum
must have occupied much more habitat prior to livestock grazing along the river corridor. However,
livestock management has changed greatly since the earliest impacts occurred, and based on recent
observations, Thelypodium eucosmum does not generally seem to be colonizing downstream habitat.
Exceptions have been noted, where an isolated plant or a number of plants are found well below
established populations. However, for reasons unknown, these new “ populations’ fail to persist for
mor e than a few years. In some cases the reason is obvious - the habitat has been so altered that it
would no longer support the species. Livestock grazing, agricultural development, catastrophic
flooding and other events have been causative agents in some areas. To further confuse the issue,
populations are known to occur and persist in flat, low-elevation habitat which has been subjected to
heavy grazing for more than a century. Should all grazing be eliminated, it is likely that some
populations of Thelypodium eucosmum would expand from a seed source in the drainages above, but it
isnot likely that all, or even a majority of populations would respond in this manner.

Concerning Carex hystericina, little is known about pre-settlement populations, but as explained on
page 237, the species could expand as a result of riparian restoration. However, thisis dependent on a
source of seed.

Astragalus collinus var. laurentii is only known fromthe river corridor as historic collections from
plants now extirpated. Again, livestock grazing is believed to be the cause. As explained on page 237,
improvement of upland vegetation would likely improve habitat for this species. However, it is unlikely
there is a seed source nearby which would allow for recolonization of its former habitat.

Nowhere in the Plan is it proposed to protect small patches of special status species with fences. Your
suggestion implies that habitat and a seed source are readily available, that the (possibly exotic or
noxious weed) species currently occupying the habitat can be out-competed by the special status plant
and that the only force prohibiting recovery of special status plantsis disturbance by livestock. That is
not an accurate representation of the situation.

Riparian vegetation: A new alternative is required that would allow passive restoration of riparian habitat as
quickly as possible.

Response: The draft Plan does not make a distinction between *active’ and ‘passive’ restoration
techniques, nor do any of the alternatives restrict the use of any technique that is appropriate to reach
management goals. For that reason an alternative restricting management to a single technique is not
needed and isin fact undesirable.

According to Kauffman et al. (1997), passive restoration is ‘ the cessation of those anthropogenic
activities that are causing degradation or preventing recovery' . The BLM and its partners throughout
the water shed have been identifying and changing management activities which cause riparian
degradation or preventsitsrecovery. The BLM has been successful in achieving ‘passive’ restoration
of riparian areas. Analysis of the scientific literature and the results of its own monitoring (see page
230) have demonstrated that BLM’ s approach of managed grazing isyielding riparian recovery which
isasrapid as any other approach.
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Uplands: A new alternative is required that would protect all upland vegetation and soils from livestock
grazing.

Response: A new alternative is not needed. Alternatives A, B and C provide science based
management which protects publicly owned upland vegetation and soils from degradation caused by
grazing. Alternative D would eliminate grazing fromall public lands and over 15,000 acres of
interspersed private lands within the Wild and Scenic River corridor (see page 139, Alternative D).
Eliminating grazing from all private lands in the basin is beyond the scope of the Plan as well as
beyond the jurisdiction of the agencies involved in writing the plan.

Wildlife: A new aternative is needed to reduce fencing so as to protect wildlife.

Response: A new alternative is not needed. On public land, fence construction specifications mitigate
the barriers and hazards to wildlife. The grazing alternatives address the adverse impact on wildlife
movement. The planning partners strived to minimize barriers by selecting Alternative B. Alternative
B reduces fences to the minimum thought possible to achieve various (riparian, recreation, scenery,
etc.) management goals.

Each alternative was designed to utilize the minimum amount of fence needed to achieve the objectives
of the alternative. In most cases, grazing on private and public lands outside the Wild and Scenic River
boundariesis expected to continue despite any elimination of grazing on public lands within the
boundaries. Exclusion of grazing from the Wild and Scenic River Corridor would increase the fencing
necessary on private lands to enable landowners to continue grazing on their own property.
Furthermore, landowners could not be required to fence their own property with construction
specifications that would mitigate barriers and hazards to wildlife.

Riparian restoration: The plan offers only “active’” management of habitat riparian and aquatic habitat
restoration, using livestock and bioengineering to add structure to the channel. A second alternative, “passive’
management, in which the stream is allowed to recover naturally (Kauffman, et al. 1997, attached), is not
discussed. A third alternative would be “ passive” restoration with the addition of large woody debris where
absolutely necessary to create pools and riffles.

Response: Alternative D is passive management. Nowhere does the Plan propose to use livestock to
add structure to the channel. As previously discussed, the draft Plan does not make a distinction
between *active’ and ‘passive’ restoration techniques. The Plan relies heavily on the cumulative effects
of science based management on a variety of activities to accomplish restoration throughout the basin,
not just within the Wild and Scenic River boundaries and not just on public lands.

Kauffman et al. (1997) state “ [ A] fter implementing passive restoration, a site still may remain in an
ecological state that is unlike what would occur naturally.... These situations can occur when an
ecosystem is sufficiently degraded such that the inherent capacity to recover has been lost. To achieve
ecological restoration in such situations, active manipulations will be necessary.” It isin this context
that the Riparian and Aquatic Habitat alternative is presented.

Weed management: The Plan presents no aternatives to I ntegrated Weed Management, which is not
adequately discussed in the Plan. Once again, thisis “active” management, which depends heavily on use of
toxic and environmentally damaging herbicides. A viable, cheaper, and more effective alternative is “ passive”
weed management, in which activities known to introduce weed seeds and promote weed growth, such as
livestock grazing, trampling, and agricultural activities, are eliminated and public lands are given sufficient rest.
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Response: A full range of alternatives was analyzed in two recently completed Environmental
Assessments (EA’s) which are tiered to two regional Environmental |mpact Satements (EIS s), the
geographic scope of which cover the entire Prineville District. These EAs are referenced under actions
common to all alternatives on page 190 of the DEIS. The two plans were appealed to IBLA and the
decisions of the Prineville District were affirmed. A review of these documents has been added to
Chapter 3 of the FEIS.

The Northwest Area Noxious Weed Control Program Supplemental FEIS (1987), took a harder ook at
the environmental and health risks associated with the herbicides proposed for use in the proposed
action in the ROD for the Northwest Area Noxious Weed Control Program FEIS (1985) and concluded
that the BLM would accept the environmental consequences associated with using herbicides to obtain
their benefitsin controlling and eradicating noxious weeds.

‘Passive’ management alone is not likely to accomplish BLM goals for weed control. Currently there
are huge noxious weed expansions occurring at Devil’s Tower National Monument, Grand Teton
National Park, and the Selway-Bitteroot Wilderness Area. These areas and many others like them have
not been grazed by livestock for 50+ years. These examplesillustrate that major weed invasions and
expansions can occur without the presence of livestock grazing and under circumstances which
preclude active management.

Sohlgren, et al, (Ecological Monographs, 1999) conducted research in Colorado, Wyoming, S. Dakota
and Minnesota in which they tested the hypothesis that species rich plant communities were less
susceptible to invasion by exotic species. Their study showed that contrary to the classic paradigm
these communities were particularly vulnerable to invasion and refutes the idea that livestock grazing
causes weed invasions through reduced plant speciesrichness. The major source of noxious weeds
invasion is on private land in the John Day, Prairie City, Mount Vernon area. There are extensive
infestations of such species as Dalmatian toadflax and Scotch thistle. A major infestation of leafy
spurge exists on private land in Fox Valley. Water born seeds are carried throughout the river system
and can find new infestation on riverbanks and gravel bars. The only truly effective approach to long-
term weed control is to achieve a committed and cooper ative effort throughout the whole river basin.
We have a good beginning through cooperative agreements with several counties and three water shed
councils within the WSR but much work remains for the future.

Forestland management: Thereis only one alternative for forestland management, which is the continuation of
current management, which includes grazing and commercial logging of forestsin the John Day Watershed.
Since livestock grazing is known to be a major cause of forest health problems, such as increased forest fuels
and insect infestations (Belsky and Blumenthal 1997, attached), the one aternative degrades the forest
ecosystem. Additional alternatives would be to remove livestock grazing and end all commercial logging
within the WSR corridor or the entire watershed.

Response: Alternative D for grazing does address removal of livestock from all public lands within the
Wild and Scenic River corridor and within 1/4 mile from the river on non-designated segments. Over

several yearsthe BLM has substantially adjusted the intensity and duration of grazing on public lands
and implemented science based management to restore and sustain native forest under story vegetation.
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No new alternative is needed. The assertion that thereis only one alternative isincorrect. There are
two (See Table 111-D on page 127) however, the text (page 137-138) does not make a clear distinction
between alternatives A and B. The text has been modified to correct this problem. The assertion that
ending all commercial logging within the corridor was not within the alternativesis correct. In
response to this comment we have modified alternative B to extend the same protection afforded the
riparian buffer to the entire corridor subject to current contract obligations.

To remove livestock and end commercial logging within the entire John Day watershed is beyond the
scope of this plan.

Planting of non-indigenous plants. Thereis no aternative to the planting of non-indigenous forage plants. In
fact, there was only one mention (under Desired Conditions for Public Lands (p. 118)), which was that BLM
found nonnative perennial grasses a desirable condition in the WSR. It wasn't discussed and no aternatives
given. Thispoint requires at least one other alternative (no planting of exotic speciesin the WSR) since non-
native species such as crested wheatgrass provide poor habitat for native wildlife species and prevent
reestablishment of native herbaceous species. Such plantings degrade the ORV s of the WSR.

Response: Additional information has been added to Chapter 3 and Chapter 5 in the FEIS on the
planting of both native and desirable non-native species under Vegetation Rehabilitation and
Restoration. No new alternative is needed. When restoration and rehabilitation projects are
implemented it is the desire of the BLM to use native species where feasible. The BLM has concluded
that current management, the planting of desirable non-native grasses and forbs mixed with native
species, is useful in some casesto aid in restoring the land to a functional vegetation community.

B-042.2 The management alternatives are not clearly presented. By presenting the four management alternatives issue
by issue, the Plan doesn’t present arange of different overarching philosophies of land management. The BLM
jumps back and forth on the aternatives it prefers, and so must the public, which is often confusing. More
important isthe fact that it is often not clear that there are additional alternatives that have been entirely omitted.
Finally, this structure makes it nearly impossible to determine what the cumulative effect of any alternative will
be, discussed further below.

Response: While it istrue that the plan is a complex and large document, the BLM disagrees with the
assertion that it is not clearly written. All alternatives are designed to protect and enhance the river
values and have been developed with the desired conditions as described in Chapter 3 as the vision.

B-042.3 The Plan does not describe management activities Rather than describe the management activities that will be
implemented by BLM under each alternative, the Plan tiers back to older plans, some of which were written
before the John Day became a Wild and Scenic River. NEPA requires that proposed management be described.
For example, for wildlife management (p.121), the plan only states that existing management is described in the
Two Rivers and John Day RMPs, aswell asin avariety of other supplemental coordinated RMPs , habitat
management plans, environmental assessments, and the Endangered Species Act. Thisdoesn’t inform the
public of actual wildlife management in the WSR. Whiletiering is alegitimate NEPA procedure, tiering
involvestiering EISs of broad scope to those of narrower scope in order to eliminate repetitive discussions of
the sameissues. 40 C.F.R. 1500.4(i), 1502.20. The RMPs at issue here are far too broad to suffice as site-
specific management direction in this comprehensive wild and scenic river plan.

The Plan also doesn’t describe proposed weed management activities, which aretiered to earlier EAs. The Plan
does not inform the public as to amount of toxic herbicides that will be used with this plan, nor the lack of weed
prevention activitiesin that plan. 1t cannot be assumed that the public is knowledgeabl e about management
actions described in these plans or has access to them. The Plan needs to describe what will be done under this
new plan so that specific actions can be evaluated. 35
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Response: The Draft EIS does address wildlife management in Chapter 3. Greater detail will be added
to the Final EIS specifically regarding management of Bighorn Sheep. The planning documents (EA#s
OR-054-3-063 and OR-053-3-062) describing management activities for weeds were recently
completed and affirmed by the IBLA ( 94-692, 94-726, 94-727). Copies of the EAs are available on
request at the Prineville District. Additional description of the actions in these EA’ s have been added
to Chapter 3.

C-001.2 Because PG& E Gas Transmission-Northwest’ s pipeline can be affected by flash flooding that occurs
periodically in the canyon’s tributaries, GT-NW supports efforts to increase vegetation density in both riparian
and upland areas as a means to reduce the frequency/intensity of peak runoff events. Any of the alternatives
except “A” appear to movein this direction, and would receive our backing.

Response: The proposed decision isnot A.

C-002.10  Allinall the‘plan’ is based on faulty, old information. Local input is gregtly, if not totally ignored. No notes or
tapes were made of the executive meeting. It is the plan of BLM to roll over thelocals. Perhapsthisisa
directive on high promoting bigger centralized government.

Response: BLM used all available information including applicable research, inventories, studies and
comments from individuals, groups and government entities to develop the final plan/EIS. BLM strived
to balance public desires with the requirements directed in the Wild and Scenic River Act.

C-002.11  Some of the data that the plan is based on are dated into the 80's. A 1986 water quality study was included that
attacked Fossil and Condon Cities. It further explains that both towns have greatly improved their sewage
treatment facilities since 1986. Also, the DEIS makes little mention of local ranchers and communities making
improvementsin water quality.

Response: BLM recognizes local contributions to improvements in water quality in the John Day River basin, throughout the
planning document.
C-002.13  Towardsthe back you list Morrow and Umatilla Counties. Other than some tributaries how do they fit in?

Response: Morrow and Umatilla counties are important counties in the John Day River basin. Their
tributaries contribute to water quality and therefore other outstandingly remarkable values. In
addition, the people of these counties use the river for recreation.

C-017.1 Asnoted, BLM lands are the minority in thiswatershed. Therefore, it is much more important - vitally
important - that this agency set an example of proper land and riparian management. BLM must maximize
riparian protection and enhancement in the immediate future! For at least one-quarter of a century, folks who
know the habitat requirements of native species have known the fact that many human actions have had
detrimental effects on the survival of these species. In thiswatershed, anadromous fish are at a crisis point.
Now we have the law on our side, so it is your obligation to immediately implement remedial actions. Please
implement the grazing, mining, and motorized vehicle (including jet boats) opportunities as outlined in
Alternative D.
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Response: We agree with the importance of maximizing riparian protection and enhancement on BLM
lands. Thisis what the proposed decision will do.

C-025.1 We are concerned by repeated agency incursions on the River's ecological integrity, including herbicide use
right up to the water line poisoning aquatic invertebrates, amphibians, fish and potentially nesting birds and
small mammal's and uninformed humans eating the fish or gathering edible or medicinal plants; livestock
grazing destroying riparian biodiversity and water quality; agricultural draw-downs and injections of nitrogen-
laden fertilizersinto the River; and logging upstream sending down high sediment loads.

Response: The proposed decisions are designed to continue well established improvementsin
ecological integrity and diversity on BLM lands and improve ecological integrity and diversity and
water quality throughout the basin by working together with private land owners who own the majority
of land in the river basin.

C-025.3 Only Alternative D would reject “business as usual” continued degradation of water quality, fish runs and
riparian ecosystems by livestock grazing and mining. Y ou must know as well aswe do that the other
alternatives are a sham, and offer no real protection of the River. Only Alternative D adequately addresses
protection of the River from mining, livestock grazing, agricultural irrigation impacts and increased levels of
boating.

Response: We disagree. All alternatives offered in this plan (with the possible exception of the existing
situation Alternative A) are designed to protect and enhance outstandingly remarkable values. The
alternatives accomplish this in different ways.

C-025.4 Alternative D fails to address the significant impacts to the River from upstream logging, herbicide use; these
issues should be addressed in the FEIS, including an aternative that helps protect the River from logging and
herbicide impacts.

Response: The partnersin this plan have little influence over logging which occurs primarily on US
Forest Service and private lands. The effects of herbicides are primarily evaluated in previous BLM
Environmental Assessment documents.

C-025.6 We appreciate your providing an aternative to ban livestock grazing and mining from the River corridor and
significantly reduce agricultural impacts and control boating levels, now we ask you not only to choose that
alternative, but to add to it needed restrictions and guidelines to prevent impacts to the riparian and aquatic
ecosystems of the River from herbicides use and logging.

Response: See response to C-025.4 in 700 - Document in General.

C-032.6 The biggest problem with this particular river isthe scouring effect that takes place periodically with winter
runoff and flash floods. | feel with the individua efforts taking place through watershed programs, many
praoblems can be hel ped.

Response: Observation requiring no response.
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C-038.14

Response:

There are no time lines for recovery.

The FEIS has time lines for improvement in vegetation in the proposed decision.

C-038.15

Response:

BLM isallowing itself to be held hostage by private land owners.

Opinion requiring no response.

C-038.17

Response:

The Plan fails to enhance and protect the ORV's of the John Day WSR

Proposed decisions in the FEIS protect and enhance the ORV's.

D-019.3

Response:

Wild and Scenic lands need to be managed in an manner to enhance the aesthetics of the land. Activities such
asmining, grazing, road building, all terrain vehicles, and motorized boating, are NOT consistent with such
management.

Within the Wild and Scenic River corridor planning actions either exclude or substantially

restrict these uses to protect and enhance aesthetic values.

G-003.9

Response:

The waterways and public lands are for public use and recreation. However, after reviewing the chartsin the
executive summary of your plan, | feel, that your real goal isto limit or discontinue human contact to the
waterways and surrounding lands, as described in the EIS, through more “ Executive Orders’. Rules are needed
to govern the general public on public lands, but not limit or restrict access to this extreme.

The partnersin this plan, with extensive public involvement have worked hard to find the

minimum rules necessary to protect and enhance outstandingly remarkable values of the river.

G-004.2

Response:

Since the proposed rules may impose regulation on private lands, the combining of these rules with the BLM
document appears to open the door for federal control of private land and extending the State rulesto all river
segments covered by the BLM plan. Whether or not that is the intent of combining these plans, in the hands of a
high priced environmentalist lawyer that is a very possible outcome. The result forbodes dire consegquences for
private property owners along these rivers, and goes far beyond the intent of either the U.S. Congress, the
Oregon Legidature, or the voters of the State of Oregon who voted in the Scenic Rivers Act. | suggest that the
process be kept clean, and that, while the various agencies should consult each other, each agency prepare its
own plan independently.

Jurisdictions are well described in state and federal laws and regulations. Jurisdictions of

the state and federal authorities are not affected by this plan.

G-004.3
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In abrief reading of the BLM plan, it appears that they are either usurping state authorities or that the state is
abdicating its responsibility toits citizens. | have found two examples so far: 1) The BLM plansto regulate use
of the river with a permit system. Thisis unconstitutional, is an invasion of states' rights and should be
vigorously opposed by the State of Oregon. When Oregon became a state, the water became the property of the
State of Oregon. On navigable rivers the beds and banks to the normal high water line also became the property
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of the State of Oregon and on non-navigable rivers the bed and banks belong to the adjoining property owners.
The BLM may control access and trespass on land that it holds in trust for the public, but it has very little river
frontage in many areas covered by the plan. The BLM has no right or authority to regulate State of Oregon
water, State of Oregon land or private land. The State of Oregon possibly has the authority to regulate trespass
on the waters of the State of Oregon, but | believe it would be hotly debated, and would take direct action by the
state legidature. 2) The BLM plansto close private boating facilities. The same arguments apply here that are
expressed above except that they are even clearer cut. Without due process and compensation no branch of any
government may interfere with private property rights.

This interpretation of state and federal law and content of the plan isincorrect. The first

point of the reader; that the federal government can not impose a permit system on a federally
designated Wild and Scenic River, isincorrect. This practice is well established throughout the USand
is supported by federal law and voluminous case law. The second point; that the BLM plans to close
private boating facilities, is also incorrect. The plan does not call for closure of private boating
facilities, nor does BLM have such authority.

H-017.1 The federal government, including the BLM, has aresponsibility to take aleadership rolein thisregard, asitis
the government who is entrusted to work toward preserving the health and vitality of public lands.

Response: We agree.

H-021.11  The DEIS contains few standards for management and protection of River values.

Response: The FEIS has added standards and management objectives for protection of river values.

J-001.1 It seems each day brings out more and more ‘rules’, taking away the Rights of the people!! We are Opposed to
the John Day River Plan!!

Response: See response to G-003.9 in 700 - Document in General.

J-002.1 The EIS (in two volumes) is overwhelming to any but those familiar with the kind of minutiae and repetitive
nature of these documents. Thisis not to criticize the scientific expertise of the preparers, unfortunately such
documents seem by and for bureaucrats and the general public is understandably deterred from commenting.

Response: Opinion, no response required.

J-002.3 It seemsironic that the DEIS (Val |, pps 42-43) is concerned with ‘ Noxious weeds' and other ‘invasions of
dlien plantsinto natural areas...crowding out native flora and fauna’ yet seemstolerant of the alien fish (rainbow
and Y ellowstone cutthroat trout and hatchery fish) and alien ruminants, (cattle) that are doing the same thing.
Unless steps are taken to control al alien incursions, it would be ‘ outstandingly remarkable’ indeed if the John
Day survives another century without even more degradation.

Response: Opinion, no response required.
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J-002.6 After review of the alternatives and maps, | believe that the only choiceis Alternative D, which at least offers
some protection to the Wild and Scenic segment of the river.

Response: Opinion, no response required.

K-021.2 The DEISfailsto lay out what it would take to make the John Day River abiologically robust river again. To
have true alternatives, one should look at what restores functioning and then discuss the costs of pursuing that
course of action.

Response: The DEISand FEISare clear that the ultimate condition of the John Day River is primarily
dependent upon cooperation of all land owners in the water shed. Most of these land owners are not
bound by this plan. Therefore, ultimate successes will be dependent upon the good examples set by this
plan and the voluntary cooperation and coordination of the many land owners, including private land
owners.

K-021.9 On February 23, 2000, Federal agencies (including the Department of Interior) announced a new watershed
policy for Federal lands. Although there is quite amix of federal and private lands in the area covered by the
DEIS, it should take into account how this most recent policy will be implemented on the John Day. That
policy discusses control of non-point sources (e.g. grazing) of water pollution, enhancing watershed restoration
(the DEI'S makes at best a modest beginning), development of a system for identifying significant watersheds.
Having aWild and Scenic River certainly should place the John Day in the top tier of watersheds to be
protected.

Response: The comment highlights one of many federal laws, regulations and policies that influence
BLM management of the federal lands along the John Day River. The plan includes measures for
continuing to improve of ecological conditions on the John Day River, consistent with the new policy.

L-013.15 TheBLM hasan obligation to the public to offer up aplan that is easy to understand and that protects the
ORV'’sfor which the river was given Wild and Scenic status. This plan failsto do either. In summary, this plan
continues business as usual and the public be damned.

Response: In cooperation with it’s partners, significant changes from past management activities and
use levels will be implemented with the proposed decisions.

M-003.2 Any individual or corporate commercial use of the BLM lands in the John Day River Basin that leaves any
more than human footprint traces on the land, river, or the riparian zone should cease immediately. | feel the
basin should have no evidence of any commercia use or abuse (private, corporate, or governmental) that is
typical of cattle grazing, mining, or cultivation.

Response: The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act requires that any use must be consistent with protection and
enhancement of outstandingly remarkable values.
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When managing, using an ecosystem approach, people are an ‘ outstandingly remarkable value', aresource
concern. | beg you when considering alternatives such as the untested, Common Pool Limited Entry System,
consider the consequences of experimenting with people, proud, hard working people worried about losing their
jobs and their dreams.

Response: People are an important part of the river ecosystem. Impacts to people are carefully
considered in preparation of the proposed decisions.

0-002.1

It ispublic land and should be managed for the benefit of the most people. The public wants the river corridor
to be natural, to harbor wildlife, to protect the stream for salmon, trout and steelhead. We want clean water for
our kidsto swim in.

Response: We agree

P-004.5

The federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Act requires the managing agency to protect and enhance the John Day’s
natural values. The draft plan’s preferred alternatives with regards to agricultural management, grazing, mining
and fish, as currently drafted, do not do this.

Response: The Act requires the BLM to manage to protect and enhance outstanding remarkable values
listed for BLM by congress. The proposed decisions accomplish this.

R-011.1

Restoration of the John Day’s native riparian habitat should be atop priority of this Plan. Over thelong term
restored habitat can sustain better fish productivity and more productive grazing than allowed under today’s
degraded habitat conditions.

Response: We agree. The restoration of native riparian habitat is a top priority of this plan.

R-013.4

We have appreciated the participation by BLM employeesin our Ferry Canyon Watershed group. It isthiskind
of cooperation that will create “win-win” situations that benefit us all and the general public. We welcome
anyone to be involved in such planning where we can accomplish alot more positive results than through alaw
suit.

Response: We agree, and thanks.

R-017.1

We are landowners on both the middle fork and the main fork of the John Day River. We would strongly urge
the alternative of continuing the existing management. We feel that the regulations that exist now have
infringed on our constitutional right to own and manage land. We would not be in favor of any more
regulations unless the government is willing to financially compensate us for the diminished use of our

property.

Response: BLM has no authority to impose regulations on private land. BLM is managing BLM land
only through this plan, in order to protect and enhance outstandingly remarkable values as required by
the US Congress.
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S-026.1 | continue to believe that my activities and interest in relation to the John Day areawill be directly and
adversely affected by implementation of the BLM’s preferred alternative in the DEIS. The agency has ignored
its duty to protect the outstanding values of the John Day area and focuses instead on commaodity production.

Response: Opinion, no response required.

S-026.9 The DEIS lacks the ability to achieve the other goals and objectives provided in the plan itself including to: 1)
Provide diverse aquatic habitat, including sufficient water quantity and adequate water quality, to sustain wild
populations of native and desirable non-native fish species.

Response: See response to B-042.19 in 1009 - Consultation.

2) To protect and enhance the * diversity of wildlife habitat and the resulting wildlife species diversity, which
includes special status species'.

Response: We disagree. The plan adequately addresses wildlife including special status species. See
the wildlife sectionsin chapters 1, 2 and 3 and appendix E for a list of special status species. Also see
B-042.1 in 700 - Document Edits.

3) Create plant communities and specia status plant species that provide ‘ aspects of habitats, visuals, and
communities that support watershed function, healthy ecosystems, other river values and human uses.’

Response: We do not create plant communities or special status plant species. However, the entire plan
isdirected at protecting plant communities, special status plant species, habitats, visuals, watershed
function, healthy ecosystems, other river values and human uses.

4) Preserve and protect natural landscapes. The BLM must, therefore, take all actions necessary to address the
concerns listed in these comments. In addition, the agency must take the following specific actions to the extent
they have not been addressed by this document. (See | etter)

Response: We disagree. The entire plan is directed at protecting and enhancing natural landscapesin
addition to the previously mentioned aspects of the John Day River.

S-028.17  Several of the issues addressed by the John Day River Plan may not be emphasizing the one ‘ outstanding
remarkable value' that was most important in designating the John Day as a Wild and Scenic River. That
‘outstanding remarkable value' was recreation. Clearly maximizing recreational values needs to be the main
thrust of the plan along with maintaining other existing values.

Response: Recreation values and opportunities have been an important component of this plan. The
partners have indeed succeeded in protecting and enhancing this particular ORV. The river provides
motorized and non-motorized boating, camping in primitive to developed settings, world class fishing
and hunting, and the list goes on and on. We are very proud of the success the plan has achieved in
protecting and enhancing recreation.

S-043.1 Thefirst page of Volume | of the Management Plan highlights the contribution of “ Partners’ whose
organizations collaborated to generate the plan. Thislisting says volumes about the political reality of the
river's future, and how the private |landowners have to view the report’ s recommendations. The private parties
who win their livelihood from farming and ranching did not win a place at the table.
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Response: The private landowners' place at the table is occupied indirectly by elected county officials.
Private landowners were also represented on the John Day/Shake Resour ce Advisory Council who
advised BLM throughout the development of the plan.

S-043.2 The “Partners’ who own the report have imposed a comprehensive agenda that will eventually transition the
John Day into a sanctuary for recreation.

Response: The Oregon Omnibus Wild and Scenic Rivers Act which designated segments of the John
Day River, identified various outstanding and remarkabl e values one of which is recreational
opportunities. As stated in Chapter 3, Proposed Action, the plan, “ will strive on public lands to:
manage recreation at use levels that protect and enhanceriver values.” The plan will be implemented
jointly at all levels of Government with active partnerships with any willing landowners.

T-004.2 It is high time that the governmental agencies gave more priority to the health of our natural environment than
the health of the pocketbooks of afew ranchers who are using public lands, our lands, to make aliving.

Response: Opinion, requires no response

W-001.1 One paragraph found in Appendix K, Limits of Acceptable Change, should guide every decision relative to the
Plan. “In managing the John Day River, the LAC processis designed to be the foundation for the long-term
protection and enhancement of the desired future conditions for recreation that have been identified in this plan.
For the most part, the desired future condition for the John Day River segments identified by this plan strivesto
maintain the existing character of the river canyon, to preserve the existing condition of campsites and
recreation sites where found to be acceptable, and to rest or close areas where conditions are found to be
unacceptable.” The ‘key words' are ‘long-term protection and enhancement’ and * preserve the existing
condition of campsites and recreation sites.’

Response: We agree.

Y-001.1 The Grant County Court is concerned over the references that this document is establishing a management
framework for all segments of the John Day River whether or not they are designated as a Wild and Scenic
River or a State Scenic River. The Grant County Court recommends that the document be revised to clearly
reflect management direction in a manner that is consistent with the Legidative History accompanying the
Oregon Omnibus Wild and Scenic River Act.

Response: Wild and Scenic River legislation mandates that BLM devel op the plan, but does not restrict
the ability of BLM and the cooperators to engage in broader scale cooperative planning. As described
in Chapter 1 of the DEISthis plan does address some issues throughout the basin. The BLM and
planning partners have worked on various issues and alternatives addressed in the plan to set
management direction that is consistent and compliant with the various land management laws in effect
including FLPMA, ESA and WSRA. Including guidance received as the result of related legislation and
judicial guidance. The BLM assumed a basin approach was required in order to review, and if
necessary revise, land use allocations and management prescriptions in the undesignated tributary and
intermingled John Day river segments. Our interpretation of the NEPA, FLPMA and WSRA mandates
indicates we should be managing the basin to help protect the values within the designated reaches.
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For example, placing a no-surface occupancy stipulation on mineral and energy leases in the upstream
areas should help protect the downstream values should mineral development occur. Providing
riparian buffersin timber harvest areas upstream should assist in maintaining water quality and
quantity downstream. Combining Resource Management Plan amendments with the required river
plan was designed to better assess cumulative impacts and avoid a separate planning effort for the
BLM lands outside the designated stream segments corridors at a later date.

Y-001.7 The DEIS s confusing with respect to the non-designated river segments, at one point it statesit is making
decisions for these lands while at another point it saysit isnot (DEIS p.3). We suggest that the plan delete any
decisions relative to non-designated river segments. The congressional intent is clear that federally managed
lands outside the river corridors are to be managed pursuant to the FLPMA and NFMA. If the planis making
decisions for non-designated lands then these lands and the decisions specific to these lands should be clearly
stated to allow knowledgeable public review and comment.

Response: Seeresponseto Y-001.1 The proposed decisions for non-designated are consistent with
FLPMA and NFMA. The NFMA does not apply to BLM managed lands.
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800 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

801 Narrative

W-025.1  Thelast paragraph under “Key Findings’ on page viii reads: “BLM administers 8%........ theriver values’. This
paragraph, with its emphasis on what a small portion of the total watershed is managed by BLM, seemsto set a
tone throughout the plan that you really can't do much with BLM lands alone. The plan lacks vision.

Response: Opinion, no response required.
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900 FIRE MANAGEMENT

901 Fire Management in General

C-002.17  You talk about fire suppression and cooperative agreements with the various fire fighting agencies. These
agencies are funded through fees accessed on property, fees BLM doesn’t pay. What about PILT? How about a
fair payment in lieu of taxes?

Response: The BLM has protection agreements that are for exchange of mutual aid or exchange of
protection responsibility with the Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF) and the US Forest Service.
These agreements are for equal exchange of protection expenditures. For example, through a
protection agreement the ODF might have protection responsibility for BLM land in one area and the
BLM have responsibility for the protection for land the ODF would normally protect in another area.
The BLM does not pay for this protection, it is done through protection agreements. See response to C-
002-16 in 1800 - Law Enforcement/ Emergency Services.

C-029.3 Fireis not always bad. Fire should be used as a tool and sometimes be allowed to burn where it can assist in
restoring natural ecosystem function.

Response: We agree. The Prineville District BLM has an active prescribed fire programthat is
designed to reintroduce fire as a natural process into the ecosystemin order to restore the ecosystem to
a more healthy, better functioning state.

R-013.3 An issue that effects us personally is our vulnerability to wildfires that originate from the river and spread to
private land. The most recent example in 1994 was very costly to usfirst in 3 days and nights of time and
equipment used fighting the fire, then lost forage for our cattle, and finally miles of burned fences, some of
which we have not yet completed rebuilding. Through the efforts of BLM fire fighting crews and alot of local
volunteers our homes and buildings were spared. It iscritical that those using the river understand the impact
they can have on those of uswho live here.

Response: We are constantly improving our information and education programs to better inform river
users of dangers such asthis. We also have fire closures every year when fire danger is high.
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1000 FISH AND FISH HABITAT

1001 Fish and Fish Habitat in General

B-037.1 From the research that | have been a part of in the John Day and Grande Ronde systems, it appears that the
dwindling chinook runs of the John Day may be largely limited by spawning and rearing habitat quality.

Response: There are many factorswith regard to survival of salmonidsin the John Day River basin.
Habitat surveys and spawning ground counts have shown that the present fish habitat is not fully
utilized by existing population levels of steelhead, indicating that other constraints may be more
important in determining population levels. However spawning habitat may be a key limiting factor for
chinook. Refer to Chapter 3 - Alternatives for a description of proposed management actions, and refer
to Chapter 5 - Impacts for a discussion of effects to fish habitat from the various management
alternatives.

B-040.1 With the federal listing of upper Columbia Chinook | think it is remiss and criminal (under the Endangered
Species Act) to implement anything but the strongest measures to protect the river and its habitat.

Response: See B-042.19 in 1009 - Fish and Fish Habitat - Consultation.

B-049.1 Concern regarding west slope cutthroat trout and management actions - very similar to issues being dealt with
in other areas with regard to fisheries.

Response: Management guidance such as PACFISH in the John Day basin effectively direct
management in areas inhabited by salmonids. Actions which encourage development and maintenance
of healthy steelhead, chinook salmon and bull trout populations also effectively promote westslope
cutthroat trout populations.

K-001.6 The plan appears deficient in that it does not address with significant fishery management issues relating to
salmonids and steelhead.

Response: The plan devel ops management alternatives for fisheries habitat through effects from
vegetation management. Management of the actual fishery is beyond the scope of this plan and beyond
the jurisdiction of the BLM. Specific fishery management is conducted and organized by the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife.

L-013.14  There have been recent ESA listingsin the basin for Bull Trout and Steelhead. A listing is pending for Redband
Trout. This plan should embrace a strategy that speeds recovery of these species and all other endangered
speciesin the basin. A full range of aternatives should be presented, accompanied by anticipated rates of
recovery. Unlessthe BLM and the Forest Service develop arecovery program, these species will surely go
extinct within the next few decades.

Response: All grazing alternatives are in compliance with PACFISH and ESA consultation. As a result
specific monitoring protocols have been instituted within the last year. These include grazing
implementation and effectiveness monitoring of allotments within the basin that are located within a
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water shed which provides habitat to an ESA listed species such as bull trout or steelhead. As a result
there are adeguate on-the-ground monitoring programs being implemented to promote compliance with
grazing prescriptions and attainment of desired resource conditions as outlined in PACFISH.

The BLM isin compliance with the ESA. The BLM is consulting on actions addressed in the plan that
affect listed species. The BLM initiated consultation and conferencing prior to actual listing of the
steelhead in order to fulfill its obligation to * insure that any action authorized, funded, or carried
out...isnot likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any ... threatened species or result in the
destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species’. Of all ongoing and proposed actions
submitted for consultation none jeopardize the steelhead or result in the destruction of habitat. NMFS
has declined to comment on or consult on the DEIS and will instead consult on the Final plan.
Consultation with regard to the Final will likely proceed quickly and smoothly since all actions
addressed in the plan that affect listed species are currently being consulted on with NMFS, even
though the plan itself is not being consulted on at this point.

M-002.3 Hatchery fish taste the same as native fish, we cannot live on fish alone.

Response: Opinion, no response required.

T-004.1 I have fished and hiked and boated on the John Day River for years and | have been distressed for all these
years over the condition of theriver. It issowarm and so muddy and so over-grazed from the streambanks to
the top of the hillsthat | have often wondered how the salmon and steelhead could survive. Now that salmon
and steelhead survival has become aregional and even national priority, it seemsto me that the BLM would
elevate the protection of these last native runsto alevel of importance higher than the protection of arelatively
few grazing allotments.

