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APPENDIX D – PUBLIC COMMENT ON DEIS AND RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 

PUBLIC COMMENT ON DEIS AND RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 


The following pages include the public comment letters/emails submitted to BLM during the public comment 
period on the December 2005 Sheep Complex, Big Springs and Owyhee Grazing Allotments Sensitive Bird 
Species Draft Environment Impact Statement (DEIS). As noted in the EIS, the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) was ordered to prepare this EIS on August 18, 2004, as part of a Nevada District Court case. The 
public comment period was initiated with publication of a notice by the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) of this DEIS in the Federal Register on December 9, 2005, and it closed on January 24, 2006. 

Each letter or e-mail has been assigned a public comment number (i.e., PC-1) (Table D – 1), and each 
comment within the letter or e-mail has been assigned a number (i.e., 1, 2, 3, etc.). 

Table D - 1: Public Comment Letters on the Draft EIS 
Letter 
No. Date From 

No. of 
Comments 

No. of 
Pages 

PC-1 1/21/06 e-mail Andrew J. Orahosk, Eugene, OR 9 2 
PC-2 1/24/06 e-mail Craig C. Downer, Minden NV 5 1 
PC-3 1/11/06 Larry L. Schutte, Jerry Goodwin, Tonopah NV 3 11 
PC-4 1/24/06 e-mail Wayne Y. Hoskisson, Moab UT 12 14 
PC-5 1/20/06 Elko Board of Commissioners 

Robert Stokes, Elko NV 
1 1 

PC-6 1/23/06 e-mail Ginger Harmon, Ketchum ID 2 1 
PC-7 1/21/06 e-mail Bob Brister, Salt Lake City UT 4 1 
PC-8 1/20/06 Great Old Broads for Wilderness 

Veronica Egan, Durango CO  
9 2 

PC-9 1/20/06 e-mail Karen Klitz, Berkeley CA 8 2 
PC-10 1/20/06 e-mail “micoad” 4 1 
PC-11 1/20/06 Mary V. Jones, Lewiston MT 5 1 
PC-12 1/21/06 Richard Artley, Grangeville ID 10 7 
PC-13 1/20/06 e-mail Randall Breeden 9 1 
PC-14 1/23/06 e-mail Gail Fox, Bloomsburg PA 5 1 
PC-15 1/24/06 Nevada Cattlemen’s Association 

Boyd M. Spratling, Elko NV 
5 1 

PC-16 1/13/05 e-mail Jim Cristison, Golconda NV 1 3 
PC-17 1/24/06 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX Duane 

James, Summer Allen, San Francisco CA 
5 2 

PC-18 1/23/06 Ellison Ranching Company, William Hall, Tuscarora NV 8 3 
PC-19 1/24/06 Matthews and Wines, P.C. Elko NV 

Robert J. Wines, attorney for Big Springs Ranch, LLC 
2 1 

PC-20 12/21/05 e-mail B. Sachau, Florham Park NJ 4 1 
PC-21 1/19/06 e-mail Lydia Garvey, Clinton OK 9 1 
PC-22 1/22/05 Western Watersheds Project, Katie Fite, Boise ID 1 2 
PC-23 1/14/06 e-mail Katie Fite, Western Watersheds Project, Boise ID 6 6 
PC-24 1/24/06 e-mail Katie Fite, Western Watersheds Project, Boise ID 18 21 
PC-25 1/24/06 e-mail 

w/ encl 
Katie Fite, Western Watersheds Project, Boise ID 
encl – 1/22/06 letter 

25 8 

PC-26 1/22/06 e-mail Katie Fite (encl - 1/21/06 letter w/ Milk River Study) 2 2 
PC-27 1/9/06 e-mail Katie Fite, Western Watersheds Project, Boise ID 

“Travel Planning, Spruce, SSSS EIS” 
6 4 

PC-28 1/24/06 e-mai1 Katie Fite, Western Watersheds Project (encl-1/23/06 letter) 31 38 
PC-29 1/23/06 e-mail Katie Fite, (encl -Pygmy rabbit petition; Merriam expedition) 1 10 
PC-30 1/23/06 Western Watersheds Project, Committee for High Desert 188 65 
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Letter 
No. Date From 

No. of 
Comments 

No. of 
Pages 

and Oregon Natural Desert Association 
PC-31 1/21/06 e-mail Katie Fite (encl – Dr. John Carter excerpt, pp 7-15) 1 11 
PC-32 1/30/06 Terrell Rich, Boise ID 4 3 
PC-33 1/23/06 Toiyabe Chapter Sierra Club, Rose Strickland, Reno NV 12 2 
PC-34 1/23/06 e-mail Barbara Adams, Parker CO 1 1 
PC-35 1/23/06 Nevada State Clearinghouse, Carson City NV 

Brandi Marthen, Division of Water Resources 
1 3 

PC-36 1/21/06 Van Hyning & Assoc., Great Falls MT 9 2 
PC-37 1/30/06 Raymond E. Bowden, Emmett ID 1 2 
PC-38 12/20/05 e-mail Katie Fite 5 1 
PC-39 1/20/06 e-mail “Bill – America’s Bookshelf” 9 3 
PC-40 1/25/06 e-mail Michael ‘Buffalo’ Mazzetti, Tonasket WA 9 3 

TOTALS 450 245 

For purposes of responding to the comments, a specific comment is referred to by the combination of the 
letter number and the comment number (i.e., PC-1-1, or PC-1-5, etc.). Each letter or e-mail received is 
followed by responses to the comments identified within it.  The response to a comment may consist of: 

1. 	 A change in the EIS. In this case, the public comment was specific to some text or error in the DEIS 
and the document was changed to reflect this comment. Such a change is denoted in the response 
to comment as “EIS has been modified” and will generally include a page number or section 
number where the change was incorporated. 

2. 	 A written response. In this case, the BLM has responded directly to the comment, but no change in 
the EIS has been made. This generally indicates that the issue or subject of the comment does not 
warrant a change in the Alternatives, Affected Environment, or Environmental Consequences; 
however, the BLM has determined that the issue or subject is in need of some explanation. This 
may include comments on issues that BLM considered to be outside of the scope of this EIS, 
consistent with the court order. 

3. 	 A reference to another comment response. In this case, the comment is the same or sufficiently 
similar in nature to a comment that has already been addressed. The response will generally be 
“See response to comment PC - # - #, above” and may include a reference to a change in the EIS 
or a written response to the comment. 

Given the scope of the EIS as defined by the court order, this EIS addresses issues of regional concern.  
BLM normally posts an EIS of regional concern on its statewide public website (but unfortunately our site 
was shut down by a court order on another matter during the review period for the Draft EIS. Thus, we had 
to rely on direct mailings of the EIS to everyone on the mail list. 

The listing of letters and e-mails that BLM received shows that the majority of comments were from the 
plaintiff in this proceeding, Western Watershed Project (WWP), in the form of numerous e-mails plus a 65
page letter, (PC-30). In addition, many of the e-mails received were in response to a message posted on 
WWP’s website dated January 19, 2006. Although BLM did not directly receive this message, we have 
included it, as PC-41. The message encouraged subscribers to submit comments to BLM based on nine 
points. The responses to the points are included only the first time the point is raised. 

In addition to comments received from WWP and affiliated groups, BLM also received comments from the 
permittees of the grazing allotments, local government, and a variety of local organizations. The results of 
public review of the DEIS are summarized in the Final EIS, Section 4.4. 
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Comment Responses to PC-1 

PC-1-1: 

EIS has been modified, see Chapter 2. 

Issuance of a Supplemental Draft EIS is not required. In response to requests for a Supplemental EIS, BLM 
has modified the alternatives to incorporate additional measures to protect sensitive species. The stocking 
rates and range improvements for the various alternatives are consistent with BLM land use plans and 
policies. The analysis that has been conducted is scientifically valid and addresses the needs of the 
sensitive species. Given the level of existing analysis, no new data is necessary to determine impacts to the 
sensitive species or determine ecological conditions. 

The EIS recognizes grazing as one of many factors that has contributed to the spread of invasive weeds 
and current habitat conditions. Monitoring data has been used in evaluating the condition of upland and 
riparian habitat throughout the allotment evaluation and environmental analysis process. Where grazing has 
been determined as a causal factor in not meeting healthy rangeland standards or resource management 
objectives, adjustments in grazing and range improvement projects are proposed. BLM used a scientific and 
analytic basis in formulating and comparing the impacts of the alternatives on the special status species that 
are the focus of this EIS. Future implementation of any of the alternatives incorporates the continued 
collection and evaluation of monitoring data as necessary to ensure management objectives are met.  

PC-1-2: 

While there may be more than one method for determining the current capability and sustainability of 
grazing on the allotments, BLM has followed its accepted practices for determining AUMs or carrying 
capacity on each of the allotments. The monitoring data collected by BLM has indicated that the areas of 
heavy utilization are limited in extent, and that taken on the pasture-wide or allotment-wide basis, the 
available AUMs within the allotments can support the permitted AUMs as described in the modified 
alternatives. The grazing systems and range improvements identified as essential to each alternative are 
intended to help change the distribution of livestock, as well as the time and duration that the livestock are 
present in any one pasture or use area. The analysis indicates that these changes would provide sufficient 
rest for the grazed plants to produce and store energy prior to another period of grazing. 

PC-1-3: 

EIS has been modified, see Chapter 2. 

The introductory section to the alternatives chapter (section 2.1) has been revised to summarize the process 
used to formulate alternatives. The alternatives in the DEIS have been modified with respect to: 

•	 essential range improvements versus range improvements that would facilitate the grazing system; 

•	 interim grazing systems that maintain grazing levels at or below the ten-year average actual use, 
with suspension of AUMs that represent the difference between the carrying capacity and the ten-
year average actual use until monitoring indicates the short-term objectives for the allotment have 
been achieved and the essential range improvements can be implemented; 

•	 grazing systems designed to achieve riparian and upland vegetation using rest rotation, deferment, 
season of use, and duration of grazing as the major components for maintaining plant vigor and 
health. 

In accordance with regulations to implement NEPA, BLM has rigorously explored and objectively evaluated 
a range of reasonable alternatives 
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PC-1-4: 

EIS has been modified, see Chapter 1. 

Section 1.5, “Significant Issues Addressed in this EIS”, has been revised to explain BLM’s consideration of 
ACEC proposals. BLM’s consideration of ACEC proposals is beyond the scope of this EIS. As noted by the 
ACEC definition in 43 CFR 1601.0-5(a): “The identification of a potential ACEC shall not, of itself, change or 
prevent change of the management or use of public lands.” In accordance with 43 CFR 1610.7-2, 
designation and protection management of ACECs must be identified and considered as part of the 
resource management planning process. All actions considered for implementation in the EIS conform to 
the approved Wells and Elko RMPs (see EIS, section 1.3.1). Consideration of ACEC proposals will occur as 
the RMPs are revised (43 CFR 1610.5-3). Consolidation and revision of the Elko and Wells RMPs, with 
preparation of an EIS, is currently scheduled in 2009. BLM’s determination of whether or not to consider 
ACEC proposals will be made as the Elko Field Office initiates preparation of the RMP EIS. 

PC-1-5: 

Range improvements which are presented in the EIS can be beneficial to wildlife species as well as 
livestock if they are designed to distribute livestock and protect riparian areas or enhance depleted 
rangelands. Mitigation measures could be incorporated into any proposed range improvements to lessen or 
remove any concerns in regards to impacts to wildlife species. Examples of mitigation measures that are 
commonly incorporated into new projects include constructing lay down fences in mule deer migration 
corridors, anti-perching devices on fences in sage grouse habitat, constructing pipelines so that protected 
water is left at the source, constructing fences to facilitate big game movement through wire spacing and 
height options, etc.  

Some of the range improvements presented in the EIS are necessary to incorporate grazing systems others 
are not (i.e., Big Springs Seedings). The alternatives have been modified to include only the range 
improvements essential to implementing the grazing systems. The BLM Elko Field Office also has standard 
operating procedures (SOPs) associated with each type of range improvement to protect a variety of 
resources. In addition, specific criteria would be developed on a site-specific basis and impacts analyzed 
through appropriate NEPA documentation for any proposed range improvements. The individual EAs would 
address all affected resources including weeds, wildlife, special status species, etc. Interim systems would 
be identified in the Final EIS to ensure that significant progress is being made towards meeting objectives 
without incorporating any additional range improvements. 

Range Improvements which were constructed prior to NEPA analysis would have to be inventoried and 
specific recommendations would have to be made for reconstruction or alteration (i.e. anti-perching devices 
on existing fences) to address current concerns to wildlife including impacts to habitat. These 
recommendations are included in the DEIS Section 2.2.1 Resource Protection Measures.  

Within the Sheep Allotment Complex many of the spring developments are left over from old horse traps, 
built prior to NEPA and the establishment of the BLM. BLM has received comments about the "old post and 
barbed wire" as evidence of failed projects, and at the same time the BLM has been informed that these 
structures (horse traps) are historic and therefore should not be removed. 

PC-1-6: 

EIS has been modified, see Chapters 1 and 2. 

See discussion Alternatives Eliminated (Section 2.6.4). NDOW’s reintroduction of bighorn sheep in the 
Goshute or Toana ranges is not a reasonably foreseeable action until they develop a reintroduction plan for 
consideration by BLM in coordination with the affected permittees. The reintroduce bighorn sheep in the 
Goshutes (or Toana) range would require that grazing by domestic sheep either 1) be removed from the 
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Sheep Complex allotments (possibly with a change in kind of livestock use to cattle), or 2) be limited to 
lower elevation areas. At this time, BLM’s consideration of action(s) to restore bighorn sheep to the Goshute 
or Toana range is beyond the scope of this EIS. 

PC-1-7: 

Impacts to other special status species that may be directly, indirectly or cumulatively affected by livestock 
grazing, were previously analyzed by EISs and EAs prepared to support implementation of the three 
multiple use decisions. This included federally listed species, Nevada-state listed species, and other BLM-
sensitive birds and mammals. The previous analyses also considered migratory birds and resident game 
species, and were part of the administrative record for review in the court proceedings that led to 
preparation of this EIS. The resulting Minute Order specifically directed BLM to prepare this EIS on sage 
grouse for all the grazing allotments, and burrowing owls, and other sensitive raptors for the Sheep 
Allotment Complex and Owyhee Allotment. Therefore, impacts to other wildlife species were not considered 
to be a significant issue for detailed analysis in this EIS. 

PC-1-8: 

Data analysis within the Big Springs Allotment evaluation (2000) identified that objectives, primarily within 
the lentic and lotic riparian areas within the East Squaw Creek Use Area (which is within the North Pequop 
Mountain Pasture) were not being met. However, upland objectives were primarily met with ecological 
condition studies showing no acres within the early seral stage for this area. The current seasons of use 
within the Big Springs Allotment are yearlong with no seasons of use identified for specific use areas. The 
allotment evaluation recommended a change in the season of use as well as implementation of several 
fences including a riparian exclosure to address riparian concerns within the East Squaw Creek and West 
Squaw Creek use areas. This is currently Alternative 2 as presented in the DEIS. In addition specific criteria 
would be applied to the Big Springs Allotment; the FMUD requires a four-inch stubble height objective on 
the herbaceous species on riparian areas, seeps, springs and wet meadows. There is also a 35 percent 
utilization objective on willows within five feet of ground level. These criteria are recommended to be 
incorporated under all alternatives presented in the EIS where significant impacts could be realized to lentic 
and lotic riparian areas. Alternative 2 also incorporates an interim grazing system that would result in 
maintaining grazing levels at or below the ten-year average actual use until short-term objectives are met 
(See Section 2.4.2) 

The EIS further identified an Alternative 4 which is designed to make significant progress towards meeting 
riparian objectives by only allowing a later season of use with fewer range improvements in Squaw Creek 
drainages. Under both these alternatives, significant improvement is expected in the riparian areas as well 
as uplands by providing deferment or complete rest during the critical growing period. In addition both of 
these alternatives would address sage grouse nesting concerns in the East Squaw Creek area by 
decreasing direct impacts from livestock on breeding and nesting activities. Alternative 4 would allow for no 
direct impacts to breeding birds or nesting habitat because the area would not be used until after nesting 
has occurred annually. This would allow for a significant portion of residual vegetation to remain in place as 
well as all the current years growth to provide nest concealment on a yearly basis.  

The interim grazing system for the North Pequop Mountain area, which included active herding has not 
resulted in making significant progress towards achieving objectives. Therefore, the alternatives in this EIS 
have been developed to address the habitat issues in this pasture. 
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PC-1-9: 

BLM’s Interim Management Policy for Lands under Wilderness Review provides for the continuation of 
grazing …in the manner and degree in which these uses were being conducted on October 21, 1976, if they 
do not cause unnecessary or undue degradation of the lands and their resources. BLM did not identify any 
areas of accelerated erosion in the Wilderness Study Areas, nor anywhere on the Sheep Allotment 
Complex, Big Springs, and Owyhee allotments, during our Standard and Guide Assessments. The only 
WSAs located on the three allotments in the EIS are: the western slope of the Bluebell WSA is within the 
Big Springs Allotment, the western portions of the South Fork Owyhee River and Owyhee Canyon WSAs 
are within the Owyhee Allotment, and the eastern slopes of the Bluebell and Goshute Peak WSAs are within 
the Leppy Hills, Utah-Nevada #1 North, Lead Hills, and White Horse Allotments. 

Monitoring that was conducted in the Bluebell WSA indicates that it does not receive significant livestock 
use due to topography and lack of water. However, wild horse use does occur in the WSA and WSA 
surveillance records, IMP Proposed Action Notices, and the Goshute Raptor Project Management Plan 
indicate that progress is being made towards achieving the wilderness objectives for the Goshute Peak and 
Bluebell WSAs within the Sheep Allotments Complex. 

A 1998 noxious weed inventory of the Elko District identified six different weed species within the Owyhee 
and Big Springs allotments, and Sheep Allotments Complex. It has been determined that less than 0.005 
percent of the Sheep Allotments Complex, less than 0.33 percent of the Owyhee Allotment, and less than 
0.004 percent of the Big Springs Allotment were noted to have noxious weeds, and therefore, are not 
considered a widespread problem within the allotments. Noxious weeds within the allotments are found 
concentrated along roads and are primarily spread by vehicular traffic and road maintenance activities 
rather than by livestock. The 1998 inventory has been supplemented with additional non-native, invasive 
species observations on the Big Springs Allotment and Sheep Allotment Complex. BLM will engage in 
periodic field inspections to detect any weeds spread by range improvement projects, and BLM will take the 
appropriate steps to control any weeds found. 