Response: Prior to federal ESA listing the Prineville BLM was addressing management issues and
concerns throughout the basin in order to protect and enhance the fisheries resource. This has resulted
in various management changes as described in Alternative A for Grazing and Agriculture. Continued
work in this direction isreflected in Alternative B for Grazing and Agriculture (see Chapter 3). After
official listing the BLM initiated formal consultation with NMFSto address all ongoing actions to
determine compliance with guidance to protect and restore listed fish populations. All actions within
the plan are currently in the process of consultation.

W-023.1  Weare particularly concerned about the quality and thoroughness of this management planning document due
to the high value of the John Day River system in native salmonid productivity. The John Day Basin provides
key stronghold habitats for a variety of salmonid species. For example, the North Fork of the John Day River
(NFJD) has persevered as one of the last remaining healthy streams in the John Day Basin. It provides critica
spawning and rearing habitat for the strongest remaining run of native spring chinook in the ColumbiaBasin, a
species which exists in only 28% of its historic range, with 99% of the remaining populations classified as
depressed. Because the majority of native spring chinook in the John Day Basin originate in the North Fork, its
maintenance and protection is critical to prevent extinction of spring chinook. The NFJD also provides habitat
for the last healthy run of summer steelhead. in the Columbia Basin, a species which is threatened or extinct in
75% of its historic range. Additionally, the North Fork also provides habitat for bull trout, a species which has
the most specific habitat requirements of all the salmonids, making it an “indicator” species. Their presencein
the North Fork indicates cool water temperatures, preferential stream size, adequate substrate composition,
exceptional cover, and excellent hydraulic complexity. The NFJID also supports imperiled populations of
redband trout.
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Thefollowing isalist of some of the unique attributes of the NFID River that have been identified in recent
studies: The Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project’ s Aquatics Team has identified the North
Fork John Day as a*“ stronghold” watershed based primarily on the presence of numerous of the seven “key”
salmonid species.

The NFJD has been identified as an “Aquatic Diversity Area”’ (“ADA”") by the American Fisheries Society
(“AFS"). Identification as an ADA means that the AFS found this watershed should be protected as part of a
statewide “strategy for protecting indigenous aguatic fauna of Oregon.” The AFS found that the NFJID should
be protected at the watershed level based on five values for conservation of aquatic diversity: | . Connecting
Corridor: The NFJD is a connecting corridor between the lower river and the headwaters, and Granite Creek,
where critical salmonid spawning occurs. 2. Ecological Function: The NFJID is a cold water source for the
lower river due to its many springs. 3. Genetic Refuge: The NFJD is a genetic refuge for redband trout, bull
trout, s mon and steelhead trout. A “genetic refuge” is defined as awatershed with “alow incidence of exotic
species or limited history of hatchery stockings that may be important to protect examples of native aquatic
assemblages. 4. Reference Watershed: The NFJD is valuable as a reference watershed because it provides an
example of an ecosystem that is mostly intact with only minor alterations. It is also a valuable reference site for
habitat functions in this ecoregion. 5. Scientific Value: The NFJID has value as a monitoring area where
valuable baseline or long-term data sets exist. The AFS supported watershed-level protection for the NFID
because of its belief “that protection/restoration of these minimally disturbed or sensitive areas must receive
immediate priority if the state isto maintain its biological o options for the future.” The AFS recommendation
has been supported by the Eastside Scientific Society Panel in its 1993 report on the status of eastside
ecosystems. Despite the extraordinary character of the North Fork of the John Day, the management plan
manages to avoid any specific discussion of how the Plan will protect and enhances those identified values. This
isonly one example of what appears to be a flawed planning document.

Response: See response to L-013.14 in 1001 - Fish and Fish Habitat in General.

Y-001.20 Inthesectionsrelativeto fish (DEIS p. 37) we suggest that maps be included to identify where the various
species of fish are found in the stream sections and a discussion of the time of presence. Thisinformation
would be invaluable in assisting land managers in determining the impacts of seasonal activities on the various
fish species.

Response: ODFW publishes, specifically for this use, a Timing Guide to Instream Work Guidelines for
respective fish species present in the basin. Please contact ODFW to obtain a copy for your purposes.

1004 Alternatives
11.12 Fish - We support the Preferred Alternatives.

Response: Opinion, no response required

C-038.22 A new alternative is needed to improve fish habitat at the greatest possible speed.

Response: A range of alternatives for the management and improvement of fish habitat through
vegetation management is addressed in detail in Chapter 3. Refer to management alter natives by action
in Chapter 3.
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P-004.4

Response:

The alternatives presented for Fish (A & B) areinsufficient. A new aternative is needed that would ensure
restoration of fish habitat. Asthe basin supports numerous fish species listed under the federal Endangered
Species Act, it would be prudent for the BLM to adopt and implement a plan that will further their recovery.
Congress did, after al, designate fish as an “outstandingly remarkable value” of the lower mainstem John Day
Wild and Scenic River. The BLM designated fish as “significant value” of the South Fork of the John Day.
Moreover, the Oregon Parks and Recreation Department found that fish are “ special attributes’ of the John Day.

Seeresponse to L-013.14 in 1001 - Fish and Fish Habitat in General.

1005 Environmental Consequences

A-007.10

Response:

However, studies indicate that human trampling of redds during fishing activities has a potential to cause high
mortality of salmonids. One study of angler wading caused high mortality (43% - 96%) of alevins (very young
salmon that remain in the gravel) with only one or two passes per day. (Roberts and White 1992). Why were
restrictions on waders not considered?

The BLM is currently in the process of consultation on all ongoing actions with NMFS,

recreation issues such as the one described here were determined to not impact steelhead in the John
Day basin due to the absence of steelhead from most sport fishing areas, and the absence of most sport
fishermen wearing waders from most steelhead spawning areas.

W-023.2  Additiona areasin which the Plan fails to provide adequate management measures are as follows. First, as
mentioned above, it does not adequately protect and enhance the designated outstandingly remarkable values
(ORVs) asrequired by law. Fish have been identified by both Congress and the BLM as being ORV's
throughout most of the designated portions of the system. However, the management plan does not contain clear
standards for protecting and restoring native fish populations. Quite to the contrary, the BLM suggest that
existing agricultural management practices, primarily in the form of grazing, will not harm and may actually
benefit fishery resources. We find this assumption to be disingenuous and contrary to existing scientific
evidence aready available to the BLM.

Response: See response to L-013.14 in 1001 - Fish and Fish Habitat in General.

1006 Habitat Restoration

C-038.7 The Plan erroneously prefers active stream restoration.

Response: There are no direct stream restoration actions planned as a result of the EIS. Asnoted in

Chapter 3 - Riparian and Aquatic Habitat Restoration in the Final EIS. - any direct stream restoration

project will be scrutinized and collaborated with various agencies including NMFSfor compliance with
steelhead restoration goals. The plan relieson riparian restoration results through vegetative
management and proper livestock grazing (grazing oriented to promote riparian growth and recovery,
and other indirect methods).
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1007 Bass

F-002.6 Our main purpose for floating the John Day was to fly fish for bass. while we did catch alot of bass, we were a
bit disappointed in their average size. Maybe some consideration could be given to catch and/or slot limitsto
improve the quality of the bass fishery.

Response: ODFW and manages Segments 1-3 for a quality bass fishery. The BLM manages bass
habitat on public river miles but does not have a role in managing population numbers or size
distribution.

H-043.3 Smallmouth bass on the John Day are non-native. | hear the fish commission planted them in the John Day.
How many anadromous smolt that are going downstream are eaten by these aggressive fish? - Thousands!

Response: After years of research and discussion the ODF& W decided to stock smallmouth bass in the
John Day River. In May of 1971, adult bass were planted in the John Day River, and due to the
successful reproduction of the initial stocking no additional smallmouth have been planted since 1971.
In 1977-78 a study was conducted on the smallmouth bass population in the river to determine
predation on salmonid smolts. During this study no salmonids were identified in any of the stomach
samples collected from smallmouth bass (ODFW 1999).

1008 Steelhead

C-038.18  Theplan lacks discussion and analysis of how critical habitat should be managed, how management will sustain
wild populations of threatened, endangered and other native fish, how that management relates directly to the
goal of survival and recovery, and how such conditions are to be quantified.

Response: See response to L-013.14 in 1001 - Fish and Fish Habitat in General.

H-014.2 With salmon and steelhead trout runsin crisis throughout the entire Columbia Basin, you should be looking at
every possible area you can to preserve and enhance what’s |eft of their spawning grounds.

Response: See B-042.19 in 1009 Fish and Fish Habitat - Consultation, see also description of habitat
in Chapter 2 by segment, description of alternatives for management in Chapter 3, and also discussion
of fisheries impacts in Chapter 5, located under effects to Fish from each management action and
corresponding alternatives.

1009 Consultation

B-042.19  The proposed action violates the Endangered Species Act. The John Day River Basin contains species listed as
threatened under the Endangered Species Act (Mid-Columbia steelhead and bull trout). The DEIS completely
ignores BLM' s obligation to consult on the activities authorized by the Plan to determine whether the Plan will
result in jeopardy to the continued existence of the species pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA. Moreover, the
plan does not address the BLM’ s conservation obligation pursuant to ESA Section 7(a)(1). Finally, the proposal
fails to assess how, in concert with other activitiesin the basin, maintenance of current populations will suffice
to ensure survival and recovery of the species.

51



Final John Day River Plan and EIS

Response: We disagree that the proposed action violates the Endangered Species Act. See the
discussion below.

A

52

Actions outlined in the alternatives primarily focus on management activities which
indirectly affect fish habitat and therefore fish populations through management of the
vegetation resource. Please refer to Chapter 3 pp. 119-120 and pp. 135-151, for a full range
of alternatives associated with vegetation management. Beginning in 1992 management
activitieswith indirect or direct affects to fish and fish habitat were addressed and
implemented to maximize natural recovery. Further management screens including
PACFISH and ESA consultation emphasized the priority of restoring fish habitat. All
alternatives addressed in the plan are consistent with PACFISH and ESA consultation.
Additional alternatives with regard to fish habitat that would pursue more direct

mani pul ation of the fish habitat resource were considered but not pursued. These more
direct anthropogenic manipulations may in the short term seem to meet fish habitat needs at
a greatly accelerated rate, however; oftentimes they fail to meet intended long term goals or
are donein lieu of natural recovery efforts. The alternatives considered promote the
improvement of fish habitat at the greatest possible speed with the highest probability of
long term sustainability.

The plan does not specifically propose any direct fish habitat or stream restoration activities
in addition to the cottonwood outplanting projects conducted primarily along the South
Fork of the John Day River. Management direction and mounting scientific evidence has
shown that direct physical manipulation of fish habitat and stream morphology are a
management tools used only after natural system recovery has been utilized, and then only
to attain specific goals aimed at ecological function and recovery. The plan relies primarily
on management activities with an indirect effect on fish habitat, specifically the vegetation
management as outlined in Chapter 3 pp. 119-120 and pp. 135-151. An exception to this
general guidance in the foreseeable future may be the use of instream structuresin the
mainstem John Day River in the Clarno area if and only if physical manipulationis
determined to be an effective management tool to meet proper river function objectivesin
this area and to achieve ecological restoration that other measures can not. Any actions
with regard to this area will be thoroughly addressed in a future management plan.

The mainstem of the John Day River exceeds ODEQ water quality standards with regard to
bacteria for water contact recreation between Reynolds Creek and the North Fork
confluence. This sections of the river contains four separate and significant population
centers including one without proper sewage treatment procedures. Grazing also occurs
within this subbasin. Fecal coliform are only present in warm blooded mammals.
Exceedence of the ODEQ water quality standard is a concern with regard to water contact
recreation in this area, unfortunately, sufficient information is not available to pinpoint the
source of this pollution as either effects of cattle grazing or effects of untreated domestic
effluent.

All grazing alternatives are in compliance with PACFISH and ESA consultation. As a result
specific monitoring protocols have been instituted within the last year. These include
grazing implementation and effectiveness monitoring of allotments within the basin that are
located within a watershed which provides habitat to an ESA listed species such as bull
trout or steelhead. As a result there are adequate on-the-ground monitoring programs being
implemented to promote compliance with grazing prescriptions and attainment of desired
resour ce conditions as outlined in PACFISH.
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E. Theriver and riparian habitats along the John Day River are showing significant progress
towards restoration and proper function, see Appendix M for documentation and photo-
monitoring of recovery along the mainstemriver. Allotment management along theriver are
done in cooperation with the private land owner and oftentimes private lands. The BLM is
already in compliance with NMFSin many of these areas and the management does not rate
a ‘Jeopardy’ opinion. If grazing were eliminated on public lands in these areas private land
owners may increase grazing pressure and/or grazing duration on their private lands. By
working in conjunction with private landowners and incor porating management on public
and private acreage within allotment and pasture boundaries the BLM is promoting
recovery of listed species.

The BLM isin compliance with the ESA. The BLM is consulting on actions addressed in the plan that
affect listed species. The BLM initiated consultation and conferencing prior to actual listing of the
steelhead in order to fulfill its obligation to * insure that any action authorized, funded, or carried
out...isnot likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any ... threatened species or result in the
destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species’. Of all ongoing and proposed actions
submitted for consultation none jeopardize the steelhead or result in the destruction of habitat. NMFS
has declined to comment on or consult on the DEISand will instead consult on the Final plan. All
actions addressed in the plan that affect listed species are currently being consulted on with NMFS,
even though the plan itself is not being consulted on at this point.

W-023.3  The John Day contains listed bull trout and steelhead populations. The BLM has an affirmative obligation under
sec. 7(a)(1) of the federal Endangered Species Act to contribute towards the conservation of listed species.
Arguably, this proposed plan falls far short of meeting this obligation as there isrelatively little discussion of
how the Plan will specifically aid in recovery of listed salmonids.

Response: See response to L-013.14 in 1001 - Fish and Fish Habitat in General.

1099 Other

S-026.8 The DEIS conflicts with the Interim Strategy for Management of Anadromous Fish-Producing Watersheds on
BLM Lands.

Response: See response to L-013.14 in 1001 - Fish and Fish Habitat in General, and B-042.19 in 1009
Fish and Fish Habitat - Consultation.
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1100 FOREST PRODUCTS

1103 Alternatives

C-038.28  Forests should be managed by eliminating livestock grazing and reducing excess fuels by prescribed burning or
hand removal of fuels.

Response: Livestock grazing is a management tool that is used in forested as well as rangeland
ecosystems. Properly managed grazing allows the health and vigor of herbaceous plantsto be
maintained and improved. The prescribed fire program on the Prineville District BLM is designed to
reintroduce fire as a natural process in the ecosystem (and maintain the natural fire cycle in the future)
in order to restore the ecosystem to a more healthy, better functioning state.
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1200 GEOLOGY/ENERGY/MINERALS

1201 Geology/Energy/Minerals in General

30.36 | support Alt. D. Mineral withdrawal should be limited to State Scenic Waterway and Federal Wild & Scenic
boundaries, due to potential soil erosion, degradation of scenic and water quality.

Response: The potential for the occurrence of locatable mineralsin the John Day River corridor is
low. There have been no Notice level or Plans of Operation for locatable minerals on public landsin
the John Day Sate Scenic Waterway or Wild and Scenic corridor. Any mining on public lands in the
John Day River Sate Scenic Waterways and Federal Wild and scenic boundaries will be required to
meet the State Scenic Waterway requirements for mining as well as BLM requirements.

C-029.13  Eliminate mining on BLM lands along the John Day River Canyon within and outside of the Wild and Scenic
River Boundary regardless of perceived impact.

Response: Please see response to 30.36 in 1201 - Geology/Energy/Mineralsin General.

K-001.3 No mining should be allowed in any portion of the managed area.

Response: See response to 30.36 in 1201 - Geology/Energy/Mineralsin General.

W-003.2 Under mining operations, this plan does not address existing rock quarries or borrow pits within the corridor.
Can wedrill, shoot, and crush aggregate within this corridor if it is an existing quarry? If it'sthe view that's a
concern, then why not keep using these sources and require them to be restored so the aesthetics blend into the
surrounding terrain?

Response: Existing rock quarries are addressed in the salable minerals sections. The existing rock
quarriesarein place under Free Use Permits with the Counties. BLM cannot cancel these permits
without the agreement of the Counties. Under the preferred alternative, upon the expiration of the
permits (they are issued for ten years), they will not be renewed. The quarrieswill be reclaimed as
close to their original topography as possible. There are many sites outside the river corridor that are
appropriate for the production of aggregate.

1203 Alternatives

B-042.23  Weprefer Alternative D, which would close BLM managed lands in Wild and Scenic River Segments to
leasing and salable mineral activity.

Response: Alternatives B and C require a No Surface Occupancy stipulation which would prevent the
location of any facilities associated with leasable mineral exploration or production in the river
corridor. The BLM isrequired to use the least restrictive stipulation that will protect other resource
values. Nothing moreis gained by closing the area to leasing. Saleable mineral activity that is not
already permitted will not be allowed, and existing permits will not be renewed.
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D-012.2 The chapter is strongly in favor of Alternative D which would close BLM managed lands in the Wild and
Scenic River and State Scenic Waterway segments to |easable and saleable mineral activity and withdraw
locatable minerals from either entry under the 1872 Mining Law.

Response: Please see response to 30.36 in 1201 - Geology/Energy/Mineralsin General for a
discussion of locatable mineral withdrawal. Saleable and |easable minerals are discussed in B-042.23
in 1203 - Alternatives. Asfor locatable minerals, there are no notices or plans of operation on public
lands in the John Day River corridor. The BLM will adopt State Scenic Waterway requirements to
protect other resources. By adopting State Scenic Waterway requirements, BLM will have more
restrictive requirements. Inthe Wild and Scenic River segments, BLM requires a Plan of Operations
which may also impose more constraints on mining. To protect fish, the State Department of Fish and
Wildlife determines the amount of time in-stream work may take place. On the John Day River, it issix
weeks out of the year.

H-035.10 We are supportive of Alternative B for Minerals.

Response: Thank you for you comment.

M-003.7 All mining and its degradation of the John Day River Basin should be eliminated asin Alternative D. Fish and
humans are doomed when individuals are allowed to destroy the ecosystem for personal or corporate monetary
gain.

Response: Mining in the John Day River corridor is subject to restrictions imposed by both the State of
Oregon and the BLM to prevent unnecessary and undue degradation.

P-004.3 We urgethe BLM to adopt Alternative D for Minerals. Water rights for mining uses comprise approximately
12% of all water rightsin the basin, second only to irrigation. Despite this, we could not find any discussion of
the mining alternatives' effect on stream flows. Closing BLM lands to mining activity would result in less
water being withdrawn from the river and possibly more water protected instream if existing mining rights were
permanently transferred instream.

Response: USGS water compilation reports on water availability found no reported data for water use
related to mining from the John Day River. There are no effects on stream flows from mining.

56



Summary of Public Plan and EIS

1300 GRAZING

1301 Grazing in General

30.25 If it requires no grazing for years, | would support that. Once the health of the land is restored, then short term
grazing (what ever BLM feelsis best) could be allowed, with no fencing, or limited fencing preferred. | believe
that is still the best livestock management option.

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.

30.29 For the long haul, | would support BLM buying/retiring grazing on allotments having to use the John Day
River, thru increased boater pass fees, if that was necessary.

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.

B-008.24  Supporting documentsin Volume Il for grazing are somewhat outdated and there islittle mention on how cattle
ranchers are striving to correct past practices. Also overlooked isthe fact that cattle ranching is not asideline
business but a major industry that employs many people throughout the John Day basin.

Response: The efforts of the land owners, tribes, county, state and federal agencies to correct past
grazing problems and its positive effects on the environment is discussed in Volume |, Chapter 2,
Vegetation and Grazing. Economic perspectives of the importance of livestock to the region are also
presented in Chapter 2.

B-023.3 Those ranchers, whose cattle would be denied access to the river as a source of water, do have the aternative of
building stock tanks. These could be sourced from water wells or from the river. They may also have the
opportunity to irrigate hay crops to offset the loss of grazing areas on BLM lands.

Response: The planning partners appreciate the suggestions for mitigation of economic impacts to
ranchers from implementation of Alternative D. These suggestions are similar to the ones incorporated
in the devel opment of the alternative.

B-051.9 Must reduce AUM’ s along with season of use.

Response: Opinion, no response required.

C-009.2 In addition, because of the John Day’ s popularity as arecreational river, fecal coliform originating from
livestock waste is also avery rea concern. Most raft floats on the John Day are extended trips that involve
washing dishes with river water, and many visitors come into direct contact with the river through boating,
fishing and swimming.

Response: See response to B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives and B-042.19 in 1009 - Consultation.
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C-009.4

Response:

Damage caused by livestock is difficult to justify alongside any river. But along a Wild and Scenic River, like
the John Day, such damageisasoillegal. The BLM, which manages the John Day’s Wild and Scenic corridor,
is mandated by Congress to protect and enhance the river’s outstanding values; any activity that fails to either
protect or enhance these values must, according the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, be completely restricted from
the river corridor.

See Chapter 5, Vegetation, Grazing Management and Riparian Resources and Grazing

Conseguences to Upland Vegetation. See also response to B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives.

C-029.4

Response:

| favor no grazing on all BLM in the John Day River Management Area, including areas outside of the Wild
and Scenic River Boundary. Special consideration to small lateral tributaries was not discussed. These areas
can be over-grazed and can contribute significantly to mainstem water quality and quantity problems.

The areas outside the Wild and Scenic River boundaries are beyond the scope of this plan.

The planning partners are cognizant of the importance of the tributaries to a variety of public

Iesour ces.

Tributaries and uplands are dealt with through direction outlined in Chapter 3.

C-029.18 The climate and topography of this areais marginal for ranching in comparison to many areasin the U.S.

Response:

Opinion statement requiring no response.

D-006.1 It ismy position that grazing is not what our pubic lands are designed to do. Our lands are threatened, and too
many of our beautiful rivers have aready been ruined by cattle pollution.

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.

D-015.1 Please could you stop the cattle from grazing on the edge of the John Day River. We need to conserve our fish
populations, they bring revenue and life to the John Day Area. There's plenty of water on the river to irrigate
with and to quench the thirst of the cattle, just require the cattle owner to put troughs of water out for the cattle
and cheaply fence the bank to save the John Day River.

Response: This management approach was presented in Chapter 3, Grazing Alternative C. The

analysis of impacts are presented Chapter 5.

G-003.7

Response:

Open grazing laws apply in Oregon and are changed by legisation. Taylor grazing is beneficial to public lands.
It keeps down the overgrowth and greens the grounds. Animals will probably be visible from the river from
timeto time. The old frontier had wild horse and cattle roaming all over the west.

Opinion statement requiring no response.
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G-011.1 I’m am impressed with how much impact grazing has wrought on the riparian areas. While cowsin an of
themselves are not evil or bad, they have no manners when it comes to the use of riparian areas. They tend to
use and reuse it over an over until every shrub is nibbled, every blade of grassis eaten or trampled, and the
stream banks are broken down, bare and muddy. | have also been impressed with the lack of streamside
vegetation that would shade theriver.

Response: It isimportant to distinguish between the types of grazing management (heavy versus light,
season long versus spring, rotation versus annual...) being implemented. Non riparian-oriented grazing
management (such as season long) can have the consequences that you describe. Riparian-oriented
grazing management does not encourage livestock to congregate in riparian areas and allows
unimpeded recovery of riparian resources. See Chapter 5, Environmental Consequences, Grazing and
Riparian Resources as well as Responses to B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, B-042.7 in 3002 Riparian
in General and B-042.19 in 1009 - Consultation for greater detail.

H-018.1 Alternative C is preferable to B, asit would end livestock grazing within the John Day’ s riparian area, thus
protecting the thin ribbon of vegetation that buffers the river’s banks. While this alternative would likely lead
to dramatic improvements in streamside vegetation and bank stability, it could have the unfortunate effect of
shifting grazing pressures onto the John Day’ s uplands. Because water quantity and quality tend to be far more
influenced by conditions throughout an entire watershed, rather than by specific actions within an riparian area
(Draft John Day River Management Plan and EIS, BLM, November 1999, p. viii), it's crucial that the BLM
protect the complete wild and scenic corridor.

Response: A watershed approach to many river values (for example, water quality and quantity,
wildlife, fisheries) is supported by the planning partners and the majority of scientific literature (see
Chapter 5, Grazing and Riparian Resources). However, because of the intermingled nature of public
lands in the John Day watershed (62% of land in basin isin private ownership, 7% of land isin public
ownership, 1% of the land isin public ownership within the Wild and Scenic River boundaries, see Key
Findings and Chapter 2, Land Ownership and Withdrawals), elimination of grazing on public lands
would be unlikely to achieve widespread improvement of watershed conditions. For the John Day
River basin, a watershed approach means integration of land owners into partner ships with the goal of
improving conditions on all lands, not segregation of lands by ownership with a goal of improving
conditions on just public lands. Also, see responses to B-042.5 in 2601 - River Description and B-
042.16 in 1304 - Environmental Consequences.

H-040.1 Leavetheriver asis. Our ranch is 10 miles from the North Fork and 10 miles from the Middle Fork of the John
Day River and we see no good reason for them to change. The government and environmentalists have too
much power and money behind them. We need our freedom too!

Response: The planning partners recognize the existence of private lands and established communities
within the planning area (see Chapter 2, Overview and Chapter 5, Human Uses and Values).

H-043.2 Much finger pointing is aimed at the cow-man and how to scale back grazing along the John Day River. There
isalot to do to get the fish back but it sure as hell won’t ALL be done by the cowman. (Author gives many
examples that are beyond the scope of this plan of things that are affecting fish).

Response: See response to H-018.1 in 1301 - Grazing in General.
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K-021.3

Response:

While it is understandable that fencing off or eliminating grazing in riparian areas can be controversial, these
concerns should go to the manner in which grazing is eliminated, not the benefits of doing so.

See Chapter 5, Grazing and Riparian Resources and responses to B-042.6 in 1303 -

Alternatives and B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives.

K-021.4

Response:

Since the biological benefits are so clear, there must be another reason why riparian areas are not protected from
grazing under the proposed alternative. Presumably that reason isthat it would offend landowners/ranchers. |
believe that these landowners would also prefer a stronger river system with lush riparian areas, but they feel
their livelihood or way of lifeisat risk if BLM takes a stand against grazing along the John Day. By doing so
little, the river continues to degrade (even if the rate of degradation is slowed), no plans are made for a
transition to a grazing-free zone, and landowners |ose opportunities to pursue alternatives. No oneis satisfied
with such asystem. Ten years from now BLM will have little or nothing to show for its asserted “ stewardship”
efforts, the environmental community will have more data to show that current policies are inadequate, and
ranchers will have fewer options. Protecting such a Wild and Scenic River from activities like grazing seems
like an obviousfirst step. If BLM committed to work with landowners and the public so that we all could have
the benefit of a healthy riverine system, then change could happen and everyone (ranchers included) could
benefit.

We disagree that the riparian areas are not protected in the preferred alternative (see

Chapter 5 Grazing and Riparian Resources and responses to B-042.6 in 1303 - Alter natives and B-
042.22 in 103 - Alternatives.) and that ‘the river continuesto degrade’ (see Chapter 2, Vegetation).
The proposed decision takes into account. The reasons had to do with meeting the mandate of the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act to manage for resource other than riparian areas (such as water quality,
scenery, recreation and wildlife), practical considerations such as costs and relative benefits, and the
benefits of a cooperative, watershed approach (see response H-018.1). Alternative B proposes a
variety of actions which change grazing practices to those which have been shown to be successful
throughout the John Day basin.

L-010.1

Response:

Although Alternative C calls for riparian fencing, the definition of the riparian border can be unclear and near-
stream riparian fences require high maintenance because of floods. Fencing a greater distance from theriver is
more stable and allows for enhanced recovery of both riparian and upland wild and scenic river values.

Fence placement is described in Chapter 3, Grazing Alternative C.

L-013.1
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There is reasonable doubt that grazing is harmful to the Outstanding Remarkable VValues. In recent years BLM
has improved upon it’s management of grazing on the John Day River, however that improvement would be
greater had there been no grazing whatsoever. Recent studies conclude that total removal of livestock grazing
speeds recovery verses grazing under improved management. Nowhere does the BLM indicate the anticipated
rates of recovery under a grazed versus un-grazed scenario. It isthe BLM’sresponsibility to NOT RETARD
the recovery of the ORV’s. The following are ways in which grazing impacts ORV's. Cows break down the
streambanks causing the stream to be shallower and warmer int the summer months. Livestock remove
vegetative shade from the streambanks causing the stream to warm up. Livestock remove undercut banks
reducing cover for fish and other aguatic life. Livestock defecate near the river enhancing the opportunity for
fecal coliform to enter the stream. This reduces water contact recreation opportunities and increases the health
risks ro people washing dishes and cooking with river water. Livestock retard the recovery of cottonwoods,
alders, and willows. Livestock are avector for noxious weeds. Livestock compete for resources used by deer,
elk and other grazers. Livestock degrade habitat used by fish, birds and other wildlife. Livestock defecate on
and degrade campsites. Fencing campsites is unacceptable because it destroys the naturalness of the area. It is
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apparent that the cumulative effect of livestock grazing on the ORV'’ s warrants the removal/retirement of all
AUM’s.

Response: The analysis presented in Chapter 5, Environmental Consequences, Grazing and Riparian
Resour ces, found that riparian-oriented grazing did not retard the recovery of riparian areas versus
no-grazing (see also response to B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives, B-
042.7 in 3002 - Riparian in General and G-011.1in 1301 - Grazing in General).

L-013.16  Thegrazing aternatives are confusing to lay people who do not have an intimate knowledge of the individual
allotments and their condition.

Response: The grazing alternatives are complex. The partners have spent considerable resources
devel oping the alter natives such that management decisions can be made on an allotment by allotment
basis, rather than on a river-wide or segment basis (see response to B-042.21 in 1303 - Alternatives).
The partners attempted to limit the complexity of the grazing alter natives by presenting them by
allotment, in terms of riparian management on a river bank mile basis, rather than by pasture,
detailing both upland and riparian management on an acreage and river bank mile basis.

L-015.1 Protection of the Wild and Scenic segment of the John Day River from grazing isimperative. Therest of the
river is so unprotected that whenever the opportunity arises, more protection should be given.

Response: We believe the entire river must be managed to protect and enhance river values (see
response to H-018.1 in 1301 - Grazing in General).

L-015.2 Please stop all grazing on federal lands. It isawaste of money and natural resources. Thereis enough
corporate welfare already. Ranchers need to find amore ecologically sensitive profession like producing native
plants for restoration projects, or maintaining deer and elk herds that provide a much healthier food source.

Response: Opinion, no response required.

M-003.6 All grazing on our public BLM lands should cease. In consideration of the wild steelhead and salmon that must
have this ecosystem to continue to survive, the use of domestic livestock to degrade this river systemis

appalling.

Response: Riparian-oriented grazing management can provide for unimpeded recovery of the river
system (see Chapter 5, Grazing and Riparian Resources and responsesto G-011.1in 1301 - Grazing in
General, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives, and B-042.19 in 1009 -
Consultation).
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M-010.1 Asa 20 year government field tech. in Burns, OR, | can honestly say | am well aware of the damage that cows
do to thisfragile desert ecosystem. They have changed the face of our high desert forever! Please do what's
right for the people and the ecosystem.

Response: Opinion, no response required.

M-028.2 We believe that grazing cattle can be compatible with long range management.

Response: Opinion, no response required.

P-005.1 Didn't the BLM learn its lesson on the Owyhee?

Response: We have studied these cases carefully and applied applicable judicial interpretations to the
John Day Plan. See Y-001.16 in 3200 - Wild and Scenic Rivers.

R-013.1 | believe the BLM has done a good job of changing management practices along the John Day River to improve
conditions for wildlife and for the public. For example, changing grazing to winter / early spring use can be
donefor little cost and great benefit.

Response: Opinion, no response required.

S-006.11 | support excluding cattle from publicly owned camping areas.

Response: opinion, no response required.

S-026.2 The DEIS Violates the Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. a) Livestock Grazing. In 1988, Congress
designated the John Day River as afederally protected Wild and Scenic River by the Act of ... In spite of this
designation, the public lands of the Wild and Scenic John Day River continue to experience extensive
degradation as aresult of livestock grazing. For example, most of the river segments and many of the
tributaries have been identified by the DEQ as ‘water quality limited,’ relative to salmonid fishes spawning and
rearing. Thisincludes sections 6, 7 & 8 which have ‘the best chemical, physical and biological water quality in
the John Day Basin.

Response: We disagree. There is no evidence of continued extensive degradation as a result of
livestock grazing. The water limited status applied by ODEQ to sections of the John Day River isthe
result of many natural and man fostered disturbances that have occurred on both private and public
lands. The BLM with Oregon Department of Agriculture will cooperate with the ODEQ as ODEQ
develops a TMDL and companion Water Quality Management Plan for the John Day Basin. Together
these documents will assess the affect of various non-point source pollution sources in the John Day
Basin, the contribution of various land management activities to the pollutant loads, and a strategy for
restoring water quality in the portion of the watershed that could be affected by BLM management
activities. See also responses to B-042.4 in 3003 - Affected Environment, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives
and B-042.19 in 1009 - Consultation.
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This condition is primarily the result of high water temperatures and sediment. ... Other non-point source
pollutants affecting the river areainclude: ‘turbidity, low dissolved oxygen, erosion, toxic effluents, nutrients
and low flow concerns. DEQ finds that the John Day River and streams within the planning area are ‘ seriously’
impacted by nonpoint source pollution, which is primarily the result of ‘vegetation removal aong stream banks,
removal of thermal cover over streams, surface erosion and changes in flow pattern and timing [from] grazing,
recregtion, irrigated and non-irrigated agriculture, and forestry.” ...

Response: To address these concerns for the entire John Day River Basin is beyond the scope of this
plan. Within the WSR corridor however, these concerns are addressed as follows:

The BLM manages only 395.5 acres of agricultural land within the basin. This has only a tiny affect on
the total sediment load of the John Day River. As previously stated, water use on these landsis less
than 5 cfs and is entirely stopped on August 15™. This small amount of agriculture and irrigation is not
enough to significantly change the flow patterns or the timing of flows. Furthermore commercial
agriculture will be phased out over a 10 year period according to the preferred alternative (C).

In regards to forestry, existing management within Segments 7 and 10, the only segments in which
commercial quantities of timber are available, is focused on protecting riparian areas for the benefit of
water quality, soil stabilization, scenic values, fish and wildlife enhancement. In response to public
comments the BLM has extended the protection afforded the riparian buffer to include the entire
corridor in the preferred alternative (B). According to that alternative there would be no commercial
cutting of timber within the WSR corridor, subject to the life of current contracts. There would be no
cutting at all except to protect forests fromwildfire or disease. See also responses to B-042.4 in 3003 -
Affected Environment, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives and B-042.14 in 101 - Agricultural Leases and
Water Rightsin General.

Inlight of the fact that the river is currently significantly impacted from livestock grazing to the point of lethal
conditions for fish species, there is no doubt that the additional grazing called for under the DEIS, see page 138,
will violate the unambiguous mandate in section 10 of the WSRA that ‘[€]ach component part of the national
wild and scenic rivers system shall be administered in such manner as to protect and enhance the values which
caused it to beincluded in said system...”... Federal agencies may allow other uses of the river corridor only to
the extent that they ‘do not substantially interfere with public use and enjoyment of these values.’ ... Further,
the WSRA requires that the plan developed by the agency in compliance with the Act ‘ shall address resource
protection, development of land and facilities, user capacities, and other management practices necessary or
desirable to achieve the purposes of this chapter.’ ...

Response: We disagree. We do not call for additional grazing in the preferred alternative (B). See
Tablelll-1. See also responses to B-042.18 in 3200 - Wild and Scenic Rivers and B-042.19 in 1009 -
Consultation.

In general, however, unauthorized impacts will continue if the BLM' s plan is implemented since the agency
prescribes continued domestic grazing throughout the majority of the planning area without allowing sufficient
recovery of ecological systems. Moreover, the preferred aternative fails to provide any measures, which would
effectively mitigate these impacts. (footnote: For example: (1) Rather than eliminating grazing from the river
area, livestock use will be limited in riparian pastures to not more than 60 days during the December 15 to May
1 period and often to March 1 to May 1 period.

Response: See response to B-042.4 in 3003 - Affected Environment and B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives.
In addition, the agency proposes to include the construction of 11 miles of fence and to create individual
pastures for *riparian-oriented grazing management.’ ... These actions, according, to the BLM, will allow it to

improve riparian condition through such things as season of use and grazing intensity. Aside from the absurd
conclusion that controlled grazing will somehow result in better improvement of riparian conditions than
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completerest, the BLM has yet to illustrate that it has the funding, resources or scientific basis necessary to
effectively ‘ protect and enhance’ desert riparian areas and river values in the John Day are by increasing
fencing and intensive grazing management practices [sic].

Response: We did not conclude that “ controlled grazing will somehow result in better
improvement....than complete rest” . Few differences exist in rates of recovery between areas rested
and areas grazed with riparian oriented systems (see Chapter 5, Grazing and Riparian Resources). See
also response to B-042.21 in 1303 - Alternatives.