The evaluations for the Sheep Allotment Complex, Big Springs, and Owyhee allotments analyzed whether 
or not accelerated soil erosion was occurring as a result of grazing management practices during the 
evaluation period and found that accelerated erosion was not occurring. The primary means by which 
accelerated erosion occurs is through the movement of soil particles when excessive amounts of water flow 
across the surface of upland areas due to insufficient vegetation, vegetative litter, and rock to slow the water 
flow and hold the soil in place. One of the consequences of a substantial loss of soil from a vegetation 
community is a reduction in that vegetative community’s productivity. The results of BLM’s analysis on this 
subject are embodied in the conclusions regarding progress towards achievement of the Upland Standard 
for Rangeland Health. The Upland Standard states that "Upland soils exhibit infiltration and permeability 
rates that are appropriate to soil type, climate and land form.”  BLM's observations while looking for on-the
ground indications of accelerated soil movement, and analysis of ecological condition and ground cover 
data, brought us to the conclusion that accelerated erosion was not occurring and that the Upland Standard 
for Rangeland Health had been met or progress was being made towards meeting this standard on all three 
allotments. Upland Standards were met on the Utah-Nevada #1 South Pasture, Sugarloaf, Ferber Flat, and 
Boone Springs Allotments within the Sheep Allotments Complex. Utah- Nevada #1 – North, Leppy Hills, 
Lead Hills, White Horse, and West Whitehorse all were making some progress toward attainment of this 
standard. The Upland Standards were met on the Big Springs Allotment. Some progress is being made 
toward attainment of the Upland Standard for the Owyhee Allotment. 
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Comment Responses to PC-2 

PC-2-1: 

Habitat conditions for the Big Springs, Owyhee and Sheep Complex were analyzed in the individual 
allotment evaluation; data presented in the evaluations and incorporated into the DEIS by reference 
included ecological condition, utilization, vegetative trend, PFC (lentic and lotic), stream survey data as well 
as specific habitat condition analysis. Habitat delineations for sage grouse nesting, summer and winter were 
presented in the allotment evaluations based on coordination with NDOW. 

Complete baseline ecological condition data was collected and analyzed on the public portions of the Big 
Springs and Owyhee allotments between 1985 and 1992. For both allotments the acreage in early seral 
stage was less than 5 percent of the total acres. Ecological data was collected on the Sheep Allotment 
Complex (1994) for 5 of the 8 allotments that existed at that time. Less than 2 percent of the acreage 
classified within the Sheep Complex was within the early seral stage. An additional 1.6 percent of the Sheep 
Allotment Complex has been impacted by fire since 1994 and is expected to be in early seral stage, and 
subsequently at greater risk for invasive species. The Owyhee and Big Springs allotments have also been 
subject to recent fires (i.e., the Wilson Complex fire in 2005 on the Owyhee Allotment). Ecological condition 
has also been collected at key areas within the allotments at specific intervals to determine whether there 
have been changes in ecological condition. The BLM utilizes vegetative trend studies as well as habitat 
condition studies established at key areas and representing key species to monitor the condition of the key 
range sites and determine any changes in vegetative communities based on percent composition and 
frequency of occurrence. We would expect that except for fire disturbances there has been little change to 
upland conditions which existed at the time the data was collected.  

The data which was analyzed within the allotment evaluations has allowed the BLM to identify specific 
concerns in the existing upland and riparian habitats and make technical recommendations including 
grazing systems and range improvements which are expected to result in significant improvement to both 
the upland and riparian communities and slow the spread of non native invasive species, as well as noxious 
weeds. 

These technical recommendations were included as Alternatives in the DEIS. Additional alternatives 
formulated as a result of public scoping were also included in the DEIS to address habitat concerns for 
sensitive species.  

The respective roles of the Federal and State agencies responsible for management of fish and wildlife are 
clarified and supported by the Interior Fish and Wildlife Policy (43 CFR Subtitle A, Part 24). 43 CFR Sec. 
24.4(d) indicates “the several States therefore posses the primary authority and responsibility for 
management of fish and resident wildlife on Bureau of Land Management lands, the Secretary, through the 
Bureau of Land Management, has custody of the land itself and the habitat upon which fish and resident 
wildlife are dependent. Management of the animals is the responsibility of the State. This is reinforced by 43 
CFR 24.4(c) which states “concomitantly, the Secretary of the Interior is charged with the responsibility to 
manage non-wilderness BLM lands for multiple uses, including fish and wildlife conservation. However, the 
authority to manage lands for fish and wildlife values is not preemption of State jurisdiction over the fish and 
wildlife.” 

The BLM operates cooperatively with wildlife agencies in the management of wildlife and wildlife habitat 
within the framework of a Master Memorandum of Understanding; however, the main responsibility in 
managing wildlife numbers and collecting population data lies with NDOW. Wildlife population data was 
obtained from NDOW and the USFWS throughout the evaluation process for the Big Springs, Owyhee, and 
Sheep Complex Allotment.  
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Although NDOW maintains the sage grouse lek database the Elko office has worked cooperatively with 
NDOW to obtain sage grouse population data through lek inventories. The BLM has received funding 
through the Challenge Cost Share (CCS) program to conduct helicopter lek surveys since 2000. One of the 
main priorities of this effort has been to identify new leks in areas where we have no record of historical leks. 
Historical leks were identified through a number of resources and many have never been verified as being 
active and have never actually had birds associated with them. Analysis using ArcMap was used to 
determine high probability areas for new leks based on criteria such as slope, aspect, vegetation type and 
these areas were flown extensively to collect additional population data. Although lek counts have continued 
at historic leks, surveying the data gap areas has been the main priority for the Elko Field Office and 
NDOW. 

In 2005 BLM inventoried areas of high suitability for sage grouse lek occurrence within the Sheep Allotment 
Complex; no new leks were found and there was no attendance at the two historic leks in Boone Springs. 
One of the leks has never had birds identified on it and the other has only had birds identified on it one time, 
when three birds were observed in 2003 based on BLM helicopter survey data. Monitoring data collected by 
NDOW in 2006 on this lek complex resulted in a peak attendance of 22 birds.  

NDOW collected lek data for seven of the nine leks (complexes) within the Big Springs Allotment in 2006. All 
of the leks surveyed were either stable or had increases in attendance except one. Three of the leks had no 
birds in attendance in 2001; all three were active in 2006. An additional possible lek with 12 birds in 
attendance was discovered during the 2006 lek surveys south of Interstate 80. 

Data collected during 2005 lek inventories in the Owyhee Allotment resulted in an increase of 37 sage 
grouse over the 2000 lek inventories on the same seven leks. Although these lek inventories do not provide 
sufficient information to determine population trends, they are useful in determining current status of the 
leks. In this case, all of the leks from 2000 were active in 2005.  

Specific population and trend data for many of the sensitive raptor species identified in the EIS is lacking, 
and comprehensive population data is not available from any agency. However, by using habitat 
descriptions from the literature for each species, and using records of sightings (random observations and 
nest observations) of these raptors by NDOW, USFWS, and BLM personnel, it has been possible to 
determine which species are occurring and which species are likely to occur within these allotments. As 
indicated in the DEIS at Sections 3.2.3 and 3.4.3, the habitats within the Sheep Allotment Complex and 
Owyhee Allotment for raptors are primarily foraging habitat. There is no indication that nesting habitat is in 
limited supply for the cliff nesting species. For two of the owl species that nest in association with riparian 
vegetation, the allotment evaluations identified that riparian objectives were not being met, and alternatives 
in the DEIS were developed to meet these objectives, which would also provide improved habitat for the two 
owl species, as well as sage grouse and other raptors. The BLM cooperatively funded raptor nest surveys in 
conjunction with Hawkwatch International and NDOW in 2004 to collect baseline data on current nesting 
populations in the vicinity of the Big Springs and Sheep Allotment Complex. Although the area surveyed 
only contained a small portion of the Big Springs Allotment, it allowed us to make further determinations on 
the types of species present based on similar habitat types. The intent of the BLM is to continue this kind of 
baseline monitoring in conjunction with NDOW and Hawkwatch when funding can be obtained. Where 
regional population trend data is available for raptor species, it is dependent on many factors range-wide; 
including climate, herbicide/pesticide use, development, etc. and not tied to specific habitat conditions within 
these allotments. This is particularly applicable to the Goshutes where Hawkwatch is collecting information 
on migrating raptor species that are subject to stressors at various locations across their multi-national 
migration routes. Consequently, trend data from these sources does not provide any indication of what is 
occurring locally. Therefore, BLM has focused on improving the existing habitats on public lands. The BLM 
has identified grazing systems within the EIS which are expected to result in significant improvement to 
upland and riparian habitats upon which sage grouse and sensitive raptor species are dependent. 
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PC-2-2: 

The Elko Field Office manages wild horses on the public rangelands consistent with its multiple use mission 
that takes into consideration natural resources such as wildlife and vegetation, and land uses such as 
livestock grazing and recreation. The primary responsibilities of the BLM, as dictated by law, are to preserve 
and protect wild horses and burros and to manage for healthy rangelands. Through intensive land use 
management planning efforts and the issuance of Multiple Use Decisions (MUDs), the Elko Field Office 
determine the appropriate management level (AML) of wild horses that each of the hear management areas 
can support. BLM has recently removed wild horse from these allotments to maintain populations at the 
AML. 

See also response to comment PC-1-4, above. 

PC-2-3: 

See response to comment PC-1-8, above. 

PC-2-4: 

See response to comment PC-1-9, above. 

PC-2-5: 

The analyses for the Sheep Allotment Complex, Big Springs, and Owyhee allotments found that wild horses 
contributed to the non-attainment of some key area objectives and riparian standards. Maintaining numbers 
within AML and continued monitoring within the allotments will show if the Standards and Guidelines for 
Wild Horses are being met. These guidelines were developed to promote rangeland health for the following 
categories: Upland Sites, Riparian and Wetland Sites, Habitat, and Healthy Wild Horse and Burro 
Populations. 

To mitigate impacts, the BLM proposed various spring exclosures to protect the critical springs and 
associated riparian habitat from utilization by wild horses and livestock (Alternative 2), as well as an 
alternative with changes in grazing, rather than exclosures (Alternative 3) to protect these areas. 
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Comment Responses to PC-3 

PC-3-1: 

Comment noted, no change in the EIS required. 

PC-3-2: 

EIS has been modified, see Chapter 2. 

Increases in permitted use will be granted if, and only if, future carrying capacity calculations show that more 
forage is available on a sustained basis than previous calculations. No increases in permitted use are 
contemplated as part of this action. However, increases above the ten-year average actual use level and up 
to the permitted use (i.e., carrying capacity) would be available when: 1) the essential range improvements 
have been installed; and 2) monitoring demonstrates that riparian and upland standards are being met (See 
Chapter 2, Sections 2.4.2, 2.4.3, and 2.4.4). 

All range improvement projects identified in the FMUD and alternatives are subject to full NEPA analysis 
prior to implementation. In some cases the NEPA analysis may lead the BLM to conclude that the described 
projects are either not feasible or not needed. The actual size, scope, and location of each project will be 
developed through the NEPA process, including full consultation with members of the interested public. 

PC-3-3: 

See response to comment PC-1-5, above. 

The grazing systems were designed to enhance the existing vegetative communities by providing 
deferment, rest, and dormant season grazing and to address both lentic and lotic riparian concerns. By 
providing these types of measures both positive indirect and direct effects to wildlife populations will be 
realized and significant improvements are expected to upland and riparian vegetative communities. 





























APPENDIX D – PUBLIC COMMENT ON DEIS AND RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 

Comment Responses to PC-4 

PC-4-1: 

Unfortunately, the BLM web site was not operating during the period of public comment. BLM issued notices 
and copies of the DEIS beginning December 2. A notice of its availability was published in the Federal 
Register on December 9, 2005 by the EPA, and on December 21, 2005 by the Department of the Interior, 
BLM.  BLM mailed hard copies or electronic copies to those on the Elko Field Office EIS mailing list (see 
Chapter 4, Section 4.5). BLM sent copies to anyone who contacted the Elko Field Office following that 
notification. 

PC-4-2: 

The BLM did acquire approximately 70,000 acres of land in the Big Springs Allotment in 1999 through a land 
exchange. These lands had been chiefly used for grazing prior to becoming public, and the BLM had been 
extending a total of 3,711 AUMs of private land credit to the permittee in the East Big Springs Allotment for 
these lands prior to the exchange. These AUMs were added to permitted use after the exchange was 
completed, which did not increase any actual grazing. As a result of the carrying capacity analysis 
conducted as part of the evaluation process these AUMs were reduced to 2,721.  

East Squaw Creek is not meeting the riparian functionality requirements laid out in the Standards for 
Rangeland Health. Section 4 of the Taylor Grazing Act states “Fences, wells, reservoirs, and other 
improvements necessary to the care and management of the permitted livestock may be constructed on the 
public lands within such grazing districts under permits issued by the authority of the Secretary, or under 
such cooperative arrangements as the Secretary may approve.” The BLM has proposed necessary projects 
to improve livestock management in the North Pequop Mountains so that we can improve conditions in East 
Squaw Creek. 

PC-4-3: 

See response to comment PC-2-1 

The EIS focuses on taking action to improve the condition of public lands and make significant progress 
towards meeting standards for healthy rangelands. As required by FLPMA, BLM is proposing adjustments 
to grazing use where necessary to prevent undue degradation to upland and riparian habitat caused by 
grazing. Objectives include restoring springs to proper functioning condition. As discussed in Chapter 1, 
Section 1.3, “Relationship to BLM Policies and Plans”, all actions proposed conform to the two land use 
plans covering the Elko District, which were developed, and have been amended, in compliance with the 
multiple use mandate of FLPMA. 

PC-4-4: 

BLM is aware of our NEPA compliance responsibilities, and believes the EIS meets the requirements noted.  

See also responses for comments PC-1-1, PC-1-2, and PC-1-3. 

PC-4-5: 

EIS has been modified, see Chapter 2. 

See also responses for comment PC-17-1. 

The data used for the EIS was presented in the allotment evaluations, which were incorporated by reference 
and which were subject to public review prior to the preparation of the EIS. This data was used by the BLM 
to determine that the pre-allotment evaluation grazing system was not meeting land use objectives or 
standards for healthy rangelands. The EIS analyzed the effects of the alternatives on the existing vegetation 
through an analysis of impacts of herbivory on plant growth and health. This is the ultimate determination of 
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whether or not the grazing systems would improve habitat quality for the sensitive species or result in habitat 
degradation. 

While there are several ways to conduct analysis of the situation, a more detailed or complex analysis and 
collection of additional data would not change the conclusions that grazing systems that provide sufficient 
growing season rest after grazing, that alter the season of use between years, and shorten the duration of 
grazing in the pastures and use areas would improve the health and vigor of the plants. 

As indicated in the EIS, one cannot look simply at the number of AUMs permitted, actual use, and the 
impacts to riparian areas to determine what level of grazing is appropriate. The monitoring data 
demonstrated that upland vegetation was utilized at a slight to light level over vast areas of the allotments 
because of poor water distribution, topography, and concentration of livestock at existing water sources. 
Increased distribution, through additional water sources, pasture fencing, herding, grazing systems, and 
vegetation treatments are all demonstrated means of switching use from riparian areas to uplands. Thus, it 
is not inconceivable to have increased stocking levels over the current actual average use and still meet 
riparian objectives. However, in response to public comments, BLM has modified the alternatives to include 
initial grazing at the ten-year average actual use level (See Chapter 2). 

PC-4-6: 

See response to comment PC-1-3, above. 

PC-4-7: 

The BLM discussed the aspen communities in East Squaw Creek in the various documents leading up to 
and including the Final Multiple Use Decision (FMUD). In the DEIS, aspen is included as part of the riparian 
habitat, rather than a specific habitat type. Aspen is indeed a BLM concern, and much of the research 
across central Nevada (Kay 2001) is also true in northeastern Nevada. There is no question that livestock 
grazing has heavily impacted aspen communities along the East Squaw Creek watershed and around some 
springs. These conditions are caused by grazing use that lasts throughout the hot season, roughly from July 
through early September. As indicated in the DEIS, riparian habitat, which includes aspen, was a major 
consideration in the development of the Alternatives and the need for some of the exclosures. 

Management actions proposed under all three alternatives analyzed in the DEIS will lead to improved 
riparian and aspen conditions within the Big Springs Allotment. Specifically, Alternative 2 proposes 
protective fencing around aspen stands in the form of exclosures around spring areas and a riparian pasture 
fence excluding cattle from the main channel of East Squaw Creek until the stream reaches Proper 
Functioning Condition. Alternative 3 proposes placing East Squaw Creek into a larger pasture that would be 
grazed in the spring every other year, with rest years in between. Alternative 4 would allow livestock use 
from 15 September to 31 October every year. All three alternatives would have conditions allowing for no 
less than a four-inch stubble height in the riparian area and no more than 35 percent utilization of aspen.  

BLM did not fail to look at the available research relative to sage grouse. The allotment evaluations included 
specific objectives and analysis of the data with respect to sage grouse habitats. For much of the Owyhee 
and Big Springs allotments, lack of sagebrush is not the issue, but the uniform structure and older age class 
of sagebrush that is present. BLM has proposed vegetation treatments to break up the vast acreages of 
sagebrush (as provided for in Connelly et al. 2000) and change the canopy cover of sagebrush to provide 
improved nesting, early brood, and pre-laying habitat for sage grouse. BLM recognizes that the wildfires 
have removed large acreages of sagebrush, and where the perennial grasses survived the fire, the 
sagebrush and other shrub species will return, albeit over a long period of time. However, that does not 
change the fact that there is a shortage of critical production habitats (i.e., nesting, early brood, and pre-
laying habitats) in these allotments. For the Sheep Allotment Complex, the low elevation sagebrush sites 
are on range sites with lower productivity. While suitable for winter habitat, these areas do not provide 
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optimum nesting or early brood habitats. Much of the area on mid-elevation benches has been subject to 
invasion and expansion of pinyon-juniper trees, which degrade the sagebrush habitat for sage grouse. In 
such cases, changes in grazing cannot reverse the vegetation trends. Removing all livestock would not 
result in more sagebrush and less pinyon-juniper. Vegetation treatments will be required to reverse this 
trend. 

The alternatives proposed and many of the range improvements included in the DEIS were developed to 
improve riparian habitats, which serve as summer brood habitat. These areas provide the succulent forbs 
and insects required by growing sage grouse. BLM recognized in the allotment evaluation process that 
these riparian areas were not meeting habitat objectives for sage grouse. Similarly, the season of use by 
livestock in sage grouse nesting habitat was recognized as an impact to sage grouse. The alternatives 
developed for the Owyhee and Big Springs allotments, and the Boone Springs Allotment in the Sheep 
Allotment Complex, were developed specifically with respect to sage grouse nesting, breeding, and brood 
habitat. 

Other wildlife, such as mule deer and elk, were not considered in the EIS because they were previously and 
sufficiently analyzed in the allotment evaluation/multiple use decision process. The judges ruling indicated 
that the previous analysis was sufficient for the other resources, but inadequate for sensitive raptors and 
sage grouse. Therefore, the other species of wildlife were not analyzed again in this EIS. 

PC-4-8: 

See response to comment PC-1-3, above. 

PC-4-9: 

Currently the BLM has determined base leve AUMs (i.e., carrying capacity) based on normal year 
production and has the discretionary authority to reduce grazing under drought conditions to protect 
resources. This suggestion would determine the carrying capacity based on drought years. During non-
drought years, the BLM would have the discretion to increase the active AUMs through temporary non
renewable use permits. 

BLM has the authority to reduce or eliminate grazing during periods of drought to prevent the types of 
impacts referenced in the comment. As indicated in the DEIS, the Sheep Allotment Complex allotments 
were subject to such drought closures over the past few years, and voluntary non-use was taken by some 
permittees in addition to BLM reductions/closures. 

While BLM does not disagree that changes in vegetation can take place with the complete removal of 
livestock, as indicated on the Idaho National Laboratory, but BLM also considers the state at which the 
vegetation was in when livestock was removed from that area. Anderson (2001) conducted a study on the 
long-term effects of non-grazing on arid ecosystems in Idaho. What has to be considered in this study is the 
starting state of the vegetation (after extended drought and overgrazing). An increase in diversity of shrubs, 
grasses, and forbs would be expected because of the many unfilled “niches” under these extreme 
conditions. However, as Laycock, NRCS, and others have demonstrated, the shrub-dominated semi-arid 
rangelands have greater overall plant diversity when shrub cover is moderate (defined relative to the 
specific range site potential). 

The DEIS demonstrates that with grazing systems that address time, timing, and duration of use, vegetation 
can be sustained in a healthy condition over an extended period of time. However, in the absence of 
periodic intermediate fires, or other disturbance, the ratio of shrubs to herbaceous material will change as 
drought, normal, and above normal moisture years interact to change the species composition of these 
semi-arid rangelands. Livestock grazing influences this process; grazing speeds up the process up and how 
quickly the changes occur depends on the type of grazing system. A proper grazing system does not push 



APPENDIX D – PUBLIC COMMENT ON DEIS AND RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 

the system very hard. In contrast, season-long grazing can result in rapid changes. Therefore, to maintain a 
long-term grazing system requires periodic disturbances, such as the vegetation treatments proposed by 
BLM to keep the system in the perennial herbaceous “state” (which includes grass-dominated through 
shrub-dominated plant communities). 

PC-4-10: 

The EIS addresses non-native, invasive species and their relationship to livestock grazing (Section 3.2.1 for 
Sheep Allotment Complex, 3.3.1 for Big Springs Allotment, and 3.4.1 for Owyhee Allotment). Changes in 
plant communities are also addressed in each alternative range improvement discussion as well. Refer, for 
example, to sections 3.2.1.2.1 Alternative 1 - Non-native Invasive Species – Sheep Allotment Complex, and 
3.2.1.2.2 Alternative 2 – Non-native Invasive Species - Sheep Allotment Complex. These sections, and 
other sections for the other alternatives and other allotments, discuss the potential for non-native invasive 
species to spread as a result of grazing systems and from range improvements. 

A 1998 noxious weed inventory of the Elko District identified six different weed species within the Owyhee, 
Big Springs and Sheep Allotment Complexes. Note on page 11 of the Big Springs AE, ten noxious and 
invasive plants were listed. It has been determined that less than 0.005 percent of the Sheep Allotment 
Complex, 0.33 percent of the Owyhee Allotment and 0.004 percent of the Big Springs Allotment were noted 
to have noxious weeds, and therefore are not considered a widespread problem within the allotments. 
Noxious weeds within the allotments are found concentrated along roads and are spread primarily by 
vehicular traffic and road maintenance activities rather than by livestock. BLM will engage in periodic field 
inspections to detect any weeds spread by range improvement projects, and BLM will take the appropriate 
steps to control any weeds found. 

In addition to the six different noxious weed species that were found on those allotments, there are several 
other invasive and undesirable plant species of which cheatgrass poses the greatest threat in some areas. 
According to Wisdom, et. al. (2000), the risk of cheatgrass invasion is low on the Owyhee Allotment, 
moderate and high on the Big Springs and Sheep Allotment Complex, respectively, with the greatest risk 
occurring along the Utah border in the salt desert shrub vegetative community. Wisdom recommends using 
chemicals or other treatments to reduce the biomass of cheatgrass combined with reseeding of native 
grasses and forbs (p.81). 

Blue mustard occurs in highly disturbed areas associated with stockwatering locations on the Big Springs 
Allotments (Big Springs Allotment Evaluation). 

PC-4-11: 

See response to comment PC-1-5, above. 

PC-4-12: 

See response to comment PC-1-1, PC-1-2, and PC-1-3, above. 

It is not necessary to prepare a new EIS. The impacts of a range of reasonable alternatives are adequately 
analyzed, and the action alternatives conform to land use plans that were prepared to comply with FLPMA 
and NEPA. The Final EIS (FEIS) includes additional measures to avoid unnecessary and undue 
degradation caused by grazing to the values and resources, including the sensitive species and their habitat 
found on the allotments that are the focus of this EIS. The carrying capacity has been determined in 
accordance with BLM policy. The analysis of the No Action alternative and of the cumulative effects of each 
alternative takes into account the relationship of the grazing alternatives and interaction with natural events, 
such as drought, as well as other actions. BLM has proposed alternatives to improve conditions in the upper 
East Squaw Creek drainage, but does not agree that immediate and emergency cessation of grazing is 
required. The cumulative effects analysis also adequately recognizes the relationship of the grazing 
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alternatives in combination with other past, present and reasonable foreseeable actions that contribute to 
the invasion of non-native weeds throughout the allotments.  

See also response to the letter from the Environmental Protection Agency (PC-17) comment PC-17-1. Their 
review of the Draft EIS supports BLM’s determination that it is unnecessary to prepare a Supplemental Draft 
EIS. However, additional measures are proposed in the FEIS to protect resource values. 
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Comment Responses to PC-5


PC-5-1: 


Comment noted. 
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Comment Responses to PC-6


PC-6-1: 


See response to letter PC-39, below 


PC-6-2: 


See response to PC-1-1. 


BLM does not agree that the DEIS is inadequate, such that issuance of a supplemental (Draft) EIS is

required. The introductory section to the alternatives chapter (section 2.1) has been revised to summarize 
the process used to formulate alternatives. In accordance with regulations to implement NEPA, BLM has 
rigorously explored and objectively evaluated a range of reasonable alternatives. The EIS proposed actions 
that the analysis shows should correct damage from past grazing, and not cause additional damage. 
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Comment Responses to PC-7


PC-7-1: 


See response to comment PC-1-2 and PC-1-3, above.


PC-7-2: 


See response to comment PC-1-1, above. 


PC-7-3: 


See response to comment PC-1-5, above. 


PC-7-4: 


See response to comment PC-2-2, above. 
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Comment Responses to PC-8


PC-8-1: 


See response to comment PC-1-9, above. 


PC-8-2: 


See response to comments PC-1-1, PC-1-5, PC-1-7, and PC-4-5, above. 


PC-8-3: 


See response to comments PC-1-1, PC-1-2, PC-2-1, PC-3-3, PC-4-3, and PC-4-12, above. 


PC-8-4: 


See response to comments PC-1-1, PC-1-3, and PC-4-12, above. 


PC-8-5: 


See response to comments PC-1-4, above. 


PC-8-6: 


See response to comments PC-1-5, above. 


PC-8-7: 


See response to comments PC-1-6, above. 


PC-8-8: 


See response to comments PC-1-7, above. 


PC-8-9: 


See response to comments PC-1-8, above. 
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Comment Responses to PC-9


PC-9-1: 


See response to comment PC-1-1 and PC-4-12, above. 


PC-9-2: 


See response to comments PC-1-1, PC-1-2, PC-2-1, PC-3-3, PC-4-3, and PC-4-12, above. 


PC-9-3: 


See response to comments PC-1-7, PC-2-, PC-4-3, and PC-4-7, above. 


PC-9-4: 


See response to comment PC-1-8, above. 


PC-9-5: 


See response to comment PC-1-5, above. 


PC-9-6: 


See response to comment PC-1-9, above. 


PC-9-7: 


See response to comment PC-1-6, above. 


PC-9-8: 


See response to comments PC-1-1 and PC-1-9, above. 
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Comment Responses to PC-10


PC-10-1: 


Comment noted. 


PC-10-2: 


See response to comment PC-1-5, above.  


The reference to most of the area between Jackpot and Wells, NV having been stripped of sagebrush is 

incorrect. There are crested wheatgrass seedings in this area, recent wildfires have burned large acreages 

of sagebrush, and recent insect outbreaks have killed sagebrush in some areas. However, review of the

current satellite imagery shows that the majority of this area remains as sagebrush habitat. 

PC-10-3: 

See response to comments PC-2-1, PC-1-8, PC-3-3, and PC-4-3, above. 

PC-10-4: 

If you are not in agreement with the manuals that provide direction for preparation of EISs, you should take 
this issue to your local congressional representative. The Council on Environmental Quality provides the 
regulations for preparing NEPA documents, not the BLM. 
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Comment Responses to PC-11


PC-11-1: 


See response to comments PC-2-1, PC-2-2, and PC-4-7, above. 


PC-11-2: 


See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-2-1, PC-4-3, and PC-4-5, above. 


PC-11-3: 


See response to comments PC-1-1, PC-1-2, PC-1-3, PC-4-4, and PC-4-12, above. 


PC-11-4: 


See response to comment PC-1-6, above. 


PC-11-5: 


See response to comments PC-1-3, PC-1-5, PC-1-8, PC-2-1, PC-3-3, PC-4-3, PC-4-5, and PC-4-7, above.
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Comment Responses to PC-12 

PC-12-1: 

See response to comments PC-1-3, and PC-1-5, above. 

PC-12-2: 

See response to comments PC-3-3, PC-4-3, and PC-4-7, above. 

PC-12-3: 

The purpose of the proposed management actions is to make necessary changes in existing grazing 
management to achieve or make significant progress towards achieving the multiple use objectives 
established for the allotments, and to meet the Standards and Guidelines for Rangeland Health for the 
Northeastern Great Basin Area of Nevada. The attainment of these objectives would result in improvement 
in forage diversity for all wildlife, including large native ungulates and sage grouse. 

Monitoring studies will continue to be conducted and the effects of grazing will be evaluated periodically to 
determine if progress is being made in meeting the multiple use objectives and significant progress is being 
made toward attainment of the standards for rangeland health. 

PC-12-4: 

Please refer to Sections 3.2.1, 3.3.1, and 3.4.1 for analysis of livestock grazing and noxious weeds. The 
DEIS and FEIS include discussion of livestock transportation of seeds and seedbed preparation. 

Cows and sheep do contribute to noxious weed spread as discussed in the DEIS, but to a much lesser 
extent than by humans along roads and through road maintenance activities. The majority of the noxious 
weed infestations within these allotments are found along roadways and there is a strong correlation 
between weed occurrence and roads. Alternative 2 for the Sheep Allotment Complex, proposes a grazing 
system that would reduce the repeated use of bedding and foraging areas through rotation among use 
areas. This would reduce the mechanical effects of concentrated and repeated hoof action on the vegetation 
and soil surface which provides a suitable seedbed for non-native invasive species. The proposed grazing 
system should slow the spread of invasive and non-native species on the Sheep Allotment Complex. 
Similarly, the grazing systems proposed for the Big Springs Allotments and the Owyhee Allotment are 
designed to move livestock and not let them congregate, whereby hoof action can create soil disturbance. 
The rest and deferment built into these systems will create plant communities with increased plant vigor, 
which will also help the plants compete with noxious weeds and other non-native, invasive species. 

PC-12-5: 

Please refer to Sections 3.2.5, 3.3.5, and 3.4.5 of the DEIS or FEIS for discussion of the role of livestock in 
changing the fire ecology of the rangelands on these allotments. 

Stand replacing fire is a natural expression of fire succession within a pinyon/juniper woodland. The growth 
form of these species until they reach maturity, does not lend itself to frequent/low intensity understory 
burning such as in ponderosa pine forests, branches occur throughout the tree profile from the ground up, 
and bark is thin even after maturity. There is evidence of limited understory burning in true woodland 
ecological sites and some fire scarring can be found, but livestock use in these areas is minimal due to the 
nature of the soils which are shallow and gravelly. These areas, even without trees would not support much 
of a herbaceous plant community. Historical fire intervals maintained the trees within these “fire safe” areas 
by burning the shrub/grass communities along the border too frequently for trees to migrate out and be 
come established. 



APPENDIX D – PUBLIC COMMENT ON DEIS AND RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 

In the years post-settlement, fire suppression and unregulated grazing have been documented as reducing 
fire frequency. The result has been increasing dominance of trees in historic shrub/grass communities. 
Fires of today obtain access to fire safe stands through the prolific/dense/continuous fuel beds of young and 
mature trees, grasses and living and dead shrubs. These fuels combine to create flames and heat unlike 
that of a shrub/grass fire, and provide opportunity for fire to enter the fire safe areas with more intensity than 
under historic conditions.  

The vegetation treatments originally proposed for these allotments would address this issue. Reduction of 
the woody fuels to allow more herbaceous fuels to exist would provide the opportunity for “cool” surface 
fires. BLM appreciates your support of these types of projects that provide wildlife habitat, livestock forage, 
and protection from stand-replacing wildfires. 

PC-12-6: 


See response to comments PC-1-8, PC-2-5, PC-3-3, PC-4-2, PC-4-3, and PC-4-7, above. 


In addition, the alternatives include measures to protect wildlife from the fences necessary to implement the

grazing systems. This includes let-down fences in mule deer migration corridors, reflection devices to make 
fences more visible to wildlife, and use of white-topped t-posts in fence construction to make fences more 
visible to wildlife. 

PC-12-7: 


See response to comment PC-1-6, above. 


PC-12-8: 


See response to comment PC-1-7, above. 


PC-12-9: 


See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-3-2, PC-3-3, PC-4-3, PC-4-5, PC-4-7, and PC-12-6, above. 


PC-12-10: 


See response to comments PC-1-1 and PC-4-12, above. 
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Comment Responses to PC-13


PC-13-1: 


See response to comments PC-1-1 and PC-4-12, above. 


PC-13-2: 


See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-3-2, PC-3-3, PC-4-3, PC-4-5, PC-4-7, and PC-12-6, above 


PC-13-3: 


See response to comments PC-1-3 and PC-4-12, above. 


PC-13-4: 


See response to comment PC-1-4, above. 


PC-13-5: 


See response to comments PC-1-3, PC-1-5, PC-3-3, PC-4-3, PC-4-7, and PC-12-6, above. 


PC-13-6: 


See response to comment PC-1-6, above. 


PC-13-7: 


See response to comment PC-1-7, above. 


PC-13-8: 


See response to comment PC-1-8, above. 


PC-13-9: 


See response to comment PC-1-9, above. 








APPENDIX D – PUBLIC COMMENT ON DEIS AND RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 

Comment Responses to PC-14


PC-14-1: 


See response to comments PC-1-1 and PC-4-12, above. 


PC-14-2: 


See response to comments PC-1-3, PC-1-5, PC-3-3, PC-4-3, PC-4-7, and PC-12-6, above. 


PC-14-3: 


See response to comment PC-1-6, above. 


PC-14-4: 


See response to comment PC-1-7, above. 


PC-14-5: 


See response to comment PC-1-9, above. 
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Comment Responses to PC-15


PC-15-1: 


Comment noted. 


PC-15-2: 


Comment noted. 


PC-15-3: 


BLM agrees that elk use of forage can incrementally affect both upland and riparian areas, and is adding 

discussion of it to the cumulative effects analysis for the Big Springs Allotment. 


The Goose Creek Management Area (MA) which contains a portion of the Big Springs Allotment has 

currently reached its targeted population level of 1,070 elk. Monitoring data has been collected specifically 

for elk within the Big Springs Allotment in 2003 and 2005. In addition, the BLM in conjunction with NDOW 

and other partners are funding an elk monitoring study to begin in 2006 within the Goose Creek MA to

assess resource impacts from current elk numbers. 


PC-15-4: 


See response to comment PC-2-5. 


PC-15-5: 


Comment noted. As indicated in the DEIS, wild horses have been identified as one of the causal factors in

not achieving allotment objectives on some of the allotments. Several of the range improvement projects 

were primarily developed to reduce impacts by wild horses, as well as by livestock. 
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Comment Responses to PC-16 

PC-16-1: 

The BLM is in agreement that the long-billed curlew is a species of concern within Nevada and that it is a 
species that can benefit from proper grazing systems. However, the scope of the EIS was determined by 
the judge, and the Minute Order directed the BLM to consider sage grouse and sensitive raptors on the 
Owyhee and Sheep Allotment Complex, and just sage grouse on the Big Springs Allotments. Therefore, the 
long-billed curlew was not a species for inclusion in the EIS.  

BLM will consider long-billed curlew in future grazing allotment evaluations and the NEPA documents that 
evaluate those systems. 
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Comment Responses to PC-17 

PC-17-1: 

EIS has been modified, see Chapter 2. 

To facilitate public understanding of EPA’s rating of the Draft EIS, EC-2 means: EC (Environmental 
concerns) 2 (Insufficient information) – EPA’s review has identified environmental impacts that should be 
avoided to fully protect the environment. A rating of “EO” would have indicated they identified 
‘Environmental objections’ that must be avoided. An “EU’ rating would have identified adverse impacts of 
sufficient magnitude that are ‘unsatisfactory.’  If unsatisfactory impacts are not mitigated, the proposal would 
be referred to the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). 

Insufficient Information -- EPAs evaluation of EIS adequacy placed it in Category 2, i.e., “This Draft EIS does 
not contain sufficient information to fully assess all reasonable alternatives.” A Category 3 rating is 
“Inadequate” and means that the deficiencies in the impact analysis or alternatives are of such magnitude 
that a revised Draft EIS should be circulated, and the action is a potential candidate for CEQ referral. 

In response to this rating and a more specific comment from the public, BLM has added measures to 
address adverse impacts of livestock grazing on habitat used by the species that are the focus of this EIS. 
Modifications of the alternatives are described in Chapter 2. 

See also response to PC-4-5. 

PC-17-2: 

EIS has been modified, see Chapter 2. 

Alternative 2 has been modified to permit less use where necessary until short-term upland and riparian 
habitat objectives are met in the Sheep Allotment Complex, Big Springs Allotment, and the Owyhee 
Allotment. For each allotment, the description of BLM’s proposed grazing management decisions for 
Alternative 2 (Proposed Action) has been modified to define average actual use, and to provide for the 
conditions under which an increase or decrease in such use will be made as part of the term grazing permit 
for each allotment. The Final EIS also identifies the reasons why BLM prefers Alternative 2. BLM will identify 
the ‘environmentally preferable’ alternative when we issue the Record of Decision, in accordance with 
regulations found at 40 CFR 1505.2 

PC-17-3: 

EIS has been modified, see Chapter 2. 

The ‘Resource Protection Measures’ that are common to all alternatives with respect to protecting habitat of 
key importance to the sensitive species has been clarified (EIS section 2.2.1).  

 As discussed in section 3.2.2, following the protocol agreement between BLM and the Nevada State 
Historic Preservation Officer will ensure that our responsibilities to mitigate adverse impacts to cultural 
resources are met.  

PC-17-4: 

The description of the alternatives in the EIS specifies responsibilities for maintenance and monitoring of 
range improvements. Generally, the permittee would have responsibility for inspection of the troughs and 
exclosures; however, BLM also makes periodic inspections of these facilities. BLM will conduct the 
reassessment of the existing water developments. 
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PC-17-5: 

EIS has been modified, see Chapter 2.