Further, numerous studies illustrate that livestock grazing in any form, including the cool season grazing
proposed by BLM for the John Day River, damages riparian growth and no management prescription will result
in more effective improvements to riparian areas than total exclusion from livestock. See A.J. Belsky, et al.
...1999; J. Belsky, Comments of ONDA to JDR DEIS.

Response: We have reviewed the cited documents and have come to a different conclusion. Several of
the articles cited in Belsky et al. 1999 are the same articles reviewed by the planning partners while
examining the ‘rates of recovery’ issue. See chapter 5, Grazing and Riparian Resources and responses
to B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives and B-042.7 in 3002 - Riparian in General.

(2) Inmany cases, the BLM disregardsits obligation to protect public lands by stating that these lands ‘would
be difficult to manage efficiently’ and therefore ‘ recommends’ that they be exchanged for other landsin the
river corridor. This, however, effectively eliminates any protection of such lands since there is no certainty that
the lands will be exchanged and the agency has provided no management prescription for those that are not.

Response: Small, isolated tracts of public land scattered within large private pastures have been
difficult for federal agenciesto manage without cooperation of private land owners. There are
approximately 197.8 public land river bank miles along the designated portions of the John Day river,
2.6 (less than 2%) river bank miles are left in non-riparian oriented grazing practices in the Preferred
Alternative. The planning partners disagree that ‘in many cases accurately characterizes the
situation. Pending completion of land exchanges, subject public lands will be managed through special
stipulations in the land use authorization with periodic compliance checks to ensure protection and
enhancement of ORV’s.

(3) Asagauge to measure the health of riparian areas, the BLM consistently relies on the ‘ proper functioning
condition’ standard. Rather than providing for the outright maintenance of desirable riparian attributes,
however, ‘proper functioning condition’ (PFC) refers to the availability of the proper components which are
necessary to produce such attributes, and therefore may occur anywhere from early to late-seral stages. Asa
result, the DEIS would authorize the BLM to resume impactsto riparian areas in which vegetative cover,
wildlife habitat, biodiversity, improved water quality and other desirable attributes have not been fully
achieved.

Response: Thereisalso little evidence that seral stages directly correlate to vegetative cover, wildlife
habitat, species diversity, water quality or other desirable attributes. For example, species diversity
can decline when disturbance decreases due to loss of less competitive, disturbance dependent plant
species (Green and Kauffman, 1995). Wildlife habitat values are more closely correlated to habitat
structure than to species composition (Smith, 1989). See Chapter 2, Vegetation, Ecological Condition
and Trend. PFC isan important tool and directly relatesto riparian health by examining not just the
vegetative, but also the hydrologic and erosion/deposition aspects of riparian health aswell. Riparian
health is related to several outstandingly remarkable values, including scenery, wildlife, and fisheries.
See responses to B-042.3 in 700 - Document in General, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives and B-042.21
in 1303 - Alternatives.
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One of the best examples of the damage that even limited livestock grazing will do to the John Day River area
isthe fact that the ‘river system supports one of the few remaining wild runs of spring chinook salmon... and
summer steelhead...in the ColumbiaBasin.’ ... Yet the...ODFW determines that 1) poor quality juvenile rearing
habitat and few adult holding areas for spring chinook and 2) juvenile rearing areas for summer steelhead exist
throughout the basin.

Response: The comment offers no evidence that the problems described are a result of the management
of public lands or exist within the Wild and Scenic River boundaries. See responses to H-018.1 in 1301
- Grazing in General and B-042.19 in 1009 - Consultation.

The BLM's continuing desire to ignore the mandate of the ... Act is directly contrary to existing federal case law
on Wild and Scenic Rivers and the John Day River itself. ‘[I]f grazing proves to be detrimental to soil,
vegetation, wildlife, or other values, or isinconsistent with the ‘wild’ designation, then clearly the BLM has the
right-indeed, the duty- not only to restrict it, but to eliminateit entirely.’ ... Infact, the Oregon Federa District
Court recognizes that grazing practices have already adversely impacted the river values on the John Day River
... Theissues regarding the John Day DEIS are similar to Oregon Natural Desert Association v. Green, ... in
which the BLM prepared a comprehensive management plan which alowed grazing to continue on land along
the wild and scenic Donner and Blitzen Rivers. * Based on a recommendation to eliminate grazing by five
agency hired scientists who conducted a survey of sensitive plants and unique natural areasin the river area, the
court concluded that ‘the BLM’ s decision to allow grazing was not ‘founded on a reasoned evaluation of the
relevant factors.’

Response: We disagree that any part of the WSRA was ‘ignored’ . The portion of the John Day Wild
and Scenic River that is designated ‘wild’ is the upper North Fork John Day River and is addressed by
“North Fork of the John Day River Wild and Scenic River Management Plan” and as such is beyond
the scope of this plan. All river segments addressed in this plan are designated ‘recreational’. The
reference to the Oregon Federal District Court was taken out of context. The Opinion states” ... , the
BLM appears to have changed course and now has adapted more ecological grazing practices. Snce
an injunction speaks only to future actions, it isthe BLM’s current practices extrapolated into the
future, rather than its abandoned past practices, that influence this court’ s determination ( NWF V.
Cosgriffe 21.F Supp. 2d 1211, D. Or. 1998, pg. 19). As a result the court declined to place an
injunction on livestock grazing by Order dated Aug. 6, 1998.

S-026.4

While it provides some analysis of the benefits and harms of continued livestock grazing, the DEIS ignores the
principle of multiple use which ‘requires that the values in question be informedly and rationally taken into
balance, ... to determine whether the proposed activity isin the public interest. In fact, the administrative law
judge in NWF, reached this conclusion in a case which closely parallels the John Day River situation. In that
case, the appellants challenged the BLM’ s decision to issue a grazing permit for an allotment, located in the San
Juan Resource Area of southeastern Utah. ... Asin this case, domestic grazing had significantly degraded and
may have continued to significantly degrade the riparian ‘ canyons' located within the allotment in question. As
aresult, the judge determined that under the multiple use directive, the BLM’s analysis of continued grazing
was inadequate since it lacked ‘ the detailed information necessary’ for determining whether or not the allotment
should be grazed including: (1) How important are the canyons to the livestock operation of the [permittee]? (2)
Is grazing preventing the aggradation of the stream channels and the refilling of the arroyosin the canyons? (3)
Are cattle knocking over the walls of ancient Anasazi ruins and trampling archeological artifactsin the
canyons? (5) Isgrazing in the canyons degrading their scenic and recreational values and causing a consequent
loss of income and jobs to the local community? (6) Isthe value of the scenic, recreational, ecological, and
archeological resources in the canyons far greater than the value of the livestock forage there?

Response: Questions are answered in the order presented: 1) BLM allotments provide lessees a
critical grazing period to fulfill their yearlong operation requirements. If BLM grazing islost , lessees
would have to shift to unregulated private lands. 2) Where BLM has established channel cross-section
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studies on riparian oriented management systems, aggradation is occurring (Meyers Canyon cross
section studies file, 1995 - 98 ). 3) Refer to Chapter 2, Cultural Resources. 5) Through the
implementation of science-based management, scenic and recreational values are being protected and
enhanced through the recovery of plant communities on the riparian areas and uplands (refer to
response to B-042.4 in 3003 - Affected Environment). Regarding income and jobs, BLM records show a
steady annual recreational use increase along the John Day river with current livestock management
and use levels. Conflicts between recreationist and grazing are being mitigated by restricting grazing
during heavy recreation use periods and fence exclusions on popular dispersed recreation camp sites.
6) BLM recognizes that commodity uses must be managed in a manner that protects and enhances
ORV's.

Similarly, the DEIS makes no references to the significance of grazing degraded riparian and other areasto the
livestock operations of applicable permittees and completely failsto discuss livestock impacts to archeological
artifacts and the scenic and recreational values of the John Day resulting in aloss of income and jobs to the
local economy. In addition, the DEIS does not study whether the value of the scenic, recreational ecological
and archeological resources in the planning area are far greater than the value of the livestock forage. Indeed, a
detailed analysis of the impacts of continued livestock useis all the more critical in this case because of the
unique recreational and aesthetic purposes for which the John Day Wild and Scenic River was designated and
the BLM’s conclusion that livestock grazing ‘ represents a vary marginal economic contribution to the region.

Response: See responses above.

S-026.5 By failing to reduce stocking rates and to make a reasoned and informed decision in setting rates, the DEIS
violates the WSRA and FLPMA.. In spite of the Wild and Scenic designation of the John Day River, the BLM
proposes no reduction of current stocking rates to protect river values. Nor does the agency provide any basis
for the stocking rates proposed in individual riparian and other river areaallotments. Similarly, the Two Rivers
RMP/FEIS does not evaluate any of the specific impacts to resources or natural values of the John Day River
areain establishing available AUMs. Such actions violate the BLM' s duty to ‘ protect and enhance’ river values
under the WSRA. In addition, the bases for stocking rate decisions on BLM lands must include: soil erosion,
reduced water infiltration and increased runoff due to soil compaction and loss of vegetative cover, trampling
and erosion of streambanks, degradation of stream channels, and urine, and degradation of wildlife habitat.’
The failure of the BLM to consider these factorsin its decision in establishing AUMSs, therefore, ignores the
principles of multiple use and FLPMA’s mandate to protect the full spectrum of environmental, ecological,
cultural, and recreational values.

Response: The authorized use levels were determined following range surveys completed between 1967
and 1974. These surveys were contested at the time because they removed up to 76% of the authorized
use on an allotment (see Chapter 2, Grazing, Background). The analysis of the RMPs were completed
prior to the designation of the river as Wild and Scenic, however, these RMPs wer e formally evaluated
in 1998 and found to provide valid guidance for land use and resource allocations and directions.

S-042.1 | urgethat all livestock grazing be eliminated on the John Day River to protect and enhance the entire river area,
to restore water quality, for recovery of fish habitat, to restore watersheds, to stop weed invasions, to preserve
all of the area’ s wilderness lands and waters, and to enhance riparian and upland vegetation. The entire John
Day River certainly has National Monument potential.

Response: Personal opinion not requiring a response.
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S-043.3 This political force sends at least one very clear message: In the future, there will be overwhelming pressure on
BLM and ranchers to remove domestic grazing animals from the entire zone covered by the plan.

Response: Personal opinion not requiring a response.

T-004.3 | really feel that the lands in question need to be managed for the greater good, which means that they need to
be retired from grazing, for a quarter mile on each side of the stream.

Response: Personal opinion not requiring a response.

T-010.12  Themost profound improvement that can be made on the river and that will reduce many of the impacts and
concerns presented isto get vegetation reestablished along the riparian zone of theriver. If grazing is reduced
along the river as recommended by the plan and the riparian zone grows up as shown in severa of the pictures
in Appendix M of the Plan, the effect of all forms of recreational use on wildlife will be significantly reduced.

Response: Personal observation, response not required.

W-023.5  We cannot support continued livestock grazing within the corridor. The negative impacts of livestock presence
within riparian areasis well documented. The BLM has taken no affirmative steps to remediate this problem
within the planning area. Substantial modification of present proposed management practices is necessary to
ensure restoration of the habitat functions upon which native fish within the John Day system depend. Finally,
we support the use of passive restoration measures within the riparian corridor rather than the Plan’ s present
reliance upon active measures. Scientific support for this approach is well established.

Response: The planning partnerswould like to point out that the scientific support for the points raised
in the comment wer e unsubstantiated by citations and therefore cannot be reviewed and evaluated. The
negative impacts of livestock presence that has been documented most frequently are the effects of
heavy, season long use and not the effects of riparian-oriented grazing (see Chapter 5 Grazing and
Riparian Resources, and response to G-011.1 in 1301 - Grazing in General). We have taken
affirmative steps to correct past, non riparian-oriented grazing problems (see Chapter 2, Grazing) and
fthe proposed decision includes management needed to ensure restoration. The planning partners
would like to draw attention to additional measuresin Final EISversion of Grazing Alternative B
including the standards and added exclusion and rest (see Chapter 3 Alternatives, Grazing and
Monitoring, Grazing).

W-029.1 How can asmall number of cowsin Eastern Oregon of which only afew are exposed to the rivers and yet less
than that actually relieve themselvesin the river can cause more damage to the rivers and fish runs than
Portland’ s six million gallons of raw sewage and toxic waste each year and the destruction of the Willamette
River riparian?

Response: Rhetorical question requiring no response.
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1302  Affected Environment

S-004.2 On the Clarno to Cottonwood stretch the impact of grazing seemed minimal and did not intrude on my
wilderness experience, in fact we rarely saw cattle and their droppings, and when we did it reminded us of that
history of the region.

Response: Personal observation requiring no response.

1303 Alternatives

11.16 We support the Preferred Alternatives for grazing.

Response: Personal opinion requiring no response.

30.27 Thereisaproposal to build approximately 147 miles of fence on public land (plus 141 on private; Vol 1 page
202). Who pays and maintains these fences? Isthis cost effective?

Response: Alternative D isonly one of four grazing alternatives presented in the plan. The question of

who pays for and maintains fences in any alternative is a concern separate from whether the fences
should be built and is not addressed in the plan. See Chapter 5, Human Uses and Values for an
analysis on economic impacts of each alternative.

A-006.1 Alternative C is better than B but not as good as D.

Response: Personal opinion requiring no response.

A-008.1 | understand that Alternative D would reduce the Animal Unit Months in the John Day Basin by a mere one
percent. Thisseemslike an insignificant price to pay for protecting and restoring this precious river.

Response: Personal opinion requiring no response.

A-012.1 The restoration efforts that the landowners, BLM, ODFW, Tribes, Counties and others have implemented have
made a beneficia differencein the overall health of the John Day River. These efforts have overflowed into the
tributaries as well as with the different watershed groups such as Ferry Canyon, working toward improving the
conditions in the John Day Basin. The Preferred Alternative B is best for all stakeholdersinvolved. It keepsthe
positive progress with regards to watershed restoration moving forward and will not alienate the stakehol ders.
Alternatives C and D are too extreme, and we believe will lead to dissolution of the partnering and cooperation
that has been built.

Response: The resource condition information presented here is supported by monitoring data and

anecdotal evidence throughout the basin. In a watershed approach to riparian and water quality
management, choices of partnering and cooperation versus confrontation and alienation have impacts
far broader than the piece of ground in question. This aspect of land use alternatives was not captured
in the Draft EISand has been added to the Final EIS, see Cumulative Impacts portion of Chapter 5
.Seeresponses B-003.4 in 1303 and S043.4 in 1400.
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B-003.1 It appears Alternative A would basically be the same as Alternative B as we have aready adjusted our season of
use as well asthe number of AUM'’s.

Response: As described in Chapter 2, Grazing, efforts to improve conditions within the John Day basin
have led to numerous changes. These recent changes are most frequently reflected in Alternative B, but
often are similar to Alternative C and D aswell (see TableIlI-E).

B-003.2 Alternative B would be our preferred alternative. We have already made seasonal use changes and this
aternative would have very little impact on our private land that has not already taken place.

Response: Opinion, no response required.

B-003.3 Alternative C would not work. 1.5 miles of river would have to be fenced. Also, the only water available for a
significant portion of our allotment as well as 160 acres of private land (all located in Indian Cove) isfrom the
John Day River.

Response: To mitigate these impacts, Alternative C includes provisions for water developments,
pipelines and pumps to allow grazing to continue outside the excluded areas (see Chapter 5, Impacts
on Human Uses and Values). In order to estimate costs, an average of 1 water development per mile of
fence constructed was assumed to be necessary.

B-003.4 If Alternative D were to be implemented, not only would we be restricted from using a BLM allotment that has
been utilized by our family for over 60 years, we would also be unable to use 160 acres of private land which is
surrounded by BLM land. While we have been able to adjust our cattle operation to a shorter seasonal usein
early spring, if further reductions take place the impact on our other private land will be significant. Itis
guestionable that we would be able to continue our cattle operation.

Response: One assumption used during analysis of Alternative D was that, in most cases, grazing
would continue on private and public lands outside the Wild and Scenic River boundaries despite the
elimination of grazing on public lands within the boundaries. To the extent that this assumption is
incorrect, the costs associated with fencing and water devel opments have been over-estimated. Also, to
the extent that this assumption is incorrect, the value of public land forage and costs associated with
fence removal and lost productivity of public and private lands outside the WSR boundaries have been
under-estimated (see response to S043.4 in 1400 - Human Uses and Values).

B-005.1 | support Alternative D because cows do too much damage to riparian areas, water quality and potential
spawning grounds. On top of al that, they really don't fit in with the idea of a Wild and Scenic River.

Response: Seeresponseto G-011.1in 1301 - Grazing in General..
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B-042.6 The Preferred Alternative fails to cancel livestock grazing, amajor factor degrading the WSR, both in the
corridor and in other BLM-managed uplands.The Plan emphasi zes recent improvements in grazing management
in riparian alotmentsin the corridor, while downplaying the continued problems with this management. Recent
changes from warm-season to cool-season grazing may be an improvement, but since we were given no data to
support these claims, we aren’t able to evauate them.

Response: We are gratified to learn that ONDA agrees with BLM that cool-season grazing can bring
about improvement in the condition of riparian vegetation. Results of upland and riparian monitoring
are presented study by study in Appendix L. Photographic examples of improvements are presented in
Appendix M. Summaries of the Willow Study are presented by allotment in Appendix L and in Chapter
2, Vegetation, Grazing and River Segment Descriptions and in Chapter 5, Grazing Management and
Riparian Resources.

Cool season grazing is not always a panacea (see below).

Response: We agree with this statement. As expressed in Chapter 5, Grazing Management and
Riparian Resources, operator involvement is a key element in riparian management. “ Management,
not the system, is the key.... Implementation of an ‘appropriate’ strategy without constant attention is
bound to fail, whether the strategy is exclusion, total rest, or maximized use.”

Even if some recovery due to changes in grazing management are taking place (for which we have no
evidence), from “first principles’ of ecology and biology, we know that recovery is not occurring as quickly or
as thoroughly than if livestock were completely removed. Even if riparian plant growth isimproving and more
willows are surviving, grazing continues to reduce water quality, destabilize stream banks, degrade fish and
wildlife habitat, and reduce water quantity. All analyses of livestock grazing in the arid West (summarized in
Belsky, et al. 1999, attached) find that livestock impact the environment in numerous ways, all of them
damaging. No scientific studies have shown that livestock grazing, including light grazing or cool-season
grazing, benefits stream or riparian ecosystems. It is scientifically inevitable that large, heavy, non-native
herbivores that congregate in streams, compact and disturb the soil, defecate in and near streams, and
preferentially graze and browse native species while avoiding non-native weeds, cannot fail to have negative
impacts on native vegetation and riparian ecosystems.

Response: The BLM has reviewed the scientific literature regarding grazing and riparian areas, and
presented the results of the review in Chapter 5, Grazing Management and Riparian Resources. The
BLM has reviewed the monitoring data that it has collected on the John Day River and presented that
information as well. The points made in the Plan are that scientific studies and monitoring data show
not only that proper grazing and properly functioning riparian ecosystems are compatible throughout
the arid West, but that proper grazing is not likely to retard recovery of degraded riparian ecosystems
on the John Day Wild and Scenic Rivers.

The Deschutes National Forest has selected an alternative for its Draft Wild and Scenic River Plan that would
eliminate the ability to graze because it has recognized that “livestock grazing introduces the potential for
riparian habitats to have impaired habitat functioning for wildlife through overgrazing of herbaceous, riparian
shrub, and deciduous tree plant communities (such as aspen), streambank trampling, and soil compaction.” Big
Marsh Creek and Little Deschutes River Wild and Scenic Rivers Draft Environmental Assessment at p. 25. In
addition the Deschutes National Forest found further that grazing in riparian zones causes concerns about
streambank trampling/failure and subsequent sedimentation. ID. at 29.

Response: The BLM isin agreement with the Deschutes National Forest that “ livestock grazing
introduces the potential....” However, the BLM would also like to point out that the potential for harm
does not have to be realized if the animals are correctly managed. Ehrhardt and Hansen (1997)
demonstrate that riparian grazing can be incorporated into each of the traditional grazing systems -
except season-long - as long as the condition of the riparian zone itself remains of primary concern.
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In the case of the grazing on the Little Deschutes, the Deschutes National Forest found that “ [ m] ost of
the usable forage is within the riparian zones, so that if grazing were to occur along the Little
Deschutes there would be concer ns about streambank trampling/failure and subsequent
sedimentation.” However, in spite of ‘most of the usable forage’ being located in the riparian zone
and grazing ‘ throughout the summer months’, the Resour ce Assessment (pg 4) of the Little Deschutes
WSR found that ‘ cattle do cause some streambank displacement, but sedimentation of the spawning
habitat does not seemto be occurring.” The allotments on the Big Marsh and Little Deschutes WSRs
had not been grazed for at least 3 years. The closing of the allotments was a response to limited range
planning and devel opment budgets and the availability of a willing permittee. The condition of the
resour ces and the need to protect and enhance ORVs was not the motivation (Sandy Hurlocker,
personal communication).

The John Day WSR Plan states that grazing problems along the WSR have been reversed by converting
livestock management from year-round grazing to cool-season (e.g. winter and spring grazing). Because year-
round grazing is by far the most damaging grazing system, it is not surprising that riparian areas are now
improving. The only direction for the riparian communitiesto go was up. (What is surprising isthat BLM
allowed this highly damaging form of grazing to occur at all! Who wasin charge?) But this doesn’t mean that
cool-season grazing is beneficial to the riparian and stream ecosystems. Or that it enhances and protects the
outstandingly remarkable values of theriver. It only meansthat rivers are able to recover somewhat under less
severe grazing treatments.

Response: There seems to be considerable disagreement regarding what is meant by ‘beneficial’ and
‘protect and enhance’. The BLM uses resource conditions as its yardstick of whether its actions were
beneficial and whether associated river values were being protected and enhanced.

BLM, in cooperation with its numerous partners throughout the water shed, has taken actions on the
John Day WSR from which improvements in resour ces have resulted, as the ONDA states. Many of
these improvements have occurred on private lands that are intermingled with public lands along the
river. In many cases, these improvements would not have occurred if BLM had not worked

cooper atively with permittees owning these lands. 1f BLM had chosen the approach that the ONDA
advocates, and excluded livestock from all public lands along the river, the result would likely have
been more hot-season grazing on private riparian lands, and more fences visible fromthe river. Given
this reality, allowing cool-season grazing on some public lands along the river is, in fact, more
“beneficial” than complete exclusion of grazing.

The BLM has found that, on the John Day River, the change from non riparian oriented grazing
management to riparian oriented grazing management has met and will continue to meet the mandate
of the Act. The BLM also recognizes that other types of management may be appropriate under certain
situations

The broader, philosophical question of whether recovery can occur as quickly and thoroughly with
riparian oriented grazing as with no grazing was analyzed in Chapter 5, Grazing Management and
Riparian Resources. The bottom line is that the environment (for example, the bedload, the flow
regime, the existing vegetation and potential seed sources, the droughts, the floods, the ice flows, the
wildfires) has a significant impact on the rate of recovery of all disturbed river systems. The impact of
riparian oriented grazing systems over no grazing has not been demonstrated by the experimental
evidence to have a consistent, detectable impact on the rate of recovery. What is consistent is that
areas which receive no grazing and areas which receive riparian oriented grazing respond in the same
way, manner or ‘direction’. This has been demonstrated to be the case on the John Day River with
illustrations presented in Appendix M and various other monitoring studies throughout the river

system.
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A few of the reasons that winter and spring grazing, which the Plan says will not harm riparian ecosystems, are
nevertheless damaging are as follows:

Cool season grazing reduces the biomass and height of herbaceous vegetation growing along stream banks and
intheriver. Since these grazed grasses and sedges cannot regrow in the winter and early spring, thereis less
standing dead plant material along the river bank and in the streams and rivers to impede overland and stream
flow and filter sediments out of the floodwaters that follow spring snowmelt. Asaresult, the energy of floodsis
not abated by the vegetation, streambanks are not protected, and river channels do not rebuild.

Response: The John Day River flows vary widely throughout the year (see Chapter 2, River System
Description). The majority of the growing season for plantsin the riparian area occurs when river
flows (at McDonald Ferry) are between 100 - 400 cfs. The majority of the cool season grazing would
occur when livestock do not tend to linger in riparian areas because of cool air drainagein the
canyons, higher relative palatability of upland vegetation and inundated riparian vegetation.
Additional standards have been added to the Preferred Alternative in order to verify that adequate
cover remains for streambank protection, see Chapter 3, Monitoring, Grazing.

In winter and early spring, the soil may be frozen, but often, it isnot. Moist, unfrozen soils are especially
susceptible to the action of livestock hooves. When soils are not frozen, pressure from cattle hooves compacts
soils, breaks down stream banks, dislodges plants, and disturbs the soil, thus increasing soil erosion and the
input of sedimentsinto streams. These actions contribute to stream pollution, causing the streams to be listed
on the ODEQ 303(d) list. Not only does cool-season grazing add sediments and reduce water quality, but by
breaking down stream banks, it widens streams. Water in these wider stream channelsis shallower and warmer
in the summer, the main cause of streams being listed as water-quality limited in eastern Oregon.

Response: All soils are susceptible to the action of livestock hooves. The level of susceptibility depends
on several factors, including soil texture, presence of rocks, as well as soil moisture content, whether
the soils are frozen and other factors. The vast majority of the soils of the John Day Wild and Scenic
River riparian areas are ‘riverwash’. These soils consist of ‘sand, well rounded gravel, stones and
boulders generally derived from basalt’ (USDA, 1977). The hoof action is no more likely to compact
these soils than would wrist action compact marblesin a jar.

Due to the legacy of human activities in the John Day basin, the river is no longer in balance with its
sediment load. 1n 1964, a flood 35% larger than any previously recorded and carrying large blocks of
ice gouged large chunks of river bank, removing vegetation, widening the river channel and creating
huge gravel bars and mid channel islands.

Now, floodwater s that follow spring snowmelt regularly move large amounts of sediment, gravels and
cobbles that can bury, pulverize and uproot vegetation. Bedload depositions continue to add to or
exchange gravels and cobbles on side or mid-channel bars. In some areas of theriver, depositions are
distributed more evenly, raising the river bed and causing the water to add pressure to the banks of
abandoned terraces. Until the river flows, the river channel and the sediment load reach an
equilibrium, more widening should be expected.

When an equilibrium has been reached, the channel should generally consolidate becoming narrower,
deeper, and with fewer mid-channel bars. Banks will have an opportunity to become stable and
vegetate as the flood plane re-establishes and become vegetated. In areas that are confined by bedrock
and canyon walls, little change may occur. In areas where the flood plane is broadest, woody
vegetation may flourish. In these broad areas sinuosity might increase. However, these are just the
possibilities. We cannot know for sure what the river will look like upon recovery, nor can we predict
how long that recovery will take to occur.

72



Summary of Public Plan and EIS

Finally, BLM notes that the John Day River is not listed under § 303(d) of the Clean Water Act as
water-quality limited for sediment; it islisted for temperature based on measurements taken during low
flows in the summer.

The standing litter that cattle graze during the cool season may be dead, but it is still valuable to the plants.
Basically, standing dead litter increases plants’ ability to survive winter conditions. Dead leaves and stems that
remain on the plant throughout the winter serve to insulate living buds and growing shoots from freezing
temperatures. They also act as mulch on the soil surface, preventing the soils from freezing. For damaged
riparian and upland vegetation to regain its vigor at arapid rate, the standing dead litter needs to be retained
during the winter to protect the living tissue.

Response: The ability of plants to survive freezing temperatures is species specific. Generally, plants
which cannot survive freezing temperatures do not grow where freezing temperatures occur. Fire,
also, removes standing dead litter. Yet plants have evolved in the John Day river basin with fire and
with freezing temperatures. Permanent plot monitoring studies show that with proper grazing
management, grasses grazed by cattle along the John Day River survive freezing temperatures. The
BLM is not aware of any evidence supporting the claim that native grass species of the John Day River
cannot survive freezing temperatures.

Riparian shrubs, such as willow, cottonwood, and red-osier dogwood, sprout from their roots in the spring.
These sprouts are tender and palatable to livestock, which browse them heavily. This limits the recovery of
riparian shrubs, which are critical for holding streambanks in place, protecting streams from floods, shading and
cooling streamwater, and providing habitat for birds and wildlife.

Response: Livestock do not congregate on stream banks in the late winter-early spring grazing season
as they would with season long grazing. Livestock tend to disperse in the uplands where the slopes are
warmer and where, during those seasons, vegetation is of a higher relative palatability than the
vegetation in theriparian areas. Additional standards have been added to the Preferred Alternative in
order to verify that livestock use would not exceed the ability of the shrubs to survive and reproduce
(see Chapter 3, Grazing Alternative B and Monitoring, Grazing).

Most of the studies that state that cool season grazing is not damaging refer primarily to only one component of
the ecosystem — the herbaceous layer. Other components of the ecosystem, such as burrowing animals,
neotropical birds, soils, and shrubs, are damaged by grazing during this period.

Response: We have done a thorough literature review on the subject of rates of riparian area recovery
with no grazing versus riparian oriented grazing. There was no indication that any aspect of riparian
areas consistently recovered any quicker with no grazing than with riparian oriented grazing. The
authors looked at a wide variety of variablesincluding soils, vegetation, wildlife and fish (see Chapter
5).

Livestock grazing is most damaging to actively growing native bunchgrasses, such as bluebunch wheatgrass, in
the spring. The Plan does not describe how it will prevent early season grazing of these sensitive, upland
grasses.

Response: The Plan describes the impacts of various grazing systems on native bunchgrasses
throughout the year in Chapter 5, Grazing Consequences for Upland Vegetation. The sensitivity of
plants to defoliation varies with phenological stage, severity of defoliation and frequency of defoliation.
Prior to internode elongation, grasses are not sensitive to defoliation. Snce annual species, like
cheatgrass, mature earlier than native bunchgrasses, and since annual species are often preferentially
grazed during this period, grazing prior to native bunchgrass elongation can contribute to competitive
advantage over exotics.
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In the lower river, internode elongation of bluebunch wheatgrass begins around the first of May.
During internode elongation, or ‘critical growing season’, the phenological development of most native
bunchgrasses can be delayed by defoliation. However, complete recovery of the plant vigor can occur
within one year if the plant receives rest during the following critical growing season. Under the
preferred alternative, the majority of the allotments would receive the majority of the grazing pressure
prior to May 1, before the start of the normal ‘critical growing season’. In areas where early summer
grazing does occur, rest treatments included in the grazing system to allow plants to restore vigor
before the next grazing period.

Grazing and trampling at any time of the year disturb soils and add fecal matter to the stream. Cattle fecal
matter accumulates on the riverbanks during the winter, washing into the river during spring floods. Fecal
coliform and enterococci bacteria remain viable during the winter, and can cause disease as the water warms up.
This degradation of water quality isinevitable whenever cattle have access to streams and riparian areas, even
in the winter.

Response: We disagree. While livestock have access to riparian areas in the winter, it israre that
much time is spent there since riparian areas tend to be cold and wet and the preferred forageis
located on hillsides. It isduring the hot, dry seasons that livestock are likely to select riparian areas
inordinately over other portions of the ecosystem.

Several studies have documented the link between cattle grazing and fecal coliform levels. On
improved smooth bromegrass pasture in Nebraska, the fecal coliform from runoff increased by 5 to 10
times the amount exhibited in ungrazed areas (Doran and Linn, 1979). A study of a Colorado drainage
with granitic soils, found that fecal coliform increased with moderate grazing by 1.6 times the normal
levels (Gary et al. 1983). This study did not provide significant evidence of major long-term,
cumulative impairment of water quality resulting from past seasonal use and moder ate stocking rates
inthearea. It also found that bacterial counts were generally lower during the early spring period. A
study in Idaho showed a direct relationship between the presence of cattle on summer range with
moderate to heavy utilization (Stephenson and Street 1978). Although Stephenson and Street’ s study
intended to include an analysis on the effects of early spring grazing, logistical problems moved the
grazing time frame later into the warm season. A study of 13 watersheds near John Day determined
that concentrations of fecal coliform were “ nearly six times greater than when cattle were absent”
(Tiedemann et al. 1987). This study also found that levels of fecal coliformin stream flow “ appear to
be more closely related to watershed characteristics that determine where livestock are likely to
concentrate than to stocking rates.” These studies tended to make the general assertion that cattle
grazing increases fecal coliformlevels. The most dramatic increasesin fecal coliform concentrations
occurred during the seasons when the cattle were inclined to concentrate in riparian areas. Thiswould
indicate that the dramatic increases in fecal coliform concentrations can be attributed to livestock
distribution near the stream, rather than overland flow off the entire grazed water shed.

Storms and runoff events can significantly increase fecal coliform countsin streams (Bohn and
Buckhouse). The movement of fecal coliform from depositional sites to adjacent surface watersis
dependent on a number of factors. Fine-textured soils are better filteres than coarse-textured soils
(Butler et al. 1954). A study by Gerba et al. (1975) found that 92% to 97% of E. coli bacteria filter out
in the top four-tenths of an inch of soil. The remaining bacteria filters out in the next 1.6 inches. Show
melt has little effect on fecal coliform bacteria levels. (Stephenson and Street, 1978). Fecal coliform
can survive in cattle manure for at least 18 weeks (Buckhouse and Gifford, 1976). The same study
found very few fecal coliforms appearing in runoff water more than 3.3 feet from the deposition site on
dry, chained and seeded, pinyon-juniper range. Buckhouse further stated that if the fecal matter is
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deposited six feet or more from the normal high-water mark, the chance of this material getting into a
streamis quite limited (Personal communication with Dr. John Buckhouse, Oregon Sate Univ., 4-10-
00).

A study using filter strips of Kentucky Bluegrass sod were successful at filtering 95% fecal coliform
from cattle manure deposited as close as 0.61m (2ft) fromthefilter. Fecal coliform counts can remain
elevated in the adjacent stream for up to three months after cattle have been removed fromgrazingin a
pasture (Sephenson and Street 1978, Sherer et al. 1988). The effect of filter stripsin decreasing
bacteria contributions to streams depends on variables such as soil type and floodplain slope, and
merits further study.

It has been suggested by Stephenson and Rychert that elevated bacterial counts are most commonly the
result of resuspension of the stream bottom sediments and organic matter. Several studies have shown
that coliform bacteria survive and proliferate in stream sediments (Stephenson and Rychert1992,
Sherer et al. 1992, Hendricks and Morrison 1967). Animal/vehicle traffic or increased stream runoff
can disturb the stream sediments, resuspending coliform bacteria. One study by Sherer et al. found
that bacterial concentrations declined to background levels three minutes after a stream bed
disturbance. Sediment allows fecal coliform to survive for monthsin natural aquatic environments
compared to a few days in overlaying water (Sherer et al. 1992). E. coli bacteria remain viable in
water for about 40 days, but if the manure is deposited on land, it can survive for two years (Personal
communication with Dr. John Buckhouse, Oregon State Univ., 4-10-00). Bacterial survival in sediments
can be influenced by a number of factors. High levels of organic matter and finer soil particles can
increase coliform survival rates by binding nutrients to the stream bed (Hendricks 1967). Warmer or
mor e stable water temperatures in bottom sediments can prolong bacteria survival compared to the
overlaying water. Although salmonellae survival rate in bottom sedimentsis similar to fecal coliform,
the survival rates of other pathogens in bottom sediments is less known..

Fecal coliformwas used by ODEQ until 1996, as an indicator of the presence of fecal matter. A new
type of coliform, E. Coli, will be used for subsequent 303(d) listings. Prior to 1996, the EPA level for a
streamto be listed as “ water quality limited” based on fecal coliform was 400 organisms per 100 ml.
Based on ODEQ data collected since 1981 at five sites in the John Day River system, water samples
taken during this period exceeded the 400/100ml threshold for water quality limited designation in the
following pattern. On the main stem above Dayville the threshold was exceeded 18 times; the South
Fork exceeded on 4 occasions; the North Fork did not exceed this threshold in any of the samples
taken; the threshold was exceeded 3 times at Service Creek on the main stem (in 6/81, 5/82, 6/98), and
the Cottonwood station exceeded on 4 occasions (in 1/87, 6/93, 8/93, 8/97). These data seemto
indicate that grazing livestock are not creating a fecal coliform problemintheriver. In fact, they
indicate that the fecal coliform load decreases within the major segments that are managed by the
BLM.

According to BLM riparian expert, Wayne Elmore and OSU riparian expert, Boone Kauffman, “Dormant
woody riparian species can be negatively affected by [winter] browsing or trampling in areas where winter
temperatures are moderate or livestock movements are restricted (Elmore and Kauffman, 1994, attached).”

Response: The statement was taken out of context. The paragraph continues “ However, dramatic
recovery rates have been observed where light use occurs because of cold drainage patterns and
livestock avoidance of the riparian zone or availability of alternative livestock water systems away
from streams... A full understanding of expected livestock use patterns is necessary using this strategy
or land use objectives may not be achieved.” Platts (1990) explains that the probability of heavy use
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on brushy speciesis correlated with snow depth and availability to forage. Again, the BLM is not
asserting that one type of grazing is a panacea for grazing throughout the western United Sates. The
BLM is asserting that riparian oriented grazing, of which cool season grazing isjust one tool, has and
would continue to lead to recovery of John Day riparian areas as quickly and as completely as no
grazing.