The introductory section for the Alternatives chapter (section 2.1) identifies that Alternative 2 is BLM’s 

Proposed Action, and explains that it has been modified to include measures that address the concerns with 

the previously issued decisions. 
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Comment Responses to PC-18 

PC-18-1: 

EIS has been modified, see Chapter 2. 

BLM designed Alternatives 3 and 4 to remove hot season grazing in those pastures that have high priority 
riparian areas. In order to facilitate this goal, livestock would have to utilize the Dry Creek Pasture during the 
hot season when water availability is scarce. This is the reason that the interim grazing system would be in 
place until water developments (for Alternative 3) can be implemented. Alternative 4 included growing 
season use (June 1 to July 31) in one year followed by rest the second year, but no water developments are 
proposed. 

The BLM does not agree that the Dry Creek Pasture is inaccessible during the weaning period (August – 
September). There are two very good roads within the pasture; one running east-west and one running 
north-south. The permittee can gather livestock utilizing temporary livestock handling facilities, wean the 
calves, and then haul the calves out using motorized equipment on these roads. The permittee can also 
utilize private lands located adjacent to Dry Creek Pasture for gathering and weaning. 

PC-18-2: 

EIS has been modified, see Chapter 2. 

In response to public comments, the Alternatives have been modified to use the ten-year average actual 
use as the initial stocking level for Alternatives 2 and 3. AUMs up to the calculated carrying capacity would 
be available as the essential range improvements are installed and based on monitoring that indicates 
short-term objectives have been achieved. Adjustments in AUMs would be phased in over time and based 
on continued monitoring that demonstrates the short-term objectives continue to be met. If short-term 
objectives are not met, the AUMs would again be reduced. 

The reduction in AUMs for Alternative 4 is necessary because no range improvements are included in this 
alternative and the AUMs were determined by the limiting pasture (Lower Fourmile). 

BLM monitoring has indicated that most of the upland objectives have been met in the Owyhee Allotment; 
however, the riparian objectives are the issues driving the changes in the grazing system. The documented 
production last year on the uplands and the variety of species observed is a direct result of the recent 
grazing systems and as stated in the comment, indicates that the grazing of the uplands is not having 
detrimental impacts, except for some concentration areas around water sources. However, the riparian 
systems are not fairing as well, and the reduction in AUMs is part of the effort to improve these areas. 

PC-18-3: 

BLM does not share the current lessee’s concern that water is unavailable in the Winter’s Creek Pasture. 
The Winter’s Creek Well, located in the south-central portion of the Winter’s Creek seeding has always 
provided reliable water in the past. The revised alternatives include early season use, when water is most 
likely to be available, but Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 also include late season/winter use. Alternative 3 includes 
a pipeline extension from the existing well in this pasture, but Alternatives 2 and 4 do not. Monitoring would 
be used to determine if additional water developments would be necessary. Several water developments 
originally proposed for the various alternatives in the DEIS have been dropped as not being essential to the 
implementation of the grazing system. These “non-essential” range improvements have been left as 
reasonably foreseeable future actions to be implemented as necessary based on monitoring. Additional 
water sources in Winters Creek Pasture may be a case where one or more of these range improvements is 
determined to be necessary. 
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PC-18-4: 

The EIS was modified; see Table 2-36. The interim grazing system for Alternatives 2 and 3 does not include 
a split season for use of the Chimney Creek and Lower Fourmile pastures. The final grazing system for 
Alternatives 3 and 4 do not include a split season of use. 

The current permit holder is Doby George LLC who also holds permits for four other BLM grazing allotments 
(Cornucopia, VN-Pocket Allied, Lime Mountain, and Andrae allotments). Under this permit, grazing use was 
historically implemented utilizing all of the BLM allotments in an overall grazing system which included the 
Owyhee Allotment. Doby George LLC has split up this system by leasing out the allotments between two 
lessees. The lessee for the Owyhee Allotment is Ellison Ranching Company, and their lease is due to expire 
at the end of 2007. Therefore, due to the short term nature of this lease, the BLM is not willing to revise the 
preferred alternative at this time. 

PC-18-5: 

EIS has been modified, see Chapter 2. 

PC-18-6: 

The intent of the discussion of impacts was not to imply that livestock would destroy leks, but rather disrupt 
the breeding activity. Sage grouse have been observed to continue strutting when pronghorn antelope enter 
the lek, but livestock presence on the lek generally results in the birds leaving for the day. If livestock remain 
in the area for several days or weeks, there is potential for breeding to be substantially disrupted. Because 
several of the leks are associated with playas, which potentially hold water in the spring, it is anticipated that 
livestock use of the vegetation in the vicinity of the playas would occur on a regular basis, in addition to 
livestock moving to and from the playa to drink. Some of the playas are several hundred acres in size that 
have a single pit reservoir (most estimated at 0.33-acre or less in size), other have temporary surface water 
where water availability is dependent on winter and spring precipitation. However, many of the playas do not 
have pit reservoirs and remain dry regardless of precipitation levels. Movement through the leks has 
potential to disrupt the breeding activity. The extent of this issue is not known, but the association of the leks 
near the playas certainly increases the potential for this impact. 

PC-18-7: 

Comment noted. 

PC-18-8: 

The BLM has analyzed removing the alternating year of rest from the Dry Creek Pasture under Alternative 
3. The Preferred Alternative, Alternative 2 requires rest in the Dry Creek Pasture every other year. The BLM 
is not willing to revise the preferred alternative at this time, due to the short-term nature of the lease. 
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Comment Responses to PC-19


PC-19-1: 


Comment noted. 


PC-19-2: 


Comment noted. 






APPENDIX D – PUBLIC COMMENT ON DEIS AND RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 

Comment Responses to PC-20


PC-20-1: 


Comment noted. 


BLM manages public lands for multiple use objectives and one of the multiple uses that has been 

recognized for public lands is livestock grazing. BLM attempts to manage livestock grazing in a manner that 
protects the other land uses, while recognizing that any one land use may have impacts on the other uses. 
Through monitoring, BLM attempts to identify where impacts from livestock, wild horses, wildlife, 
recreational uses, or any other land uses are occurring and then through the allotment evaluation process, 
adjusts the management to address specific problems, or uses other permitting processes (such as 3809 
regulations for modifying mining operations) to adjust management of the non-livestock related issues. 

PC-20-2: 


Comment noted. 


PC-20-3: 


Comment noted. 


See response to comments PC-1-5, PC-1-7, PC-1-8, PC-1-9, PC-2-1, PC-2-2, PC-2-5, PC-3-3, PC-4-3, PC

4-7, PC-12-4, and PC-12-6, above. 


PC-20-4: 


Comment noted. 
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Comment Responses to PC-21


PC-21-1: 


See response to comments PC-1-1, PC-4-12, and PC-17-1, above. 


PC-21-2: 


See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-4-5, and PC-12-3, above. 


PC-21-3: 


See response to comments PC-1-3, PC-4-7, and PC-4-12, above. 


PC-21-4: 


See response to comment PC-1-4, above. 


PC-21-5: 


See response to comments PC-1-3, PC-1-5, PC-4-7, and PC-12-6, above. 


PC-21-6: 


See response to comment PC-1-6, above. 


PC-21-7: 


See response to comments PC-1-7, PC-3-3, PC-4-7, and PC-12-6, above. 


PC-21-8: 


See response to comments PC-1-8, PC-3-3, and PC-4-7, above. 


PC-21-9: 


See response to comment PC-1-9, above. 
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Comment Responses to PC-22 

PC-22-1: 

See response to comments PC-1-1, PC-1-2, PC-1-3, PC-1-5, PC-1-7, PC-1-8, PC-2-1, PC-2-2, PC-2-5, PC
3-3, PC-4-3, PC-4-5, PC-4-12, and PC-12-6, above.  

Per the grazing regulations, there are similarities between the factors considered by BLM in issuing a 
decision to authorize temporary non-renewable use. However, the Elko Field Office does not agree that any 
connection can be made between a decision by Ely BLM to allow such use and the grazing actions under 
consideration in this EIS. Further, the Elko Field Office is re-considering the three multiple use decisions for 
the allotments under the cover of one EIS as a result of consolidation of your lawsuit against them into one 
court case. Although BLM has formulated a range of alternatives for the Sheep Allotment Complex, Big 
Springs, and Owyhee allotments in a similar manner, the grazing actions proposed under each alternative 
vary according to the circumstances found, and impacts anticipated on the sensitive species in the different 
areas. This includes any proposals to develop water and/or construct a pipeline. In the case of such 
proposals for the Big Springs, Sheep Allotment Complex and/or Owyhee Allotment, the underlying need for 
a pipelines is to prevent concentration of livestock at seeps and springs and along riparian zones, not to 
increase livestock use, including stocking levels. This may or may not be the case for other allotments in the 
Ely district, and is not the case for the proposal by the permittee for the Spruce Allotment. 

As noted in the July 2005 update to the Elko Field Office Project and Planning Schedule,  
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Comment Responses to PC-23 

PC-23-1: 

There is no doubt that livestock have become larger and heavier over time, with a resulting increase in 
forage intake. This point is well made and well illustrated in the comment letter. That being said, the method 
employed by the BLM to calculate carrying capacities already has a built in mechanism to account for these 
factors. The BLM calculated carrying capacity chiefly through comparing actual use records submitted by 
the permittee against use pattern maps and key area utilization data. Key areas are set up in areas of the 
allotment that are typical of livestock utilization patterns within the predominant range sites. As livestock 
become heavier and consume more forage, the comparison results over time will show the same number of 
cattle consuming a higher percentage of forage, which will lead to a decreased carrying capacity calculation. 
The specific methods and results used to calculate carrying capacities for all of the allotments involved have 
already been released to the public during the allotment evaluation process. 

PC-23-2: 

See response to comments PC-1-1, PC-1-2, PC-4-5, PC-4-12, and PC-23-1, above. 

PC-23-3: 

See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-4-5, and PC-23-1, above. 

PC-23-4: 

See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-4-5, and PC-23-1, above. 

PC-23-5: 

See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-4-5, and PC-23-1, above. 

PC-23-6: 

See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-4-5, and PC-23-1, above. 

The BLM allotment management system is an iterative process. A grazing plan is developed based on the 
initial range inventory data. The plan is implemented and monitored to determine if the plan is achieving the 
objectives for the allotment and standards of rangeland health. Periodically, the allotment is evaluated and 
changes are proposed with respect to the grazing or range improvements to address the problems identified 
by monitoring. The cycle is then repeated. Thus each modification builds on the past information. There is 
no need to re-analyze information back to 1960, other than the trend data that has been collected and used 
in the allotment evaluation process.  

The allotment evaluations conducted in 2000 identified issues that required a change in management. The 
conditions in 1960 are irrelevant to the decisions that need made today. BLM has followed its approved 
process for evaluating the allotments and for developing a range of alternatives (see the Management 
Action Selection Report (MASR) prepared for each allotment) and the alternatives in the DEIS and FEIS. 

Re-analyzing the information from 1960 would not change the conclusion that changes in management are 
necessary, nor would it change the alternatives that have been developed. 
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Comment Responses to PC-24 

Note: Many of the comments in this letter were comments submitted during the public comment period on 
the allotment evaluation process (FMUDs) and the EAs that were prepared for the FMUDs. As such, these 
comments are not relevant to any specific portion of the DEIS. The comments imply that BLM did not 
address certain issues, yet the issues are addressed in the DEIS. The use of comments to other 
documents, rather than the DEIS, is misleading and confusing to the general public. The comments should 
have been confined to the DEIS as presented.  

PC-24-1: 

See response to comments PC-1-1, PC-1-2, PC-4-5, and PC-4-12, above. 

PC-24-2: 

See response to comments PC-1-1, PC-1-3, above. 

WWP provided a list of references that only serve to support the case that livestock grazing is damaging to 
the land and vegetation. While BLM readily recognizes this body of science, it also recognizes that much of 
these studies were conducted on grazing systems that have no relevance to the current alternatives. 
Season-long grazing or systems that do not provide for some growing season rest and opportunity for the 
plants to maintain production and vigor will lead to loss of palatable species. Systems that allow annual hot 
season use of riparian vegetation will result in degradation of the riparian areas. BLM did not ignore the 
“science” that WPP provided. Instead, an objective measure of grazing impact was used that can be applied 
to any grazing system, based on plant physiology and responses to grazing. This eliminated the need to cite 
numerous and often conflicting studies that purport to have determined the effect of grazing on vegetation, 
riparian areas, wildlife, etc. The assessment used in the DEIS evaluated whether or not the alternatives 
would create conditions favorable for maintaining plant vigor based on the duration of grazing, the time of 
the grazing relative to the plant physiology, the amount of plant material left following grazing to complete 
the plants’ physiological needs, and the amount of leaf material left to allow sufficient growing points for the 
next growing season. 

BLM also recognizes that there are grazing systems that can improve the riparian vegetation and the upland 
vegetation. The Elko Field Office has implemented several of these systems through the allotment 
evaluation process and through mitigation for potential impacts to special status species with very good 
results. 

PC-24-3: 

The BLM agrees that microbiotic crusts are an important resource to the semi-arid climate of northeastern 
Nevada. Unfortunately, we lack the data to determine if microbiotic crusts are present in the allotments or 
what the appropriate goals would be to manage the crusts. It is difficult to say whether the crusts are absent 
at the key areas or whether the observers did not pay close attention to the crusts or did not have had a 
hand lens to observe them. The presence and amount of microbiotic crusts also vary with soil type, the 
amount of cover present from vegetation and/or rock, and precipitation. Average precipitation for Great 
Basin crusts ranges from 7-15 inches. In the future, personnel performing cover transects will pay closer 
attention to crusts to determine how much is present. 

Although BLM recognizes the importance of microbiotic crusts, at the time that cover data was collected on 
these allotments, we were just beginning to collect microbiotic crust data as part of our nested frequency.  
Microbiotic crusts were recorded in the nested frequency plots on the Lead Hills and Leppy Allotments, 
however, the data was not summarized.  
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The EIS does discuss invasive species, including cheatgrass, in addition to noxious weeds. It recognizes 
that level of non-native invasive species throughout the Sheep Allotments is increasing (DEIS, p.3-15). As 
discussed in the EIS, Sheep Allotment Complex Alternative 2, the spread of nonnative, invasive weeds is 
anticipated to be reduced while the vigor of native perennial shrubs and grasses will be improved under 
each of the action alternatives as compared to the No Action alternative. 

The EIS discussion for invasive species in the Owyhee allotment acknowledges that cheatgrass, halogeton, 
and tumble mustard occur in disturbed sites, roadsides and burned areas. The grazing system under 
Alternative 1 would reduce the spread of non-native, invasive species as a result of increased vigor of native 
grasses. Under alternative 2, the proposed range improvements could potentially allow for establishment of 
non-native species. However, the improved distribution systems in areas currently receiving heavy use 
would reduce the potential for non-natives (DEIS, p.3-66). Improved conditions in the proposed riparian 
exclosures would also reduce the potential for establishment of non-native, invasive species. 

According to Wisdom, et. al, the risk of cheatgrass is low in the Owyhee (except South Fork Owyhee River) 
and part of the Big Springs allotments. BLM has and continues to address this issue through management 
alternatives and fire rehabilitation efforts. 

The references to the EAs regarding non-native, invasive species are not relevant to the DEIS, as the DEIS 
examined the impact of the alternatives on the establishment and spread of non-native, invasive species. 
The comments should be directed as to the adequacy of the DEIS, not the adequacy of the EAs. BLM 
recognizes the impacts that non-native, invasive species have on rangeland ecology, but the focus has 
been primarily on noxious weeds because they generally cannot be controlled just by management of the 
perennial, native species. In contrast, many of the non-native, invasive species that are not noxious weeds 
can be controlled by changing management practices; this is one of the distinctions between the definition 
noxious weeds and invasive species. The non-native, invasive species can establish readily where 
management results in disturbed ground or stress on the vegetation. When the system is allowed to 
recover, the perennial species will often out-compete the annuals. Others, like cheatgrass, cannot be 
controlled simply by changing management. However, a change in management is often part of the 
recovery. 

PC-24-4: 

Comments regarding cheatgrass are incorrect, misleading, or taken out of context. Extensive areas of 
cheatgrass monocultures are not common on the allotments, but cheatgrass is present as a component of 
the vegetation in all of the allotments. There area areas where cheatgrass is the dominant species; areas 
that have burned, have been used repeatedly as bedding areas for sheep, areas of concentrated use 
around corrals or upland water sources. Thus when making reference that 99 percent of the land is 
cheatgrass, the comment implies that cheatgrass is the dominant species, when the data taken from the 
allotment evaluation indicates that cheatgrass is present, but not dominant, in 99 percent of the allotment. 
While this still represents a condition that is not acceptable, it is quite different than having a monoculture of 
cheatgrass over 99 percent of the allotment. 

The cheatgrass-dominated areas cannot be adequately addressed until the grazing system has been 
implemented. Treating the cheatgrass and seeding the areas before there is a grazing system in place 
would result in cheatgrass returning. BLM has the option of treating non-native, invasive species at any time 
as a result of the existing programmatic documents for weed control. The analysis of cheatgrass is included 
in the DEIS relative to the grazing alternatives.  

One way to combat the spread of cheatgrass, or lessen the probability that a stand replacement fire will 
occur that could lead to cheatgrass domination, is to treat the vegetation to reduce fuel loading, which would 
result in a less intensive wildfire should lightening strike. However, WWP has also objected to these 
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vegetation/fuel treatments. Thus, resolving the cheatgrass issue is going to require some movement of 
WWP’s position; even complete removal of livestock would not solve this issue.  

PC-24-5: 

The allegation that BLM has not measured current conditions at the time of the allotment evaluations is not 
true. The BLM issued all three of these evaluations in 2000.  All three contained data on resource conditions 
collected within months of the issue date.  

The point about trend is valid. However, “Regarding claims that Trend is stable: trend could start out 
poor/very bad.”…this statement is based on speculation and hypothetical situations. A trend study that starts 
out in poor condition could remain in poor condition and therefore be “stable”.  However, ecological status 
inventory collected across all allotments in the past showed that all three were in mid- to -late seral 
condition. This indicates that much of this land started out in good condition. The BLM further determined 
ecological status at key areas, often at multiple intervals during the evaluation period. All of this information 
is presented in the evaluation documents. 

Carrying capacity calculations in the Sheep Allotment Complex were based on current information. The 
method of using older data from the adjudication studies is used only in cases where we lack sufficient 
current actual use and utilization data to draw any meaningful conclusions about forage available on a 
sustained yield basis. In the case of the Sheep Allotment Complex the only place where the BLM used 
adjudication summary data was on old sheep trails that were phased out and added to the various 
allotments. All other carrying capacity conclusions were based on current data. 

As for Big Springs, the BLM is indeed implementing a significant reduction in permitted use; from 21,598 
AUMs to 16,963 AUMs, a decrease of over 22 percent. It is true that this amount is above the “average 
actual use” during the evaluation period. However, the evaluation period cannot be looked at in a vacuum, 
as resource conditions have been heavily influenced by a century of prior grazing use.  Census data in 1880 
recorded 5,617 sheep and 69,716 cattle within Elko County; however, the actual numbers are much, much 
higher than recorded numbers. In 1882 John Sparks and John Tinnin reportedly ran more than 175,000 
cattle on the combined Winecup, H.D., and Shoe Sole ranches in northeastern Elko County; in 1885 they 
branded 38,000 calves. Sheep bands moving eastward used trails passing through Nevada, and by 1880 
these trails carried over 150,000 sheep each year. A Federal Disease Inspector estimated the total number 
of sheep in Elko County in 1910 at 1.5 million. This historical grazing use, which is far above actual use 
during the evaluation period, has to be considered in any discussion of the known “actual average use” 
period. 

The BLM is aware of the close proximity of some of the proposed projects to sage grouse leks in the North 
Pequop Mountains. As a result, the BLM has always proposed the following stipulation as part of this 
project. “Sage grouse strutting grounds are located near this new proposed use area; therefore, this water 
would not be operated earlier than July 1 so that all of the grass growth each year is available for hiding 
cover for sage grouse nesting and brood rearing activities.” The intent of these water projects is not to 
“extend heavy or severe livestock use into previously less grazed areas”.  Additional livestock use would be 
expected to occur around any new waters; however, this would result in more even utilization patterns 
overall, with a much lower level of overall utilization across the allotment. This can only benefit overall plant 
community health across large areas. 

As for the NDOW letter, the BLM provided the following response: “Actual livestock and wild horse use 
during the evaluation period is located in Appendix 4, Key Area Data in the allotment evaluation.  With the 
exception of riparian sites, most of the other allotment specific objectives, including upland condition and 
trend objectives, were met or adequate progress was being made towards the long term objectives. The 
recommended stocking levels for livestock use are based on analysis of upland forage capacities under 
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proper use. Generally, actual livestock use during the evaluation period was at or below the recommended 
stocking levels. Actual livestock use at times was below the recommended stocking level due to various 
reasons which included stocking down during drought conditions, or a shortage of cattle available for lease, 
or during periods of transition to new grazing permit holders. Achievement of the riparian objectives will be 
through fencing and adherence to stubble height and woody riparian utilization limits.” The utilization limits 
on riparian areas were based on an unrealistic expectation that livestock could be kept from the East Squaw 
Creek watershed during the hot season without improvements; the BLM is currently working with the 
permittee to severely limit grazing use in this area until the needed projects can be completed. 

PC-24-6: 

See response to comments PC-1-3, above, regarding short-term objectives included in the Alternatives and 
see the changes in the Alternatives in Chapter 2 regarding the need to achieve short-term objectives. 

PC-24-7: 

WPP points out what the allotment evaluation concluded in 2000, that a change in the grazing system was 
needed. The alternatives proposed in the DEIS and modified in the FEIS address the lack of forbs in the 
understory of the various key areas. 

PC-24-8: 

You have incorrectly interpreted the Northeastern Nevada Stewardship Group’s statement. Within the 
Owyhee Allotment, the 2004 Strategy concluded that sage grouse populations in the Desert PMU were not 
at high risk and that a number of factors, including livestock grazing, were potential limitations on the sage 
grouse populations. Factors identified as having moderate impact on sage grouse populations or habitats 
included habitat quality (water distribution and too much large, contiguous areas of sagebrush), habitat 
quantity (large areas of over-mature sagebrush, poor understory, condition of riparian zones, and annual 
grass invasion), and livestock grazing (livestock distribution during the dry season). The most recent 
collaborative assessment of sage grouse population numbers (Elko County Sagebrush Ecosystem 
Conservation Strategy 2004) did not identify livestock grazing as a "high risk factor" for any of the 
allotments; although it is rated as a moderate risk factor in many of the allotments. The implication of the 
moderate rating is that with some change in the grazing systems, much of the risk to sage grouse can be 
eliminated.  

For informational purposes only, Year 2000 aerial lek search efforts resulted in observation of 118 male 
sage grouse on seven leks; these same leks had 155 males in 2005.  Note that these are one-time single-
day observations and should not be used to determine trend.  Trend leks (checked several sequential times 
during lek period on an annual basis for an indefinite number of years) are needed to more fully determine 
any upward trend. NDOW has expressed an interest in establishing at least one trend lek within the Owyhee 
Allotment. Three previously undocumented leks were identified in 2002 and 2003, including two on old 
wildfire burn areas with a total of 47 males in 2003 and another on a playa with 8 males. Two previously 
undocumented leks have been identified in 2005 including one with 40 males on a playa and another six 
males within the Winter Creek Seeding. Worthy of note is the unsuccessful search in 2005 for an 
undocumented lek on Star Ridge Pasture reported by the livestock permittee with an estimate of 50 male 
birds. 

The 2004 Strategy did not reach a conclusion regarding sage grouse population trends within the Sheep 
Allotment Complex. However, the 2004 Strategy did identify habitat quantity and habitat quality as being 
major risk factors in the East Valley PMU. Due to the soils, elevation, and precipitation, much of this area is 
dominated by salt desert shrub, which does not provide sage grouse habitat needs. In many areas, salt 
desert shrub and sagebrush habitats are intermingled within a transition zone, which also limits the quality of 
the habitat for sage grouse. This PMU is also on the western edge of a void in the sage grouse populations; 
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a large area of the west desert in Utah does not provide sage grouse habitat. The East Valley PMU is 
adjacent to this void and is considered to include marginal habitat for sage grouse. Therefore, it is not 
unexpected to see high variability in year to year lek counts for these populations on the margin of the 
range. 

Within the Big Springs Allotment, the 2004 Strategy concluded that sage grouse "populations were stable to 
declining" in the area which included the Northern Pequop Mountains and the 2004 Strategy concluded that 
sage grouse populations "were declining" in the area which included the southern portion of the Pequop 
Mountains, where known sage grouse breeding and nesting habitat along the southern portion of the 
Pequop Mountains has experienced impacts due to wildfire in the past 13 years. These impacts are likely to 
remain until sagebrush recovers on the impacted areas. BLM has completed fire rehabilitation actions on 
public land portions to facilitate recovery of sage grouse habitat. This includes site-specific seeding of 
various big sagebrush species and western yarrow, a native forb species. 

It is irresponsible to assign livestock as the cause for everything “negative” on these allotments. There are 
other human uses, non-human and non-livestock caused changes to the landscape, as well as livestock 
grazing that all act independent of each other as well as interacting with each other to change the 
landscape. 

Owyhee MASR at 20: 

Sage grouse is a Elko Resource Management Plan-featured species where habitat was evaluated on the 
Owyhee Allotment. BLM considers the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA) Sage 
Grouse Guidelines in the planning process. The guidelines outline optimum habitat parameters and do not 
impose mandatory requirements; in fact, they recognize that areas within sage grouse breeding habitats 
may not have the site potential to produce optimum height of herbaceous understory. The Owyhee, Big 
Springs and Sheep allotments all contain vegetation communities where the potential for the herbaceous 
understory to reach optimum heights does not exist due, in part, to ecological site potential and plant 
associations. Lateral herbaceous cover is one of several habitat components needed to help provide for 
optimum sage grouse nesting success. Many successful sage grouse nests have been found in herbaceous 
cover much shorter than those shown for optimum conditions. A uniform residual cover requirement would 
not be appropriate to all sites within all of the allotments based on the variability of range sites. Where the 
vegetation community contains taller stature grasses, moderate utilization limits, in conjunction with the 
grazing systems which include deferment and or rest, will help to provide residual growth that will carry over 
to the next breeding and nesting season. This residual cover along with new growth the next spring will help 
to provide adequate nesting cover. BLM has considered residual cover needs and has incorporated these 
needs into the grazing management systems as described in the FMUDs. Use pattern mapping data 
collected in all of the allotments shows broad areas of little to no use by livestock. These areas are also 
expected to help provide adequate amounts of desirable perennial herbaceous cover as a component of 
wildlife habitat, including sage grouse habitat. The DEIS examines the alternatives relative to their potential 
for impact to sage grouse nesting habitat.  
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PC-24-9: 

Owyhee AE at 24:   

The allotment evaluation includes Specific Objectives for terrestrial wildlife habitat and rangelands. 
Technical Recommendations include efforts to improve forage and cover diversity for terrestrial wildlife. The 
technical recommendations that include efforts to increase the basal cover of perennial grasses are included 
in the Wildlife Management Decision items on Pages 15-18 in the Final Multiple Use Decision for the 
Owyhee Allotment. This Decision was completed after responding to comments from the public as part of 
the MASR. 

Both comment PC-24-8 and PC-24-9 are comments on the allotment evaluation, not the DEIS. It is not the 
BLM’s intent to respond to comments on the allotment evaluation; the public comment period was for 
submitting comments on the DEIS, not the allotment evaluations, MASRs, FMUDs, etc. 

PC-24-10: 

Comment PC-24-10 is a comment on the allotment evaluation, not the DEIS. It is not the BLM’s intent to 
respond to comments on the allotment evaluation; the public comment period was for submitting comments 
on the DEIS, not the allotment evaluations, MASRs, FMUDs, etc. 

PC-24-11: 

The grazing systems were developed with sage grouse nesting habitat as one of the multiple uses to be 
achieved and the Alternative 4 for each allotment where sage grouse were present was specifically directed 
at benefiting sage grouse. By including rest, rotation, and deferment, much of the cover for sage grouse 
nesting will be available. There will still be areas near water sources or natural “collection areas” where 
livestock will congregate and residual cover will not be adequate for sage grouse nesting. However, these 
areas are generally the same locations each year. Therefore, adequate sage grouse nesting habitat should 
occur in each of the allotments where sage grouse occur. 

PC-24-12: 

The BLM does not lay out the specific utilization criteria in the permits. All such requirements outlined in the 
decisions are covered by the following term and condition: 

“Grazing use in the ___________ Allotment shall be in conformance with the Final Multiple Use Decision 
dated _________ .” 

This above term and condition, which appears on all permits affected by this EIS, incorporates all 
requirements laid out in the individual decisions. 

The DEIS was modified to include the terms and conditions relative to each alternative and each allotment. 
Short-term and long-term objectives are also included in the appendices. 

PC-24-13: 

See response to comment PC-23-6, above. 

PC-24-14: 

See response to comment PC-1-5, above. 

BLM has modified the alternatives to only include the project essential to implementation of the grazing 
systems. Other projects would be included on an “as needed” basis after the grazing system has been 
implemented and the monitoring is conducted. If an issue is identified at that time, an additional project 
directed as lessening the impact would be proposed and evaluated through the NEPA process. 
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The old post and wire at the springs are left over from old horse traps, built prior to NEPA and the 
establishment of the BLM.  WWP has identified the "old post and barbed wire" as evidence of failed 
projects, but these structures (horse traps) are historic, and therefore cannot be removed without a cultural 
survey. 

PC-24-15: 

BLM uses the NRCS Order III soil survey data and does not collect data on each soil within the allotment. 
The standards for soil health do not require a study of each soil, but the examination of the soil condition 
and vegetation growing on the soil relative to characteristics that promote infiltration, rooting depth, soil 
water holding capacity, etc. Evidence of soil exhibiting infiltration and permeability rates that are appropriate 
to soil type, climate and land form includes the lack of rilling, sheet erosion, vegetation appropriate to the 
site, lack of pedestalling of the vegetation, etc. One does not have to do an individual study on each soil 
type to determine if the soil standards are being met. 

The systematic collection of soils data across the allotments was conducted by NRCS. The presence of 
burrows of burrowing owls, rabbits, ground squirrels, etc. indicate that suitable conditions for burrowing 
exist. Trampling of a burrowing owl nest is considered incidental. Just walking on a burrow does not 
guarantee collapse; the type of soil, depth of the burrow, and number of livestock at the site all determine if 
a burrow would collapse. WWP raises this issue, but does not provide any supporting evidence as to the 
magnitude of this issue. BLM has not observed this as an issue within the allotments, and NDOW has not 
indicated any concern that such “trampling” is limiting burrowing owl populations. 

PC-24-16: 

WWP sites some memos from the Administrative Record. The springs in the 1994 memo do not get much 
use by wild horses. Rosebud spring is almost dry. Mud spring has an exclosure around it. Summit is located 
on top to the Goshutes and Felt is located just north of Ferguson Mountain. These springs do get some use 
by wild horses, but wild horses in the Goshutes have repeatedly gone to the same springs (Rock, Tunnel, 
Sidehill, Morgan, Dead Cedar, Perkins, and Sheep Camp). 

The comment by NDOW is unsubstantiated. NDOW informed the BLM that one of their Biologists had seen 
and taken pictures of cattle at the spring. NDOW was asked where the cattle came from since the Boone 
Springs Allotment is a sheep grazing allotment, and why did NDOW not contact the BLM regarding the 
alleged cattle use at the spring. NDOW informed BLM that their Biologist had supposedly taken some 
pictures of what he thinks was cattle at Perkins Spring, but could not find the pictures and he did not know 
why NDOW did not contact the BLM. 

It is curious that WWP chides BLM for using old, outdated information in the analysis, and then cites memos 
that are 12 years old regarding horse use of the springs. BLM has conducted monitoring on each of the 
allotments and due to the unfenced nature of the springs, wild horses have been identified as part of the 
impact to riparian areas. Even with the horse gathers that have occurred to achieve appropriate 
management levels of wild horses, there is still the potential for impact to the riparian areas because the wild 
horses are territorial and use the same springs throughout the summer. With the grazing systems proposed 
in the alternatives, the livestock can be moved when certain criteria are met; the wild horses would remain in 
these pastures or use areas long after the livestock are removed. Or in the case of the Sheep Allotment 
Complex, there is no summer livestock use of these allotments and hot season use/damage of the riparian 
vegetation cannot be caused by livestock.  

This conclusion that wild horses are part of the cause for riparian areas not being in proper functioning 
condition resulted in the identification of exclosure projects and water development projects to protect the 
spring source and to provide water outside of the spring area for livestock and wild horses. 
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PC-24-17: 

Maps in the EIS show where private land occurs within the allotment. The effects of actions of others, 
regardless of if they occur on public or private lands are addressed by the cumulative effects analysis. 
Because BLM has no jurisdiction on the private land, there is no data to include in the analysis.  

PC-24-18: 

The DEIS does not claim that all of the issues are a result of historical, and not current livestock grazing. 
The allotment evaluations assessed the recent, not historical grazing, and found that changes in the system 
were required. However, it must also be recognized that the historical grazing created many unsuitable 
conditions on the landscape that still exist today, and these conditions that took over 100 years to create are 
not going to be fixed in one or two grazing cycles. In addition, the vegetation changes, combined with the 
livestock grazing, have changed the fire ecology of the landscape. These are the types of changes that have 
occurred and continue to occur without changes in management. The alternatives developed in the DEIS 
and modified in the FEIS address many of these issues. 

Alternative 2 for each of the Allotments was modified to include short-term objectives as well as long-term 
objectives from the FMUDs, and allotment-specific objectives have been included in a new Appendix C to 
the FEIS. 

BLM does not concur with WWP that degradation is widespread, and that BLM seeks to continue “wildly 
unsuitable livestock stocking rates” that will cause undue degradation. 
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Comment Responses to PC-25 

PC-25-1: 

As explained throughout Chapter 1, BLM has determined the scope of the EIS, to include the actions, 
alternatives and impacts, to be consistent with the judge’s order. Raptors were included in the analysis for 
the Sheep Allotment Complex. 

PC-25-2: 

As explained throughout Chapter 1, BLM has determined the scope of the EIS, to include the actions, 
alternatives and impacts, to be consistent with the judge’s order. 

PC-25-3: 

BLM has provided analysis of the other resources in the previous NEPA and allotment evaluation 
documents, which were incorporated by reference into the DEIS. The judge found the previous analysis to 
be deficient only in the coverage of sensitive raptors and sage grouse. Consequently, the DEIS examined 
the grazing systems with respect to impacts to these species with consideration of riparian habitat and 
upland vegetation/habitats (including non-native, invasive species). 

PC-25-4: 

BLM does not agree with this statement. One can understand a system without making measurements of 
such things as flow rates, changes over time, etc.  

BLM inventoried all the water resources on public land between 1979 and 1984 as part of the district water 
inventory. Flow from springs was measured when feasible. In the case of Big Springs Allotment, some of the 
springs were acquired as part of the Big Springs Land Exchange, so they were not included in the original 
inventory. However, those springs that were acquired in the exchange were inventoried prior to the 
acquisition. Water sources are revisited or inventoried as time allows, but it is not possible to revisit more 
than 6,000 water sources that occur in the Elko District on a regular basis. 

Most of the springs on public land are low flow springs associated with perched aquifers where flow is highly 
affected by the amount of precipitation. It is difficult to measure flow from the low flow springs because the 
flow is often spread out over a large relatively flat riparian area. Photo documentation is often the best tool to 
document change over time. 

The springs on the Big Springs Allotment were visited as part of the lentic PFC assessment which was 
conducted between November 15 and 18, 2004. Lentic PFC assessments were conducted on springs and 
reservoirs on the Sheep Allotment Complex between October 20 and November 1, 2004. Additionally other 
spring and seep site visits are sometimes made while conducting other work in the area. 

BLM does monitor drought conditions and has the regulatory authority to institute drought closures 
whenever climatic and resource conditions make such closures necessary.  As noted in the EIS, such 
closures were issued for seven of the nine allotments in Sheep Complex in November 2003. 

The allotment evaluation does recognize that the Big Springs Allotment experienced a drought cycle during 
the evaluation period. There were also years of above normal precipitation. The evaluation period was 
representative of the normal fluctuations in precipitation and its effect on forage production and plant 
community conditions and trends. We also recognize the permittees have, on their own initiative, reduced 
their stocking levels during those years when water and/or forage were in short supply. 

BLM monitors these variables to determine if the management system is achieving the rangeland health 
and allotment specific objectives, but understanding the system does not require these response variables 
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be measured. The analysis used in the DEIS is based on scientific study of the response of vegetation to 
herbivory; specifically the physiological changes the plants undergo when herbivory is applied at different 
times, different intensities, and different levels of herbage removal. Therefore, “understanding the system” 
requires that the various alternatives be evaluated with respect to when the herbivory occurs (in a given 
year and in subsequent years), how long the plants are exposed to herbivory in any single grazing period, 
and how much plant material will be removed (or alternatively, how much will be left). These factors are the 
major factors determining the ability of the plants to recover and remain vigorous. This can then be related 
to habitat requirements for the various sensitive species under consideration. 

The measurements of the response variables were used in the allotment evaluation process to determine 
that the previous management system was not achieving the desired results. Once the Record of Decision 
is issued and an alternative is selected and implemented, the response variables will be measured to 
determine if the new system achieves the desired results. 

PC-25-5: 

BLM did consider the information presented to it by WWP and others. However, much of the information 
presented was not relevant to the EIS. Violations of the permit terms and conditions, when substantiated, 
are dealt with directly, not through the EIS process. BLM was already aware of the non-native invasive 
species and this issue was addressed in the DEIS. Impacts of drought have been addressed through the 
drought closures and voluntary non-use by the permittees. The non-functioning water developments were 
addressed in the DEIS, etc. 