The advantages of cool season grazing are often touted because it is often less harmful than year-round or warm
season grazing, when cattle are more likely to spend most of their time in the cooler environment of the stream.
But the differences are quantitative, not qualitative. All types of grazing are damaging to streams. This has
been supported by William Platts, one of the top fisheries expertsin the West who reported that total exclusion
and corridor fencing were superior to seasonal riparian preference or winter grazing (reported in Elmore and
Kauffman 1994; Figure 7). Other types of grazing were even more damaging to riparian zones and streams.

Response: This information has been taken out of context. William Platts published this same tablein
at least two other documents (Platts, 1990 and Platts, 1991). What Platts saysis“ Specialists have
progressed slowly in evaluating grazing strategies with respect to fishery needs, and our understanding
today isrudimentary.... This section summarizes my interpretation of the ability of some current
grazing strategies to meet fisheries needs (Table 11.2). Thisinterpretation is based on information in
the literature and, to a great extent, on my personal experience.” Hiscall for further research includes
questions like “ which of the existing grazing systems are most compatible with the fisheries

resource?” , “isone grazing strategy best suited for riparian areas?” , and “ is livestock grazing less
damaging at some times of the year than at others?” He clearly did not intend for his article to be the
final word in grazing riparian areas.

Platts, W. 1990. Managing Fisheries and Wildlife on Rangelands Grazed by Livestock, A Guidance
and Reference Document for Biologists. Nevada Department of Wildlife.

Platts, W. 1991. Livestock Grazing. In Meehan, W.R. (editor). Influences of Forest and Rangeland
Management on Salmonid Fishes and Their Habitats. Am. Fish. Soc. Spec. Publ. 19, Bethesda, MD.

Finally, the plan does not provide for sufficient on-the-ground monitoring to guarantee strict compliance with
spring grazing. Without such monitoring, spring grazing will not even result in incremental improvement.

Response: The BLM isin agreement with the ONDA's assertion that there is more to grazing
management than authorizing a season of use. The presence of BLM personnel and partnersin the
plan would increase and ‘river rangers who monitor recreation use have been searching for trespass
livestock for several years. Asthe public’s use of theriver for recreation increases, the BLM’s
presence would also increase, leading to even more monitoring. Additional monitoring measures have
been added to the Preferred Alternative, see Chapter 3, Grazing Alternative B and Monitoring,
Grazing.

B-042.8 Other federal agencies and private land management groups have also concluded that it is necessary to remove
all livestock from the John Day River and tributaries. 1n 1999 Bonneville Power Administration granted
approximately $4 million dollars to the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Spring to buy the Pine Creek Ranch, a
ranch both on the main stem of the John Day River and on Pine Creek, atributary of the John Day All parties
agreed that the cattle had to be removed from the ranch year-round to allow the river and associated riparian and
upland communities to recover for wildlife and fish habitat. River. The Tribes chose passive restoration
techniques “that will focus on the cessation of activities that are causing degradation or preventing recovery of
the watershed. Thiswill be done throughout the watershed, not just within the riparian corridor” (Proposal to
the Bonneville Power Administration, 1999, attached).
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Earlier, in 1987, the Governor’'s Watershed Enhancement Board (GWEB) had provided funds for the Wheeler
County Soil and Water Conservation District $87,000 to carry out arestoration project along Pine Creek. In
this project, grazing management was improved. An additional $140,000 was provided in 1990 to continue
watershed restoration. The stream channel and wildlife habitat improved as aresult of the restoration efforts.
However, the proposal goes on to state that “ Despite these notable improvements, cattle grazing continued to be
aproblem on Pine Creek”. In one case $30,000 was wasted as cattle decimated a recovering one-mile segment
of theriver.

As aresult, the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Spring decided that all livestock must be removed from the
ranch for recovery to take place as quickly as possible. In addition, they decided to only use plantings of native
species, not introduced forage species that outcompete native species and reduce biodiversity.

It seems strange for one federal agency (i.e., BPA) to supply large amounts of money to remove cattle from a
damaged river while another federal agency (e.g., BLM), which could do the same on the same river at no cost,
continues to permit the management activities that caused the damage in the first place. Thisis particularly
surprising since endangered species such as steelhead are continuing to decline along the river.

Response: We are confident that the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs (CTWS) will be
successful in making dramatic and rapid recovery on much of the Pine Creek Ranch. The CTWS
decided that the ranch “ would” be rested for a period of time, not that cattle “ must or had to” be
removed to facilitate recovery of fish and wildlife habitat. Grazing might be allowed again on the ranch
if it can be managed to benefit fish and wildlife habitat. The BLM does not dispute that the period of
rest from livestock grazing is likely to achieve many of the objectives stated in the proposal. The BLM
does dispute that the elimination of livestock from BLM land in the W& SR corridor is hecessary and
that it could be accomplished at “ no cost.” .

The one instance where * cattle decimated a recovering one-mile segment of theriver’, we can assume
that the area being referred to is Pine Creek and not “ theriver” . The BLM made contact with several
people that were involved in this project and there were problems with cattle at times. The one mile
segment being referred to is between mile post 32 and 33 on Sate Highway 218. This section was
planted with willows in the early stages of the project and had significant setbacks during the early
stages mainly dueto improper management. This stretch of Pine Creek then, with a another new
owner, had dramatic recovery on willows with managed spring grazing over the next five to six years.
The ranch then changed hands again and some of the recovery was again set back because of improper
grazing practices in addition to a fairly significant flood in 1997, which also wiped out several other
improvements along Pine Creek. The damage to this stretch was caused by mismanagement due to a
combination of excessive cattle numbers, duration of use and /or wrong season of use, and a flood, not
just because cattle were allowed to graze the area (Personal communication with Tim Unterwegner;
ODFW, Patty Bowers, ODFW, Joseph Jones, OMS Field Director, Terry Luther; Confederated Tribes
of Warm Springs).

As stated in the proposal, the Pine Creek Ranch essentially encompasses the entire Pine Creek
watershed. The Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs should enjoy considerable control over the
conditions of the tributary and uplands. The weed control program, however, was alluded to only
vaguely. Personal contact was made with personnel in charge of the ranch fromthe CTWS and active
restoration techniques are planned for weed control which include biological control, herbicides, hand
pulling and any other means they deem necessary to get control of the weed problem on the ranch.

In addition, The Nature Conservatory manages two properties, the Oxbow Ranch and the Dunston Preserve, on
the Middle Fork of the John Day. Although The Nature Conservatory alows livestock grazing on many of their
properties, they found it important to remove cattle from their John Day reserves to allow full recovery. Once
again, it is strange that organizations that do not philosophically oppose livestock grazing have found it
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necessary to stop al grazing on the John Day while BLM, which has responsibility to administer the Wild and
Scenic River Act, chooses not to do so.

Response: See the response to the previous comment. The planning partners agree that specific
conditions may warrant different action.

B-042.10

78

The Plan contains few objective, numerical standards for management of the Wild and Scenic River.NEPA
requires that resource management plans inform the public and decision makers how public resources will be
managed in the future. Descriptions of these activities are called standards. These standards allow the public to
determine whether the proposed management activities are effective, equitable, legal and non-destructive.

Unbelievably, there are no numerical, objective standards for the management of the John Day WSR, riparian
zones, wildlife, uplands and other resourcesin the DEIS. The authors of the Plan state that standards and
guidelines presented in the Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Grazing Management provide
the basisfor all livestock grazing management on BLM-administered lands (p. 52). However, these Guidelines
contain no numerical, descriptive standards to guide management of the WSR. The Guidelines are clearly
inadequate as standards for a Wild and Scenic River.

The Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management for Public Landsin
Oregon and Washington (Appendix J, Volume 2) provides no objective, numerical standards. This document
was prepared by Oregon and Washington Resource Advisory Councils (RACs), but it contains no clear
standards or management directions to guide BLM personnel on land and resource management. BLM retains
its responsibility of carrying out statutory responsibilities such as NEPA and the Taylor Grazing Act. Major
problems with this section are as follows:

Most of the document reads like a summary of an introductory range science text book and describes the goals
(not the standards) of every rangeland management plan that has ever been written. For example, the text states
that “standards that address the physical components of rangeland ecosystems [must] focus on the roles and
interactions of geology and landform, soil, climate, and water as they govern watershed function and soil
stability”. Someone should have explained the definition of ‘standard’ to the RACs! A few typical so-called
standards follow:

Standard 1: Watershed Function - Uplands: this standard states that upland soils [must] exhibit infiltration and
permeability rates, moisture storage and stability that are appropriate to soil, climate, and landform. Thisisa
nice objective, but it is not astandard. Calling this a standard is especially perfidious since none of these
variablesis known for any of the soils, climates, and landformsin eastern Oregon. It isagood way to avoid
managing the land since managers will never be able to determine appropriate rates and characteristics under all
edaphic and climatic conditions. A true standard would have to give an infiltration ratein mm/sec ( SD) for all
major soil typeson all major landforms. Better yet, it would ook at vegetative cover, water quality and
quantity, and soil erosion to seeif the soil is properly functioning. It will take BLM yearsto establish
appropriate infiltration and permeability rates, moisture storage, and stability for every vegetation and edaphic
type. If the BLM has any intention of carrying this standard out, they need to inform us how they intend to do
0.

Standard 2: Watershed Function - Riparian/Wetland Areas: this states that riparian/wetland areas must be in
properly functioning condition appropriate to soil, climate, and landform. As above, thisis not astandard. Itis
an objective. Inaddition, it is meaningless since we do not know what is the properly functioning condition
appropriate to every combination of soils, climate, and landforms in the planning area. If the authors of the
DEIS dready know, than they are remiss in not presenting the information.

Standard 3: Ecological Processes: this states that healthy, productive, and diverse plant and animal populations
and communities appropriate to soil, climate, and landform are supported by ecological processes of nutrient
cycling, energy flow, and the hydrologic cycle. Thisisalso not astandard. It is nice that the RAC members got
an high school level introduction to range science, but they were supposed to be designing standards, not
parroting ecological truisms. Someone should be sued for wasting the time of the RAC members and the
federal and state officials who were paid to be there.
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The RAC established “potential indicators’ for each standard, but they are not true indicators. They are genera
characteristics of the habitat. Amount and distribution of plant litter and plant cover, soil organic matter, and
thickness of the “A” horizon are characteristics of all plant communities and soils. They are not indicators of
anything. Similarly, water temperature, dissolved oxygen, and turbidity are characteristics of all water bodies.
A noseisacharacteristic of ahuman. A red noseisanindicator of ill health.

The Standards for Rangeland Health, etc., established by the RACs were also rendered meaningless by the
insistence that all parts of the landscape be managed with site heterogeneity in mind. Soils, plant communities,
and streams differ with soils, climates and landforms. The edaphic and biotic communities are so diverse that
nearly every square meter of the planning area differs from every other square meter. If each meter, or acre, has
to be managed differently, as suggested by the RACs, tens or hundreds of thousands of management directives
must be determined. Thiswill never happen. The DEIS effectively prevents any meaningful management since
the proper functioning conditions for each combination of soil, climate, vegetation, and landform will never be
known.

Even the guidelines for livestock grazing management in the Standards for Rangeland Health are diffuse and
only restatements of the objectives. Stating that management should not increase and spread noxious weeds is
not giving a directive that managers can follow; neither isit telling managers to maintain or restore plant
communities to promote photosynthesi s throughout the potential growing season.

Response: The Sandards for Rangeland Health are not a panacea, however they do provide relevant
guidelines which promote proper resource management when used in conjunction with sound grazing
practices, scientific analysis and resource information.

The FEIS has been modified and contains additional standards for grazing management (see Chapter
3, Grazing Alternative B and Monitoring, Grazing).

B-042.15  Thereare notimelinesfor recovery. With only vague goals, such asimproving water quality and protecting and
enhancing riparian upland vegetation, to inform them, there is no way to for the public to be assured that BLM
will ever reach these goals. Neither isthere aproject timeline for recovery. Without standards or recovery
deadlines, BLM management could theoretically stretch recovery out for 50, 100, 200 years. In fact, by
continuing to remove water from the river for agriculture and continuing livestock grazing, activities that are
known to impede recovery, BLM is guaranteeing that recovery will take an unnecessarily long time.

Response: Thereis no research on the John Day River or any similar riverine ecosystem that would
enable the BLM to predict how long recovery of degraded portions of the WSR would take. The timing
of riparian recovery is as dependent on random events (such as climate and associated variables such
asfire, wind, drought, floods) and their interaction with dynamic processes (such as vegetation
succession, sediment transport and channel shape) in an environment of complex topography and land
uses asit is on management (Benda et al., 1999). All portions of the river are not expected to recover
at the samerate or at the sametime. Neither isany particular segment of the river expected to develop
linearly, with no apparent setbacks or disturbances. “ Dynamic landscape processes... often destroy
preexisting habitats. New, and perhaps more extensive and rejuvenated riparian and aquatic habitats
may evolve after large fluxes of materialsin channels and valley floors... This seemingly incongruous
duality of landscape processes is an inherent property of ecosystems’ (Benda et al., 1999).

The place of land managersin river system recovery isto provide the opportunity for the ecosystem to
take advantage of random events. Monitoring which shows that the ecosystemis moving in a desired
direction (for example, recovery of riparian vegetation) is evidence that management is providing that
opportunity. Predictions of when recovery will be complete for the entire river would imply a vast
knowledge of the river system and an ability to accurately predict the weather.
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B-042.21  Weprefer Alternative D, which allows no livestock grazing inside the Wild and Scenic River Boundary.
Grazing should also be reduced or eliminated on BLM lands throughout the John Day River watershed. While
we prefer alternative D for some resource management, the BLM has included certain proposalsin alternative
D, such as an inflated number of miles of fence, that sabotage the alternative and make it less likely that it will
be selected in the final decision.

Response: In order to devise Alternative D, several assumptions had to be made: 1) BLM would
pursue opportunities to acquire approximately 15,000 acres of private land from willing land owners
within the Wild and Scenic boundaries (Chapter 3, Land Ownership, Classifications, and Use
Authorizations, Alternative D); 2) Where BLM is unable to acquire private land, BLM would work
cooperatively with private land owners in implementing the alternative, e.g., access, fencing on private
lands, and fence maintenance; and 3) Grazing would continue on private and public lands outside the
Wild and Scenic River boundaries despite the elimination of grazing on public lands within the
boundaries.

Representatives from the Confederated Tribes of the Warm Springs Reservation and Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife assisted BLM specialists in determining how grazing could be
restricted. Proposed locations of fences were plotted on large scale (1:24,000) maps taking into
account numer ous constraints and opportunities such as existing fences, natural barriers, land
owner ship patterns, the Wild and Scenic River boundaries and Wilderness Sudy Area boundaries.
These maps are available for public review at the Prineville District office.

B-042.22  Grazing retards the rate of recovery of streams and riparian ecosystems. Although changesin grazing
management, as already implemented by BLM along the John Day WSR, can increase the cover of herbaceous
vegetation and may improve regrowth of some woody species, it isimportant to remember that livestock
grazing of any kind retards the rate of stream and riparian recovery. Many studies show that streams require 2-
15 years of complete rest from livestock grazing to even begin to recover (Belsky et al. 1999). Riparian expert
Professor Robert Ohmart of the University of Arizona questions whether weakened and degraded riparian
communities throughout the arid West can “hang onto their thread of existence for another 30 to 50 years’
while waiting for the stream to slowly improve (Ohmart 1996).

Response: The BLM does not accept that any studies show that streams or rivers require 2-15 years of
complete rest to even begin to recover. As stated on page 230, “ In a recent review of over 1500
articlesregarding riparian areas, Larsen and others (1998) noted that the literature contained ‘a great
deal of personal opinion and commentary interspersed with little scientifically valid experimentation’
and that ‘ many of the opinion papers and nonexperimental reports were cited by others as science.’
Much of the research that has been done on livestock-riparian area relationships has focused on
documenting the damage that livestock grazing can do. To that end, some experiments examined the
effects of grazing relative to no grazing, while not even describing some fundamentals of livestock
management, such as grazing intensity or season of use. While that research is valuable for
establishing that grazing can have negative effects, it has limited applicability for establishing the
consequences of one grazing strategy over another. There may be differences between the responses of
riparian areas to various riparian-oriented grazing strategies. However, as yet, the ability of scientific
methods to detect those differences has been confounded by the complexity of the interactions between
the watershed, the riparian soils and vegetation, the stream channel and the grazing animal. When
differences are detected, the results are often contradicting....”

Whereas many streams can recover rapidly once livestock are removed, with continued grazing, including
“improved” grazing, recovery is slowed down considerably. What is encouraging is that many riparian
ecosystems, unlike more arid upland ecosystems, have the capability to recover rapidly (Belsky et al. 1999). If
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plants are protected from loss of their photosynthetic and reproductive organs by grazers and disturbance to the
soil surfaceis reduced, damaged plants are able to quickly recover and reproduce because water and nutrients
are availableinriparian zones. Thisistrue of both warm and cool season grazing, although warm season
grazing is often more damaging to ecosystems than cool season grazing.

There are many examples of riparian recovery along the John Day that occurred when cattle were permanently
removed from the River. A land owner on the Middle Fork of the John Day told us that streambanks on his
land showed significant recovery in only three years following removal of livestock. He reported a dramatic
recovery of herbaceous vegetation and riparian shrubs, including willow and dogwood. In an areathat had been
rested for 20 years, he reported willows 20 feet tall and dogwood 6-8 ft tall. Thisis significant because these
trees are important food sources for awide range of wildlife, as well as provide shade for theriver. In addition,
shrubs are a resource missing from most of the riversin theregion. The landowner said that adjacent Forest
Service lands with “improved” grazing management were not recovering at the same rate. BLM needs to report
these comparisons.

Response: The BLM appreciates and will consider all anecdotal evidence, opinion, and experimental
data that is presented. However, the BLM bases its decisions on the best available science and will
provide for greater consideration of the results of properly replicated scientific experiments published
in refereed journals.

Although BLM states that it will continue to implement the interim strategy for management of anadromous
fish-producing watersheds (PACFISH), the preferred alternative fails to meet PACFISH’ s mandate to modify or
eliminate grazing practices that retard or prevent attainment of riparian management objectives, nor does it meet
the mandate to maintain or restore healthy functioning watersheds, riparian areas, and associated fish habitats.

Response: The BLM isin disagreement with the ONDA over these assertions.

B-051.7 There should be no cows in the riparian zone on the river in winter. There could be afew exceptions only with
carefully crafted criteria.

Response: Portions of theriver are excluded from grazing in all alternatives. Of the four grazing
alternatives, alternative C excludes the greatest number of river bank miles. However, a large portion
of theriver is private land over which the planning partners have limited authority.

B-051.8 When making decisions on grazing on or near the river, grazing should not be allowed unless specific grazing
amounts, locations and practices are proven to be harmless to river values.

Response: We agree. See alternative descriptionsin Chapter 3 and environmental consequencesin
Chapter 5.

C-006.1 Alternative B won't adequately safeguard the John Day River from the impacts of livestock grazing. Grazing
does not “protect and enhance” theriver's natural values, asis required by the federal Wild and Scenic Rivers
Act, and therefore it must be eliminated. Continued livestock grazing, even the modified practices
encompassed by Alternative B, will retard recovery of the John Day’ s wild fish habitat.

Response: See response to B-042.6 in 1303 - Alter natives.

81



Final John Day River Plan and EIS

C-006.2 | urge you to adopt Alternative D to guide future management of livestock grazing along the John Day. By
removing livestock from the full wild and scenic corridor, Alternative D will provide the strongest protection of
the John Day’ s outstanding natural values, and will lead to the fastest recovery of theriver’sriparian areas and
uplands.

Response: See Chapter 5, Grazing and Riparian Resources and Grazing and Upland Vegetation.

C-032.1 My preferenceis Alternative A for Grazing. This allows an ongoing effort to go forth between each individual
location rather than a blanket policy for the wholeriver. Progress probably seemstoo slow for majority views.
Asafarmer-rancher my eye sees quite abit of change taking place.

Response: Quite a few changes have taken place. The changes to the ranch operations within the Wild

and Scenic River boundaries as well as the changes in resource conditions are summarized in Chapter

2. The preferred alternative will continue to encourage ongoing effort and partnership between

agencies and land owners, but standards for science based grazing within the Wild and Scenic River

would have to be high in order to demonstrate its ability to protect and enhance river values. These
new standards are described in the Final EIS, Chapter 3, Monitoring.

C-032.2 In Alternative B, | see where Owl Rock has been sited as a conflict with cattle versus campsite use. | doubt if
there has been a beef cow set foot on that location for 10-15 years. The only impact | seeis used toilet paper,
campsite rings, and compaction of the soil from tents and foot-traffic.

Response: Limits of Acceptable Change analysis at the Owl Rock (River Mile 59.4) campsites have
confirmed that grazing impacts are not obvious and that the recreation impacts are substantial. That
site has been chosen for exclusion from grazing because of its unusual popularity with campers.

C-038.6 The Preferred Alternative fails to cancel livestock grazing, amajor factor degrading the WSR, both in the
Corridor and in other BLM-managed uplands.

Response: See response to B-042.6 in 1303 - Alter natives.

C-038.8 Other Federal agencies and private conservation groups are removing cattle from the John Day River and it's
tributaries.

Response: See response to B-042.6 and B-042.8 in 1303 - Alternatives.

C-038.11 The DEIS contains few standards for management and protection of River values.

Response: See response to B-042.10 in 1303 - Alternatives.
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C-040.1 We support Alternative D which calls for no livestock grazing inside the Wild and Scenic River boundary and
restoring all agricultural lands on BLM land to natura riparian habitat.

Response: Personal opinion requiring no response.

D-012.1 Strongly in favor of increased aquatic and riparian habitat restoration and a grazing policy which is consistent
with these goals. Alternative D, which will eliminate grazing on public lands in the Wild and Scenic River
boundary and within 1/4 mile of the river in undesignated segments, should be the long term goal. In the short
term Alternative C which would eliminate grazing in riparian areas with only avery small loss of AUM’s
appears to be an excellent start.

Response: Personal opinion requiring no response.

D-019.1 Only Alternative D is able to protect and restore the river in the shortest amount of time. And timeis becoming
critical for our fisheries. By halting livestock grazing within the Wild and Scenic corridor, riparian areas will
recover much more quickly than in Alternative B.

Response: Personal opinion requiring no response.

F-006.5 BLM’s Alternative C is somewhat better than Alternative B, but still not good enough. While this approach
would improve streamside vegetation and soil stability on the banks, it would very likely shift grazing impacts
to the already over-grazed uplands. This approach ignores the fact that appreciable improvements in both water
quality and quantity require awatershed-level of protection. It iscrucial that the wider Wild and Scenic
corridor be protected.

Response: A watershed approach to many river values (for example, water quality and quantity,
wildlife, fisheries) is supported by the planning partners and the majority of scientific literature (see
Chapter 5, Grazing and Riparian Resources). However, because of the intermingled nature of public
lands in the John Day watershed (62% of land in basin isin private ownership, 7% of land isin public
ownership, 1% of the land isin public ownership within the Wild and Scenic River boundaries, see Key
Findings and Chapter 2, Land Ownership and Withdrawals), elimination of grazing on public lands
would be unlikely to achieve widespread improvement of watershed conditions. For the John Day
River basin, a watershed approach means integration of land owners into partnerships with the goal of
improving conditions on all lands, not segregation of lands by owner ship with a goal of improving
conditions on just public lands.

G-008.1 Alternative C isastep in the right direction, but more adequate fencing and much more upland acreage needs to
be rested from livestock grazing to safeguard riparian recovery.

Response: See response to B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives and B-042.7 in 3002 - Riparian in General.
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G-011.3 | prefer and support either Alternative C or D. Both aternatives would protect the riparian area and streamside
vegetation. Thisis of paramount importance. It would be OK to provide off-stream watering facilities for
livestock and wildlife, but it is of the utmost importance that the riparian areas be protected from grazing.

Response: See response to B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives and B-042.7 in 3002 - Riparian in General.

G-011.4 | suggest the remaining grazing allotments be reduced in direct proportion to the amount of forage that will be
protected within the riparian zone. That way, the uplands will not be over-grazed. Also, if thisaternativeis
selected, the upland grazing should continue to be monitored to ensure that overgrazing is not occurring and soil
erosion is not impacting the watershed.

Response: The possibility that excluding grazing from riparian areas would encourage overgrazing of
uplands was addressed in Chapter 5 Grazing and Upland Vegetation. New monitoring standards have
been incorporated into the Final EIS (see Chapter 3, Monitoring).

G-011.5 Alternative D appears to be the best alternative for protection of the river ecosystem. If thisaternativeis
selected, | would not favor an arbitrary boundary of 1/4 mile for abuffer zone. Instead, | would prefer that the
buffer zone be established along natural topographic break lines, preferably along the top of steep slopes. It
would be a shame to set up a buffer zone and then have wildlife and cattle trails above the fences on steep
slopes where erosion can occur.

Response: In many areas Alternative D does use the natural topographic barriers. However, the entire
river corridor does not contain such barriers, nor do all the barriers occur on public land. Alternative
D was designed to meet a complex set of objectives. Among the objectives were a minimum amount of
fence and minimum impact to private lands needed to implement a ‘no grazing’ alternative while
assuming that, in most cases, elimination of grazing within the WSR boundaries would not preclude
grazing from outside the WSR boundaries. The impacts of the alternative are described in Chapters 3
and 5. Itisnot a perfect alternative. It would be difficult and expensive to implement, it is likely to
alienate the local population, and its benefits to natural resources relative to the grazing alternative B
(which would not be as expensive or divisive) is questionable (see response to H-018.1 in 1301 -
Grazing in General). That’swhy it was not selected as the preferred.

G-016.1 Alternative B seems to be moving in the right direction. By assisting ranchers and landowners in better
management practices, both the river and users will benefit.

Response: Personal opinion requiring no response.

G-016.4 With high water years, the fences of Alternatives C and D for grazing would turn into refuse themselves,
creating a hazard to both recreationalists and wildlife. Not to mention the cost of rebuilding miles of fence
lines.

Response: Fences constructed on public lands would be placed so as to avoid problems with high
water, where possible. Fence placement on private lands would be based on individual decisions.
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H-021.8 Other Federal agencies and private conservation groups are removing cattle from the John Day River and it's
tributaries.

Response: See response to B-042.8 in 1303 - Alter natives.

H-032.2 Might not aranchers love of the river be trandlated into some more positive economic return for ranchers
efforts to accommodate recreationalists, in exchange for loss of grazing opportunities? Can lossesin AUMs by
ranchers be partially compensated for with user fees or permits of recreationalists? It isascenic river, can't
property owners benefit from a higher use then livestock?

Response: The proposal isunclear. Certainly some land owners have begun to charge access fees for
thelir private property, but currently there is no mechanism for transferring receipts from government
permits to individuals.

H-035.1 We are supportive of Alternative B for Grazing. Who will pay for the required fencing? If the more severe
grazing alternatives are selected, then the BLM needs to come up with afunding program to pay for the
required fencing; it should not be dumped on the private land owners.

Response: Whether the costs of construction and maintenance of fence and water devel opments was the
responsibility of the federal government was not explored in the Draft EIS,

H-042.3 | strongly support Alternative D, restrict cattle to outside the Scenic River boundary. | believe thiswould
improve water quality, fish habitat, and certainly scenic attraction of theriver.

Response: Personal opinion not requiring a response.

H-043.1 A fence on both sides of theriver isaniron curtain for every boater, hunter, and fisherman to see. A
consideration like this by any bureaucratic person makes people in the private sector wonder what we are
paying for. Here we are trying to save the beautiful river from every human mark and some jerk wants to fence
both sides of the river off - for miles.

Response: The development of grazing alternative C was the result of the efforts of the planning
partners and the Resource Advisory Council’ s John Day WSR Subgroup. The impacts are described in
Chapters 3 and 5.

J-008.1 | feel that alternatives C and D are both acceptable, because they will alow the degraded fisheries to be rebuilt.
Alternative D is better, however, because tributary streams will get more riparian protection than in Alternative
C.

Response: See response to B-042.19 in 1009 - Consultation, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives and B-
042.7 in 3002 - Riparian in General.
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K-008.1 Alternative Cisonly asmall step in the right direction, because it’s not clear where the fences actually have to
go up, since what “riparian border” actually means at a given site can be arguable. In addition, fences at the
riparian border are liable to be washed out during spring runoff, and then you' re right back without them. In
addition, afence virtually adjoining a stream does not make a healthy stream ecology.

Response: Care istaken to build fences where they will not be washed out. Fences would rarely be
adjoining the stream. See response to B-042.21 in 1303 - Alternatives.

K-021.1 | am disappointed at the timid approach in the DEIS. Y es some changes areincluded in the preferred
Alternative B, but these are insignificant. That grazing continues along almost all of the John Day is significant
evidence that land management is lacking: grazing destroys riparian habitat, afact that is quite understated in
the DEIS.

Response: We strongly disagree. See response to B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives and B-042.7 in 3002 -
Riparian in General.

K-021.5 Table 2 suggests that fencing will cordon off wildlife and potentially kill them. What kind of fencing was
considered? Barbed wire is outdated for new fencing; use of electric tape with a battery or solar panel is
cheaper and safer. Fencing can be accomplished and mortality not affected. Wildlife can pass under/over the
tape without injury. This alternative should have been discussed.

Response: Existing technology and the remoteness of the river canyon make electric fencing a difficult
option at present. Every effort is made to build fences that allow room for wildlife to pass over or
under without difficulty. While thereis a small risk of wildlife becoming entangled in a barbed wire
fence, any fence that would endure weather, wildlife and livestock would necessarily be sturdy enough
to pose the same risks. Barbed wire is not out of date. It would be far more expensive to maintain miles
of solar electrical fence than to build sturdy wire fences without electrical tape. See response to B-
042.21 in 1303 - Alternatives and B-042.1 in 700 - Document in General.

K-021.10  Alternative B isinadequate and probably not worth all the considerable trouble it took to create the document.
It is adefense of the status quo with cosmetic changes. Alternative C isthe minimally acceptable becauseitis
one of two alternatives that makes a noticeable difference in the John Day riverine system. Alternative D
provides the best protection, and affects only about 1% of the AUM’s in the John Day Basin. Alternative B
does not pass the legal muster that BLM has met its obligations to “ protect and enhance” the John Day River's
outstanding values.

Response: The planning partners agree that the fences proposed in Alternative C would indeed be
noticeable. The desirability of such a change is questionable. See responses to B-042.6 in 1303 -
Alternatives and B-042.18 in 3200 - riparian in General.

K-022.1 Alternative B of the DEIS gets our vote.

Response: No response necessary.
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L-015.3 Alternative D does not go far enough to protect the resource but it would be a good start.

Response: No response necessary.

M-014.1 My family isacurrent BLM grazing permittee on the Lower John Day. The changes of Option B are currently
being made on our permits, and are working out well. We look forward to a continuation of those changes. We
also look forward to doing a better job of adapting to those changes.

Response: No response necessary.

M-014.2 Asl look at Option D, | wonder about the costs and rewards. BLM land is intermingled with ours. Therefore
this option does not remove cows from river areas, just BLM owned river areas. Other than avisual scene that
shows fewer cows in some places and more in others, what do we really get from Option D?

Response: See response to H-018.1in 1301 - Grazing in General.

M-028.1 The Gilliam County Cattlemen’s Association would like to express our support for Alternative B. It isour
organizations concern that the John Day River Management Plan, should use land management practices that
include grazing.

Response: No response necessary.

P-001.2 In looking over the Alternatives, D is good for grazing.

Response: No response necessary.

P-004.2 We urgethe BLM to adopt Alternative D for Grazing. Wild fish such as steelhead, chinook salmon, and bull
trout, require cold, clear water in which to spawn and survive. Continued livestock grazing, even the modified
practices encompassed by Alternative B will not lead to the recovery of the John Day’ s wild fish habitat.
Grazing does not “ protect and enhance” the river’ s natural values asis required by the federal Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act, and therefore it must be eliminated.

Response: See responses to B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives and B-042.19 in 1009 - Consultation.

P-006.1 Get real BLM - cattle are “out” and fish are “in” in the John Day Wild and Scenic Corridor. Alternative D asin
DOG! isthe only acceptable aternative.

Response: No response necessary.
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P-020.1 The plan takes into consideration the need to protect riparian areas by grazing those areas in winter or early
spring. Alternative B is something that should have been done 10 years ago and the cost should not be
prohibitive to the permitee.

Response: No response necessary.

R-006.2 Continued livestock grazing, even the modified practices encompassed by Alternative B, will retard recovery of
the John Day’ s wild fish habitat.

Response: See responses to B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives, and B-
042.19in 1009 - Consultation.

R-011.2 Grazing Alternative C (which impacts only 27 AUM out of 3115 on all segments) would seem to be required by
the BLM’ s Riparian - Wetland Initiative and the Proposed National Marine Fisheries Service 4d Rule guidance
for ‘ properly functioning conditions' of riparian habitat. Over the past 150 years there has been severe
degradation and reduction of the native hardwood riparian vegetation along the John Day River. The Prineville
District’s 1995 EA on Northern Hardwoods Supplementation states: ‘ Large stands of northern cottonwood are a
critical component of the John Day River riparian ecosystem. In the John Day Basin, many riparian hardwood
populations have been severely repressed or virtually eliminated by poor livestock management, agricultural
practices, stream channelization, and other human and natural causes.” The BLM national riparian goal was to
restore and maintain at least 75% of public lands riparian areas to Properly Functioning Condition by 1997.

The draft 4d Rule states under Population and Habitat Concepts that * Properly functioning habitat conditions
are conditions that sustain the watershed’ s natural habitat-affecting process (bedload transport, riparian
community succession, precipitation runoff patterns, channel migration, etc.). over the full range of
environmental variation, and that support salmonid productivity at a viable population level.’ Plan failsto
address the national BLM goal for 75% PFC within this basin or the NMFS guidance for PFC that would
sustain riparian community succession. The draft Plan reveals that of all river segment riparian vegetation
conditions rated, the entire mainstream John Day is ‘ Funtional at Risk’ and that only one segment of the South
Fork is maintained at Properly Functioning Conditions. Fencing the John Day’s riparian zones to exclude
grazing (Alternative C or D) isthe quickest and most certain alternative to restore and maintain these areas.
There may be other viable ways of rapid improvement of riparian conditions, such as riparian fencing and timed
exclusion for aperiod of years. The Plan did not provide this option. The Preferred Alternative provides no
estimated time frame to achieve PFC for riparian restoration under ‘riparian oriented grazing’. The Plan should
provide a comparative timetable of meeting a PFC for riparian community succession on each segment under
each Alternative and may need to combine proposed alternatives to find the most effective one.

Response: We disagree that the BLM Riparian-Wetlands initiative requires alternative C. Theinitiative
is guidance which we follow however, it establishes goals including restoration and maintenance, and
protection of riparian areas. These goals have been addressed in the DEIS. The NMFS4d rule applies
to private land not Federal agencies. The agencies must go through NMFS section 7 consultation.

We agree that past management has caused the decline of cottonwoods and other woody riparian
species within the basin. One management practice that will continue is the growing and out planting
of native black cottonwoods (see chapter 5, Riparian and Aquatic Habitat Restoration in the FEIS). See
response B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives for more discussion.

The BLM national (as opposed to an Oregon goal or a John Day basin) riparian goal wasto restore

and maintain at least 75% of public lands riparian areas to Properly Functioning Condition by 1997.
Timing of riparian recovery is addressed in response B-042.15 in 1303 - Alternatives.
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We disagree that fencing the riparian areasis necessarily a more successful technique for restoring
riparian habitat than proper grazing management. See B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives. for more
discussion.

R-019.1 Alternative D would manageable and affordable using small inexpensive solar water pumps to provide fresh
clean water to livestock while keeping them out of theriver. Water can be distributed in many pasture locations
|eading to more even grazing and more healthy animals while protecting the habitat of our native fish
populations. | would be happy to help with a solar water pumping demonstration project, or to help you look at
the cost of wells and pumps. The systems are portable so one pump and one set of panels can be used to fill
water troughs in many pastures, and by using gravity feed (our pumps can lift up to 600 feet) even more grazing
land could be evenly used.

Response: Solar water pumps are definitely a possibility in some cases. However, thislevel of detail is
not discussed in the Plan.

S-005.3 We strongly support Alternative A for our operation as it maintains maximum ability to manage the public land
grassresourcein our BLM grazing allotment. Any reduction would carry severe financial consequences for the
ranch.

Response: No response necessary.

S-015.1 Attempting to exclude cattle merely from the riparian zone (Plan C) is not sufficient. | have seen countless
examples throughout Eastern Oregon where cattle break through streamside fences; if the cattle can smell and
see the water, they will not be stopped. The fences must be located well away from the riverbank, at the edge of
the wild and scenic corridor, as recommended in Plan D.