PC-25-6: 

The 2005-2006 conditions are not directly relevant to the EIS analysis. The data collected and used in the 
allotment evaluation was sufficient to indicate a change in management was necessary. Inclusion of the 
conditions on the allotments in 2005-2006 would not change that conclusion. The alternatives were 
developed to address the enhancement of productivity for all rangeland values, regardless of the conditions 
found in 2005-2006. 

PC-25-7: 

BLM conducted an accepted screening process for assessing public comments and identifying issues as 
opposed to concerns, opinion, issues not relevant to the scope of the EIS, etc. The public comments raised 
the issue of impacts of range improvements to the sensitive species and their habitat (especially through 
spread of non-native, invasive species). This was addressed in the DEIS as well as in response to public 
comments on the DEIS (i.e., the alternatives have been modified to include only those range improvements 
essential to the various grazing systems). 

Many of the other concerns raised in the public comment were not relevant to the EIS. 

PC-25-8: 

See response to comment PC-25-6, above. 

BLM did not ignore current information provided by the public and other agencies. However, not all 
information provided was relevant to the EIS analysis, and such irrelevant data was not included in the EIS. 
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PC-25-9: 

The conclusions reached in the DEIS are based on the impacts of the proposed alternative grazing systems 
and range improvements on the vegetation that makes up the habitats of the subject species. The impacts 
on the vegetation were determined through the application of scientific studies on the effects of herbivory on 
plant health. A determination that a given alternative provides for healthy plants was an indication that 
habitats for the subject species would be sustained in a condition suitable for those species. This also 
included consideration of the terms and conditions, short-term objectives, etc. for each allotment, which also 
ensures that certain habitat conditions are maintained.  

As for the tentativeness of the conclusions, BLM recognizes that with any biological system, firm predictions 
are meaningless. Because of distribution of forage, shade, and water, the variability in topography within an 
allotment or pasture, and many other variables, that there may still be areas where livestock concentrate 
and the vegetation will be impacted more than other portions of the allotment or pasture. That does not 
mean the grazing system is a failure, but does mean that additional measures may be required to alleviate 
these isolated problem areas. In the DEIS, BLM tried to anticipate as many of these isolated problem areas 
as possible, and suggested range improvements (in addition to the overall grazing system) to minimize the 
number of these isolated problem areas. Due to the concern over the number of range improvements 
proposed, the BLM scaled back the alternatives to include only those range improvements necessary to 
implement the grazing system – i.e., to distribute the livestock and to protect specific resources. Other range 
improvements were dropped from consideration as part of the proposed action, but kept as reasonably 
foreseeable future actions in the event that monitoring demonstrates one or more of these range 
improvements are needed to address problem areas. This involves a trade-off of benefits and impacts. The 
fewer number of range improvements reduces the potential for non-native, invasive species establishment 
and some impacts to the subject species (i.e., less potential for sage grouse mortality due to fence 
collisions), but the rate of improvement or extent of improvement in the habitat may not be as great without 
the range improvements (i.e., recovery of riparian habitats used by sage grouse broods). 

Monitoring in the future will be used to determine if the impacts are of sufficient magnitude to require the 
implementation of additional range improvements. If such a determination is made, the proper NEPA 
analysis for the proposed range improvements would be conducted. 

PC-25-10: 

All of the action alternatives for the Big Springs Allotment provide for adjusting livestock grazing consistent 
with other uses. Each of the alternatives are expected to result in making significant progress for meeting 
standards for healthy upland and riparian sites and wildlife habitat, and monitoring of use to meet RMP 
objectives is common to all alternatives. Measures to conserve habitat are included, as well as actions to 
reduce fencing hazards to big game as well as birds. Measures to reduce weed infestations and improve 
distribution of livestock use where possible are also analyzed. The analysis of the EIS alternatives supports 
the land use plan conformance statement (section 1.3.1). 

Eliminating fence hazards is not the equivalent of removing fences or not building new fences. The Elko 
Field Office has fence standards that address hazards to wildlife. Constructing new fences to these 
standards or rehabilitating existing fences to these standards, is within conformance with the RMP. To imply 
otherwise is misleading and deceptive. 

Similarly, all of the action alternatives for the Sheep Allotment Complex have been evaluated with respect to 
the RMP and have been found to be in conformance with the RMP. 



APPENDIX D – PUBLIC COMMENT ON DEIS AND RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 

PC-25-11: 

See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-1-5, PC-1-8, PC-2-1, PC-3-2, PC-3-3, and PC-4-5, above. 

The alternatives in the DEIS and as modified in the FEIS are based on data collected from the allotments 
and calculations of carrying capacity based on that data. There is no deception or misleading descriptions in 
the alternatives. The majority of the upland vegetative objectives are being met or progress is being made 
towards attainment of those objectives. Those areas where the objectives are not being met are primarily 
due to distribution of livestock grazing (i.e., concentrated use around water sources and riparian areas). It is 
not a question of whether there is sufficient forage, but a question of distributing the use of the forage over 
time and space to eliminate the areas of concentration. 

BLM has not claimed that the sheep do not access springs and seeps due to snow over the entire allotment, 
but certain springs at high elevation in the Goshutes are generally not accessible in most winters. BLM has 
also stated that the lower elevation springs show impacts from hot season use. The sheep are not present 
on the allotment during this time period, therefore, the hot season use impacts have to be from wild horses 
and/or wildlife. Based on monitoring at the sites, wild horses have been identified as the causal factor. The 
high elevation springs that are not used by sheep have also been determined to be impacted by wild horses. 
There is a big difference between use and impact. WWP is incorrect in stating that BLM has previously 
stated that the sheep do not use the springs. 

As discussed for PC-25-4 above and in the EIS, BLM does monitor drought conditions and has the 
regulatory authority to institute drought closures whenever climatic and resource conditions make such 
closures necessary. 

PC-25-12: 

The data collected for the allotment evaluations and since the allotment evaluations has been adequate to 
determine that changes in management are needed and to identify the issues that need to be addressed by 
management. Additional data would not change the analysis or the conclusions of the analysis. BLM has 
identified, for example, that riparian objectives are not being met based on the data through 1999. Additional 
data from 1999 to 2005 would not change that conclusion as the grazing systems and range improvements 
have not been changed or implemented to the extent that responses in vegetation would be observable. It 
would be more of the same data, leading to the same conclusions. Additional data will be collected to 
monitor the response to the grazing system and range improvements that are included in the Record of 
Decision. 

PC-25-13: 

See response to comment PC-1-9, above. 

BLM does not dispute the harmful effects of noxious weeds or other invasive species on rangelands. BLM 
states this in the DEIS and the analysis is based on these types of impacts. We fail to see the point of this 
comment. 

PC-25-14: 

See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-1-8, PC-2-1, PC-4-5, PC-25-4, PC 25-9, PC-25-11, and PC-25-12, 
above. 

PC-25-15: 

See response to comment PC-25-9, above. 

BLM used scientific studies to conduct the analysis. The documents referenced by WWP were reviewed 
and used as appropriate. However, a report that points out that cheatgrass is present in a particular 
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allotment was not new information. BLM is aware of the cheatgrass on the allotments. Similarly, the other 
documents referenced in the WWP comment are not specific to the allotments and indicate general 
information about species or plant communities, or how these species or plant communities were impacted 
by other grazing systems. While this information provides some perspective, it does not change the analysis 
that the grazing systems described in Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 would improve the existing habitat conditions. 
It does not take additional information to determine the impacts of the grazing alternatives on the existing 
vegetation. 

PC-25-16: 

The BLM used current monitoring studies to establish the carrying capacities for the three allotments.  The 
conclusions did not support a need to impose overly restrictive seasons of use. 

PC-25-17: 

There is no “XXX WSA” in the Elko Field Office area, although the BLM does manage the Bluebell and 
Goshute Peak Wilderness Study Areas within the Goshute Mountains. 

The south facing slopes of the Goshute Mountains are frequented by deer and sheep in the winter time; 
however the upper slopes (inside the WSAs, north of White Horse Pass) are frequented more by deer in the 
winter time. 

PC-25-18: 

There are no proposed new livestock water developments proposed with the WSAs.  However there are 
existing developments that need to be inventoried for reconstruction or alteration. Re-design of such 
developments would incorporate features to address concerns to wildlife including impacts to habitat. The 
removal, repair, or design of spring developments and fences to mitigate wildlife concerns and improve 
habitat conditions, as time and funding allows, is identified as an action that is common to all alternatives in 
the EIS (section 2.2.1). 

Within the Sheep Allotment Complex many of the spring developments are left over from old horse traps 
that were built long ago. BLM has received comments about the "old post and barbed wire" as evidence of 
failed projects, and at the same time the BLM has been informed that these structures (horse traps) are 
historic. Thus, any proposal to remove or re-design the structures would be subject to compliance with the 
NHPA as well as NEPA. 

PC-25-19: 

Same comment as PC-25-8, above. See response to comment PC-25-8, above. 

PC-25-20: 

This comment is incorrect. There were only 26 comment letters received, with only 14 different people or 
organizations responding. A total of 148 comments were included in the 26 comment letters. 

PC-25-21: 

BLM is accurate in describing improvements as “potential”, just as impacts are described as “likely” or 
“potential”; there are no guarantees. BLM also recognizes that it is likely that given the variability of the 
water distribution, vegetation distribution, and the topography of the allotments, it is likely that the grazing 
systems and range improvements included in the Alternatives (either those in the DEIS or those in the FEIS) 
will not solve every issue on the landscape and “some areas of continued adverse impact” are likely. 
However, the alternative selected is likely to have the greatest level of improvement and any remaining 
issues would be identified through the allotment monitoring and modified through the allotment evaluation 
process. This is the system that BLM has in place to make iterative changes in management to continually 
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improve the health of the rangelands. It is inherent in this system that not every issue will be resolved on the 
first attempt. The BLM has identified for the various alternatives where some impacts could remain, which 
provides the authorized officer with a basis for selection among alternatives. 

PC-25-22: 

See response to comment PC-25-21, above. 

PC-25-23: 

See response to comment PC-25-21, above. 

PC-25-24: 

WWP is incorrect in this statement. The Nevada Department of Wildlife remains a cooperating agency for

this EIS.


PC-25-25: 


BLM has included appropriate mitigation for the impacts identified. 
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Comment Responses to PC-26 

PC-26-1: 

BLM agrees that there are many templates that could be used to assess wildlife habitat requirements and to 
make land use decisions. BLM chose not to use the template provided by WWP, and instead used a model 
of effects of herbivory on plant growth and vigor to assess the impacts of the grazing system on the habitat 
of the subject species. 

BLM did not ignore the input from WWP. BLM used many of the sources provided by WWP and other 
sources not identified by WWP. However, there is general disagreement on the approach to the analysis. 
This has been discussed in response to comments above.  

PC-26-2: 

See response to comment PC-1-1, above. 











APPENDIX D – PUBLIC COMMENT ON DEIS AND RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 

Comment Responses to PC-27 

PC-27-1: 

Over 95 percent of the public lands in the Elko Field Office area are currently classified as “open” for OHV 
use. The claim that “disturbed burned, chained, chopped or otherwise altered areas entice off road use that 
is impossible for BLM to control” is not entirely true. While these new openings may entice OHV use, part of 
the treatments also includes signage (typically Carsonite signs and stickers) advising users to avoid travel 
cross country in these areas. Some individuals respect the signs and some do not. 

As we enter in Travel Management Planning, the issues raised, such as habitat fragmentation and weed 
infestation, will be addressed in each of the various areas that we look at intensively. The end result may be 
that OHV us is limited throughout the Elko Field Office area to only existing designated roads and trails.  
Public information kiosks to advise users in the area of the potential for OHV damages, critical resource 
values present, and the need to stay on established designated routes would hopefully be a tool to reduce 
the enticement that a small percentage of the OHV users see when they view open, un-roaded landscapes. 

PC-27-2: 

In woodlands and brush zones, untreated buffer strips are left along the main travel routes so that the 
treatment areas are not easily observed (to meet VRM objectives), and also to leave a natural “barrier” that 
discourages indiscriminate OHV use. Carsonite signs at any access points into the treated areas would also 
curtail OHV use of these areas. 

With each action the BLM takes to manage a specific resource, there are benefits and there are impacts. As 
with this grazing EIS, the impacts are identified and the risks determined so that the authorized officer can 
make an informed decision. However, we cannot stop all management of vegetation because some 
individuals will create some impact on the landscape. We cannot close all areas of the Elko Field Office area 
to OHV use and still meet our mandates for multiple use and recreational opportunities and be in 
conformance with our RMPs. So we must recognize that vegetation treatments have a risk of unauthorized 
use by some people. 

BLM cannot just simply “severely limit” new mining exploration and development. Each application is 
evaluated with respect to listed species and sensitive species. Where impacts are identified, mitigation is 
identified that will eliminate or reduce the impacts. 

The public lands are open to certain uses by law and managed by the BLM for multiple uses. While each 
user of public lands has some paradigm on how they should be managed, it is not BLM’s role to manage for 
one paradigm. The comments by WWP indicate there should be limited use of public lands for uses other 
than those that WWP finds acceptable. To do so would result in BLM being out of conformance with the 
land use plans, federal laws, and other BLM policies. Every user of public lands contributes some level of 
degradation of these lands. The trips that WWP takes on the allotments require traversing through areas 
with non-native, invasive species, or are conducted when roads are muddy and easily damaged or increase 
erosion, or may harass wildlife by driving through an area when the wildlife are present, etc. Closing the 
public lands to all uses is not the answer. Managing multiple uses for sustainability, managing vegetation for 
resiliency, etc. are the means at BLM’s disposal for allowing the multiple uses to occur without permanent 
harm to the ecosystems. This requires responsibility on the public land users and BLM does not have 
control over the public. 
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PC-27-3: 

As part of the Travel Management Planning process, all existing motorized routes are inventoried. Working 

with the public and grazing permittees in reviewing these existing routes, those routes that are no longer 

determined to be necessary may indeed be abandoned and reclaimed. The public planning process 

requires a collaborative effort to review each of these areas and then come to consensus as to which routes 

should be closed and which should remain open. A range of alternatives would be developed for each area, 

each with a varying degree of routes that would remain open. 


Again, WWP as a member of the public will have opportunity to be involved in this process, but it is not for 

WWP to dictate what should and should not remain open. 


PC-27-4: 


See response to  comment PC-27-3, above. 


PC-27-5: 

See response to comment PC-27-2, above. 

While roads can create impacts, they are also necessary to allow for monitoring, maintenance, and access 
to recreation areas. Not all roads were created for livestock improvements, but BLM and/or the permittee 
need to be able to access any constructed improvements to monitor their condition or effectiveness. WWP 
has indicated in other comments that BLM must monitor and evaluate the range improvements, such as 
riparian exclosures and water developments, and then also comments that the roads that allow BLM and/or 
the permittee to do so should be closed. 

Not all new livestock projects require “new, extended or intensified road/road use…”  Most are designed to 
utilize existing roads instead of creating new travel routes. Those that do create new travel routes to 
implement the project can also include provisions to rehabilitate and close the route once the project is in 
place. 

PC-27-6: 

While the alternatives do include fences and/or water developments that will require monitoring and 
maintenance, others will be rehabilitated (i.e., pipelines). The DEIS does not authorize or include any new 
OHV use areas or trails. 
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Comment Responses to PC-28 

PC-28-1: 

See comment PC-2-1, above. 

Judge McKibben’s Court Order is specifically for “burrowing owls, raptors and sage grouse”  on the Owyhee 
Allotment and Sheep Allotment Complex and sage grouse for Big Springs Allotment. The Order includes, 
“To the extent applicable to these sensitive species, the agency shall evaluate the impact of grazing, 
considering springs, seeps, and riparian areas, uplands, and land use plans.” Please see Owyhee 
Allotment, Big Springs Allotment, and Sheep Allotment Complex evaluations for wildlife habitat condition 
monitoring information relative to the FMUD. The BLM is not aware of any part of the Order that directs BLM 
to complete systematic population surveys, and BLM does not consider such information essential to 
formulating and analyzing the reasonable range of alternatives in this EIS. 

PC-28-2: 

The sensitive species maps are generalized in the EIS to allow for a degree of confidentiality on where 
these sites are located. These maps show the reader that, with the exception of those areas on the Sheep 
Allotment Complex away from the Boone Springs Allotment, sage grouse habitat is widespread throughout 
the allotments. It also shows the reader that raptors have been observed within the allotments throughout 
broad sagebrush habitat areas. BLM and NDOW exchanged and updated information regarding new site 
records and the current list of sensitive raptors that may be affected relative to this EIS process. Maps in the 
Final EIS have been modified to provide additional information as to which of the raptor species assessed 
have been sighted in the vicinity of the allotments. 

Burned areas were included in the Fire Management Appendix in the Allotment Evaluation for information 
up to early summer 2000. After the Allotment Evaluation was finalized, the Three-Mile Fire affected 3,379 
acres during Summer 2000 and the Wilson Fire Complex affected 21,973 acres on the Owyhee Allotment 
during Summer 2005. Essentially all Year 2000 and earlier fire burn areas have a sagebrush component 
within the burn perimeters. The Wilson Complex is being seeded with a native seed mixture that includes 
sagebrush during Winter 2006. 

The only habitats specific to raptor species are nesting habitat. Most of the raptors forage over all of the 
other vegetation types within the allotments. Therefore, mapping habitat by species is somewhat 
meaningless. As indicated in the discussions for each species (Chapter 3), nesting habitat is primarily rock 
outcrops and cliffs for all but the ferruginous hawk, burrowing owl, long-eared owl, short-eared owl, and 
sage grouse. The long-eared owl and short-eared owl nest in riparian areas (with different habitat structure), 
sage grouse nesting areas are not well defined on the allotments because of the condition of the shrubs – 
sage grouse nest where suitable shrub cover and structure exist and where the herbaceous cover is 
adequate. Burrowing owl nests sites are also in a variety of habitats and are not site specific, like a cliff. 
ferruginous hawks nest in specific habitat conditions, but NDOW does not wish to disclose the locations of 
these nests as they usually are quite accessible. 

PC-28-3: 

See response to comment PC-2-1, above. 

BLM does not agree that all the habitats or condition of the habitats need to be known or mapped in order to 
manage habitat for these species. The changes in the grazing system are designed to improve the health of 
the vegetation, regardless of condition or type of habitat. As was indicated in the allotment evaluations and 
the DEIS, the problem areas are not over the entire allotments, but restricted to areas where livestock 
concentrate, such as riparian areas, water sources, natural barriers, etc. Improvement in the riparian areas 
will benefit all of the subject species, with the possible exception of the burrowing owl, which may not 
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depend on riparian vegetation for any habitat requirements. Improvement in the upland habitat will also 
benefit the prey species, and therefore, the raptors which feed upon the prey species. The intent of the 
grazing plan is to manage the entire allotment to meet rangeland health standards, not to manage for a 
specific habitat for a specific species. Within an allotment or group of allotments, there may be a specific 
wildlife habitat management plan that focuses on one or more species of wildlife, but the grazing system is 
designed to allow livestock to forage on public lands in a manner that maintains the sustainability of the 
vegetative resources for the benefit of a variety of species. The wildlife habitat objectives for each allotment 
are intended to identify if the grazing system is meeting basic habitat needs. However, there are other 
actions that can be taken to manage habitats (e.g., vegetation treatments, exclosures, fire rehabilitation, 
etc.). The grazing permit is not the only action that BLM takes on public lands. 

PC-28-4: 

The claims of improvement for long-eared owl and short-eared owl are based on changes in the grazing that 
would benefit riparian vegetation, which is the preferred nesting habitat for these two species. The short-
eared owl is more dependent on tall meadow grasses and the long-eared owl is more dependent on willow 
habitat. Changes in the grazing system and installation of riparian exclosures would improve conditions for 
both of these species. BLM  does not predict how many more individuals of either species would be found 
on the allotments, but does anticipate increased nesting as the conditions favorable to these species are 
created. 

Most of the grazing changes and range improvements were designed to improve the riparian habitats, as 
these are the areas identified in the allotment evaluations as not achieving rangeland health standards. The 
uplands have not been ignored, the alternatives would also improve upland habitat condition; however, this 
has not been as much of an issue on the allotments as the riparian areas have been. 

PC-28-5: 

The site records of special status species on the allotments have been mostly random observations. The 
exception has been for sage grouse, a Resource Management Plan-featured species, where more intensive 
lek survey and research efforts have been completed. Thus discussing the observation of a ferruginous 
hawk that cannot be related to a nest territory or specific activity does not provide much meaning in the EIS. 
The site records, over time, will provide some information as to general areas where species may be found, 
habitats that may be used, and nest locations. But given the number of subject species and the number of 
sight records that have been entered into the data base, there are no specific conclusions that can be made 
about habitat use, only presence or absence (or not known) of the species within the allotment. As has been 
previously stated, the BLM does not make a systematic survey of the allotments for wildlife. NDOW has the 
responsibility for managing populations of wildlife.  

PC-28-6: 

See response to comment PC-2-1, above. 

As with random observations of raptors, the action of plotting active and historic leks on a map is not 
analysis. One cannot conclude that just because a lek is no longer active it is a cause and effect relationship 
with the grazing management. For example, some leks that were once in more open terrain get invaded by 
brush over time and become unsuitable for breeding display. Other leks have adjacent habitat burned during 
wildfires. Many leks were destroyed in the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s when crested wheatgrass seedings 
were being conducted. Some “leks” are observed one year and no other activity is ever recorded at the sites 
again; it is not clear that these really observations are of leks or just some subadult males displaying during 
a feeding session. 
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If a lek that was observed active for several years and then becomes inactive, it does not necessarily mean 
the sage grouse are no longer in the population. They may have moved to a different lek, or started a new 
lek where habitat conditions had improved. Many new leks have been found in the last few years as a result 
of the focus on sage grouse conservation. We don’t know if these leks are new leks that just started to be 
used, or historic leks that were never observed. One cannot assume that all leks, historic and new have 
always been used consistently over time. Therefore, plotting all the active and historic leks on a map is not 
analysis, it does not allow for any real conclusions to be drawn. 

NDOW does have trend leks, leks that are counted multiple times each year using standard procedures, 
that are used to give some indication as to the overall population changes in Elko County over time. The 
number of leks is limited to what NDOW can survey in the spring and there is not a trend lek in every 
allotment. Therefore, using lek counts on non-trend leks within the allotments would not be following 
standard scientific protocols and any analysis based on those counts would be invalid.  

PC-28-7: 

See response to comment PC-2-1, above. 

BLM did not map every vegetation type, roads, etc. as the intent of the DEIS was to analyze the impacts of 
the grazing alternatives on the habitat of the subject species. Given the size of the allotments and number of 
vegetation types, this was not possible. The analysis was done based on how the time, timing, and intensity 
of grazing would impact the plants, regardless of habitat type. Grazing systems that provided for plant health 
and vigor were judged to improve habitat conditions, those that impacted plant health and vigor were judged 
to degrade habitat condition. 

PC-28-8: 

The focus on riparian areas was due to the results of the allotment evaluations that indicated most of the 
areas not achieving rangeland health standards were riparian areas. However, the uplands were not 
ignored. The analysis was applied to both upland and riparian vegetation. The riparian areas are likely to 
respond to management changes more quickly than the uplands, so noticeable improvements in nesting 
habitat for short-eared and long-eared owls is likely to occur within only a few years after management has 
been changed. The upland habitats are primarily habitat for prey species upon which the raptors depend for 
food. Other than sage grouse, changes in the upland habitats are not likely to improve nesting habitat for the 
other raptor species.  

However, without some vegetation treatments, to which WWP is opposed, significant improvement in prey 
populations and prey diversity is not likely on these allotments. There is more occurring on these allotments 
that just livestock grazing and until the plant community dynamics are addressed, the changes in grazing 
can have limited impact on the uplands with the exception of the burned areas. 

PC-28-9: 

The DEIS analyzed the effects of the alternatives on the health of the vegetation, whether or not the 
vegetation was in a riparian area, upland area, or burned area.  

PC-28-10: 

See response to comments PC-28-1, PC-28-2, PC-28-3, PC-28-6, PC-28-7, PC-28-8, and PC-28-9, above. 
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PC-28-11: 

BLM recognizes the interstate nature of some of these species. However, the Elko Field Office can 
implement management on public lands within the field office area. Improving the habitat for these species, 
whether it be nesting, foraging, or winter habitat, etc. is within our jurisdiction. 

PC-28-12: 

See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-1-8, PC-2-1, and PC-4-5, above. 

PC-28-13: 

See response to comment PC-1-4, above. 

PC-28-14: 

The alternatives were developed primarily to address riparian issues. 

Information on functionality of springs is available in the allotment evaluation documents. Many of these 
springs are not in proper functioning condition, with a combination of grazing (both livestock and wild horse) 
and/or past development leading to the non-functionality. The BLM notes that very few exclosures have ever 
been built on the Big Springs or Sheep Complex Allotments, refuting the “lack of maintenance” claim. 

A term and condition on all grazing permits states that “All riparian exclosures, including spring development 
exclosures, are closed to livestock use unless specifically authorized in writing by the Assistant Field 
Manager for Renewable Resources.” The BLM is not planning to open these exclosures to livestock use as 
alleged in the comment except to accomplish specific resource objectives. The only exception to this would 
be the Upper East Squaw Creek Riparian Pasture proposed in Alternative 2, which would enclose the main 
channel of East Squaw Creek. This pasture would be rested until achieving Proper Functioning Condition, at 
which time it would be re-opened to no more than three weeks of livestock grazing each year. This 
information is clearly presented in the EIS. 

PC-28-15: 

The intent of the DEIS was not to analyze the impacts of the historic grazing, but to analyze whether or not 
the action alternatives would improve the habitat conditions for the subject species. Given that riparian and 
upland areas were assessed, any improvement would contribute to improved watershed condition. 

PC-28-16: 

BLM did not ignore information on local, regional, or rangewide habitat trends, etc. The information that was 
relevant to the analysis of the effects of the action alternatives on the subject species was utilized. There is 
no local information on the trend of raptors for these allotments. Regional trends do not relate to the 
allotments – i.e., if the habitat on the allotments is improved will this translate into an increased regional 
trend in any of the species? Because no systematic process exists for collecting the trend data at the local 
level or relating trend back to specific management actions, the analysis did not speculate on these issues. 
Regional and rangewide trend data indicate there may be a problem, but do not indicate that a change in 
management on any of these allotments will reverse the trend. Therefore, BLM analyzed how the grazing 
alternatives would impact the vegetation on the ground in these allotments and made conclusions relative to 
habitat condition for the subject species. 
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PC-28-17: 

See Section 2.2.1, Resource Protection 

The action alternatives include provisions for evaluating the functionality of existing range improvements 
and to either fix or remove those that are not functioning. 

PC-28-18: 

The data does not exist to make such comparisons on these allotments. None of the subject species restrict 
themselves to grazed or less grazed areas to any degree that a comparison of numbers of raptors or sage 
grouse between grazed or less grazed areas could be scientifically conducted. 

Discussion of impacts of existing range facilities is discussed as it relates to the Sheep Allotments Complex 
and Big Springs allotments beginning in Chapter 3 Alternative 1 (no action). This discussion re-emerges in 
relation to proposed range facilities (improvements) at numerous locations throughout Chapter 3. In these 
discussions, impacts to vegetation including riparian areas and uplands, and sensitive species including 
raptors and sage grouse are analyzed. The discussion of impacts to existing range facilities was 
inadvertently left out of the discussion for Alternative 1 for the Owyhee allotment. A discussion has been 
added to address this omission.   

The Impacts of proposed range facilities is discussed with respect to the various alternatives, for each 
allotment area in Chapter 3. Cumulative impacts of existing and proposed range facilities are discussed in 
the respective sections by allotment, also in Chapter 3. Maps 2.2, 2.4, and 2.8 portray existing range 
improvements for the three analysis areas. Other maps portray the various projects proposed by alternative. 

When a project is determined to no longer be meeting the goals under which it was constructed, a 
determination is made whether to remove or reconstruct it and appropriate action is taken as funding and 
manpower allows. BLM is actively installing wildlife escape ramps. 

PC-28-19: 

See response to comments PC-1-4, PC-28-1, PC-28-2, PC-28-3, PC-28-6, PC-28-7, PC-28-8, and PC-28
9, above. 

PC-28-20: 

See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-1-5, PC-1-7, PC-1-8, PC-2-1, PC-3-3, PC-4-3, PC-4-5, PC-4-7, and 
PC-12-3, above. 

PC-28-21: 

The purpose of the EIS was to analyze the impacts of the grazing system alternatives on the subject 
species, not develop a habitat model for each of the species. The intent of the Habitat Model for the Milk 
River area was not the same as the intent of the EIS; therefore, the template was not used. 

BLM does not deny that  conversion of sagebrush habitats to cheatgrass would impact prey numbers. 
However, BLM makes the distinction between data from other areas, such as the Snake River Birds of Prey 
Area, where fires have converted extensive areas of sagebrush to cheatgrass, to the three areas under 
analyses in the DEIS where most of the allotments still have the native vegetation. Thus on these 
allotments, there is no evidence that prey abundance is limiting the number of raptors. The conclusion that 
prey base is limiting numbers of raptors in the Snake River Birds of Prey area is based on intensive studies 
that are not possible within these individual allotments. 

Just because some habitat has been converted to cheatgrass does not mean there is not sufficient prey to 
support more raptors. There are other factors such as inter- and intra-territorial tolerances that determine 
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how many raptors can inhabit an area, or the number of suitable nest sites, etc. BLM stands by the 
statement that there is no evidence that the prey base is limiting the populations of raptors. 

PC-28-22: Note: Most of the issues included in this comment have been previously addressed in the 
responses above and are not repeated here. 

WWP overstates the significance of the lek surveys at Boone Springs. Single count surveys often record no 
activity at historic leks. That cannot be interpreted as no birds using the lek, but that on a given morning, 
birds failed to show up or were flushed from the lek prior to the observer’s arrival. It is precisely for this 
reason that leks used in trend counts must be counted a minimum number of times spaced out over the 
breeding season. One visit is not a reliable indicator of inactivity. Although no sage grouse were actually 
observed on the leks in 2005, on the ground observations indicated an abundance of sage grouse activity 
(droppings and feathers). Thus the morning of the survey, no sage grouse were present, but the lek is still 
active. 

There are also many other factors that could have contributed to leks not being active. The birds may have 
moved to a new lek. Impacts to habitat on other portions of their seasonal habitats may have occurred that 
forced the birds to use new areas and move with other sage grouse to other historical leks. Not every 
change in nature on these allotments can be attributed to livestock. 

PC-28-23: 

See response to comment PC-2-1, above. 

PC-28-24: 

Assessing the importance of the land in these allotments as providing critical migration habitat for birds of 
prey was not the intent of the DEIS. The DEIS analyzed the impacts of the grazing alternatives on the 
subject species. Grazing systems that improve the habitat quality would improve these areas as migration 
corridors. 

PC-28-25: 

See response to comment PC-1-7, above. 

Bald eagle was not identified as a sensitive species of concern for analysis in the judge’s order. However, 
impacts to the bald eagle were previously considered by the NEPA analysis completed to support issuance 
of the multiple use decisions. The results of this analysis is summarized n the EIS, as a critical element 
previously analyzed (3.1.2.2). We have updated the information concerning the bald eagle roosts in the 
Sheep Complex as it was noted by NDOW’s comments on Sheep Allotment Complex, and for the Owyhee 
Allotment. 

PC-28-26: 

This comment is incorrect. There were only 26 comment letters received, with only 14 different people or 
organizations responding. A total of 148 comments were included in the 26 comment letters. 

See response to comment PC-1-1, above. 

PC-28-27: 

The DEIS has been modified to include fire information. 

However, the alternatives were developed with the fire impacts in mind. Adjustments in the grazing would be 
made during fire closure of any pastures or portions of pastures that were determined to have severe fire 
effects and in need of rehabilitation. Once these areas were determined to be ready, they would be grazed 
according to the alternative selected in the Record of Decision. 
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The rest of these comments are comments related to the fire rehabilitation EAs and not the DEIS. 

PC-28-28: 

No conservation measures or mitigation for Alternative 1 were made because as stated in the DEIS, 
Alternative 1 is strictly for comparative purposes and is not a viable alternative for selection. It was 
demonstrated in the allotment evaluation processes that Alternative 1 was not achieving the objectives and 
standards for rangeland health in each allotment. 

See response to comments PC-1-1, PC-1-3, PC-3-3, and PC-4-3, above.  

BLM was not aware that native wildfire eats seeds. This is new scientific information and if you have a 
reference that documents this, BLM would like to have the reference. 

BLM recognizes that noxious weeds and other non-native, invasive species occur in and around the 
allotments. That won’t change even if the grazing of the allotments is eliminated. BLM clearly states in the 
DEIS that the grazing systems provided in Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 will not eliminate noxious weeds or non
native, invasive species from the landscape, and that best, improved range conditions would slow the 
spread on noxious weeds. The intent of the grazing system is not to control noxious weeds, but to improve 
the health of the native perennial plants. 

The mitigation for each of the alternatives includes annual inspection “and treatment, as necessary”. WWP 
failed to include the treatment in their comments. As with many of the comments submitted by WWP, text 
was taken out of context to imply that BLM was doing the opposite of what the DEIS stated. 

BLM has many riparian exclosures that were constructed to protect sage grouse habitat and to preserve the 
spring source. Many of these exclosures have become overgrown with willows and other shrubs that make 
the riparian area less attractive to sage grouse. Sage grouse visit the riparian areas for succulent forbs, not 
to feed on willows or other browse. The shrubs provide cover for predators. Therefore, where BLM has 
identified sage grouse as the focus species for protection of a riparian area, periodic grazing is necessary to 
maintain the herbaceous vegetation and to control the woody vegetation. In contrast, where long-eared owls 
are the focus species, a rank growth of willow would be allowed to develop. Riparian habitats come in many 
forms – meadows, willows thickets, aspen stands, shrubs such as woods rose and currant, etc. Each of 
these habitat types has a different compliment of wildlife species that use the different habitats. The 
mitigation mentioned in the DEIS is an effort to maintain one of the habitat types on the landscape for the 
benefit of sage grouse. See the Nevada Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy: “Intensive use by 
livestock and feral equids has negatively impacted some wet meadow habitats in lowland systems, through 
excess removal of emergent vegetation and trampling of water sources. Conversely, an absence of 
disturbance in some of these systems, by fencing or removal of grazing, has resulted in intense emergent 
vegetation growth which has limited the utility of sites for certain species, including endemic amphibians.” 
Consequently, there is rationale for allowing grazing in the exclosures as a habitat management tool, just as 
the exclosure is a habitat management tool. 

PC-28-29: 

BLM has addressed mining and exploration as part of the past use of these lands. Where reclamation has 
been achieved, the impacts have been reduced or eliminated. The sites have been stabilized and native 
species from the adjacent vegetation have begun to establish in these reclaimed areas. BLM has addressed 
the cumulative impacts of fire and changes in fire ecology. BLM fails to see how livestock hoofprints 
increase the threat of West Nile virus when these hoofprints allegedly occur next to playas and riparian 
areas where suitable mosquito habitat already exists. If livestock hoofprints create mosquito habitat, this 
would also be true of elk and deer, which also visit the riparian habitats for water and forage.  
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PC-28-30: 

As stated in the EIS (section 1.3.1), BLM believes the proposed action and alternatives conform to the 
decisions and objectives of the RMPs. The RMPs provide for the evaluation and updates to the RPS based 
on monitoring to measure progress toward meeting our goals and objectives. Reporting miles of fences or 
pipelines, numbers of water development or exclosures, or acres of vegetation treatments such as 
seedings, or acres of crucial mule deer winter habitat improved against such numbers as projected in the 
RMPs or RPS would do little to inform the public as to the degree to which the alternatives considered would 
meet resource management objectives. 

All affected interests, including WWP, participated in the allotment evaluation and multiple use decision 
process as well as in the scoping process for this EIS. BLM disagrees with the perception that we have “cast 
aside” WWP’s concerns in this EIS. WWP had an opportunity to review monitoring data used in the 
allotment evaluations and is again being provided with updated information as part of this EIS process.  

Seeding with crested wheatgrass and forage kochia is not in violation of the RMPs. Use of native perennial 
grass and forb seed is currently emphasized. Native perennial grass and forb seek has been emphasized 
for us on recent seeding projects as seed cultivars have been developed that successfully grow on lower 
elevation sites and as seed costs have declined in recent years.  As WWP has pointed out repeatedly in 
their comments, cheatgrass is a significant threat to the existing native vegetation. Fire rehabilitation of low 
precipitation zone sites or soils with marginal water holding capacity are areas where cheatgrass tends to 
establish and dominate after fires. Crested wheatgrass and forage kochia can establish on these low 
precipitation sites and poorer soils, and both have shown resistance to competition from cheatgrass. 
Therefore, BLM views stabilization of the site following wildfire as the primary objective of fire rehabilitation. 
Once stabilized, and dominance by cheatgrass is thwarted, then facilitated succession can occur. This does 
not happen overnight, but the vegetation in these rehabilitated areas can eventually be converted to wildlife 
habitat. Seeding areas with only native species is a lofty goal, but there have been relatively few successes 
at these low elevation, low precipitation areas. 

Consistent with the RMP amendment for fire management, as an SOP, all projects are designed to follow 
current WAFWA guidelines for sage grouse and sagebrush habitat. BLM views stabilization of the site 
following wildfire by including crested wheatgrass and forage kochia in the seed mix with native species as 
one way to help restore wildlife habitat. Overseeding with forbs and perennial grasses has been shown to 
make these habitats attractive to mule deer, elk, antelope and other wildlife species, in addition to the 
sensitive sage grouse and the prey species upon which the raptors, that are the focus of this EIS, depend. 