Response: Riparian fences proposed in alternative C would not be adjoining public land riparian
areas except in rare instances (see Chapter 3, Grazing Alternative C)

S-031.2 Alternative D is the only alternative which meets the mandate of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act to restrict any
activity (here, livestock grazing) which does not “protect or enhance” the river’s “outstanding values’.

Response: See responses to B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, B-042.7 in 3002 - Riparian in General and
B-042.18 in 3200 - Wild and Scenic Rivers.

S-031.3 The livestock grazing reduction, while protecting 65,845 acres, represents only a one percent reduction in
AUMs offered by BLM within the John Day Basin. Alternative B protects zero public lands from grazing, and
Alternative C protects only 1,259 acres. The concomitant low reduction in AUMs for Alternative D means that
thisland is not optimal grazing land. The economic benefits of restricting grazing are far greater than the
economic loss to the public, to whom these lands belong.

Response: The planning partners disagree with the premise that protection is synonymous with
exclusion. Seeresponse B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives and B-042.7 in
3200 - Wild and Scenic Rivers.
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S-031.4 Alternative D requires 147 miles of fencing, whereas Alternative B (the preferred alternative) requires only 12
miles of fencing. Fencing in the John Day area has been shown to facilitate and accel erate the restoration of
riparian areas.

Response: See B-042.6 and B-042.21 in 1303 - Alternatives, and B-042.22 in 103 - Alter natives.

S-031.5 Alternative D excludes 196 river miles from livestock grazing; Alternative B excludes only 66. The poor water
quality, insufficient quantity, degraded riparian areas, and threatened fish stocks extend throughout the John
Day, requiring the entire length of the river to be protected.

Response: Exclusion has not been shown to be any more effective in protecting riparian areas than

riparian oriented grazing (see Chapter 5, Grazing Management and Riparian Resour ces, responses B-
042.6 and B-042.22 in 1303 - Alternatives).

S-031.6

Response:

Alternative D is the only aternative which provides any short-term hope of restoring the spawning and other
habitat required by these species.

Personal opinion, no response required.

S-035.1

Response:

The North Fork John Day Watershed Council wishes to endorse Grazing Alternative B for the segments under
our service area (segments 6, 7, & 8). The council feels Alternative B provides the most balanced approach to
successfully meeting our objectives. Riparian vegetation has increased a ong these segments during the past
decade. Significant willow recruitment is evident along the Kimberly-Monument reach and also the stream
reach between Monument and Highway 395 (Camas Creek). It isthe position of the council that Grazing
Alternative B allows for continued riparian recovery and adaptive management of sensitive areas. Alternative B
provides flexibility for local allotment holders to move between public and private lands and vary seasons of
use. Riparian grazing and associated impacts have been significantly reduced in recent years through the
cooperative efforts of allotment holders and BLM.

NoO response necessary.

S-035.2

Response:

It isaconcern of the council that the exclusion of grazing on BLM lands under Alternative C or D may increase
potential for degradation of sensitive riparian and upland areas under private ownership. The additional fencing
installed under Alternatives C and D would also adversealy affect wildlife by restricting movement and
increasing mortality from entanglement. Council recommendations and actions are based on a watershed scale,
and we are concerned with the total impact of grazing within the North Fork Sub-basin. Grazing Alternatives C
and D would restrict flexibility in grazing management for landowners and potentially hamper cooperative
restoration efforts along both the mainstem of the North Fork as well as significant tributaries.

Seeresponse to H-018.1in 1301 - Grazing in General.
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U-003.1

Response:

Summary of Public Plan and EIS

To allow grazing in the Wild and Scenic segments does not allow recovery to occur, but in fact actually addsto
the degradation of the water quality and more miles of river bank. Thisisablatant disregard of the intent and
letter of the Wild and Scenic designation. | support Alternative D in the management plan for the John Day
River’s Wild and Scenic corridors.

Personal opinion, no response necessary.

V-007.1

Response:

For the few migrating fish whom make it home it would be beneficia to welcome then home in the cleanest
environment aquatically that we, you and | can provide. | urge awelcome home sign for our spawning fish
‘Alternative D Welcomes Y ou Home'.

Personal opinion, No response necessary.

W-019.1

Response:

Fences will only hamper natural residents migration and be too costly to serve any good. Also, visitors have
been known to cut through fences rather than drive around to a gate.

Analysis of the costs of fence construction and maintenance are presented in Chapter 5,

Human Uses and Values.

W-019.3

Response:

If forced into acorner, | would reluctantly support Alternative plan B, at best. But why not try to fight the loss
of our rights with good, sound scientific evidence? | hesitate to have any of my rights taken away by a select
group, most of whom eat something that grew up on the range.

See response to B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives and , B-042.7

in 3002 - Riparian in General.

W-026.5

Response:

Incredibly, the BLM has selected Alternative B as the preferred alternative to protect our river's Outstanding
Values. Showing acomplete absence of any foresight, integrity and courage, the BLM has shamefully chosen
an alternative that makes virtually no reduction in grazing impacts. The declining salmonid populations will
have long disappeared before any benefits from minimal grazing reduction allow the habitat to make even the
slightest recovery. | would be willing to bet that BLM fishery biologists were not supportive of Alternative B.
It would have been interesting to hear BLM’ s rationale that decided it is OK for the public river usersto sleep
amongst the cow pies and swim and bathe in ariver where cows can urinate and defecate at will but itis
mandated that river users must carefully deposit their “man pies’ in abucket and carry them out of the basin.
How ludicrous can you get? Alternative B does not even represent good multiple use management much less
protect threatened salmonid popul ations and follow the mandates of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. It would
seem that continuation of grazing and any substantial water withdrawals during low flow periods would both
consgtitute a “taking” under the 4d rules of the Threatened and Endangered Species Act. It appears that BLM has
caved in once again to the grazing industry and the politicians that support degradation of our public resources.

Descriptions of improving conditions in riparian resources and actions taken by planning

partners are presented in Chapter 2, Vegetation and Grazing and Chapter 5, Grazing Management and
Riparian Resources. Also, the 4d rules apply to private land owners (see B-042.19 in 1009 -
Consultation).
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W-026.6

Response:

Please reconsider your recommendation and do the right thing for the long term health of theriver, its
Outstanding Values and public that enjoys these uses. Alternative D is the best Alternative. It provides for
partial grazing elimination within the 1/4 mile Wild and Scenic corridor on 57 BLM grazing allotments. This
represents less than 1% of the total grazing potential within the basin. It is the only aternative that provides for
predictable, rapid improvement in the riparian zone and adjacent uplands. It is the alternative that provides the
best opportunity to save the salmonid fish resources and protect the river's other Outstanding Values.

Personal opinion, no response necessary.

1304

20.1
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Environmental Consequences

Preferred Alternative B won't adequately safeguard the John Day River from the impacts of livestock grazing.
Grazing does not “protect and enhance” the river's natural values, asis required by the federal Wild and Scenic
Rivers Act, and therefore it must be eliminated. (Rationale as Outlined in ONDA mail-out) The second longest
free-flowing river in the lower 48 state, the John Day is home to Oregon’s largest and most diverse wild fish
populations which is severely degraded as aresult of livestock grazing and irrigation withdrawalsthe BLM’s
‘preferred alternative’ would do little to change the status quo, leaving cattle to graze alongside - aswell as
defecate and urinate in - one of Oregon’s most cherished and popular boating rivers. However, 90% of the river
corridor is grazed by domestic cattle. Grazing on these streamside allotments contributes significantly to
problems with water which is severely degraded as a result of livestock grazing and irrigation withdrawals the
BLM'’s ‘preferred aternative’ would do little to change the status quo, leaving cattle to graze alongside - as well
as defecate and urinate in - one of Oregon’s most cherished and popular boating rivers. However, 90% of the
river corridor is grazed by domestic cattle. Grazing on these streamside allotments contributes significantly to
problems with water quality, bank stability, and wildlife habitat. Severe erosion and dramatic changes in water
temperature and flow, adirect result of grazing in the watershed, have reduced native fish populations to small
fractions of their former abundance. Y et despite the well-documented connection between livestock grazing and
the demise of the John Day’ s wilderness, wildlife, and recreational values, the BLM has done almost nothing to
improve this river's chances of recovery.  WATER QUALITY: According to Oregon’s Department of
Environmental Quality, the John Day and many of its tributaries fail to meet state water quality standards,
mainly due to excessive summer-time water temperatures; these temperatures surpass the legal limit of 68
degrees because shade-giving plant life along the river's edge has been removed by grazing livestock... WEEDS:
Meanwhile, in the John Day Basin's uplands, livestock facilitate the rapid spread of invasive weeds. Weed
invasions comprise the single greatest threat to native grasslands and their recovery, and in the John Day Basin,
many tenacious non-native species have already gained atoe-hold and are spreading fast. If current rates of
weed invasions persist — alikely scenario with continued grazing — we could lose hundreds of thousands of
acres of native plant life. FECAL COLIFORM: Because of the John Day’s popularity as arecreational river,
fecal coliform (bacteria originating from livestock waste) isaso avery real concern. Most raft floats on the
John Day are extended trips that involve washing dishes with river water, and many visitors come into direct
contact with the river through boating, angling, and swimming. Continued grazing here could lead to serious
public health problems. Damage caused by livestock is difficult to justify alongside any river. But along aWild
and Scenic River, like the John Day, such damage isaso illegal. The BLM, which manages the John Day’s
Wild and Scenic corridor, is mandated by Congress to protect and enhance the river’s outstanding values; any
activity that fails to either protect or enhance these values must, according the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, be
completely restricted from the river corridor. While the BLM has modified some grazing practices along the
John Day, and portions of the river are showing signs of slow improvement, the agency would be hard-pressed
to show that livestock truly “protect and enhance” the river’s natural values. Despite the overwhelming
evidence linking livestock grazing to water pollution and fish habitat damage — and despite the legal mandate
to ‘protect and enhance’ theriver’'s natural values— the BLM has indicated that it plans to continue allowing
livestock grazing alongside the John Day. The BLM's preferred alternative for livestock grazing is Alternative
B, which would maintain existing management while applying improved ‘riparian oriented’ management to an
additional 9.1 miles of the river corridor. Sadly this approach will do little to improve fish and wildlife habitat
or water quality in the near term; progressin these areas will be slow at best, making landscape-level ecological
damage increasingly difficult to repair.



Response:

Summary of Public Plan and EIS
See responses to B-042.18 in 3200 - Wild and Scenic Rivers, B-042.19 in 1009 -

Consultation, B-042.20 in 3101 - Water Quantity and Quality in General, B-042.4 in 3003 - Affected
Environment, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives, B-042.11 in 1304 -
Environmental Consequences, S:026.2 in 1301 - Grazing in General.

211

Response:

Wild fish such as steelhead, chinook salmon, and bull trout, require cold, clear waters in which to spawn and
survive. Continued livestock grazing, even the modified practices encompassed by Alternative B, will retard
recovery of the John Day’ s wild fish habitat.

(Rationale as Outlined in ONDA mail-out) With 500 miles of un-dammed waters, the John Day is the second-
longest free-flowing river in the continental United States. Much of the Lower John Day flows through
proposed wilderness areas, while the upper river provides critical habitat for the largest and most diverse native
fish populationsin Oregon. Among the species that call this river home are summer steelhead, spring chinook,
redband trout, bull trout, and west slope cutthroat trout. (Steelhead, chinook salmon, and bull trout are all listed
as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act, while Westslope cutthroat trout have been petitioned
for listing as threatened.) High water temperatures, coupled with sedimentation and eroded streambanks, make
lifedifficult and in some cases, impossible, for salmon, steelhead, and trout — all of which depend upon cold,
clear streams for their spawning habitat.

Seeresponse B-042.19 in 1009 - Consultation.

22.1

Response:

Urge you to adopt Alternative D to guide you in the future management of livestock grazing along the John
Day. By removing livestock from the full wild and scenic corridor, Alternative D will provide the strongest
protection of the John Day’ s outstanding natural values, and will lead to the fastest recovery of theriver's
riparian areas and uplands.

(Rationale as Outlined in ONDA mail-out) Alternative D, which would end livestock grazing within the John
Day’s Wild and Scenic corridor, provides the best protection for this remarkable river and its fish and wildlife
populations. Not only would Alternative D safeguard the John Day’ s riparian areas and allow them to recover
far more rapidly than under current grazing management, it would also offer a badly-needed rest to the 1/4 mile
of land on either side of the river. Removing livestock from the full corridor will lead to the fastest and most
effective recovery of the John Day River. While such a management option would mean retiring about 2,700
animal unit months, the forage attached to these AUM’s on BLM land accounts for only 1% of the total forage
consumed by livestock in the John Day Basin. Further, livestock operators who may experience of |oss of
grazing privileges within the wild and scenic corridor could be compensated financially for these retired
AUM’s.

See responses B-042.4 in 3003 - Affected Environment, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives and

B-042.7 in 3002 - Riparian in General.

B-004.1

Response:

Alternative C would end livestock grazing within the John Day’ s riparian area, it merely shifts grazing
pressures to the watersheds uplands. Although protecting the thin ribbon of vegetation that bufferstheriver’'s
banks would likely lead to dramatic improvements in streamside vegetation and bank stability, thisis not
enough to protect the recreational and ecological values of the John Day watershed. Because water quantity and
quality are influenced by conditions throughout an entire watershed, rather than by specific actions within a
riparian areaiits crucial that the BLM protect the complete wild and scenic corridor.

Seeresponse H-018.1in 1301 - Grazing in General.
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B-008.25 If all of the preferred alternatives concerning grazing were implemented, what would the financial, economic,
and employment impact be on each county within the John Day River basin? | could not find an impact
statement on this question.

Response: Economics impacts are described in Chapter 5, Human Uses and Values. The impact would
be small.

B-019.1 Adopt alternative D. Not only is this the most cost effective method of actually restoring the health of theriver,
it isthe route to improved economic health of the area. With the improved health of the river will come the
added benefit of eco-based tourism to these public lands. As has happened over and over in other regions, after
aninitial period of adjustment, the long term economic vitality of the region will be enhanced.

Response: Personal opinion, No response necessary.

B-042.9 Cumulative impacts must be discussed. 40 CFR 1508.25(a). Cumulative impact isthe impact on the
environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency or person undertakes such other actions.
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a
period of time. 40 CFR 1508.7. Nowhere in the DEIS does the BLM assess the cumulative effects of wnter and
spring grazing or of agricultural development along the river on public and private lands. Rather, the authors
merely set out optimistic expectations of the new management, but gives no data. NEPA does not allow the
agency to defer or avoid taking the requisite hard look now, before the decision is made. The fact that the
preferred alternative allows maintenance of current grazing levelsin riparian zones and uplands without any
analysis of the cumulative effects of that decision is also representative of the shell game the BLM continuesto
play with regard to where it makes its grazing management decisions. Thus, the BLM cannot avoid its
obligation to evaluate the cumulative effects of grazing in this DEIS.

The congressional intent of NEPA and CEQ regulations mandate consideration of all of these actionsto provide
afull and fair analysis of the proposed action. The draft EIS must address reasonably foreseeabl e significant
impacts, even if information about them is unavailable. The draft EIS failsto appropriately evaluate reasonably
foreseeable significant adverse effects. If the BLM’ sfailure to address a subject comes from alack of available
information on the subject, NEPA requires the BLM to state such information is unavailable. 40 CFR 1502.22.
Furthermore, if the BLM cannot obtain relevant information, it must at least include a summary of existing
credible scientific evidence and the agency’ s evaluation of foreseeable impact based on theoretical approaches.
40 CFR 1502.22 (b).

Response: The environmental consequences discussion examines the impacts of each alternative on
river and social values. The analysis notes unequivocally that until recent years management of both
private and public lands has led to the reduction of vegetation cover, changed the composition of
vegetation, and the consequences of those changes on upland, riparian, and aquatic values. As
required by CEQ regulations the environmental consequences analysis considers the consequences of
management of lands outside the control of the managing agency. The conclusion of that analysisis
that selection of any of the alternative for managing the designated Wild and Scenic River and BLM
lands within 1/4 mile of the river would have no measurable impact on instream conditions. The
environmental consequences analysis also follows CEQ direction in noting the reasonably foreseeable
future actions over which the BLM has no control that will impact river values. The role of Watershed
Councils and the Oregon Department of Agriculture is examined and the fact that private lands
constitute 62% of the John Day Basin is noted. Thisis the reason that cooperative management is the
primary element of the proposed decision for water quantity and quality.
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B-042.11  Grazing is significant cause of weed invasions in the John Day WSR. Non-indigenous weeds are a magjor threat
to the health and sustainability of riparian and upland communitiesin the planning area; nevertheless, there is
no description in the Plan of the extent of weed infestations, how fast they are now spreading, or the major
causes of their spread. The rapid spread of exotic weeds in northwestern rangelands has been identified in the
scientific literature as being due to (1) transportation of weed seeds into new regions and then throughout the
landscape, (2) loss of vigorous native species that would otherwise out-compete the weeds, (3) disturbance of
the soil surface, creating a seed bed for weeds, (4) loss of the microbiotic crust, which prevents establishment of
weed seeds, and (5) loss of soil mycorrhizae, which are essential for growth and vigor of native species. There
is an extensive scientific literature that has found that cattle and sheep are the major causes of (a) weed seed
introductions into rangelands, (b) loss of native plant vigor, and © disturbances to the soil, microbiotic crust and
mycorrhizae in many areas throughout the arid West (see attached paper by Joy Belsky and Jonathan L.
Gelbard, which has been submitted Ecological Applications for publication). Where off-highway vehicle
(OHV) use and off-trail hiking are extensive, they are also major causes of weed introductions and disturbance
to the soils, microbiotic crust, and mycorrhizea. These factors must be discussed in the DEIS.

In wetter areas, such asin riparian zones, on northfacing slopes, at higher elevations, and in areas with rainfall
averaging over 12-15 inches, removal of livestock and other anthropogenic disturbances will alow recovery of
native plant communities without the use of toxic herbicides, ground disturbing activities, or fire. Examplesare
givenin Belsky and Gelbard (in review). For example, Green and Kauffman (1995) found that in eastern
Oregon, the frequency of the alien grass Bromus hordeaceus declined in wet meadows that had been protected
from grazing for 15 years, but increased 2-48% where grazing continued. In addition, the frequency of the
introduced grass timothy declined from 33% to 3% where protected from livestock and the frequency of tall
buttercup declined from 55% to 12%.

Viable alternatives to use of toxic chemicals on wild and scenic rivers must be considered.

Response: Green and Kauffman (1995) studied the effects of late summer grazing compared to
exclusion. Thisisvery different from the late winter-early spring grazing management along the John
Day WSR. Research done by Green & Kaufman (1995) is cited as evidence that eliminating grazing
would reduce noxious weeds in the WSR. The species mentioned by Green and Kaufman are indeed
introduced species, however they are not deep rooted, long lived perennials. Most of the noxious weed
species we are concerned about are aggressive competitors and do not disappear over time due to
competition from native species. Further, not one significant difference in the proportion of exotics
was detectabl e between the grazed and non-grazed populations, in 8 different plant communities, even
though the non-grazed controls were rested for 10 years (Table 1).

Late winter-early spring grazing places livestock in the WSR (near the river and on the uplands) at a
time when noxious weeds are not grazed by livestock therefore no fecal transport of weed seeds occurs.
If livestock were to ingest noxious weed plant parts no fecal transport would occur because seed is not
being produced at the time of grazing. Snce the previous year’s seed production has fallen to the
ground and overwintered, these seeds are not available to be catch on grazing animals' coats and be
transported by grazing livestock in thisway. At the present time we have no evidence that livestock are
transporting noxious weed seed from private land to the public land. If thisis determined to be a
problemin the future, there are practices available to effectively deal with the issue such as a holding
area for any cattle that need to rid themselves of weed seed before entering public land.

Late winter-early spring grazing promotes dispersion of livestock which reduces or eliminates heavy
grazing use and trampling. Soils found within the uplands of the John Day River Corridor are
generally finer textures, containing more silt or clay. These soils are less subject to disturbance than
sandy soils. When soils are damp, as they generally are at this time of year, microbiotic crusts and
mycorrhizea are also damp, pliable and less subject to damage than when the crusts are dry and
brittle. Currently there islittle monitoring of microbiotic crusts and no scientific studies within the
John Day Basin, however in response to this and other comments, monitoring of microbiotic crustsis

now included in the monitoring section of Chapter 3. o
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Currently there are huge noxious weed expansions occurring at Devil’s Tower National Monument,
Grand Teton National Park, and the Selway-Bitteroot Wilderness Area. These areas and many others
like them have not been grazed by livestock for 50+ years. These examplesillustrate that major weed
invasions and expansions can occur without the presence of livestock grazing.

Sohlgren, et al, (1999) conducted research in Colorado, Wyoming, S. Dakota and Minnesota in which
they tested the hypothesis that species rich plant communities were less susceptible to invasion by
exotic species. Their study showed that contrary to the classic paradigm these communities were
particularly vulnerable to invasion and refutes the idea that livestock grazing causes weed invasions
through reduced plant species richness.

Sohlgren, Schell, and Vanden Heuvel (1999) studied plant diversity in and adjacent to long-term
grazing exclosures. They hypothesized “ that grazed sites would have a higher ... exotic species
richness compared to ungrazed areas, due to disturbance (i.e. the intermediate-disturbance hypothesis)
and conventional wisdom that grazing may accelerate weed invasion” . The study revealed that
“ differences in vegetation ... between grazed and ungrazed sites were minimal in most cases’. The
research led to some generalizations:

* Grazing probably has little effect on native species richness at landscape scales.

* Grazing probably has little effect on the accelerated spread of most exotic plant species at landscape scales.

* Few plant species show consistent directional responsesto grazing or the cessation of grazng.

Solhgren, et al (1998) concluded that periodic flooding in riparian zones, drought in upland sites, and
other disturbances likely contribute more to patterns of plant diversity than do differencesin grazing
pressure.

Lowry, (1996) found that only seeds with hard, thick seed coats were consistently passed through the
digestive tracts of animalsin a viable condition. Thisinformation, in combination with the fact that the
late winter-early spring grazing treatment places livestock in the area at a time when weed seed is not
being produced. Thisinformation discounts the concern that “ grazing is a significant cause of weed
invasions in the John Day WSR” .

Sohlgren, T. J.,Brinkley, D., Chong, G. W., Kalkhan, M. A., Shell, L. D., Bull, K. A., Otsuki, O.,
Newman, G., Bashkin, M. and Son, Y. 1999. Exotic Plant Species Invade Hot Spots of Native Plant
Diversity. Ecological Monographs, 69(1), 1999:25-46.

Sohlgren, T. J., Bull, K. A., Otsuki, Y., Villa, C. A., and Lee, M. 1998. Riparian Zones as Havens for
Exotic Plant Speciesin the Central Grasslands. Plant Ecology 138:113-125, 1998

Sohlgren, T.J., Schell, L. D., and Vanden Heuvel, B. 1999. How Grazing and Soil Quality Affect
Native and Exotic Plant Diversity in Rocky Mountain Grasslands, Ecological Applications, 9(1), 1999:
45-64.

Lowry, Amaya A., 1996, Influence of Ruminant Digestive Processes on Ger mination of Ingested Seeds,
Master of Science Thesis, Oregon Sate University.

B-042.16  ThePlanimpliesthat BLM is being held hostage by private land owners. The plan implies that if the BLM does
abetter job of managing public land by removing cattle from theriver, that there would be a net loss of
resources because the private land owners would do aworse job. For example, they say that the land owners
will overstock their landsif they lose BLM allotments, that fence lines will be degraded by livestock, and that
more cattle would occupy riparian pastures. This argument is dangerous since federal agencies can always use
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similar reasons to avoid their responsibilities of improving management of public lands. Not only isthis
argument pure speculation, but it implies that private land owners are poor stewards of the land. If they are
such poor stewards as to allow overgrazing, than why is BLM leasing sensitive public lands to them?

There is no economic analysis presented that demonstrates that if grazing is further reduced or eliminated on
public land, grazing and itsimpacts will increase on private land. Elimination of grazing on BLM land may in
fact cause less grazing on private land if this highly marginal economic activity were deprived of the benefit of
low-cost public land grazing.

If the river and riparian habitats along the John Day River do not begin to show significant progress soon, this
argument (that private landowners will increase grazing pressure on their lands) will be moot, because the
endangered fish species will be in ajeopardy situation with NMFS. Through the ESA, NMFS can require these
same landowners to reduce stocking rates and streamside grazing. It isin the best interest of the ranchers and
farmers along theriver to use every possible river mile for rapid recovery.

The BLM cannot operate under threat of being help hostage to actions that someone else might take.

Response: The grazing management proposed under Alternative B includes riparian oriented
management, riparian exclusion and corridor exclusion. The mix, which varies by allotment provides
the same benefit for the river resources as exclusion at lower cost and with greater economic benefits.
BLM does not consider itself as* held hostage” by landowners along the river, but BLM must
acknowledge that individual landowners can be expected to act according to what they believe to bein
their own interests. Aslong as these landowners remain BLM permittees, BLM has an opportunity to
engage those landowners in cooper ative efforts to improve conditions on all lands along the river, both
public and private. It requiresno “ economic analysis’ to conclude that, if BLM were to simply
terminate grazing permits, a few permittees who are heavily dependent on public lands would likely go
out of business, while others who have substantial land of their own would continue to graze livestock
as best they could, given their new constraints. In some cases, depending on the individual

landowner’ s circumstances and predilections, grazing under these new constraints might be consistent
with protecting the river, whileit islikely that in other instances, grazing would be managed in ways
that are more damaging to the river. Within the designated boundary of the WSR, approximately 35%
of the area is privately owned land. Tablesll-I, J, K, & L in Chapter 2 have additional information on
owner ship along the John Day River. The importance of cooperative relationships and working
agreements with private landowners cannot be overstated. Protecting and enhancing the river values
can best be accomplished by implementing appropriate management along as many miles and on as
many acres within the river corridor as possible.

B-051.6 Does not agree with the draft plan that so much fencing would be required for implementation of the riparian
alternative.

Response: See response B-042.21 in 1303 - Alternatives, for clarification on how fence lines are
planned and implemented.
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C-009.1 Despite this protection and the river’ simportance to the health of the ecosystem, it is severely degraded as a
result of livestock grazing and irrigation withdrawals. Ninety percent of the river corridor is grazed by domestic
cattle. Grazing on these streamside allotments contributes significantly to problems with water quality, bank
stability, and wildlife habitat. Severe erosion and dramatic changes in water temperature and flow, a direct
result of grazing in the watershed, have reduced native fish populations to small fractions of their former
abundance.

Response: See responses B-042.4 in 3003 - Affected Environment, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, and
B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives.

C-029.16  Scenery would continue to be greatly impacted if grazing continues. Changes in vegetation would be evident
from most viewpointsif grazing is stopped. Currently it is easy to see the difference between chronically over-
grazed pastures and rested areas. The contrast is evident along the fences from great distances on both riparian
and upland habitat.

Response: Impacts from grazing varies according to the grazing system and grazing intensity, see
response to G-011.1in 1301 - Grazing in General.

C-038.9 Grazing retards the rate of recovery of streams and riparian ecosystems.

Response: Seeresponse B-042.22 in 1303 - Alternatives.

C-038.16  The economics of livestock grazing in the region were not disclosed.

Response: See response B-042.17 in 1400 - Human Uses and Values and Chapter 2, Human Uses and
Values, Agriculture and Grazing.

C-040.2 We are also concerned that cool-season grazing may have an adverse effect on birds that are dependent on
riparian habitat for nesting and forage in the spring. We ask that you review cool-season grazing on those
Species.

Response: See Chapter 5, Upland Wildlife Habitat, Upland Wildlife Species, and Grazing.

D-006.2 The US Environmental Protection Agency wrote in 1993, as quoted by the Oregon Natural Desert Association:
The cattle on the John Day River impact salmon in the following ways: “Livestock trample and over-graze
riparian vegetation; degrade water quality; destabilize stream banks; increase sedimentation, erosion and runoff;
compact soils; increase flooding; reduce shade; and increase water temperature.” Thisisfrom EPA’s Managing
Change: Livestock Grazing in Western Riparian Aresas.

Response: We agree that cattle can impact the John Day River in these ways and perhaps on some
private lands that still occurs, however, our management within the Wild and Scenic River corridor has
turned this situation around on Public Lands. See response B-042.4 in 3003 - Affected Environment, B-
042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives, B-042.19 in 1009 - Consultation, and B-
042.20 in 3101 - Water Quantity and Quality in General.
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D-007.1 If your proposed policy isto continue favoring the ranching industry at the expense of other resources we can
appreciate your preference no matter how skewed it might be. This attitude is hauntingly similar to the U.S.
Forest Service' s position during and after RARE |1 and as you well know, led to a number of court battles, court
orders and wilderness legislation which ultimately stripped the U.S.F.S. of significant ability to mange its own
resources. Surely the BLM recognizes its vulnerability in this regard.

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.

F-006.4 For many, many years livestock grazing has severely impacted the ecological integrity of the John Day River in
negative ways. “Livestock trample and over-graze riparian vegetation; degrade water quality; destabilize
stream banks; increase sedimentation, erosion, and runoff; compact soils; increase flooding; reduce shade; and
increase water temperatures.” (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Managing Change: Livestock Grazing
on Western Riparian Areas, 1993). We would add that livestock grazing (in both riparian corridors and upland
areas) also facilitates the rapid spread of invasive noxious weeds that displace native plants and grasses. The
cumulative effect of this publicly subsidized grazing policy adds up to unacceptable levels of wildlife habitat
degradation and loss, and comes at a tremendous, and also unacceptable, expense to U.S. taxpayers.

Response: It istrue that overgrazing by domestic livestock had a significant effect on native plant
communities; however, the entire Great Basin has not been over-grazed and where grazing has been
light to moderate, it is sometimes impossible to separate the livestock effects on plant succession from
other environmental influences (Miller et al. 1994). In addition, grazing practices have improved in
the John Day Basin from 1988 to 1999, refer to the DEIS, Appendix L. The planning partners feel that
in most cases, riparian oriented grazing and riparian improvements can occur, DEIS Chapters |l and
V.

Managing Change, Livestock Grazing on Western Riparian Areas (1993) presents numerous examples
of significantly improved riparian conditions where grazing management was changed to riparian
oriented systems. This publication is an excellent example of how riparian conditions can be improved
when proper livestock management is used. The strategies presented in Managing Change (1993),
pages 16 to 27, as the most riparian friendly, are the same ones used in the preferred alternative for
the DEIS- early spring, winter, rotation, rest-rotation and exclusion. In addition, Managing Change
(1993), page 16, recommends “ putting riparian areas in separate pastures to obtain tight control over
the season, duration and intensity of livestock use” which isa major part of the foundation for the
management changes proposed in the DEIS.

Regarding the concern that livestock grazing facilitates the rapid spread of noxious weeds, see
response 1304, B-042.11. Concerning the “ ...unacceptable, expense to U.S. taxpayers...” , see response
1301, S026.4. Also, with respect to “ ...unacceptable levels of wildlife habitat degradation...” , see the
DEIS, Chapter 5, Environmental Consequences, Impacts of the Alternatives on I ssues Resolved by
Continuing Existing Management.

G-009.1 Cattle ranchers should have to provide their own grazing and not get a‘freeride’ on taxpayers backs any longer.

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.
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G-012.1 | oppose alowing grazing near the John Day River because the waste from the cows goes into the river, and the
vegetation near the river gets trampled. These factors cause the river to become unsuitable habitat for salmon
and other fish since water will be warmer and dirtier. Even if the cows' waste enriches the soil, plant won't get
a chance to grow since cows will be trampling them.

Response: See response B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives.

G-014.1 Alternative D would also help the cattle industry suffering from the over supply of cattle from very marginal
grazing lands.

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.

G-024.1 Alternative C is not adequate because the riparian areas are linked in many ways with the surrounding upland
areas.

Response: See the DEIS, Chapter 5, Environmental Consequences, |mpacts on I ssues Resolved by
Alternatives and response B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives.

H-007.1 At atime when private landowners are being called upon to make significant changesin their land management
in order to cooperate with the Oregon Plan, federal agencies should be setting an example of responsible
management, not holding onto the past. It is obvious that strong protections are required under both the
Endangered Species Act and the Clean Water Act, so to choose an alternative which continues to violate these
laws only sets your agency up for more years of law suits and awaste of taxpayer dollars.

Response: See responses B-042.19 in 1009 - Consultation, B-042.20 in 3101 - Water Quantity and
Quality in General and refer to the DEIS, Chapter 111, 1ssues Resolved by Continuing Existing
Management with Additional Actions, Water Quantity and Quality, and Appendix L.

H-014.1 Alternative C is not much better than B, it'sjust afallback position.

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.

H-016.1 Grazing in the corridor will certainly further jeopardize the survival of listed fish in the basin.

Response: The statement istoo nelbulous to construct a well defined response. See FEIS, Chapters |l
and V and response B-042.19 in 1009 - Consultation.
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H-021.9 Grazing retards the rate of recovery of streams and riparian ecosystems.

Response: See responses B-042.15 and B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, B-042.4 in 3003 - Affected
Environment, B-042.7 in 3002 - Riparian in General; also refer to Chapter 5 Environmental
Consequences, Impacts on Issues Resolved by Alternatives, Grazing Management and Riparian
resour Ces.

H-032.1 | have rafted the John Day River recreationally, and as part of my research for the US EPA. Based on my
personal and professional experiences, | prefer Alternative D for grazing. “From fish assemblage, water
quality, and physical habitat structure perspectives, the John Day River isimpaired.” “The level of cow manure
isso high in the water, that there is a strong manure odor in the canyon reach at low (September) flows that
detracts from swimming and kayaking. From afish assemblage perspective thereis a serious problem. The
assemblages in the lower sites are dominated by tolerant or alien species, the incidence of external anomaliesis
high, and no sensitive species are present in the summer—unlike similar canyon rivers like the Deschutes and
Grand Ronde in the same ecoregion. It may be that the lower river was always warmer than those neighboring
basins, but with one of the most healthy runs of salmon remaining remaining in the Columbiabasin, it is
imperative that steps be taken to improve the physical and chemical habitat of the John Day River. One of the
key ways of doing thisisto eliminate grazing from the Wild and Scenic Corridor, thereby allowing treesto
grow, springs to become reestablished, and water to be less contaminated with manure.

Response: The commentator should note when comparing the John Day, Deschutes and Grand Ronde,
that the John Day has no water impoundments wher e the Deschutes has Pelton Dam which forms Lake
Billy Chinook and contributes to cool water temperatures downstream. Also, the Grand Ronde has
problems with irrigation dams which cause extreme low flows in at least one section during the
summer. The Grand Ronde is listed on the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality’s 303(d) list
as a waterbody not meeting water quality standards set forth by the federal Clean Water Act based on
temperature and sedimentation (Oregon DEQ, 1998). Also, the Shake River Chinook in the Grande
Ronde are listed under ESA. Portions of the Upper Grande Ronde are water quality limited based on a
variety factors including temperature, sedimentation, pH and bacteria. In addition, the Lower
Deschutes River is also listed as a waterbody limited stream on the 303(d)s list based on temperature
and on portions for dissolved oxygen and pH (Oregon DEQ, 1998). It appears problems exists with
other rivers besides the John Day.

We recognize that non-riparian oriented grazing has caused damage for years along the John Day
River, but the riparian oriented grazing being instituted is improving theriver, refer to the DEIS,
Appendix L, Allotment Summaries. The grazing systems proposed under the preferred alternative, in
the DEIS Table Il1-E, would further improve riparian zones. These systems are described in Chapter 5,
Impacts on Issues Resolved by Alternatives, Grazing Management and Riparian Resources. In
addition, the US EPA presents examples of riparian improvements that can be obtained with the same
grazing management actions proposed in the DEIS (Managing Change, Livestock Grazing on Western
Riparian Areas, 1993). For additional explanation and citations see the responses to B-042.4 in 3003 -
Affected Environment, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives and B-042.7 in 3002 - Riparian in General.

J-006.1 The EIS appears light on quantifying the impacts of grazing on water quality. Hasthe BLM performed studies
that can provide proof to NMFS and the State of Oregon that BLM grazing practices in the John Day drainage
are not adding to the degradation of water quality in the Wild and Scenic Corridor? While at least some of the
grazing management reforms in the corridor are commendable, the federal agencies charged with restoring
anadromous fish runs should not accept the BLM position that the BLM will * continue to apply varying
management practices that emphasize riparian oriented management’.
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Response: The BLM has yearly consultation with NMFS regar ding management actions, including
grazing, which may effect the Middle Columbia River Seelhead (listed as “ threatened” in the John
Day Basin). This consultation process concerns effects to water quality. The BLM is collecting yearly
water temperature data which is provided to Oregon DEQ, upon their request, for updating the State’s
303d list. Also, see responses B-042.20 in 3101 - Water Quantity and Quality in General, B-042.22 in
1303 - Alternatives and B-042.7 in 3002 - Riparian in General regarding riparian oriented grazing.

K-012.1 Keeping logging and cattle grazing back just 100" on each side will alow tremendous riparian recovery in just a
few years and even lower the maximum summer water temperatures.

Response: Concerning logging, Alternative A in the DEIS called for a 100 to 300 foot buffer on
perennial and ephemeral streams (Chapter 3, Vegetation Management Alternative, Forestlands). In
response to public comments, the BLM has extended the protection afforded the riparian buffer to
include the entire corridor in the preferred alternative. There would be no commercial cutting of
timber within the WSR corridor, subject to the life of current contracts and needed protection from
wildfire or disease. Regarding livestock grazing, see responses to B-042.22 and B-042.6 in 1303 -
Alternatives, and B-042.7 in 3002 - Riparian in General.

K-021.6 Anadromous fish will not return to grazed stretches of stream. These stretches are too disturbed, the cattle’'s
elimination process foul and heat the water, and there is not surrounding vegetation to build up along the river
banks. The Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission in 1994 made similar assertionsin atechnical report
and they are relevant to the John Day. Postponing return of conditions that support anadromous species
increases the risk of extinction.

Response: The reference to “ grazed stretches of stream” is not well defined since there can be such a
wide variation in livestock “ herd impacts’ on a stream. It isassumed that in the worst case,
anadromous fish will not occupy a badly degraded stream where livestock may remain season long,
year after year. However, where riparian oriented grazing occurs thereisnot a problem with
anadromous fish spawning and rearing (field observations by Prineville District personnel; Ballard,
1999).

The Columbia River Inter-Tribal Fish Commission in 1995 recommended as one of the range
management habitat enhancement actions for the John Day Subbasin to “ restrict or remove livestock in
substandard areas’ (CRITFC, 1995). The DEISisin agreement with the Inter-Tribal Fish Commission
because areas showing downward trend are recommended for a management change, see Appendix L.

We fedl the preferred alternatives for grazing proposed in the DEIS, and the FEIS, will significantly
improve riparian conditions on public land. However, the complete restoration of the river system may
be a longtime coming since the BLM controls only about 10% of the river milesin the basin. Also,
refer to response B-042.5 in 2601 - River Description.
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K-021.7 The DEISfails to discuss adequately the link between grazing and the spread of non-native noxious weeds.
Indirect references are made, but thisis unsatisfactory. Indirect references are made, but this is unsatisfactory.
The DEISfailed to adequately consider the impacts of grazing on the spread of noxious weeds. Elsewhere,
BLM and other land managers have identified non-native weeds as a significant and growing problem, but this
problem is unrecognized in the DEIS.

Response: See response B-042.11 in 1304 - Environmental Consequences and B-042.1 in 700 -
Document in General.

K-021.8 For species dependent on riverine habitat, more grazing is more habitat degradation. The DEIS makes it sound
as though there are no additional changes from continued grazing, which is not accurate. Among other
indicators, look at time for the riparian area to recover or whether recovery remains possible. The effects on
microbiological organisms can be devastating. The DEIS fails to adequately account for the continued
degradation grazing causes, including cumulative impacts.

Response: Management of public lands along the river has been changing over the last ten yearsto
riparian oriented grazing systems, although, additional changes are needed which are proposed in the
DEIS, Chapter 3, Table I11-E and Appendix L. We disagree that continued degradation fromgrazing is
occurring because the improvements are documented in DEIS, Appendix L. Also, see responses B-
042.22 in 103 - Alternatives and B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, and B-042.7 in 3002 - Riparianin
General. The cumulative impacts were not easily discernable in the DEIS but in the FEISthey will be
clearly presented. Also, seeresponse B-042.9 in 1304 - Environmental Consequences.

L-013.2 Fencing campsites to control livestock is unacceptable because it destroys the naturalness of the area.

Response: Fencing will be located well outside the perimeter of camping areas to minimize “ fence”
impacts on campers.

L-013.17 If thereisan economic consideration to continue grazing, then the economics of those alternatives should be
discussed. Inany event, grazing is not an ORV and it has a detrimental effect on those values we seek to
protect.

Response: Economic considerations are covered in Chapter 2, Overview, Human Uses and Values and
Chapter 5, Impacts on Issues Resolved by Alternatives, Impacts on Human Uses and Values. In
addition, the planning partners feel that in many cases riparian oriented grazing is compatible with
ORVs, see responses B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives, B-042.6 and B-042.15 in 1303 - Alternatives, B-
042.7 in 3002 - Riparian in General.

L-017.1 Select Alternative D because grazing along the John Day River causes great harm to the local economy and
ecosystem. In both the short term and long term, salmon and tourism are much more beneficial to the local
economy and environment than cows and cow pies. Cows, which are exotic animals, damage soil, destroy plant
communities and riparian ecosystems, introduce noxious weeds, pollute the water, and destroy wildlife habitat.

Response: We disagree that grazing causes great harmto local economies. The John Day River is
located in counties which have rural economies, see the Chapter 2, Overview, Human Uses and Values,
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and Chapter 5, Impacts on Issues Resolved by Alternatives, Impacts on Human Uses and Values. In
addition, the planning partners feel that riparian oriented grazing systems will maintain ecosystems
which are in good condition and allow recovery on those in poor condition, see responses B-042.11 in
1304 - Environmental Consequences, B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives,
and B-042.7 in 3002 - Riparian in General.

M-014.3 Both options C and D carry costs. The taxpayer, one way or another is going to bear many of those costs.

Response: See Chapter 5, Impacts on I ssues Resolved by Alternatives, |mpacts on Human Uses and
Values.

M-036.1  Whileit isimperative to safeguard the riparian area with a buffer zone, the entire condition of the watershed
(including upland areas of the corridor) needs direct protection as well. Alternative D does that the best.

Response: We feel the needed riparian recovery and protection can be obtained without a * buffer
zone” , see responses B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, and B-042.7 in
3002 - Riparian in General. The uplandswill be protected by the required implementation of the
Rangeland Standards and Guides, see the DEIS Appendix J. We feel that grazing Alternative B will
obtain the recovery needed with reasonable economic costs and benefits to the counties, see Chapter 5,
Impacts of the Alternatives on Issues Resolved by Continuing Existing Management, Vegetation, and
Impacts on Human Uses and Values.

N-003.1 Reasons in support of Alternative D: Society is placing an ever-increasing economic value on protecting and
enhancing the Basin’s natural habitats and the species reliant on them. These increases in values are occurring at
the same time that the value i.e., profitability of cattle production is diminishing. and Further degradation would
trigger costly challenges to BLM’s management and be even more difficult to reverse than the degradation that
aready has occurred. Economic prudence points toward acting now to prevent these costs.

Responses. We feel grazing occupies an important economic niche in the local economies, see the
Chapter 5, Impacts on Issues Resolved by Alternatives, Impacts on Human Uses and Values. Also, the
planning partners feel that resource conditions are improving and will continue to improve while
allowing some level of grazing, see responses B-042.15 and B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, B-042.22 in
103 - Alternatives, and B-042.7 in 3002 - Riparian in General.

N-011.1 Reasons to adopt Alternative D - | believe the BLM has the responsibility to do the utmost to insure all the
people of Oregon that everything possible is being done to protect our wilderness arearivers.

Responses. We feel the preferred alternatives in the DEIS present a balanced, reasonable and
implementable approach to maintaining and, were needed, improving resource conditions along the
John Day River. The BLM isrequired to preserve or improve the wilderness characteristics of all the
Wilderness Sudy Areas (WSAS) under it’s management based on H-8550-1, Interim Management
Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness Review.
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P-009.1 Dr. Robert Benke of Colorado State University, awell-known fishery biologist, has argued for many years that
one of the greatest threats to cold-water stream fisheriesin the West is cattle grazing.

Response: We agree that overgrazing by domestic livestock, particularly season-long grazing, had a
significant effect on native plant communities, however, numerous studies and examples have
demonstrated that riparian oriented grazing can show significant improvements, see the Chapter 5,
Appendix L and responses B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, and B-042.7
in 3002 - Riparian in General.

P-017.1 Fish especially the threatened salmon and steelhead have full rights to survival and proper protection of their
water quality. Y ou must protect the waters of the John Day by preventing cattle urine and fecal matter from
contaminating the rivers. Additionally you must stop all erosion as aresult of cattle in the areafrom entering the
rivers. The cattle must not be allowed to enter the Riparian areas of the riversin the area that historically
supported fish and especially salmon and steelhead. Y ou must not allow non fish bearing rivers from being
contaminated with silt or cattle discharges from entering non fish bearing stream and eventually feeding the
John Day River.

Response: We are striving towards improved water quality within the confines of their authority and
influence, see the DEIS, Chapter 3, Desired Condition for Public Lands, Water Quantity and Quality.
In addition, fecal coliform should not be a problem under the riparian oriented grazing management
practices proposed, see response 1303, B-042.6. Concerning silt and other undesirable discharges
entering the river from outside the wild and scenic corridor, the BLM isrequired to implement the
Rangeland Standards and Guides on all public lands by 2009, see the DEIS, Appendix J. Regarding
grazing of riparian areas, the planning partners feel that with recent riparian oriented grazing
methods, in many cases grazing can continue and improvements obtained, see responses B-042.22 in
103 - Alternatives, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, and B-042.7 in 3002 - Riparian in General.

P-026.1 | am a sport fisherman since the early thirties and use to fish the John Day often in the summer and fall months.
In the middle decades of the last century, salmon, steelhead and two species of trout were quite common. After
World War |1, the water started to degrade, mainly from increased temperatures and too much water being
withdrawn for irrigation. The salmon and the steelhead steadily decreased in numbers as well asthe trout. The
salmon, steelhead and trout will return to the lower section if you restrict all grazing as suggested under
‘Alternative D’. The water temperatures will start to drop as the stream banks start to grow grass and brush
overhanging the water. Thiswill help almost immediately. Stopping riparian grazing is extremely important as
long as so much water is being withdrawn for irrigation.

Response: We fedl that the return of salmonids may not be dramatic if grazing Alternative D is
implemented due to other factors occurring along the Columbia River, see Chapter 2 for material on
salmonid declines in the Columbia River Watershed and Chapter 3 for water quantity and quality.
Regarding riparian grazing, see responses B-042.15 and B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, B-042.22 in
103 - Alternatives, and B-042.7 in 3002 - Riparian in General.
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P-032.1 Scientific studies have shown that suspension of grazing along the river corridor has the greatest promise of any
restoration measure for attaining rapid improvement in habitat conditions and salmon survival.

Response: See responses B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, and 3002, B-
042.7.

R-005.1 It would seem to be a no-brainer to recognize that the primary problem for the fish in the river isthe cattle on
the banks. They pack the ground, break down the edges, eat the riparian vegetation, foul the water and, perhaps
worst of al, they spread the invasive seeds of the destruction of their own habitat. Weed seeds, we would call
them. Cattle need to bereined in.

Response: Regarding riparian grazing see responses B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives, B-042.6 in 1303 -
Alternatives, and B-042.7 in 3002 - Riparian in General, and concerning invasive weeds see B-042.11
in 1304 - Environmental Consequences and B-042.13 in 2103 - Alternatives.

R-006.1 Currently, 90% of the river corridor is grazed by domestic cattle. Grazing on these stream-side allotments
contributes significantly to problems with water quality, bank stability ,and wildlife habitat. Severe erosion and
dramatic changes in water temperature and flow, a direct result of grazing in the watershed, have reduced native
fish populations to small fractions of their former abundance. Bathtub-like water temperatures upwards of 75
degrees and instream de-watering (due to irrigation withdrawals) led the late grazing reform advocate Denzel
Ferguson to observe, “The only way a steelhead can make it down the Middle Fork of the John Day ison a
motorcycle at midnight.

Response: Concerning the effects of riparian oriented grazing see Chapter 5 and responses B-042.22
in 103 - Alternatives, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, and B-042.7 in 3002 - Riparian in General. Also,
pertaining to the decline of salmonids, refer to Chapter 2.

R-006.3 Because of the John Day’ s popularity as arecreational river, fecal coliform, originating from livestock waste, is
also avery real concern. Most raft floats on the John Day are extended trips that involve washing dishes with
river water, and many visitors comeinto direct contact with the river through boating, angling, and swimming.
Continued grazing here could lead to serious public health problems.

Response: See response B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives.

R-015.1 Alternative C does not go near far enough to protect this river from the nitrogen overload and other systematic
effects from cattle grazing.

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.

R-020.1 The John Day isasadly befouled river and the BLM’slong legacy of illegal and unsound management of its
lands has done nothing to ameliorate this damage. Instead the BLM has acted as a hand-maiden to the forces of
river damage. In particular the BLM has promoted environmentally unsound grazing in the watershed.

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.
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R-020.2 The BLM has consistently shown that it cannot implement grazing in a benign manner. However, available
scientific information and abundant field evidence indicate that grazing is incompatible with the recovery of
water quality, aguatic resources, and fish populations.

Response: See responses B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, and, B-042.7
in 3002 - Riparian in General.

R-020.3 Y our analyses of the effects of the various alternatives are shoddy and in conflict with the best available
scientific information. The analyses should be thoroughly revamped to reflect reality.

Response: We strongly disagree. The best available scientific information indicates otherwise, see
Chapter 5 and responses B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, and B-042.7
in 3002 - Riparian in General.

S-013.1 Alternative C isastep in the right direction, but more adequate fencing and much more upland acreage needs to
be rested from livestock grazing to safeguard riparian recovery.

Response: Seeresponses B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives, and, B-042.7
in 3002 - Riparian in General.

S-016.1 | understand that the ranchers want an economical way to water and feed their cattle. But they are externalizing
the costs of their doing business onto the fish, the tourist economy, and the environment. The BLM’ s policy of
grazing on public lands is what makes it possible for the ranchers to stay in business. The timeis past due for
the public sector to stop subsidizing the private sector in the beef industry. Let the price of beef reflect the true
cost of beef. If that means ranchers say goodbye to away of life, then that is the way the economy goes.

Response: See Chapter 2, Resource Values and Chapter 5, Impacts on Human Uses and Values.

S-031.1 Livestock grazing, which occurs on 90% of the banks of the John Day river, is detrimental becauseit: 1)
Introduces invasive weeds, and facilitates dispersal. 2) Reduces forage available to wildlife. 3) Causes water
pollution (from cattle feces and urine). 4) Elevates stream temperatures. 5) Causes stream bank erosion and
sedimentation. 6) Causes stream de-watering due to de-channelization. 7) Creates health hazards for
recreational river users.

Response: See responses B-042.11 in 1304 - Environmental Consequences, B-042.13 in 2103 -
Alternatives, B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives and B-042.7 in 3002 -
Riparian in General. Also, see Chapter 5, Impacts on Issues Resolved by Alternatives, Vegetation.

S-040.1 Birds and other wildlife and plant life will continue to be imperiled by the impacts of cattle’ s presence. | have
witnessed the significant decline throughout eastern Oregon of birds such asthe Y ellow-breasted Chat that need
think healthy riparian habitat to nest and roost.

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.
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W-010.2  Alternative C call for riparian fencing, the definition of the riparian border can be unclear and near-stream
riparian fences reguire high maintenance because of floods. Fencing a greater distance from the river is more
stable and allows for enhanced recovery of both riparian and upland wild and scenic values.

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.

W-011.1  Thedetrimental impact to salmon habitat and water quality by grazing is so well documented at this point it
borders on the legendary. Such thoroughly peer reviewed scientific works as the Independent Scientific
Group’s Return to the River, the Governor of Washington's Extinction is not an Option Salmon Recovery Plan,
and the scientific summaries to the draft Interior Columbia Basin Management Plan all describe the deleterious
effects of grazing on fisheries habitat and recreational values. Simply put, cows kill salmon when allowed near
theriver.

Response: We fully agree that non-riparian oriented grazing systems, such as season-long grazing, can
have a disastrous effect on riparian conditions, water quality and fish habitat; however, thereis much
scientific information and documented studies that demonstrate the positive outcome of riparian
oriented grazing systems, see Chapter5 and responses to B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives, B-042.6 in
1303 - Alternatives and B-042.7 in 3002 - Riparian in General.

W-026.1  Wherever grazing is permitted beit on private, BLM or USFS lands; the riparian area, the stream and the fish
resource are degraded. Although BLM and USFS are reported to be multiple use land managers, it seems that
grazing is allowed to adversely impact the other uses. Range and riparian vegetation studies identify a high
percentage of grazed public lands to be in a degraded condition. Granted, much of the serious damage occurred
many years ago which explains why “cowboys and land managers’ can plead that the watershed isin the same
condition today that it was years ago. Relatively little has been done on private or public lands to reverse the
degraded condition despite an obvious need to do so. It appears that on public lands the range managers are too
closeto the cattle industry and don’t have the willpower and/or manpower to initiate and maintain proper
management. The minimal grazing fees paid by grazers may be one reason that restoration and monitoring is
underfunded. Additional funding by congress could have provided funds for such activities but it is my feeling
the grazing program should be self supporting.

Response: We agree that historic grazing practices have lead to poor conditions on public lands, but
instituting riparian oriented management has shown improved conditions based on vegetation
monitoring studies, see Appendix L and Appendix M. The implementation of riparian oriented grazing
systemsis proposed to continue, see Table I11-E. Also, the planning partners feel they are on solid
scientific ground when presenting the preferred grazing alternative, see analysisin Chapter 5 and
responses B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives and B-042.7 in 3002 -
Riparian in General. Even though the DEIS effects only two percent of the land in the basin and ten
percent of the river miles, there are efforts to improve private lands in the basin, see Chapter 3, Issues
Resolved by Continuing Existing Management with Additional Actions. The last portion of the
comment consists of opinion statements requiring no response.

W-026.2 Riparian areas recovery response to elimination of grazing is amazing. Although it may take many yearsfor a
complete recovery, theinitial responseis rapid. Camp Creek and Bear Creek (Crooked River watershed) and the
lower Deschutes River are examples of recovering riparian areas. Contrast the Deschutes River with the
mainstem John Day R. where grazing continues. BLM isto be commended for their participation is these
recovery projects. Once restored, a watershed may not only be a productive fish and wildlife area but may
provide increased livestock forage also. At that point a carefully monitored adaptive management plan could

108



Summary of Public Plan and EIS

represent true multiple use. It is obvious there is potential for solutions to recovery of over-grazed areas.
However, BLM has been unsuccessful in implementing and monitoring limited grazing systems or other forms
of adaptive management. It does not appear that grazers are going to voluntarily adopt grazing protocols that
would permit riparian zone restoration on public or private lands (apologies to those few ranchersthat are
progressive enough to do this on their own). Given the history of BLM grazing management it appears that the
only realistic solution to riparian area protection/restoration is atotal removal of grazing from these sensitive
areas.

Response: We fedl that riparian oriented grazing practices which improve conditions are being
implemented, see Chapter 3, Table I11-E and Appendix L. Also, see responses B-042.11 in 1304 -
Environmental Consegquences, B-042.22 in 103 - Alternatives, B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives and B-
042.7 in 3002 - Riparian in General.

1305

H-003.1

Specific Allotment Comments

| have aBLM alotment on the North Fork John Day River. | think aternative B could work well for some of
our allotments but probably not all of them. In the past few years | have been doing as the BLM has asked and
have removed my cattle from the allotment by no later than June 30. By getting the cattle off that early in the
year it is still in the growing season and the grass regrows and re-seeds. My allotment has improved and looks
good using this practice.

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.
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1400 HUMAN USES AND VALUES

B-008.26  People seeking recreation on the John Day River, especially boaters, would benefit by the DEIS, but at the
expense of those who live along the river and contribute the most to the local economy. Volumel, page 31
“Approximately 3% of the dollars spent on camping reaches the destination county while 97% is spent in the
county of origin”. Elsewherein the document figures are given indicating recreation has helped the local
economy. Based on available data, recreational tourism, over the last five years, has not created a single full
time job and has not improved Wheeler County’s population or growth rate. A person seeking full time
employment is far more likely to be employed by a cattle rancher than a business depending on tourism.

Response: The referenceto “ 3% of dollars spent on camping reaches the destination county” has
been removed. The information was not site specific to the John Day River or the many types of
recreational activities occurring in the area.

B-029.1 I am convinced that any economic hardship to ranchersis slight and temporary; that stream protection resultsin
regional increase in productivity.

Response: Opinion, no response required.

B-042.17  Theeconomics of livestock grazing along the John Day WSR are not disclosed.The contribution of livestock
grazing to the annual income of residents of the areais not disclosed. The Plan stated the net sales of livestock
in the affected counties, but this number has little meaning. According to Enterprise Budgets prepared by
Oregon State University (Table 1, Figure 1, see North Central Plateau, attached), very few ranchers make a
profit in the North Central Plateau. Most (approximately 90-93% of livestock operations (Figure 1)) are losing
money. Itisthis netincome that isimportant, not gross sales. The Plan needs to generate bona fide economic
analyses based on audited financial statements from the permittees on the economic contribution of grazing in
the WSR.

Response: The document discusses the amount of forage provided by BLM lands within the corridor,
and it’s contribution relative to the total forage needed to support total livestock inventory and sales
within the eight-county region. Thus the effects are relatively small given the scope of the analytical
region selected. Effects would appear greater if a smaller analytical region had been selected, such as
livestock inventory and sales of permittees within the corridor. Analysis at this scale was not possible
because information on the business operations of individual the permitteesis proprietary.

C-002.7 Any plan that does not benefit the economic growth of Wheeler County involving the river will be carefully and
minutely scrutinized by County Government. A total restriction or severe limitation of river usage would be
detrimental to the economy of the County and would directly and adversely affect most of the businessesin the
County in all three communities.

Response: The BLM recognizes that alternatives considered and decisions made will affect in some
manner the economics of various counties within the planning document scope. Recreation
opportunities are one of the Oustandingly Remarkable Values that the BLM is charged with protecting
and enhancing. Please refer to Chapter 5 for a complete discussion of these affects with regard to each
issue and alternative considered in the Draft Plan.
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An intergovernmental cooperative agreement with the County and BLM allowing the County to police and
charge for river usage would create at least one full time position and as many as four part time positions.

The potential exists for BLM and Counties to pursue cooper ative agreements similar to the

one suggested by the writer. No agreement is currently in place. Thusit is not included in the
discussion of impacts. See response to C-002.16 in 1800 - Law Enforcement and Emergency Services

F-019.3 Preserving the natural heritage of our federal lands, besides being a good idea just to preserve their beauty and
wildlife habitat, also makes good economic sense. It would increase their value and return far more to the
federal treasury and the Oregon economy than our current short-sighted policies. The old policies subsidized
cheap steak and cheap ranch housesin the post-war era.

Response: Opinion statement.

G-016.3 | understand that economics play alarge part of any decision making process. Isthere astudy out there of the
financia impact of high recreational use as it compares to managed grazing? Recreational costs would have to
include fire suppression, clean-up of riverbanks and camps, policing efforts, rescue efforts, and continual
fencing costs to keep cows “out of sight”.

Response: The BLM is unaware of any study specifically addressing the reader’ s question.

P-006.2 Fish must receive full attention and help - They do alot for our Oregon economy.

Response: Opinion, no response required.

S-004.1 While I’d like to see some improvements such as offered in ‘ Alternative B,’ | believe that there appears to be
sound management of the basin from a camper’ s perspective and that no drastic changes are called for. | like
the incremental approach of ‘ Alternative B,” and that traditional uses of the basin will continue for the people
who live and work near the River. Alternative B addresses improvement of the basin without severely
impacting the people of the region: a good balance of preserving wild areas and people who | hope will always
live and work in the region. An approach that more of Oregon could benefit from.

Response: Opinion, no response required.

S-026.6 By failing to adequately discuss economic impacts, the DEIS violates NEPA. NEPA mandates that federal

agencies consider environmental values along with ‘ economic and technical considerations’ in decision making.
Therefore, the negative environmental impact of development must be balanced on the scales along with the
purported economic benefits of development. The DEIS, however, lacks any discussions of the specific
environmental costs and economic benefits of the selected alternative. Thisis contrary to the directive that
federal agencies conduct a‘finely tuned and ‘ systematic’ balancing analysis of environmental costs and
economic and technical considerationsin decision making. Moreover, the DEIS makes no attempt to quantify
the benefits of preserving environmental values. This must include a discussion of whether continued livestock
grazing, new range improvements, irrigation and other commodity uses in the planning area under the preferred
aternative, will degrade its scenic and recreational values, resulting in aloss of recreation and tourism related
income and jobs to local communities. ‘ Recreation costs are susceptible of economic quantification under the
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relatively new science of ‘environmental economics.’” Assuch, they must be included in” NEPA analysis. Ina
situation which is similar to this case, the plaintiffsin Bergland, challenged a Forest Service land use plan
regarding the management of 62 million acres of roadless areas on national forest lands. The District Court
found that the Forest Service's cost/benefit analysis failed to satisfy the NEPA mandate, in part, because ‘the
economic values of wilderness were not considered’ and it offered ‘no intrinsic values to balance against the
heavily quantified economic factorsdiscussed ...” Asaresult, the BLM’sfailure to discuss recreationa costs of
implementing its preferred alternative in this case, denies the public ‘ access to complete information as to the
weighing of costs and benefits performed by the Secretary in reaching his decision and the integrity of the
decision making process as awhole is threatened. Thisis especialy truein this case since the economic benefits
of the commodity use actions of the proposed alternative are negligible in comparison to the potential
environmental impacts. For example, in relation to continued livestock grazing, the BLM itself concludes
‘AUMs attached to BLM lands within the John Day River corridor comprise approximately 1% of the total
forage consumed by livestock. This represents avary marginal economic contribution to the region.’

Response: The John Day River Management Plan specifically discusses the effects of livestock
grazing, range improvements, and irrigation on both scenic quality and various recreational uses.
Scenic quality and recreational uses are not ‘valued’ using economic tools, instead resour ce specific
measures are used. These effects have been included with economic factors, technical considerations,
implementation costs, and other factors and resour ce effects in the development of the preferred
alternative. The preferred alternative represents a ‘balance’ between numerous factors, uses, and
values that has been determined to be most appropriate by the BLM decision maker.

S-043.4 However, a compelling fact is that we could not successfully make commercial use of our private pastures
without our animals trespassing into BLM holdings. Our properties come together where the canyon geography
is so rugged and the fencing required so large, that the investment is economically impossible. We conclude
that the strategic consequences of the Management Plan are to eventually put us out of the cattle business on our
own land. This“derivative’impact isvery real to us, since we are talking about rendering economically useless
upwards of eighteen thousand acres.

Response: The acres of both public and private lands that would be enclosed by riparian and corridor
fencing is clearly displayed within the document. The economic effects section identifies the possibility
that enclosed private lands would become economically unfeasible for use by livestock because of
trespass potential and fencing costs.

There are four alternatives presented in the Draft EIS. Three of the alternative would have impacts to
most grazing operations, but would rely on modifications of most operations rather than elimination of
public land grazing. In Alternatives A, B, and C, grazing would continue on the majority of public
lands, but in systems that prioritize the protection and enhancement of the values for which the river
was designated.

On the Seale allotment (#2619), almost all the public land is located within the Lower John Day or the
Thirtymile Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs). For the no grazing alter native (Alternative D), fencing
within WSAs was kept to a minimum in order to maintain the primitive nature of the WSAs. Alternative
D for the Seale allotment (see page 181 of the Draft EIS, volume 2) would require construction of
approximately 8.3 miles of fence and an estimated 8 water developmentsin order to implement. The
fences would exclude 11,916 acres (545 AUMS) of the 13,676 public land acres (733 AUMS) in the
allotment. The fence would also exclude 2430 acres of the 25,303 private land acres associated with
the allotment.
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Using the cost assumptions presented on page 269 of the Draft, the estimated cost to implement the
fencing and water developments of Alternative D would be between $90,700 and $119,300. Whether
the costs of construction and maintenance would be the responsibility of the land owner or the US
government has not been explored in the Draft EIS. Under Alternative D, the federal government
would pursue, on awilling seller basis, sale, exchange or conservation easements of the private lands
that would be fenced in with public lands closed to grazing (see page 140 and 272). If the government
did acquire the private lands excluded from grazing and constructed the necessary fence, would 18,000
acres still be affected?

One assumption used during analysis of Alternative D was that, in most cases, grazing would continue
on private and public lands outside the Wild and Scenic River boundaries despite the elimination of
grazing on public lands within the boundaries. To the extent that this assumption isincorrect, the costs
associated with fencing and water developments have been over-estimated. Also, to the extent that this
assumption isincorrect, the value of public land forage and costs associated with fence removal and
lost productivity of public and private lands outside the WSR boundaries have been under-estimated.

S-043.5 These “Derivative” impacts on al private property owners should be surveyed and the economic consequences
included in the record.

Response:  As discussed within the EIS, private business decisions will be the primary deter minate of
economic consequences to the livestock industry. Therefore economic effects are discussed generally.
Allotment specific actionsin Appendix L should provide adequate information to individual permittees
to evaluate, anticipate, and respond to any changes that impact their business.

The BLM is not in possession of information which would allow it to distinguish between those
livestock oper ations which would be completely decimated by the grazing Alternative D and those
operations which could continue largely unaffected. The assumptions that would have to be made
would yield impact estimates that are similar in magnitude, though different in nature, asthe
consequences described in the Draft EIS

T-012.1 What about the people?

Response: The BLM believes that the concerns of local, regional and national businesses, individuals
and groups have been addresses by the EIS.

W-022.1  Theranchers should be compensated. What ever it takes, we must do it. Agribusiness and farmers have received
large subsidiesin the past for allowing fields to go fallow as an incentive to prevent over production. Why can’t
these farm businesses a ong the John Day now receive similar payments for saving the fish runs and this
national treasure.

Response: The proposal to financially compensate ranchers for elimination or reduction of public land
grazing is outside the legal authority of the BLM and beyond the scope of thisEIS.
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1500 IMPLEMENTATION

K-003.1 When are the options that are settled upon to be implemented?

Response: Implementation of the final plan decisions will occur over many years depending upon the
decision and funding levels. Implementation should begin, however, in the spring of 2001.

R-013.2 My main concern is will the funding be adequate to deal with increasing pressure from the public and if changes
are mandated will the public be willing to fund those changes, such as fencing?

Response: Factors considered in arriving at final decisions include expectation of reasonable funding
levels, based upon past funding levels.
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1600 INFORMATION AND EDUCATION

1603 Alternatives

H-027.2 Boat rental permittees can help educate the users of the river by providing BLM supplied information and all
the required equipment needed to float the river.

Response: Boat rental permittees are currently providing this information to the public.

H-035.12 Wedesire genera public usersto be trained in leave no trace skills.

Response: Your preference has been noted and taken into consideration.

1603 Alternatives

F-002.3 Suggest marking public/private property boundaries with red and green, 12" disks asaway to alleviate illegal
trespass issues.

Response: The proposed decision would use signs to mark the public access routes to the Oregon Trail
inter pretive site, by foot from the west river bank and by vehicle from the east and west banks. Where
trespassis a problem, the BLM would install ownership identification markers between BLM, state, and
private lands to clearly identify land ownership and reduce trespass potential.
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1700 LAND OWNERSHIP, CLASSIFICATIONS, AND USE
AUTHORIZATIONS

1701 Land Ownership, Classifications, and Use Authorizations in General
30.32 | support BLM continuing to acquire lands along the John Day and tributaries. | also support BLM pursuing co-
op agreements/easements that allow public use of private lands in key primary/secondary camp areas along the

river. | would support afeein aboater pass for these efforts.

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.

C-002.18 Y ou are pulling the finest recreational lands and housing sites out of the Wheeler County inventory. Whereis
the compensation to Wheeler County? Where is the compensation to Wheeler County?

Response: Nothing in this plan is pulling any recreational lands and housing sites out of the Wheeler
County inventory. The State of Oregon rulemaking can influence the way structures look within one
quarter mile of a Sate Scenic Waterway. But even this situation does pull sites from Wheeler County
inventory.

C-029.14  Acquire as much private land along the John Day River Canyon as possible.
Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.

D-012.3 The chapter favors the acquisition of land from willing sellers with the goal of protecting and enhancing river
values and to facilitate administration by the BLM.

Response: Thisistheintent of the planning partners. Historically it has been difficult for the BLM to
effectively manage isolated or highly intermingled ownership patterns. Large blocked areas of public
land can be managed more efficiently, are more easily used by the public and are less bother some to
private land owners because the BLM is not dictating management of their lands.

M-032.2 Some BLM pieces would be in rough country like steep cliffs and nothing cattle could graze or climb. | would
not want to give any private land for useless land to graze on.

Response: The planning partners would not require any private land owner to sell or trade property.

S-005.4 Mildred would not be awilling seller of river front property in any alternatives of the proposal. River bottom
land is the highest value land in the ranch operation.

Response: The planning partners would not require any private land owner to sell or trade property.
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W-025.3

Response:

While BLM lands do, in fact, represent a small portion of total ownership in the total watershed, thisis not
necessarily the case in viable subunits, particularly those that fall within the designated corridors under the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act. Excluding the small portion of designated corridor which makes up only asmall portion
of Segment 11, public lands account for 195 (53%) of the 365 river bank milesin designated corridors
(compiled from Table 111). Thisis a case of the cup being more than half full, rather than nearly half empty.

Opinion statement requiring no response.

W-025.4

Response:

Segment 2 is by far the most scenic portion of the John Day, provides spawning habitat for the small run of fall
chinook, has extensive archaeological values, and has some of the last remnants of near climax bluebunch
wheatgrass and |daho fescue communities remaining in the Columbia Plateau. Not only are 79% of the river
bank miles of the entire segment in public ownership, but the nearly 50 miles of the John Day from about river
mile 46 to about river mile 93 are more than 90% publicly owned. At least these 50 miles are a segment where
the BLM should actively pursue acquisition of the few land-locked parcels of private land within the canyon
and close the entire area of “blocked up” ownership to grazing, including the many miles of tributary streams
that are in public ownership such asin Little Ferry Canyon, Jacknife Canyon, and Pine Hollow Canyon
Virtually all of the grazing permitteesin this 50 mile segment receive their primary income from wheat farming
rather than their livestock operations, so economic impacts would be minimal.

Please see Chapter 3, Land Ownership, Classifications, and Use Authorizations.

W-025.5

Response:

Segment 10 is shown as about 49% public river bank miles, but this figure under represents the amount of non-
private ownership adjoining and in the tributaries of the designated corridor in this segment. If one combined
BLM, National Forest, and State of Oregon lands as “public”, then public ownership appears to approach 90%
in this area. That makes this another area where BLM should pursue acquisition of the inholdings and, in
cooperation with the Forest Service and Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, seek to curtail grazing and
any irrigation that is not conducted solely for the benefit of wildlife. To the extent that any of the State of
Oregon lands are “ school” lands, BLM should seek legislation to reimburse the State for any revenues that
would be lost due to such closures.

The planning partner’s decision on acquiring lands would be made on a case-by-case basis.

See the DEIS Chapter 3 and responses W-025.4 in 1701 - Land Ownership, Clssification and Use
Authorizations, B-042.14 in 101 - Agricultural Leases and Water Rightsin General, B-042.4 in 3003 -
Affected Environment and B-042.6 in 1303 - Alternatives.

W-025.6

Response:
General.

Segment 3 and the portion of segment 2 above about river mile 93 offers a somewhat different set of
opportunities. While curtailing grazing on public lands in this segment would certainly be desirable, grazing is
second to irrigation as an activity adversely impacting these 60 or so miles of the John Day. With the exception
of the areaimmediately around Twickenham, however, the irrigated lands are relatively small in total acreage
and many are of marginal quality. Here, the BLM should pursue an active course of acquisition and easements
for the purpose of restoring the natural flood plain and native vegetation, and converting the water rightsto
instream flows. Segment | has similar opportunities.

Seeresponse W-025.5 in 1701 - Land Ownership, Classifications, and Use Authorizations in
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1703 Alternatives

11.11 Landownership, Classifications and use Authorizations - We support the Preferred Alternative with the
following exception: Under Potential Acquisition Acreage reference is made to 4,036 acres. Where exactly are
these areas, and what, if anything, is going to be disposed of in exchange for these acres?

Response: For specifics on which acres are proposed for acquisition, see Chapter 3, Land Ownership,
Classifications, and Use Authorizations, Common to All Action Alternatives, page x, and Table I11-H,
Lands Possibly Suited for Acquisition, page x. These lands are identified for acquisition through
purchase, exchange, or acquisition of easement. No land exchange isidentified at this time, however
these lands will be put on the exchange list when a land exchange opportunity arises, to be exchanged
for public lands of equal value outside the Wild and Scenic River Corridor. Acquisitions would be
limited to parcels with willing sellers and may occur only after site specific analysistiered to thisEIS

H-035.11 We are supportive of Alternative B for Land Ownership, Classifications & Use Authorizations. We desire
closing several campsites along the river that are on our private property, unless easements can be obtained by
BLM for the public use of thisarea.

Response: The planning partners are interested in obtaining easements for campgrounds. See the
FEIS Chapter 3.
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1800 LAW ENFORCEMENT/EMERGENCY SERVICES

1801 Law Enforcement/Emergency Services in General

B-008.11  Most of the preferred alternatives identified in the management plan for the John Day River recognize the need
for additional law enforcement. Volume I, page 122 suggests: “ continue existing management and increase
agency cooperation. Page 126, Val. |, states the BLM would improve coordination with state and local
agencies by organizing awork group and discuss various topics and conduct possible joint training exercises
etc. While these efforts would help, they are nothing more than cosmetic BAND-AID approaches for a much
larger situation. Added training and interagency cooperation/support will not solve the problems of response
times and the need for additional officers on duty to respond to complaints. One possible solution to thisissue
would be for the BLM to contract with local County Sheriffs for added part time support utilizing reserve
Deputy Sheriff Officers.

Response: See C-002.1 in 1801 - Law Enforcement and Emergency Services

B-008.14  Public safety issues were not well identified in Volumes | and |1 with respect to dispersed camping. Resources
for fighting fires were not included and could be a major issue since these resources are extremely limited,
especially during fire season. Ambulance support or times and distances to medical facilities have not been
identified. Air-life rescue effortsto rafters along the river may be hampered are made impossible because of
winds.

Response: The BLM agrees that current law enforcement coverage along the river needsto be
improved. Inthe Preferred Alternative for Law Enforcement and Emergency Services, (see Chapter 3,
page 126) the BLM would coordinate county, state and federal law enforcement agencies together to
set common goals and to share available resources in working together towards these goals. We
under stand your concerns about fire protection and search and rescue needs. BLM’s commitment in
the plan to improve coordination with state and local agencies will offer a better forum to address
these issues and alternative solutions.

C-002.1 It is clear that no matter which alternative chosen, local law enforcement receives no assistance to deal with the
issues that amajor tourist and recreational draw the river has caused and will caused and will causein the
foreseeable future. It isalso that usage has increased dramatically over the past three years. There are severa
problems which were referenced: Litter and harassment of wildlife; gun related incidents on theriver,
vandalism, theft, and litter; 50% of the park users do not pay. Also, the numbersin the document may be off by
at least half.

Response: BLM acknowledges that recreation use statistics currently available probably

under estimate the amount of use occurring within the John Day Basin, especially for non-BLM lands.
Additional inventory and monitoring efforts such as Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) (see Appendix
K) will better assess actual use and provide a means to direct recreation management efforts. The
BLM agrees that current law enforcement coverage along the river needs to be improved. In the
Preferred Alternative for Law Enforcement and Emergency Services, (see Chapter 3, page 126) the
BLM would coordinate county, state and federal law enforcement agencies together to set common
goals and to share available resources in working together towards these goals. The BLM has not
made a commitment of monetary resources in the management plan. While each coordinating
agencies ability to contribute funding would vary, non-monetary contributions such as training,
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opposition. Objectively assessing each issue to arrive at acceptable and effective alternatives is the
goal and objective of the planning process. See Also A-007.9 in 2516 - Boating Use Levels -
Environmental Consequences.

T-010.8

A good report completed for the Oregon State Marine Board in January of 1987 titled ‘ River Use Conflictsin
Oregon, A Study of Jet Boat Use on Oregon’s Rivers and Streams’ which has been presented several timesto
BLM personnel was not referenced in the plan. | specifically gave a copy of this report to the BLM river plan
Ad-Hoc committee during a September 1989 meeting at the BLM Office in Prineville and included another
copy in my January 10, 1994 response to the previous river plan.

Response: The BLM has reviewed the J.C. Draggoo et al. paper and will reference that document in
the Final EIS. It was reviewed prior to completion of the Draft EIS, its absence from the References
section of the document was an oversight and will be corrected in the Final EIS.

T-010.11

I do not believe that any information presented on the misapplied biological concern warrant any further
motorized closures of theriver. | have seen the ODFW'’ s response to the Plan, it isinteresting that they
provided only one paragraph on grazing but almost 2 pages on the motorized boats. The refuge portion of the
river has been open for hunting from September 1 until October 31 for ages and the river has been open to
motorized boats from October 1 through May 1 and they did not present any information that documents that
the past use has degraded the quality of the refuge for the waterfowl.

Response: See T-010.6 in 2530 Motorized Boating - General. and A-007.5 - Motorized Boating -
Environmental Consequences.

T-010:13

| fedl that the statements made on pages 213 and 215 of the plan that imply motorized boaters are the primary
usersillegally excavation Cultural and Paleontological Resourcesis totally inappropriate. If thisistrue these
boaters should be easy to identify and apprehend because motorized boaters are required to have identification
numbers on the sides of the boats. These activities are already illegal and these statements have no place in this
Plan and should be removed.

Response: Despite these concerns, the specific comments are not inappropriate. The Plan text notes
only that motorized boating use “ provides the opportunity” to impact these resources. Given other
circumstantial, but reasonably logical information (such asthe logistical limitations of accessing), itis
considered one of the way for these resources to be impacted. Access through private land is another
potentially impacting opportunity discussed in the Plan. The impacts as discussed do occur. Thereis
no implication that motorized boaters are primarily doing all the damage. The rationale that boater
registration numbers will allow us to easily recognize the perpetratorsis erroneous. You have to catch
the perpetratorsin the act, regardless of whether or not they have a number on their boat. That islike
saying that vehicles all have license numbers so that vandals who use cars to access sites should be
easy to spot and catch.
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2540 Dispersed Recreation - General

30.11 | support Leave No Trace on public lands, especialy in river corridors where public use can be very confining
due to public land patterns and rocky environments that limit suitable camp sites.

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.

30.12 | have learned that there are primary campsite locations down-river from each river put in that the non-
motorized and motorized public and commercial/educational users compete for. When these primary use sites
are taken, or perceived to be taken, these users will use secondary campsites, which are either upriver or down-
river from the primary campsites. If a user puts on the river late and believes other floaters have the primary
(best) campsites, they will find a campsite in the secondary use zone. | fed it isvital to maintain access to these
secondary sites.

Response: “ Secondary” campsites will remain open for public use. Many dispersed sites are currently
accessible only by boat, and no new road access to these sites is planned.

30.13 If designated campsites occur, their location and number should take this need into account, especialy in
primary and secondary camping areas. When new sites are created, its due to alack of sitesin a primary use
area. Uselevelsdo play a part in campsite availability, but these use zones already exist on the John Day.

Response: The proposed decision would not require campers to use designated sites except in
developed campgrounds. Dispersed public land campsites that will best sustain the impacts associated
with camping would be identified on a map for public distribution, and the use of these sites would be
encouraged. The campsitesin Segments 2 and 3, which can best sustain camper impacts, will be
signed. The objectiveisto provide unobtrusive signs to keep the river experience as natural as
possible. Some specific campsites or areas may be closed to camping either temporarily, or
permanently, if necessary for restoration or protection of wildlife purposes.

30.14 We have observed sites where river erosion created a steep bank, making a particular camping site inaccessible
to floaters. BLM should consider options to make these available to camping, if determined to be in primary/
secondary use zones.

Response: The planning partners feel that it is not feasible to physically maintain boater access routes
on steep banks because dynamic river flows (3,000 to 30,000 cfs) would likely wash out such
“improvements’ within a short period of time. Snce theriver has created these banksand is
constantly altering them, it would be extremely expensive to maintain easy access to camping at these
locations.
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30.15 BLM can help reduce trespass by campsite designation and working with non-BLM landowners to make these
lands open for camping in suitable locations; there is an opportunity to provide more campsitesin critical parts
of the John Day. | didn’'t see this mentioned, but it's an opportunity for BLM to partnership with other
landowners.

Response: In Common to All Action Alternatives for Land Ownership, Classifications, and Use
Authorizations, Chapter 3, BLM proposes to acquire through purchase, exchange, or easement froma
willing seller, several parcels of land which are highly desirable river campsites. Also see 30.13in
2540 - Dispersed Recreation.

30.24 When rafting, we frequently camp in the same locations as livestock and would prefer to not have livestock use
when floating and camping due to cow pies and trampled dusty soil where we camp.

Response: Depending on the time of year and the locations used for camping, the impacts from
livestock may be reduced upon implementation of thisriver plan. In Segments 2 and 3, most grazing
allotments will not have livestock along the river after May 1. In addition, some areas of livestock
exclusion will be created to eliminate grazing from certain campsites. See the FEIS, Chapter 5, Issues
Resolved by Multiple Alter natives.

C-029.9 Manage camping to minimize disturbance to sensitive riparian areas. Contain disturbance to small local areas
somewhat away from the river bank.

Response: The planning partners are moving in thisdirection in Segments 2, 3, 10 and 11 by
encouraging the use of campsites that will best sustain the impacts of recreational use.

E-009.4 Camping sites along the river should be marked to indicate it as a public camping site. Thiswould eiminate the
possibility of boaters and camping on private property.

Response: Thisis proposed in the FEISfor Segments 2 and 3. See 30.13 in 2540 - Dispersed
Recreation

F-002.4 Was unclear BLM' sintention with ‘designated’ camp sites, concentrate or disperse impacts? Recommends
making camp site signs more visible.

Response: See 30.13 in 2540 - Dispersed Recreation

L-013.8 One place of general concern should be the campsite limitations on the last day of the float in the Clarno-
Cottonwood stretch. The further down the canyon one proceeds, the more scarce the campsites become. Boater
groups are often forced to ‘double up’ on the lower section especially during the high use periods of late June
and early July.

Response: See 30.15 in 2540 - Dispersed Recreation
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These camping areas will look the same, more people more play, people have no respect for things. It will
become one big play area so the campground will not improve.

Opinion statement requiring no response.

M-035.5

Response:

We recognize there are favorite camping areas along the river, however, we do not think the BLM should
designate specific areas as camp sites and use them as a basis as limiting the number of parties on the river at
any given point in time. Restricting launches on this basis is unnecessary and will be difficult to administer. Are
you planning areservation system for these camping areas as well? Have you considered that every party tends
to go at their own pace and camping areas that you are using to limit launches may be occupied for several days
by parties on amore leisurely trip? It is unclear as to whether you are planning to designate areas to camp.
Please clarify. Are you trying to discourage dispersed use? In our experience on the river we have found
numerous isolated camping areas that provide us with solitude.

A campsite reservation system could be a potential management action considered for

future use on the John Day in the Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) process, however less restrictive
methods of reversing or preventing unacceptable trends would be considered first. See Appendix K for
mor e information on the LAC process. See 30.13 in 2540 - Dispersed Recreation.

S-006.4 Inadequate campsites for 20,000 user days on public lands are aconcern. |'d like to see Prineville BLM
develop additional primitive campsites to spread people out.

Response: See 30.15 in 2540 - Dispersed Recreation

2542 Dispersed Recreation - Affected Environment

F-002.5 We found the campsites we used to be clean and litter-free, even though they showed evidence of fairly heavy
prior use. Thisisagood testament to the “leave no trace” ethic apparently practiced by earlier campers.

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.

2543 Dispersed Recreation - Alternatives

11.6 We supported Alternative A which continues existing management, decision made on case by case basis.
Actions by segment - We supported the Preferred Alternative relating to thisissue.

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.
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B-008.16

Response:

Camping in required locations along the river would help the issue of public safety in asignificant way.
Campsites and campers would be easier to monitor by BLM and OSP river patrols. Ideally, required camping
siteswould be located at or near areas where access (within 1 mile) would be possible via car or ATV vehicles.
Areas established for camping should be limited to 1 mile or less along the river. Required campsite areas
could allow campers some measure of privacy by carefully selected vegetation planted for this purpose.

See B-008.13 in 2545 - Dispersed Recreation - Environmental Consequences

H-035.6

Response:

We are supportive of Alternative B for Dispersed Camping.

Opinion statement requiring no response.

2545

B-008.12

Response:

Dispersed Recreation - Environmental Consequences

Dispersed camping will present special problems for public safety, fire fighting (fires caused by visitors), search
and rescue, impact on wildlife (nesting habitat), trespass complaints, and other crimes including game
violations. Volume I, pages 53 and 101 include | etters written by the Wilderness Society (1991) that strongly
argue against dispersed camping. Local law enforcement isin general agreement that dispersed camping would
create significant problems for public safety.

See B-008.13 in 2545 - Dispersed Recreation - Environmental Consequences

B-008.13

Response:

Dispersed camping may be a romantic concept in terms of providing a primitive and wilderness experience. A
small benefit to afew users of the river but the risks and hazards of dispersed camping far out weigh any
meaningful gainsto the visitor. Dispersed camping may contribute to further damage to shoreline vegetation,
trespass complaints, violation of river management rules, and harassment of wildlife. Public safety and habitat
protection should be afirst priority.

We are also concerned with public safety and habitat protection. We understand that river

usersin Segments 2 and 3 are interested in a primitive camping experience and dispersed camping
best accommodates this need.

B-008.15  Thebiggest problem with respect to dispersed camping and public safety is communications. Cell phone
service is nonexistent except in very few instances. Communications between law enforcement agencies and
their dispatchers is extremely difficult or impossible on many segments of theriver.

Response: See C-002.3 in 1801 - Law Enforcement and Emergency Services

C-030.9 Thisincreased floater usage also relates to increased overnight camping usage. Over the years | have seen
camping along theriver begin to rival cattle grazing as having the most significant adverse impact on the
riparian zone along the river.

Response: Under the guidance provided by the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Recreation Opportunity

(itself an ORV) can only be allowed to continue if it is managed so as not to degrade the other ORVs
for which the river was designated. Protecting these ORVs requires that the BLM monitor visitor use
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and implement regulations and restrictions if necessary. The on-going Limits of Acceptable Change
(LAC) Study will be used to determine the amount of public use in Segments 2 and 3 to achieve the
desired future condition. Seethe FEIS, Chapter 3, Recreation Opportunities, Common to All
Alternatives and Appendix K, LAC.

M-003.10 | amin favor of Alternative D for dispersed camping. | use asmall section of the river basin to fish, and | find
much abuse in the way of trash and human excrement being left along the river and its riparian zone, and can
only imagine that thisis very indicative of the way the rest of the river basin is abused.

Response: Comment meaning was unclear as there is no Alternative D for Dispersed Camping.

S-043.7 Before buying all the consequences of a recreation model for management of the river, we recommend the Plan
eva uate specifically the long-term value to Oregon and Americain returning the entire Segment 2 to the way it
was before the settlers arrived.

Response: This evaluation would be difficult to perform given the lack of information regarding the
condition of segment 2 in the early to mid 1800s. Also, because of the introduction of noxious weeds
and invasive annuals, such as cheatgrass, into the area, the cost of returning the areato it’searlier
condition may well exceed the benefits of such action. The restoration may also be physically or
biologically infeasible within the foreseeable future.

2550 Developed Recreation - General

30.5 | also support having limited developed facilities at put-ins and take-outs and the existing facilities upriver from
Service Creek.

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.

C-003.1 He would like to see the BLM provide drinking water someplace along the 70 mile stretch from Clarno to
Cottonwood, such as at Thirty Mile Creek. He said that the BLM provides drinking water at river access points
on the Snake River and that this service would make it much more convenient for boaters.

Response: Segment 2, between Clarno and Cottonwood Bridge, has several flowing springs which can
be seen from the river and located on the topographic maps for the area. Many river users utilize these
sour ces because people can minimize the amount of water they begin the trip with. All spring water
must be filter or otherwise treated prior to use.

C-029.10  Add some facilities and improve and upgrade existing facilitiesin high use areas to contain and minimize
disturbance to surrounding areas. Locate developed areas at points of access and where extensive devel opment
aready exists at bridges and areas already impacted by camping or other human factors.

Response: You will find your suggestions incorporated in Chapter 3 of the FEIS, Proposed Decision
for Developed Recreation.
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S-006.5 | predict there will be aneed for additional public camping sites along the river, with composing toilets at most
campsites and launch points to handle the waste.

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.

S-006.9 Priest Hole needs a composting toilet. Clarno needs alarger launch ramp. Burnt Ranch needs to be closed or
needs to have the road re-designed for safe access. If Burnt Ranch is closed, we need an alternative site within
1 mile upstream or 1 mile down stream for public launch...also needs a composting toilet, wherever this launch
point is eventualy sited. Clarno needs a public phone and drinking water.

Response: Nearly all of your suggestions have been incorporated in Chapter 3 of the FEIS, Proposed
Decision for Developed Recreation. For information on proposed improvements to the Clarno
Recreation Ste please see the FEIS, Chapter 3, Developed Recreation, Segment 2. For information on
Burnt Ranch see 11.8 in 2403 - Alternatives.

2553 Developed Recreation - Alternatives

11.7 We supported all of the Preferred Alternatives relating to thisissue. In addition, it was recommended that a
launch site be developed above Tumwater Falls.

Response: A launch site above Tumwater Falls was considered in Alternative C for Public Accessin
Segment 1. This alternative was analyzed, but was dismissed as infeasible due to the lack of a willing
seller from which to purchase private property in this area or an easement across private land to the
river. Possible locations were limited to lands containing existing roads, as construction of a new road
within 1/4 mile of the river would not comply with State Scenic Waterway Rules.

E-009.3 I recommend Alternative B for developed recreation. All boaters should have devel oped facilities on sites
where boats launch and take ouit.

Response: Thisis part of the Proposed Decision for Segments 1, 2 and 3. Seethe FEIS, Chapter 3,
Developed Recreation.

E-009.5 Recommend Alternative B. Boat ramp and registration station at Rock Creek would enable boatersto list
information on their trips from Cottonwood Bridge to Rock Creek, which could be useful to BLM for future
recommendations.

Response: Thisis part of the Proposed Decision for Segment 1. See the FEIS, Chapter 3 Developed
Recreation.
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F-002.1 The parking lot at Clarno was overflowing when we arrived there on a Sunday morning. It would be nice to be
able to increase the size of the existing parking lot or provide overflow parking where vehicles could be parked
after gear has been dropped off. Vehiclestowing boat trailers should be required to use overflow parking to
lessen congestion in the parking lot. We ended up leaving our vehicle alongside the highway which left me

uneasy.

Response: The BLM agrees that additional parking is desperately needed at Clarno Recreation Ste,
and plans to meet this need during the short-term. In the long-term, the congestion at Clarno would be
expected to decrease as boaters voluntarily shift their use to non-peak days, as described in the
Proposed Decision for Boating Use Levelsin Chapter 3 of the DEIS. If the Limits of Acceptable
Change process indicates that a limited entry permit system is necessary to maintain boating use levels
within acceptable levelsin Segment 1 and/or 2, reduced congestion at Clarno would be a by-product of
thisaction. For information on proposed improvements to the Clarno Recreation Ste please see the
FEIS, Chapter 3, Developed Recreation, Segment 2.

F-002.2 Access from the Clarno parking lot to the river is very limited given the number of boaters we saw trying to
ingress and egress the river at the sametime. One vehicle was parked on the road which links the parking lot to
the launch site under the bridge, effectively blocking other vehicles from accessing the launch site. My
recommendation would be to remove brush along the shoreline at the launch site, thus widening the area where
boats could launch.

Response: For information on proposed improvements to the Clarno Recreation Ste please see the
FEIS, Chapter 3, Developed Recreation, Segment 2.

H-035.7 We are supportive of Alternative B for Developed Facilities.

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.

S-028.21  Clarno launch improvements should be continued.

Response: See F-002.2 in 2553 - Developed Recreation - Alter natives

2555 Developed Recreation - Environmental Consequences

B-008.10 | have taken pictures that document the impact of human disregard for the environment and a total lack of
maintenance of BLM facilities. Visitorswould likely find toilets unsanitary and a collection point for leaving
unwanted garbage as indicated in the photos taken. The river banks are littered with baby diapers, paper and
plastic products, clothing, soft drink cans and human waste for miles along the scenic waterway. Volumes| and
Il of the JIDR Management Plan and EIS do not address this issue adequately or suggest any action plan to
resolve this problem. Road signs riddled with bullet holes and graffiti with racial overtones may suggest the
areais unsafe for visitors. Human waste and garbage indicate the “Pack It Out” concept is afailure.
Additionally, the garbage and human waste issue poses a serious problem in water quality and is detrimental to
wildlife.

Response: The BLM is making an effort to provide the public with clean and well maintained facilities.
In addition, the planning partners are encouraging the Leave No Trace concept and respect for private
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property through a public information and education program. The planning partners feel the public
has been improving their land use ethic to the extent that the conditions of the devel oped and dispersed
campsites along the John Day River are the cleanest they have been in years. We are unaware of the
conditions described above, but would be appreciative of any specific information concerning
locations.

2560 Commercial Services - General

30.8 | support limiting commercial/educational use to 1998-9 permits and user days. If campsites are designated, the
public will have increased difficulty competing for campsites. We have all heard the stories about campsites
being taken by guides who have sent their boatmen down river to reserve them for their use.

Response: The BLM is aware of your concern regarding boaters who race down river to hold
premium campsites for their party. This practice has been observed in both guided and non-guided
trips and will be addressed in the near future. See C-034.1 in 2523 - Boating Use Allocation.

30.9 | support a need assessment for both motorized/non-motorized commercial uses that focuses on diversity, public
service and resource protection and interpretation. (Please refer to Vol. 1; page 228)

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.

C-029.12  Impose step-wise restrictions as use increases. Limit commercial use to 10% of non-commercial use when use
thresholds begin to be met. Asdiscussed earlier, different segments should be managed for low, medium, and
high density use. Commercial use would follow the 10% level in each of the different use levelsand
restrictions would only be imposed when the thresholds began to be reached.

Response: You are suggesting a split allocation system in which commercial users are allocated 10%
of available use. The BLM analyzed a split allocation systemin Alternative B for Boating Use
Allocation, in which commercial userswould be allocated 20% of available use based on historical use
records. See S028.19 in 2523 - Boating Use Allocation - Alternatives.

C-034.1 As this river becomes more popular, | understand that you will need to place some limitations on the use. | see
by the preferred alternative that you have begun that process, however, | do not see any limitation placed on the
use of commercial guiding. | think that if that aspect is not limited in some way, it will continue to grow until
most of the available days will be taken up with commercia outfits. | think this would be sad as the John Day
isagood river to run without a guide of any sort. Please consider placing alimit on the numbers of commercial
guides.

Response: Alternatives for limiting commercial use can be found in Boating Use Allocation (how
available use is allocated between user groups) and Commercial Use (the number of commercial
permits available), in Chapters 3 and 5 of the FEIS. The revised Preferred Alternative for Commercial
Use does not set a permanent cap on the number of new permits to be issued, but allows the number of
permits to be increased or adjusted at the discretion of the Authorized Officer, as guided by the results
of a Needs Assessment. A Needs Assessment would be completed by the BLM to determine the public
need for services prior to allowing new commercial use, and would consider factors such as agency
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mission, opportunities, resource capability, social capacity, demand/supply, and input from others. If
the analysis indicates the need for additional commercial services to accommodate access needs, the
findings would be used to construct a proposal to offer a specific number of new permits to meet the
established need. Application criteria would then be devel oped and applicants would compete by
competitive prospectus for available permits.

G-001.4 On page 262 it is acknowledged that organized groups are presently operating commercially without a permit. It
is suggested that these violators. will later come under permit. Thisis a questionable method to reward violators
of law. In the permit administration - common to al alternatives, on page 262, the minimum commercial use
would be 20 paying clients for every two years. No pretense should be made that this constitutes aviable
outfitter service. This criteriawould increase, rather than reduce, speculation on permits.

Response: The revised Preferred Alternative for Commercial Use does not set a permanent cap on the
number of new permits to be issued, but allows the number of permitsto be increased or adjusted at the
discretion of the Authorized Officer, as guided by the results of a Needs Assessment. A Needs
Assessment would be completed by the BLM to determine the public need for services prior to allowing
new commercial use, and would consider factors such as agency mission, opportunities, resource
capability, social capacity, demand/supply, and input from others. If the analysisindicates the need for
additional commercial servicesto accommodate access needs, the findings would be used to construct
a proposal to offer a specific number of new permits to meet the established need. Application criteria
would then be developed and applicants would compete by competitive prospectus for available
permits. The BLM suspects that there may be a need for additional educational permits, however the
Needs Assessment may or may not confirm this notion. The minimum use required to maintain a
special recreation permit for the John Day River has been steadily increased since 1996. Itislikely
that these minimums will continue to be increased in coming years. The language in Common to All
Action Alternatives for Commercial Use has been changed to read “ at least 20 paying client days every
2 years.”

G-002.1 Your study does alot of identifying areas of need for improvement, policies that will need to be monitored and
enforced, and future planning needs and restrictions. No mention is made of how this will be financed.
Currently 80% of theriver useis private boaters. The 20% use that commercial outfitters represent is the only
apparent source of administrative income with their 3% of gross user fee. Somehow thereisan INEQUITY IN
THIS SCENARIO. You need to formulate a graduated plan for financing the proposed restriction enforcement,
resource enhancement, and recreation administration of the John Day Region. Care needs to be taken that the
income for administration goes back to the resource. User fees that go back to the black hole in Washington
DC and are partialy dribbled back to the John Day Region ARE UNACCEPTABLE.

Response: See 30.4 in 2501 - General Comments or Common to All Alternatives.

G-003.4 Commercial use of the river should be ongoing. All outfitters who carry a permit should be experienced
professionals and have first aid training, as well as act as atour guide. However, it is not your job to issue a
license, that could be donet the State level. A simple guide or outfitters permit to help monitor theriver’s
activity isall you should do. Theidea of reviewing IRS audits, tax returns and financial statements, is really
none of your business. | don’t believe the IRS will turn over thisinformation to your agents.

Response: The Bureau of Land Management has the authority to regulate commercial recreational use
of the public lands and related waters (43 CFR 8372.1-1) and does so by administering Special
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Recreation Permits according to BLM Policy provided in Manual H-8372-1. Random audits, which
review the permittee’ s financial and other records related to the permit, are conducted on a state-wide
level to determine if the permittee is following regulations requiring reporting of revenues and visitor
use. The State of Oregon has additional requirements for the licensing of outfitters and guides.

L-013.9 Theissue of transferability of guide permits on public lands should be established at the national level.

Response: See 2563-11.9 in 2563 - Commercial Services - Alternatives .

M-035.3 Much of our concern centers around the unlimited commercial permits proposed. and the indication that the
BLM isdeciding to limit use and require permits. We are opposed to the idea of commercia permits. If
commercial permits must be used, then the number of permitsissued should be limited. The magjor use of the
river has always been dominated by small fishing and floating groups and we feel that the BLM should continue
to emphasize this type of use, along with an aggressive education program to improve the potential for a
successful no-trace camping program.

Response: See C-034.1 in 2523 - Boating Use Allocation.

S-006.1 | support keeping boating use levels where they are for businesses. Businesses are your partnersin river
management. If you get rid of businesses you eliminate your partners, with added work falling to BLM staff.

Response: See B-001.1 in 2523 - Boating Use Allocation - Alternatives.

T-001.1 On pages 219, 248, 251, 262, and possibly other places in the document, the assumption is made that
commercial use will increase if unlimited, and that provisions should be made for thisincrease. Itismy
understanding that, at the present time, no commercial guide is making aliving on the John Day River, and the
availability of services far exceeds the need. Why isthis expected to change?

Response: BLM assumes that commercial use would increase if unlimited, asthere are currently 38
individuals who are interested in applying for special recreation permits to begin a guide or outfitter
business on the John Day River. It is standard procedure for the existing guides and outfitters to
advertise through brochures, books, trade shows, web sites, etc. in order to maintain or increase their
client base. New permittees would likely advertisein a similar manner, and existing permittees would
feel the need to increase their current rate of advertising in order to compete with new permittees.
Advertising solicits new customers who might not otherwise visit the John Day River.
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W-001.9 L egitimate commercial services are certainly desired by a portion of the public and are appropriate on the John
Day River. However, we must not forget that commercial outfitters aggressively advertise their services and,
without appropriate controls, will expand their number of commercial customers and dramatically increase the
usage of this wonderful resource. That iswhat they arein businessfor. Thereisnot doubt that atotal of 34
commercial outfitters are capable of providing all the services currently used by commercial customers as
evidenced by the page 58 information indicating that only 20% of the permitted guides and outfitters provide
70% of the commercial services.

Response: See C-034.1 in 2523 -0 Boating Use Allocation - Alternatives.

W-001.12 To prevent the creation of a private property value out of a public resource, permits should not be transferable.

Response: See 11.9in 2563 - Commercial Services - Alternatives .

2561 Commercial Services - Desired Future Condition

L-006.7 | doubt your resources are adequate to meet the demands of unlimited guides and resulting increased use. If you
do increase monitoring, will not other programs suffer, such as range monitoring and noxious weed control ?

Response: See C-034.1 in 2523 - Boating Use Allocation. Feesfor monitoring commercial use come
from the use fee paid by each permittee, currently 3% of gross revenue.

2563 Commercial Services - Alternatives

11.9 We disagree with the Preferred Alternatives. We support Alternative A to Continue existing management, case
by case review and permits are transferrable. In order to successfully operate and outfitting business, an owner
must believe that there is some longevity associated with their commercial use permit. Procedures need to be
put in place to insure that an outfitter can sell their business, along with transfer of their permit. BLM conditions
to allow transfer of permit should not be unreasonable, and the BLM should support the continuation of
professionally outfitted services. Limit on Permits - WE believe that there should be alimit on the number of
permits, at the current level of 34. Due to the limited season and use of the John Day, there are ample permittees
to handle the current user-base. The BLM should allow existing outfitters opportunities to increase user days.

Response: BLM Policy, as described in BLM Manual H-8372-1, directs the administration of special
use permits, and includes extensive guidelines relating to permit transfers. The BLM hasrevised the
Preferred Alternative for Commercial Servicesto be consistent with the national BLM transfer policy,
allowing transfersin accordance with this policy. (A temporary moratorium on permit transfers would
be implemented with the Record of Decision and would continue until the Limits of Acceptable Change
process is completed and appropriate boating use levels are established for Segments 2 and 3,
approximately 2003.) The revised Preferred Alternative does not set a permanent cap on the number of
new permits to be issued, permits numbers would only be increased or adjusted at the discretion of the
Authorized Officer, as guided by the results of a Needs Assessment. Under Common to All Actions for
Commercial Services, minimum use requirements for commercial permits would be increased. See C-
034.1in 2523 - Boating Use Allocation. Also see the proposed decision for commercial services,
Chapter 3, for more information on the needs assessment process.
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F-001.1

Response:

The goals for preferred alternatives for Boating Use Levels (limited launches) and Commercia Services
(unlimited permits) are contradictory.

The Preferred Alternative for Commercial Services has been revised. See C-034.1in 2523 -

Boating Use Allocation.

G-001.3

Response:

Alternativesin the draft plan, including the preferred alternative E, would allow transferability of outfitter
permits. As use increases on the river, the commercia permit increasesin value. Thisis particularly true should
there be later use limitation either in outfitter permits or allocation of use. Transferability allows outfitters to
speculate and potentially sell what they believe to be a property right. The plan discusses future limitations on
outfitter and river use. To avoid theillegal sale of permits, the BLM should place time limits on any permit and
then use the bid and prospectus for issuing permits. Presently, with unlimited outfitter permits, there would be
no incentive for an outfitter to buy an existing permit, because he could obtain a permit totally on his own.
There isthen, presently, no reason to alow transfers.

See C-034.1in 2523 - Boating Use Allocation and 11.9 in 2563 - Commercial Services -

Alternatives. The BLM considered issuing commercial permits by competitive bid, but BLM Policy
guidance provided in H-8372-1, reserves this process primarily for recreation concession leases.

H-035.9

Response:

We are supportive of Alternative A for Commercial Services. We desire a guaranteed chance of acquiring a
commercial river permit and no limit on the number of commercial permitsissued. By limiting permitsto
current holders, the BLM is protecting an elite group of users, thereby also creating private property value out
of apublic resource. We desire commercial servicesto be trained in river rescue, and leave no trace skills.

See C-034.1in 2523 - Boating Use Allocation, 11.9 in 2563 - Commercial Services -

Alternatives and TO01.1 in 2560 - Commercial Services - General.

H-038.1 | strongly disagree with your preferred alternative of unlimited guides. Unlimited guides will accelerate
ecological decline along the river, and reduce the time period before “ Limits of Acceptable Change” will
necessitate use restrictions and limitations.

Response: See C-034.1 in 2523 - Boating Use Allocation.

K-001.2 | support a preferred alternative of limiting guides with no permit transferability.

Response: Opinion statement requiring no response.

L-006.8 Please reconsider your proposal for unlimited guides. Accelerated use will result in accelerated ecological
decline along the river and increase conflicts that will reduce recreation quality.

Response: See C-034.1 in 2523 - Boating Use Allocation.
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L-013.12  Dueto the short season of use, most guides also offer services on other rivers and many just do occasional trips.
Thereisaproposal to limit the number of outfitters on the river. | think abetter solution would be to have two
classes of outfitter, those who are allowed to guide on peak times and those who are not. Why would you want
to limit the opportunity for a guide from the coast to run a steelhead trip down the river in December? If
someone wants to provide that service for his clients, he shouldn’'t be forced to send his clients down the river
with someone else.

Response: The BLM cannot afford to administer special recreation permits for individuals who only
run the John Day River occasionally, as the workload for this type of permit isidentical to a permittee
reporting many use days, with the exception of required field monitoring. This type of permit does not
meet the intent of BLM’s commercial permit program, which isto provide a needed service to the
public. If the permitteeisnot providing this service on aregular basis, there are many other
individuals who would like the opportunity to do so. If thereisvery littleinterest in the service being
offered, then perhaps there is not a public need for this particular service and no permit is warranted.

L-013.13  If thereisaconcern for the administration for many permits, charge a fee commensurate to the cost of
administration and management. That, combined with the recent increase in insurance requirements, should
temper the desire to ‘ speculate’ in guide permits. There should be no need to cap or place alimit on the number
of guides.

Response: The BLM plans to charge an application fee to cover the cost of verifying application
requirements on new or transferred permits. See M-001.8 in 2563 - Commercial Services -
Alternatives.

M-001.8 Eliminating the limit on outfitter/guide permits would result in substandard services rendered by numerous new
outfitters with minimal staff and equipment. Asaresult, the outfitted public would suffer under this type of
plan.

Response: The revised Preferred Alternative for Commercial Use does not set a permanent cap on the
number of new permitsto be issued, but allows the number of permitsto be increased or adjusted at the
discretion of the Authorized Officer, as guided by the results of a Needs Assessment. A Needs
Assessment would be completed by the BLM to determine the public need for services prior to allowing
new commercial use, and would consider factors such as agency mission, opportunities, resource
capability, social capacity, demand/supply, and input from others. If the analysisindicates the need for
additional commercial servicesto accommodate access needs, the findings would be used to construct
a proposal to offer a specific number of new permits to meet the established need. Application criteria
would then be developed and applicants would compete by competitive prospectus for available
permits.

R-016.1 | strongly disagree with your preferred alternative of unlimited number of guides. Y ou must recognize that an
increased number of guides will advertise their services and therefore, increase use. Thiswill surely accelerate
environmental impacts, user conflicts, and reduce recreational quality and reduce the time period before ‘Limits
of Acceptable Change’ will necessitate use restrictions or limitations.

Response: See C-034.1 in 2523 - Boating Use Allocation.
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R-016.8 How are you addressing day use with respect to unlimited guides? Thisisanother complication that should be
considered in your decision.

Response: See C-034.1 in 2523 - Boating Use Allocation. Day use (guided and guided) will not be

limited under the Proposed Decision for Boating Use Levels unless Limits of Acceptable Change

monitoring indicates limits are necessary to protect recreational experience. If thisisthe case, day use

would likely be limited only in certain areas where the desired future condition includes the

opportunity for a more primitive recreational experience and solitude.

S-006.7 | think the number of permits ought to stay where it isright now, no increases. Thiswill allow existing
permitees to grow their business as demand grows. Nobody | know of is turning away business on the John Day
River because they’re too busy. New permit applications should be denied. BLM’s economics ought to favor
this view too: the more permits issued the less are the chances that existing businesses can grow with future
increased demand. It would be better for BLM’ s John Day River Program to deal with 33 outfitters who are all
profitable, than endure the costs associated with servicing 50 or 100 permitees, hone of whom are able to make
aprofit.

Response: See M-001.8 in 2563 - Commercial Services - Alternatives and 2563-L-013.2 in 1304 -
Environmental Consequences

S-006.8 Commercial-use permits ought to be transferable to a new owner of an Outfitter/Guide business.

Response: See 2563-11.9 - Commercial Services - Alternatives

S-028.26  Alternative A, with a continued moratorium on permit numbers would let the market and demand forge the right
mix of servicesto the outfitted public.

Response: The BLM cannot continue a planning moratorium indefinitely. The current temporary

mor atorium on new permits would continue until the Limits of Acceptable Change process is completed
and appropriate boating use levels are established for Segments 2 and 3. An identical moratorium
would be placed on permit transfers. 1n approximately 2003, both moratoriums would be lifted and the
elements of the Proposed Decision for Commercial Use would be implemented. See M-001.8 in 2563 -
Commercial Services - Alternatives.

W-001.10  All the current outfitter/guide permits should require a needs assessment and those failing should have their
permit revoked. Any new applicants must also be subject to a needs assessment and be able to clearly
demonstrate that there is a need for their services that cannot be met by existing permittees.

Response: The BLM considered the option of assessing the need for services currently provided by
existing permittees. However, we came to the conclusion that minimum use stipulations could serve the
same purpose. If a permittee is unable to generate enough business to meet minimum use requirements
(which will be increased in the future) they may not be providing a service for which thereis a need.
Conversely, it would be apparent that a per mittee who reports many use days each year is providing a
service which the public desires. See M-001.8 in 2563 - Commercial Services - Alternatives.
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W-001.11 Itisclear that only Alternatives C and D would allow the BLM to select the best qualified applicant to offer
services to the public which would result in higher quality service to the commercial customers aswell as
reflect the public’s desires for different types of services.

Response: See M-001.8 in 2563 - Commercial Services - Alternatives.

W-001.13  Issuing new permits by competitive prospectus, above a set minimum bid, isthe only way to providethe BLM a
means to recover those costs incurred on behalf of those permittees profiting from this publicly owned John
Day River. The necessary BLM administration to support |egitimate commercial services costs the tax paying
public alot of money and it is only proper that the commercial outfitter/guides should pay these expenses.

Response: The BLM considered issuing commercial permits by competitive bid, but BLM Policy
guidance provided in H-8372-1, reserves this process primarily for recreation concession leases. See
M-001.8 in 2563 - Commercial Services - Alternatives. Feesfor administrating commercial permits
comes from the use fee paid by each permittee, currently 3% of gross revenue. A new cost recovery
program will allow the BLM to charge fees to cover the costs of processing a Special Recreation
Permit.

2565 Commercial Services - Environmental Consequences
H-038.2 Accelerated use will result in accelerated ecological decline, increased trespass, and new campsites from

displaced private rafters and guides/clients. Administration of river use will become more and more
cumbersome.

Response: See C-034.1 in 2523 - Boating Use Allocation.

H-038.3 Are your resources adequate to meet the demands of unlimited guides and increased use? Encouraging
increased use is not consistent with your concern for maintaining or improving environmental and recreational
quality.

Response: See C-034.1 in 2523 - Boating Use Allocation

H-038.4 If you adopt the unlimited guides policy, your analysis should address the long-term effects this decision.

Response: The long term effects of Alternatives A and B for Commercial Use were analyzed in the
DEISin Chapter 5. Please see the FEIS, Chapter 5, Impacts of Comemercial Use on Commercial Use.

K-002.5 I do not see the need for any additional commercial outfitters. | feel that allocating commercial launches
between the existing 34 outfitters would aready be enough of a challenge.

Response: See M-001.8 in 2563 - Commercial Services - Alternatives.
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L-006.2 Y ou must recognize that an increased number of guides will advertise their services and therefore, increase use.
Thiswill surely accelerate environmental impacts, user conflicts, and reduce recreation quality.

Response: See M-001.8 in 2563 - Commercial Services - Alternatives.

L-006.5 How does the District intend to monitor an increased number of guides? | believe 34 registered guides already
exceeds reasonable limits. Unlimited guides will increase competition, and result in a constant flow of new
guides coming in while others leave. Will this not create more problems with education and compliance?

Response: See M-001.8 in 2563 - Commercial Services - Alternatives.

L-006.6 How are you addressing day use with respect to unlimited guides? Thisis another complication that should be
considered in your decision.

Response: See R-016.8 in 2563 - Commercial Services - Alternatives.

L-009.6 Over thelast 20 years | have spent nearly a million dollars on the building and operation of my business.
Transferable permits will allow me to recoup at least some of that investment. The ability to operate ariver
business and make money iswhat gives my businessitsvalue. Since |l cannot operate without afederal permit,
any process that restricts or removes that permit (especially when the businessis sold) destroys that value.

Response: See 11.9in 2563 - Commercial Services - Alternatives.

L-009.7 I’m starting to think seriously about retirement fairly soon. It is my hope you will leave me and my business
alone to operate without interference until after | quit. The value of my businessis all the retirement fund I'm
going to have. Don’'t take that away from me.

Response: See 11.9in 2563 - Commercial Services - Alternatives.

R-016.2 The unlimited number of guides will result in accelerated ecological decline by increasing the number of new
campsites from both displaced private rafters as well as guides and their clients. Sitesthat will be developed
will be the areas that have shown the greatest increase in the number of willows because these areas have the
gentle slopes for take out points. More campsiteswill also lead to more fisherman trails along the re-vegetated
banks. Accelerated use will reverse the ecological improvement that BLM has worked hard to improve over the
last decade.

Response: See C-034.1 in 2523 - Boating Use Allocation.
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R-016.3 Somerriver stretches have few campsites. | have floated many miles just to find a placeto camp asal BLM
camps have been taken. Unlimited guide service will exacerbate the problem and cause conflicts. Guides on
other rivers have personnel float ahead to set up camp in the premium campsites thereby reducing the
experience of the non-guided trips. Please keep the number of guides at 34 or less for this great river.

Response: See C-034.1 in 2523 - Boating Use Allocation. The BLM is aware of your concern
regarding boaters who race downriver to hold premium campsites for their party. This practice has
been observed in both guided and non-guided trips and will be addressed in the near future.

R-016.4 Unlimited commercial guides will increase use, thus necessitating the need for new campsites. “As campsites
increase, so will the potential spread of noxious weeds...necessitating increased expenditures for weed control,
including increased use of herbicides.

Response: See C-034.1 in 2523 - Boating Use Allocation.

R-016.7 How will the increased number of guides increase the potential harvest of threatened steelhead? Even if catch
and release in used there will be mortality. During the early summer and late spring steelhead smolts will be
harvested, decreasing the numbers of returning steelhead.

Response: Increasing the number of guides on the John Day River would potentially increase access to
salmonid fishing areas for a certain segment of the visitor group (i.e. those without their own
equipment, those new to the area, or those with limited time frames). The current number of authorized
commercial permitsin the John Day River are not fully utilized. It is unlikely to assume that because
there are more permitted guides on the river that demand for this type of use will also increase. If
demand does increase for fishing use and additional permits were issued and fully utilized potential
harvest could increase for returning adults. However, increased guided fishing tripsin the late spring
and early summer for smallmouth bass would not affect juvenile steelhead due to the fact that smolt
migration usual occur earlier in the season and juveniles are not present in the mainstem during the
summer months. The plan, while a cooperative effort, does not affect or change existing authorities and
if fishing harvest becomes a significant concern for steelhead, ODFW, the agency responsible for
decision regarding fish populations in Oregon would possibly assess harvest regulations.

R-016.9 Are your resources adequate to meet the demands of unlimited guides and resulting increased use?

Response: See C-034.1 in 2523 - Boating Use Allocation

R-016.10  Pleasereconsider your proposal for unlimited guides. Encouraging increased use is not consistent with your
concern for maintaining or improving environmental and recreation quality.

Response: See C-034.1 in 2523 - Boating Use Allocation
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R-016.12  Unlimited guide use will lead to increased motorized use and (associated) conflicts.

Response: See C-034.1 in 2523 - Boating Use Allocation and T-010.6 in 2530 Motorized Boating -
General. Proposed motorized boating restrictions would apply equally to all users.
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2600 RIVER SYSTEM ENVIRONMENT

2601 River Description (General or by Segment)

B-042.5 The Plan under-emphasizes the importance of the BLM managed lands in the John Day Watershed. The Plan
repeatedly states that the BLM has “extremely limited ability to affect measurable changesin John Day River
resources conditions ... because the Plan directly effects about 2% of land in the basin... and 10% of river and
stream mileagein the basin (p.3).” By stating that thereislittle they can do about improving the ecological
condition of plant and wildlife communitiesin the Basin and of the ORV s of the WSR, the authors of the Plan
appear to be trying to abdicate their responsibility for enhancing and protecting these values. Thisargument is
bogus. First, complete restoration of even 2% of the watershed and 10% of the river will create miles of
important wildlife and fish habitat, will increase streamside shade to cool waters, will improve water quality and
quantity, and will increase recreation. Even 2 % of the land, when well managed, can strongly influence ORV's
of the John Day WSR.

Response: The statement paraphrased by the commentor emphasizes limitations to the beneficial
impacts of activities when those activities are confined to public lands in the basin. The point of the
paragraph cited, as explained in detail in Chapter 5, is that under every alternative for grazing
management (including exclusion) and under every alternative for management of agricultural lands,
changes on the land would not be reflected in instream conditions. The cited paragraph has been
modified in the FEIS by deleting a reference to vegetative conditions. By applying appropriate
management, vegetative conditions will improve measurably where site potential permit. However
these changes will be reflected in measurable instream conditions if changes are limited to BLM
managed lands. The commentor also neglected to include the strong statement in the last sentence of
the cited paragraph which states, “ The partners will however, aggressively pursue improvement and
enhancement of river values by improving and enhancing lands which they manage.”

Furthermore the ecological conditions along the John Day River are improving and that the ORVs of
the WSR are being protected and enhanced by the combined efforts private landowners, local, tribal,
state and federal agencies.

The comment seems to be suggesting that a fragmented, postage stamp approach to ecosystem
restoration is both possible and desirable. This postage stamp approach might benefit some site
specific recreation activities, but wildlife, water quality and quantity, fish, scenery, riparian
communities, special status species, most recreation and related river values depend on a collaborative
restoration process that addresses the resour ce management decisions on a landscape scale.

The following paragraph is from an article by Beschta et al. (1994), that was submitted by the
commentor. “ Platts and Nelson (1985) suggested that limiting factors created by upstream land uses
may be the principal cause why... riparian fencing and heavily structured stream reaches fail to
provide improved fish populations. Smilarly, Li et al. (Transactions of American Fisheries Society, in
press) in the John Day River Basin of Oregon reported that the overwhel ming influences of degraded
upstream reaches negated positive influences of small recovering or intact reaches.” Kauffman,
Beschta and Platts (1993) acknowledge that “ it is difficult to restore the 1-2% of the land area
occupied by riparian zones if much of the remaining 98% upland area is not receiving adequate
management to facilitate salmonid recovery. Clearly, an important barrier to anadromous and
resident fish habitat restoration, as well as water quality, is the rates of soil erosion that originates
fromfallow wheatlands.” Smilar conclusions are presented in Duff (1977), Hubert and others (1985),
Rinne (1985), and Kondolf (1993).
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In fact, the BLM-managed |lands are even more important than their limited areaimplies because BLM has nho
control over the other landowners, who are not required to manage for the outstandingly remarkable values of
the ecosystem. BLM carries a greater burden in enhancing and protecting the ORV s because they only have
their small areas in which to make significant changes to the River. In addition, since streams and riparian
vegetation throughout northeastern Oregon are badly degraded, the small area that can be completely restored
on BLM-managed land takes on greater significance. These lands may be the best salmonid spawning habitat
that isleft, or the only roosting sites left for neotropical birds.

Response: The BLM manages the river in conjunction with many partners. The BLM worksin
conjunction with private landowners, county gover nments, water shed councils and other federal
agencies which directly affect resource conditions throughout the basin. The actions of all the partners
in the water shed have been producing significant improvements throughout the basin which contribute
to the protection and enhancement of the ORVs of the WSR. See the response to the previous comment.

This overriding theme in the Plan -- that there islittle that BLM can do to improve the John Day WSR -- is
sending the wrong message to the public. It issaying that their lands have little value, whichisn't true. Itis
also sending a strong message to the Forest Service and private landowners along the river that BLM doesn’t
consider it necessary to improve their management practices. How can BLM representatives ask others
improve their management along the John Day River if they, themselves, are not willing to do so?

Response: We disagree with the commentors assertion that there is a theme in the Plan that thereis
little BLM can do to improve the WSR. The entire planning document discusses what can be done to
protect and enhance the ORVs of the JD WSR. The BLM has successfully worked in partnership with
private land owners and various local, county, State, Tribal and federal government agencies to
improve management of resources throughout the basin. It isessential that the BLM continue to
implement and demonstr ate the application of economically sustainable, science based management
that private landowners can afford to implement throughout the basin.

2604 River History Overview

Y-001.19 IntheRiver History Overview section we suggest incorporating a discussion of the dam that was situated across
theriver in the vicinity of Spray. Thisdam was a barrier to fish passage and is a historical reference point as to
the reestablishment of fish runs after itsremoval. Further we suggest that this section also include a history of
the fish stocking programs of anadromous fish (since rainbow trout and steelhead are the same speciesit is
important that the introduction of both resident and anadromous forms of this species be documented) that
occurred in the basin. Information on these activities can be found in the Grant County Riparian Plan and in the
county historical records.

Response: This information was useful in preparation of the FEIS,
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2700 SCENERY

2701 Scenery in General

111 Visual Resource Management Inventory is discussed. We agreed that more information regarding VRM Class 1
and VRM Class || was necessary before we were able to take a position on thisissue.

Response: Information on Visual Resource Management is found in Appendix O.

30.26 Metal fences seen from theriver detract from the scenic quality of thisriver. Fencing is costly, visually
degrading and expensive to monitor and maintain.

Response: Sate Scenic Waterways designations have provisions about what is visually acceptable on
private lands adjacent to theriver. The BLM’s VRM classifications also are applied when constructing
fences along the river (and elsewhere) through the NEPA process.

30.28 If fencing hasto occur, it should be located out of sight; not just along the riparian area. A fence paralléel to the
John Day would be visually degrading. Would these proposed projects comply with management regul ations?

Response: State Scenic Waterways designations have provisions about what is visually acceptable on
private lands adjacent to theriver. The BLM’s VRM classifications also are applied when constructing
fences along theriver (and elsewhere) through the NEPA process.

30.30 | don’t support new fences seen from the river, especially in the Wild and Scenic areas. If fences have to be
built or replaced then please put them out of sight of the river.

Response: See response 30.30 (above) in this section.

C-029.1 | favor management that would enhance and restore “natural scenery” as opposed to “human impact scenery”.
Where camp sites and other devel opments are situated, large trees (natural species) could be used to hide
developed areas so the visual impact would be reduced.

Response: See response 30.30 (above) in this section.

S-006.10 | support BLM’sVRM program.

Response: Opinion, no response required.
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2704  Alternatives

11.15 Scenery - We support the Preferred Alternatives.

Response: Opinion, no response required.

30.40 | support Alternatives B-D. These alternatives are realistic and | feel that they would adequately preserve the
scenic quality.

Response: Opinion, no response required.

M-003.8 | wish to see the guidelines of Alternative D put in place for protection of the scenery in the riparian zone. |
propose that all private use of our public lands by adjacent landowners cease, such as cultivation, grazing, and
mining activities.

Response: Opinion, no response required.

P-001.4 | prefer Alternative D on scenery.

Response: Opinion, no response required.
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STATE SCENIC WATERWAY

Note: Comments regarding the proposed rules and other matters for State Scenic Waterways were relayed to the
Oregon Sate Parks Dept. for action.

10.4

30.34

30.37

B-008.27

E-001.1

G-003.2

G-003.6

G-003.8

G-004.1

H-035.14

H-035.15

P-003.1

P-003.2

In this case there is the usual 1/4 mile buffer of river frontage identified as a scenic waterway corridor. |
understand the buffer zoneis roughly 2/3 owned by private citizens. The BLM proposal for Parks and Rec. to
enforce their own rules and regulations on private land ownersis out of order.

| support limits of these fish. | support limiting the number of bass and big bass an angler can catch per day.

Overall | support these regulations with these exceptions: First, new roads sometimes can't be visually screened
by topography or vegetation. These regulations should not be so strict that no one could build aroad only if
totally screened by vegetation (pg 178.) Second, private landowners should retain their right to build on their
land, using colors that blend into the landscape. The rights of private property owners should be respected, with
governmental agencies using common sense and cooperation.

One of the goals of the JIDR management plan is to provide a quality boating experience allowing the visitor the
perception of awild and primitive adventure. In reality, to accomplish this businesses and home owners along
the river must make personal sacrifices to accommodate the visitors brief 3 to 4 day stay. In reality, home
owners and land owners must pay a heavy price without compensation so boaters won't see acow or man made
structure. It appears more must be done to accommodate a visitor’s brief stay without regard to the potential
impact on full time residents and agribusiness operations.

Letter contains specific comments on State Scenic Waterway Rules with specific regard to public meeting
schedule and navigability issue on the river.

Regular maintenance of public access areas and roads is essential. The idea of this work being “ substantially
screened from the view of the river” while under construction is outrageous. Thiswill be added expense to the
government contract and an inconvenience to the contractor, causing delays and extended construction time.

The private lands within view of the river, such as agricultural lands, have always been given priority by the
government. This needs to be continued, not phased out by limiting irrigation or restricting crop rotation or
farm improvements and so on. The U.S. Government, Department of Agriculture governs farm land, not the
OPRD.

Throughout this entire draft are open ended requirements such as “as may be determined” or “adjusted as
needed” or “modify as needed”. These statements are leaving the requirements open to a different
interpretation to each park ranger. This could lead to discrimination against a person, group or organization.
The open ended requirements need more defining for the OPRD employee.

Four pages of specific comments and concerns regarding the State Scenic Waterway Proposed Rules.

In regards to road improvements, there are some roads along the river that are physically impossible to hide
from river view. If we are not allowed to maintain these, we will lose access to several of our fields.

See Page 178, Volume 1, of the Draft Plan. How are the various county, state, and federal roads along the
rivers affected by this?

| don't think landowners aong the John Day River need any more rules with which to comply. These people
have taken good care of the John Day, with the result that it has been designated “Wild and Scenic”. Therivers
will be better managed and protected if we forget about making rules for the landowners .

We used to think recreationists should abide by the rules of the landowner. How that got turned around to the
point of recreationists making rules for the landowner is hard for me to understand.
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R-017.2

S-005.1

S-005.2

W-003.1

W-003.3

Y-001.23

Y-001.24

Y-001.25

Y-001.26

214

On the private land issue, public opinion should not be afactor restricting its use. These rights are guaranteed
to us by the Constitution.

(1) Accessible Natural River Area: (c) New Structures and Associated Improvements. We believe there should
be a clause included which grandfathersin existing buildings and their replacement, e.g. barns, shops, machine
sheds, bunkhouses and residences. Topographic screening is not an option for us. Vegetative screening, even
natural, is not aviable option due to lack of water to these areas.

(9) Existing roads and their screening when graded istotally impractical again due to the aridity of their
location. Even natural vegetation would require non-existing and regular watering to get these plants started. It
would appear that this text was written for climactic conditions with abundant, fast growing vegetation with
adequate rainfall and moisture.

In reading most of the draft plan, chapter 11 and chapter IV needs more clarification in defining the boundaries

of the scenic waterway. Inusing theterm “inview of”, it needs to say “within the quarter mile boundary”. As
it iswritten, it could be to the top of the ridge or beyond. | understand the concern is within the boundaries and
not beyond.

The main concern | haveis existing roads, and it doesn’t mater if it's state, county, federal or private that’s
within the river corridor, al need maintenance such as shoulder work, cutting brush, cleaning culverts, ditches,
cleaning up slumps or even slides and not all this material can or will be hauled off the site. The hauling of this
material is very expensive for one thing, and you will need a place to haul and dispose of it. If this material can
be used within the prism but still may be in view of the river and you can see the existing fill slope, what
differenceif your put more material there, aslong asit will not or cannot get within theriver system? State
highways and county roads have to be maintained for public safety as we are road agencies and required by
Oregon statutes for certain safety requirements, such as: adequate signing, danger tree and rocks on roadway
removal, and maintaining a smooth running surface. This draft document only covers grading the road surface.
There are many other maintenance items not covered such as: chipseal asphalt roads, overlays, patching
potholes, shoulder maintenance, crack grinder and sealer, lane fencing, cleaning catch basins, ditches, culverts,
slumps and slides. How do thesefit into the draft? If definitely needsto be more defined and clear on what is
needed and how much is needed.

We note that the river segment from Parrish Creek to Service Creek currently contains agricultural development
and is situated parallel to Oregon State Highway #19. While the proposed action as stated in Chapter 4, isto
designate this stretch as a“ Recreational River Ared’ we suggest that specific provisions be included to clarify
that agricultural development and grazing are existing uses and represent compatible uses.

Under the proposed rules set forth in Chapter 4 relative to “recreational river areas’, we note that extensions,
realignments, upgrades and other improvements of existing roads can only be permitted when partially screened
from view from the river. We note that several farm access roads as well as the State Highway, are situated in
rocky areas wherein vegetation is scarce and unlikely to provide an appropriate screen. Furthermore, the
screening requirement isin excess of the current provisions of ORS 390.845 (2) (@) which specify that roads are
to be located in a manner as to minimize the disturbance of the natural beauty. We suggest that this provision
be modified to incorporate a provision for variance when existing conditions do not allow the establishment or
maintaining of vegetative screening.

The provisions of Chapter 4 that specify visible tree harvest or other vegetation management may be allowed
when the activities are consistent with the Forest Practices Act rules may be overly broad. We note that not all
vegetation management practices are covered by the Forest Practices Act. We suggest that in order to avoid
confusion that the references to vegetation management be deleted. Section (3) (h) should be limited to forest
lands and forest management activities covered by the Forest Practices Act.

We note that the provisions of the proposed rules relating to forest practices specifies that harvesting or
vegetative management can only be allowed if it is for the purpose of improving vegetative health by emulating
the vegetative character of the pre-settlement landscape. This language would effectively ban al agricultural
and grazing activities as well as severely limit any commercial forest management. Since the provisions of
ORS 390.845 clearly specify that harvest of forest cropsis alowed the proposed rules should be consistent with
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the statute. We note that the statute specifies that harvest isto be conducted “.....to maintain ASNEARLY AS
REASONABLE ISPRACTICABLE the natural beauty of the scenic waterway”. The proposed rules are
contrary to the specific statutory authority.

We also note that the proposed provisions of OAR 736-040-0065 (3) (h) (D); 0066 (1) (h) (D); 0067 (1) (h)
(D); and 0068 (1) (h) (D) impose a higher standard than authorized by statute. Under ORS 390.845 (2) (b),
harvest of forest crops are allowed subject only to the limitation that they be done in a manner as reasonably
practicable to maintain natural beauty. The proposed language that harvest or vegetation management will not
be alowed if it degrades the riparian buffer IN ANY WAY isinconsistent with existing statutes.

As proposed the vegetative management provisions are overly broad, we suggest that |anguage be added
defining the compatible uses.

We suggest that a specific provision be incorporated into the state section identifying the authority, if any, for
excluding agricultural and grazing practices from the state scenic river corridor.
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2900 UTILITY CORRIDORS

2903 Alternatives

C-001.1 PG& E Gas Transmission-Northwest does not envision that any of the management alternatives considered in
the draft EIS would preclude new pipeline construction or constrain necessary pipeline maintenance activitiesin
the study area. BLM’s preferred alternative provides an appropriate resource planning framework for future
BLM decisionsinvolving the pipeline.

Response: Observation, no response required.
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Prefer - Uplands - a new alternative is required that would protect all upland vegetation and soils from livestock

3000 VEGETATION
3001 Vegetation in General
C-038.26

grazing.
Response:

The planning partners feel that upland vegetation will be maintained, and improved where

needed, by the application of existing laws and regulations. Thiswas covered in the DEISand will be
again inthe FEIS see the FEIS, Vo. 1, Chapter 3 and Vol. 2, Appendix J.

C-038.29

Response:

Non-native forage species should not be planted within the WSR.

The planting of non-native species will be covered more fully in the FEIS, Vol. 1, Chapter 5.

P-001.1

Response:

| advocate the strongest protection of the riparian zones, and up-slope regions that affect the riparian — which
is now seriously degraded along many sections due primarily to cattle grazing.

Opinion statement requiring no response.

W-025.7

Response:

On pages 41 and 42 there is a discussion of “Ecological Condition and Trend” that contrasts what | will call the
“traditional model” for succession with the “ state and transition” model. First et me point out that the “ state
and transition” model isamodel in concept only, whereas the “traditional model” has been in use for general
field application for over 50 years. Y ou have an inventory (which incidentally complies with the legal
regquirement for an inventory of “range condition” as specified in the Public Rangelands Improvement Act)
using the traditional model for most of the public lands in the plan. Y ou do not even have a procedure for
conducting inventories using the “ state and transition” model. (See letter for afull page description of the state
and transition model discussed). Under this argument, you would be able to continue grazing those portions of
the planning areathat have crossed such athreshold of “range condition” as specified in the Public Rangelands
Improvement Act using the traditional model for most of the public lands in the plan.

Opinion statement requiring no response.

3002

B-012.3

Response:

Riparian in General

Riparian influence on stream does not begin at the water’ s edge or within just afew feet of the stream. Healthy
riparian corridors filled with trees, shrubs, and sedges create cooler ambient air temperatures, supply extremely
important nutrients to the stream ecosystem in the form of litter and insects, and modify the routing of
sediments during floods. All these processes are essential to native anadromous fish survival during thelife
stages that occur in the river.

Opinion statement requiring nNo response.
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B-042.7 The Plan erroneously proposes only ‘active’ stream restoration. The draft Plan proposes the use of “active’
restoration to restore riparian and aquatic habitats. The plan offers no alternative, such as“passive’ restoration,
which is being used on Pine Creek, atributary of the John Day River, by the Confederated Tribes of the Warm
Spring and funded by the Bonneville Power Administration (discussed below). Active restoration includes
“direct actions such as bioengineering and the introduction of large woody material or other structural materials
to improve riparian or instream habitat (p. 119).” It also includes riparian grazing.

Response: The draft Plan does not make a distinction between ‘active’ and ‘passive’ restoration
techniques. According to Kauffman et al. (1997), passive restoration is ‘the cessation of those
anthropogenic activities that are causing degradation or preventing recovery’. A change of grazing,
from one causing degradation to one which allows recovery, should be considered ‘passive’. The BLM
feels that the authors’ restriction of passive grazing techniques to ‘exclusion’ is mistaken. In fact, on
page 22 of the article, the authorslist ‘changesin’ rather than ‘ cessation of’ grazing as passive
restoration.

In the Plan, the BLM ignores a growing consensus among northwestern riparian and fisheries experts who
strongly recommend passive restoration of aguatic and riparian habitats while opposing active restoration using
livestock and adding structuresto streams.

Response: We disagree. The BLM has not ignored public or professional consensus. To the contrary
the BLM has tried in every way possible to include the research and opinions of both scientists and the
public at large in our analysis of the alternatives. The BLM supports the ‘passive’ restoration concept
that cessation of activities causing degradation isthe first step in restoration. However, the BLM also
supports the Kauffman et al. (1997) assertion that “ [ A] fter implementing passive restoration, a site still
may remain in an ecological state that is unlike what would occur naturally.... These situations can
occur when an ecosystem is sufficiently degraded such that the inherent capacity to recover has been
lost. To achieve ecological restoration in such situations, active manipulations will be necessary.”

To make this point, we will quote from recent published papers by these experts (papers attached):

Robert L. Beschta. 1991. Stream Habitat Management for Fish in the Northwestern United States: the Role of
Riparian Vegetation. American Fisheries Society Symposium 10:53-58.

“One of the major ongoing bioengineering activities directed at streamsin the northwestern USA is that of fish
habitat management. Much of this effort involves the construction of structures in channels or the addition of
various large roughness elements ... to improve fish habitat and stabilize channels. ... Asimportant as
structural additions to channels might seem for fish habitat improvement, they may be significantly less
important (and in many cases not needed) than a program of long-term management directed specifically at
protecting and improving riparian vegetation.”

Response: The BLM has been implementing a program of long-term management directed specifically
at protecting and improving riparian vegetation. As stated in the Plan on pages 51 and 52, since the
John Day was designated a WSR, grazing changes toward riparian oriented management have been
made throughout the river basin. During the 1999 grazing year, 94% of the public land river bank
miles received riparian oriented grazing management.

Beschta (1991) also states that ‘[ w] here seed sources of important riparian species have been depleted
or destroyed, reestablishment of these species should be a high priority.” Thisis support for the
reintroduction of cottonwoods, one of the types of ‘active’ restoration which the BLM is currently
implementing on the river and itstributaries.
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Wayne Elmore and Boone Kauffman. 1994. Riparian and Watershed Systems: Degradation and Restoration.
In Ecological Implications of Livestock Herbivory in the West. Published by the Society for Range
Management.

"Livestock exclusion has consistently resulted in the most dramatic and rapid rates of ecosystem recovery.”

Response: This statement is easily taken out of context and has been done so here. Some grazing
strategies work well in some landscape settings, but do not work in others. Good grazing strategies
have, however, been used in the wrong setting and failed. The quote indicates that exclusion gives the
most consistent results, not that appropriate systems would not yield results as good as no grazing
(Elmore, personal communication).

The literature cited as support of the above quote are Beschta, Platts and Kauffman, 1991 and Busse,
1989. Beschta et al. 1991 compares fish habitat improvement projects, such as instream structures,
addition of large woody debris or boulders, earth dams, stabilization of stream banks, vegetation
plantings and livestock exclusion. The report does not compare grazing treatments. “ Although
grazing management (other than lengthy periods of nonuse or total exclusion by fencing) might
conceivably provide adequate protection of riparian vegetation, the application of alternative grazing
strategies designed to specifically restore and improve riparian vegetation was not observed.” Busse
(1989), is an Oregon State University Masters Thesis which looks only at exclusion versus continued,
abusive grazing.

The idea that livestock exclusion always yields more rapid recovery isrefuted by Clary et al. (1996)
during a long term, replicated, study on a ‘depleted’ sagebrush steppe riparian ecosystem (Pole Creek,
Oregon). “ Over the 7-year period, coyote willow density varied significantly with treatment and was
greatest (P=0.04) in spring-grazed pastures, intermediate in ungrazed pastures, and least in pastures
grazed season-long.” “ Greater densitiesin the spring-grazed compared to the ungrazed pastures may
have been related to availability of microsites. Trampling along streambanks during spring grazing is
generally limited, but may have created some microdisturbances favorable for germination and
establishment of willows as seed was dispersed shortly after spring grazing each year.”

“The complete elimination of livestock providestotal protection from domestic grazing animals.”
“The rate of recovery of the stream features and riparian vegetation, both woody and herbaceous, has been the
most rapid under [riparian exclusion].”

Response: Again, the article cites Beschta, Platts and Kauffman (1991) for support of the above
statements, a report of field observations that does not compare grazing treatments. The paragraph
continues “ However, simply excluding the riparian area does not address the needs of the upland
vegetation or the overall condition of the watershed. Unless a landscape-level approach is taken,
important ecological linkages between the uplands and aquatic systems cannot be restored and
riparian recovery will likely be limited.”

“Most riparian management strategies are oversimplified by suggesting asingle level of desired [livestock]
utilization. This may result in maintenance or improvement of one component of the ecosystems but continued
declinesin others.”

Response: Again, these statements are taken out of context. The entire paragraph is much more
interesting than the two selected sentences. “ The major short-comings of grazing strategies that fail to
result in the restoration of degraded riparian zones are: (1) They are applied with a cookbook
approach with little analysis of riparian effects or recognition of the complex and heterogenous nature
of riparian zones; (2) the grazing strategies utilized were developed for uplands and/or for herbaceous
recovery with little consideration of woody vegetation, streambank integrity, or riparian function; or
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(3) they were developed for increased livestock production with similar shortcomings in consideration
of riparian values. Few grazing strategies or monitoring programs have been devel oped for the
maintenance of riparian woody species such as willows, cottonwood or alder nor have they been

devel oped with considerations of streambank structure. Most riparian management strategies are
oversimplified by suggesting a single level of desired utilization. This may result in maintenance or
improvement of one component of the ecosystems but continued declines in others. New approaches to
grazing management should be implemented to include a water shed-level perspective. Thiswould often
result in cooperative efforts of all ownershipsin a watershed. Strategies that are developed with
interdisciplinary groups and are designed to allow flexibility addressing the entire stream and riparian
ecosystem are likely necessary for long-term recovery and sustainability to occur. To manage riparian
areas from an ecosystem per spective we must determine the functions and needs of an ecosystem before
we can devise a sustainable mix of uses among the wide array of competing natural resource interests.
Management decisions should be based on the ecological needs or functions of the system that will
result in a sustained high level of biological diversity and site productivity. Management should not be
driven by the needs or objectives of special interests.”

Robert L Beschta, William S Platts, J. Boone Kauffman, and Mark T. Hill. 1994. Artificial Stream
Restoration — Money Well Spent or an Expensive Failure? Proceedings of UCOWR 1994 Annual Meeting.
“During the summer of 1991, afield review of 16 fish habitat improvement projects was accomplished in the
Grand Ronde and John Day River basins. ... Theeimination of livestock grazing through management or with
corridor fencing was observed as ‘the most effective means of improving riverine/riparian habitats'.”

“The review team concluded that ‘ structural alternations to stream channels should be generally eliminated asa
fish improvement strategy’.”

Response: These statements must be kept in proper context. Page 8 of the published field review
(Beschta, Platts and Kauffman, 1991 (incorrectly cited in Beschta et al. 1994 as Beschta et al. 1992))
states “ Although grazing management (other than lengthy periods of nonuse or total exclusion by
fencing) might conceivably provide adequate protection of riparian vegetation, the application of
alternative grazing strategies designed to specifically restore and improve riparian vegetation was not
observed.” Thisisgood evidence that BLM’s direction in first removing the forces which cause
degradation (for example, improper livestock use) is an appropriate direction. Thisis not evidence
that no grazing can encourage recovery more quickly than proper grazing.

The fundamental conclusion of several reviews of restoration work in eastern Oregon was that “fish habitat
improvement projects should first focus on removing or reducing those human impacts that are causing habitat
degradation — abusive livestock grazing, excessive irrigation withdrawals, logging in the riparian zones,
agricultural activities at the streambank etc.” Removal of grazing by fencing was observed to consistently result
in the greatest rate of vegetation recovery and the greatest improvement in riparian functions.

Response: The field review with which these quotes are associated (Kauffman, Beschta and Platts,
1993) is an extension of the field review presented in Beschta, Platts and Kauffman (1991). Inthe 20
projects reviewed, 3 had no grazing, 16 involved exclosures, 2 made vague references to grazing with
no description of livestock density or season of use, and 1 referred to heavy use in the spring. This
field review cannot be used as a rigorous comparison of the impacts of no grazing versus proper
grazing. Againthe BLM isin agreement with the authors’ statement that *fish habitat improvement
projects should first focus on removing or reducing those human impacts that are causing habitat
degradation’

Asfor logging in riparian areas, trees would only be removed “ when necessary to reduce risk of
catastrophic timber losses due to insect infestation, disease or wildfire” .
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Within the John Day River corridor there would be no agricultural activity on public lands at the
streambank. Irrigation withdrawals on public lands are strictly controlled.

The removal or elimination of land use activities that cause adverse impacts to riparian and aquatic ecosystems
are of the highest priority if restoration is to be accomplished.
Response: The planning partners are in compl ete agreement.

Once professionals have decided where to implement restoration activities, the first and most critical stepisto
halt activities causing degradation or preventing recovery, an approach referred to as passive or natural
restoration”

Response: The planning partners agree.

In western riparian zones the two most common examples of successful passive ecological restoration are the
re-watering of streams after years of withdrawal for agricultural or municipal purposes and the cessation of
livestock grazing in riparian areas.

Response: These are the most common examples of restoration because they are the easiest to apply,
the method does not require in depth knowledge of ecosystems. It does, however, yield limited results if
not part of a landscape/watershed level restoration strategy (see above, EImore and Kauffman, 1994).

The cessation of livestock grazing in riparian zones of eastern Oregon was the single most ecologically effective
approach to restoring salmonid habitats.

Response: We do not agree. The BLM believes that |ate winter-early spring grazing may be as effective
as exclusion in restoring salmonid habitats. Support for the comment is Beschta, Platts and Kauffman
(1991) and Kauffman, Beschta and Platts (1993), reviewed above. These two reports (based on field
tours, not experiments) compare artificial fish habitat improvement projects with livestock exclusion.
The Prineville District rarely uses artificial means of improving fish habitat because these methods are
both expensive and often don’t work. It could well be true that exclusion sometimes improves fish
habitat better than artificial means, however, since we rarely use the artificial means the comparison
does not apply.

Comparing 10 years of no grazing with light to moderate |ate-season grazing use in northeast Oregon, Green
and Kauffman (1995) reported significant increases in both the density and structural complexity of willows and
cottonwoods in ungrazed exclosures. Recovery rates in the lightly to moderately grazed areasin the late season
were significantly less than those of the ungrazed areas.

Response: The results from Green and Kauffman (1995) are using what we, on the John Day, would
consider to be ‘hot season’ grazing. “ Next to season-long grazing, which is universally recognized as
detrimental to riparian areas, repeated or extended grazing during the hot summer season is generally
considered most injuriousto riparian zones’ (Ehrhart and Hansen, 1997). So, applying this data and
conclusion to suggest that riparian oriented grazing (i.e., winter or spring) will also result in detectably
slower rates of recovery isinvalid and disingenuous.

V egetation plantings are a commonly proposed restoration technique. However, after passive restoration is
implemented, the natural capacity for rapid re-invasion of woody species on suitable sites often makes artificial
plantings unnecessary.

Response: The BLM isin agreement.

“While some have suggested that livestock can be used as a“tool” in riparian enhancement, thereisno
ecological basisto indicate that livestock grazing, under any management strategy, can accelerate riparian
recovery more rapidly than total exclusion.”
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