Although the EIS identifies pastures that were seeded with crested wheatgrass in the past, there are no 
proposals to complete seeding projects solely with crested wheatgrass. Many of the older seedings were 
conducted prior to the approval of the RMPs in the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s, and they now have 
considerable shrub cover. The proposed multi-species seedings will increase forage production and 
diversity for livestock and wildlife, and provide a forage reserve to provide flexibility to manage for native 
communities.  
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PC-28-31: 

There is a basic disconnect between WWP’s position that every relationship on the landscape needs to be 
quantified to understand how systems work and BLM’s position that while perfect knowledge may be 
wonderful, it isn’t available and decisions must be made by taking available data and making reasonable 
assumptions and then making decisions. These decisions are not final; they can be changed and are 
changed when monitoring indicates the decision was not correct. The entire allotment evaluation process is 
based on this premise: implement a sound grazing system that addresses the landscape problems, monitor 
the system, evaluate the data, and if necessary make adjustments in the system. This is the basis of 
adaptive management. The development of the alternatives was a result of just such a process. It was 
obvious from the allotment monitoring data that certain objectives and rangeland health standards were not 
being met and that through the allotment evaluation process a new grazing system was developed. 

BLM does not disagree that a change in management is needed, going back and rehashing old data or 
collecting new data to come to the same conclusion is not only unnecessary, it is also a waste of time and 
effort. Thus BLM has developed three alternatives that change the former system, reduce grazing, change 
the time, timing, and duration of grazing to accommodate plant health and vigor. 

BLM is aware of the citations provided by WWP and the information which they provide. However, none of 
the articles listed evaluate the alternatives that have been proposed for the subject allotments and the range 
sites and soils of these allotments. Literature that states that abusive grazing has impacts is not news and 
not necessary to the DEIS analysis. BLM has incorporated its own successes in managing riparian systems 
through the types of grazing systems proposed in the DEIS.  

PC-28-32: 

A well site investigation is usually conducted by a BLM hydrologist, geologist, or engineer, who has had 
training in this. BLM has well logs for existing wells which provides information such as static water level, 
general water quality, and well yield. Additionally the Nevada Division of Water Resources provides a well 
log database on their website which BLM uses. These wells do not have to produce year-long; they are 
intended for short periods of use to better distribute the livestock and prevent the types of impacts that 
WWP has been complaining about. 

See response to comments PC-1-9, PC-1-2, PC-1-4, PC-1-5, PC-1-7, PC-1-8, PC-2-1, PC-3-3, PC-4-2, PC
4-3, PC-4-5, PC-12-3, above. 
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Comment Responses to PC-29 

PC-29-1: 

BLM is not sure what point WWP is trying to make with C.H. Merriam’s 1870 expedition across the west. 
One cannot compare the conditions that occurred at that time to the conditions of today. For 300 years just 
prior to Merriam’s expedition, North America was experiencing the “Little Ice Age”, a period of cooler and 
wetter conditions in the Intermountain West. The location of certain plants on the landscape had shifted 
(e.g., mountain big sagebrush was found on lower elevation sites that it is found today), the abundance of 
plants was greater due to the increased annual moisture and change in the seasonality of that moisture. 
Streams had higher flows today due to the increased precipitation and extend period of snowpack. Since the 
end of the Little Ice Age, there has been a trend toward warmer temperatures and less precipitation. 
Livestock were also introduced into Nevada at the end of the Little Ice Age. The landscape had much more 
herbaceous material because of the climatic conditions. Historic, uncontrolled grazing combined with 
climatic changes have combined to cause many of the changes in the landscape that we see today. While 
the damage that was done by historic grazing cannot be ignored, one cannot also ignore the effects of 
climate change. 

If WWP wants to manage for the conditions found at some earlier time period, we could just as easily pick a 
period of historic drought, such as occurred approximately 2,000 years ago. The level of Lake Tahoe was 80 
feet lower than the current level, and pine trees occurred along the shoreline. These stumps of these trees 
have been preserved by the cold water and anaerobic conditions of the lake and core samples have 
determined that the trees were about 300 years old. Thus the drought was severe and extended over 
several hundred years – long enough to drop the lake level and to grow 300-year old trees. During this 
period of time the vegetation on the landscape was vastly different than what we have today – many fewer 
herbaceous plants and certainly less productivity, without livestock grazing. 

The point is that trying to manage for some landscape condition that occurred in the past, when the climate 
has changed and the factors that created that landscape condition have changed is not a worthwhile pursuit. 
However, developing grazing systems that provide a product for the American public, contributes to the local 
and regional economy, and sustains the multiple uses of public lands is a worthwhile endeavor. BLM does 
not claim perfect knowledge, but on allotments the practices that are included in the alternatives have been 
implemented, there have been improvements in watershed values, plant diversity, wildlife diversity, control 
of non-native, invasive species, and improved habitat quality for aquatic species. Even on these allotments, 
there are still problem areas that need to be addressed, but getting the proper grazing systems in place is 
the first step and results in dramatic improvement. This first step slows down the march of cheatgrass and 
noxious weeds across the landscape, it helps reduce the risk of wildfire, and it buys some time to allow 
projects to be implemented for rehabilitation of degraded areas.  

Comment noted. 
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Comment Responses to PC-30 

Note: this letter is basically a compilation of all the previous comments submitted by WWP and most have 
been previously addressed. 

PC-30-1: 


See response to comments PC-25-12 and PC-1-4, above. 


PC-30-2: 


See response to comment PC-25-6, above. 


PC-30-3: 


See response to comment PC-28-16, above. 


PC-30-4: 


See response to comment PC-28-6, above. 


PC-30-5: 


See response to comment PC-25-11, above. 


Rest is defined as no grazing during the active growing season. The deferment, rotation, and alternate years 

of use provide rest to the plants during the active growing season. 


PC-30-6: 


See response to comment PC-25-11, above. 


WWP is incorrect in stating that the BLM is only addressing impact to sage grouse in the Sheep Allotment 

Complex. BLM is also addressing impacts to raptor species. 


PC-30-7: 


See response to comment PC-25-2, above. 


PC-30-8: 


See response to comment PC-25-3, above. 


PC-30-9: 


See response to comment PC-25-4, above. 


PC-30-10: 


See response to comments PC-25-5 and PC-25-15, above. 


PC-30-11: 


See response to comment PC-25-6, above. 


PC-30-12: 


See response to comment PC-25-8, above. 


PC-30-13: 


See response to comments PC-25-15 and PC-28-11, above. 
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PC-30-14: 


See response to comments PC-25-12 and PC-28-1, above 


PC-30-15: 


The No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) is described in detail in Chapter 2.


PC-30-16: 


See response to comments PC-2-1 and PC-28-2, above. 


PC-30-17: 


See response to comments PC-2-1 and PC-28-2, above. 


PC-30-18: 


See response to comments PC-2-1 and PC-28-2, above. 


PC-30-19: 


See response to comments PC-25-12 and PC-28-5, above. 


PC-30-20: 


The maps have been modified. 


PC-30-21: 


Water sites that will be provided by water hauling will vary from year to year to prevent repeated 

concentrations of sheep in the same areas each year. 


PC-30-22: 


These sites will vary from year to year to prevent repeated concentrations of sheep in the same areas each 

year. A term and condition has been added to the FEIS: “Sheep camps will only be located in areas 

approved by the authorized officer.” 


All sheep bedding areas will only be located in areas approved by the authorized officer. Sheep may not be

bedded in the same location more than seven consecutive days before being moved. Once moved, the next 

bedding area may not be within ¼ mile of the previous bedding area. 


There are four sites in which the permittees acquire water for water hauling in the Sheep Allotment 

Complex. The main site is Ferguson Springs (located on private land). Water is also obtained from the

Continental Mine and the City of West Wendover in the north and Boone Springs (located on private land) in

the south. 


As depicted in Map 2-3, the proposed exclosure fences would be around identified springs. There are no

proposed pipelines in the Sheep Allotment Complex and no proposed bulldozing.


PC-30-23: 


See response to comment PC-25-11, above. 


In the Sheep Allotment Complex, the seeps, springs and wet meadows are mainly at elevations that

preclude livestock grazing. While some of the springs may be accessible to livestock the allotment 

evaluation determined that wild horses, not livestock, were the causal factor in the non-attainment of the

riparian standard for the Sheep Allotment Complex.  


WWP provided the BLM with photos taken of springs in the Sheep Allotment Complex in October and 

December 2005. The October pictures were taken prior to livestock turnout. The photos at the springs depict 
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use by wild horses, not livestock. The pictures in December were taken shortly after livestock were turned 
out or and in areas currently closed to livestock by a November 19, 2003 drought closure. The photos at the 
springs depict use by wild horses, not livestock. The impacts appear to be wildlife, and not sheep. Large 
numbers of deer have been documented using springs in the Goshute Mts. during the fall, winter, and early 
spring. The Sheep Allotment Complex FMUD did establish use areas in the WSA, however the season of 
use for the use areas is late fall, early winter, and early spring. Livestock are removed from the Complex in 
early spring and do not return until late fall. Wild horses in the Complex frequent the springs (some more 
than others) almost year round. 

PC-30-24: 


See response to comment PC-1-9 and PC-25-17, above. 


All of the springs in the Goshute Mts. (Sheep Allotment Complex): The old post and wire at the springs 

(Tunnel, Rock, Morris, Mud, Sidehill, Morgan, Rosebud, Erickson, Chokecherry, Summit, Spring Gulch, Felt, 
Dead Cedar, and Perkins) are left over from old horse traps, built prior to NEPA and the establishment of 
the BLM. WWP has identified the "old post and barbed wire" as evidence of failed projects. However, these 
structures (horse traps) are historic and cannot be removed until cultural surveys and documentation have 
been completed. 

PC-30-25: 


See response to comments PC-2-1 and PC-28-7, above. 


PC-30-26: 


The projects proposed in the DEIS, and modified to include only those essential to implementing the grazing 

systems in the FEIS, are located due to specific needs. Where riparian areas need protection, fences or 

water developments were identified. Where there was not identified need for projects, none were proposed. 


PC-30-27: 


See response to comments PC-30-25 and PC-28-7, above. 


PC-30-28: 


See response to comments PC-28-7 and PC-28-31, above. 


PC-30-29: 


See response to comment PC-30-20, above. 


PC-30-30: 


The discussion of the need for each range improvement was provided in the allotment evaluations, which 

were incorporated by reference. The existing water sources, or lack thereof, were discussed in those 

documents. 


PC-30-31: 


See response to comment PC-28-7, above. 


PC-30-32: 


See Section 2.2.1, Resource Protection Measures. 


The DEIS has been modified to include inspection of all water developments and an assessment of whether

they should be removed, modified, or repaired. 
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WWP provided the BLM with photos taken of springs in the Sheep Allotment Complex in October and 
December 2005. The October photos were taken prior to livestock turnout; therefore the impacts noted in 
the photos depict use by wild horses and wildlife, not livestock. The photographs from December were taken 
shortly after livestock were turned out. The areas from which the photos were taken were closed to livestock 
by a November 19, 2003 drought closure (i.e., an area where livestock have not had any use in two years); 
therefore, the photographs of these springs depict use by wild horses and wildlife, not livestock. 

PC-30-33: 


See response to comment PC-30-20, above. 


PC-30-34: 


See response to comments PC-28-7, PC-30-22, and PC-30-25, above. 


PC-30-35: 


See response to comment PC-28-9, above. 


PC-30-36: 


See response to comment PC-1-3, above. 


PC-30-37: 


See response to comments PC-1-3, PC-1-4, and PC-25-7, above. 


PC-30-38: 


See response to comments PC-4-12 and PC-25-7, above. 


PC-30-39: 


See response to comments PC-5-6 and PC-25-8, above. 


PC-30-40: 


See response to comment PC-25-9, above. 


PC-30-41: 


See response to comments PC-1-3 and PC-4-9, above. 


PC-30-42: 


See response to comment PC-1-6, above. 


There is no authorized cattle grazing in the Sheep Allotment Complex. 


PC-30-43: 


See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-1-8, PC-2-1, and PC-4-5, above. 


PC-30-44: 


See response to comments PC-25-10 and PC28-30, above. 
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PC-30-45: 


See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-1-3, PC3-2, and PC-4-5, above. 


PC-30-46: 


See response to comments PC-25-5, PC-24-15, PC25-11, PC-1-2, PC-27-1, PC-27-2, and PC-27-3, above. 


PC-30-47: 


See response to comments PC-1-4, PC-4-3, and PC-28-11, above. 


PC-30-48: 


See response to comments PC-25-5, PC-24-15, PC25-11, PC-1-2, PC-27-1, PC-27-2, and PC-27-3, above. 


PC-30-49: 


See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-1-3, PC-1-8, PC-2-1, PC-4-5, PC-4-10, and PC-25-15, above. 


PC-30-50: 


See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-1-3, PC-1-8, PC-2-1, PC-4-5, PC-4-10, and PC-25-15, above. 


PC-30-51: 


The use of the terms “would” instead of “will” and “should” instead of “shall” are required to be used in the

preparation of the NEPA document. The reason for using such language is that until the Record of Decision 
is reached, all action alternatives are tentative; all effects “would” occur if a particular alternative were 
selected. However, in the Record of Decision, the voice is active and the terms “will” and “shall” are used to 
convey that this action and mitigation measures will be implemented. WWP has incorrectly interpreted the 
tentativeness of the language as BLM not being able to conduct a proper analysis. 

PC-30-52: 


See response to comments PC-1-9 and PC-25-17, above. 


PC-30-53: 


See response to comment PC-1-5, above. 


PC-30-54: 


See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-1-8, PC-2-1, PC-4-5, and PC-4-10, above. 


PC-30-55: 


Comment noted. See response to comments PC-1-3 and PC-25-20, above. 


PC-30-56: 


See response to comments PC-25-21 and PC-28-4, above. 


PC-30-57: 


See response to comments PC-25-21 and PC-28-4, above. 


PC-30-58: 


See response to comments PC-25-21 and PC-28-4, above. 
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PC-30-59: 

This statement is incorrect. NDOW is a Cooperating Agency for this EIS. 

PC-30-60: 

See response to comment PC-25-25, above. 

PC-30-61: 

This statement is incorrect. BLM has correctly stated that some range sites do not have the potential to 
provide for certain seasonal habitat requirements for sage grouse. Low elevation, shallow soil sites that 
receive less than six inches of precipitation may support sagebrush, but the sites have extremely low 
potential. The sagebrush is short in stature, and the perennial grasses are too widely spaced to provide 
suitable nesting cover. These sites may provide some winter habitat in extreme years, but generally they are 
not used by sage grouse. Similarly, there are sites at higher elevations that receive more moisture, but also 
have shallow soils that support Wyoming big sagebrush which is very short. These areas are generally 
snow covered in winter and do not provide winter habitat for sage grouse. During the spring and summer, 
these habitats are less productive and generally not used by sage grouse because of nearby better quality 
habitats. BLM’s point was just because it is mapped as sagebrush does not mean it is sage grouse habitat. 
Trying to managing a site as nesting habitat that does not have potential to provide nesting habitat is not 
likely to result in success. Therefore, BLM has made the distinction that certain sites that have sagebrush 
are not likely to provide certain seasonal habitats for sage grouse and management of these sites should 
not focus on sage grouse. This is completely in conformance with the sage grouse guidelines (Connelly et 
al. 2000). 

The wording in the Memorandum of Understanding between the BLM and the Western Association of Fish 
and Wildlife Agencies states that the land management agencies would “consider” the sage grouse 
guidelines in their management of public lands. This is in recognition of the multiple use mandate that the 
federal agencies have and that sage grouse are just one species to be considered in the management 
actions. 

PC-30-62: 

See response to comment PC-1-7, above. 

PC-30-63: 

Terms and conditions have been included in the FEIS. These were incorporated by reference in the DEIS. 
Additional objectives for the allotments are included in Appendix C. 

PC-30-64: 

See response to comments PC-1-5, PC-1-7, PC-2-1, PC-3-3, PC-4-3, PC-4-5, and PC-12-6, above. 

PC-30-65: 

See response to comments PC-1-4, PC-1-2, PC-1-5, PC-1-7, PC-2-1, PC-3-3, PC-4-3, PC-4-5, PC-4-10, 
PC-12-3, PC-12-4, and PC-12-6, above. 

Much of the literature listed in the WWP comment are regional assessments that demonstrate that livestock 
grazing has changed fire ecology of rangeland habitats, or that cheatgrass invades degraded sagebrush 
habitats, etc. This is not new information and this information is included in the DEIS and FEIS. BLM does 
not disagree that abusive grazing has impacts and has had impacts on a variety of range resources. The 
grazing systems in the alternatives in the EIS provide for rest, deferment, and for the health of the native 
range plants. That does not mean that the systems are completely devoid of impacts, but these impacts can 
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either be mitigated, or are less than significant, or can be addressed as a result of future monitoring and 

changes in management. 


PC-30-66: 


See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-1-3, PC-2-1, PC-2-2, PC-2-4, PC-2-5, PC-2-5, PC-12-2, and PC

15-4, above. 


PC-30-67: 


See response to comment PC-4-9, above. 


PC-30-68: 


See response to comment PC-1-9, above. 


PC-30-69: 


See response to comments PC-2-2, PC-2-5, PC-12-2, and PC-15-4, above. 


PC-30-70: 


Wild horses compete with livestock for the same resources, although wild horses are known to range farther 

from water. Monitoring data has shown that excess numbers of wild horses have an impact to horse 

movement to areas outside of HMAs. As the wild horse population grows, horses will move to reduce 

competition for resources and studs’ ability to maintain their herd size. 


PC-30-71: 


Changes in the grazing system will improve plant health and vigor, and make the plant communities less 

susceptible to invasion by non-native, invasive species. Until the grazing systems are implemented, and

progress is being made toward achieving rangeland health standards, rehabilitation of halogeton,

cheatgrass, tumbleweeds, etc. is not likely to be successful. However, BLM has indicated in the DEIS and

FEIS that any new projects would be inspected for noxious weeds and treated as necessary. 


PC-30-72: 


The alternatives include adjustments in grazing specific to address sage grouse seasonal habitat 

requirements. 


PC-30-73: 


As indicated in the DEIS and FEIS, BLM will treat noxious weeds that establish in areas disturbed as a

result of installation of any of the range improvement projects. However, it is not practical to address all of

the non-native, invasive species that may establish. The disturbances associated with the range 

improvements would be seeded with a suitable seed mix; however, cheatgrass or other non-native, invasive 

species may establish on these sites with the seeded species, which would not be treated. 


PC-30-74: 


See response to comment PC-24-14, above. 


PC-30-75: 


See response to comments PC-1-1, PC-1-8, and PC-4-10, above. 
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PC-30-76: 

See response to comments PC-1-2 and PC-1-3, above. 

PC-30-77: 

See response to comments PC-1-9 and PC-25-4, above. 

PC-30-78: 

Average actual use for the last ten years (as outlined in the Sheep Allotment Complex Allotment Evaluation) 
was used as the recommended stocking rate. Use since the FMUD does not reflect average actual use as 
portions of seven of the nine allotments have been impacted by the November 19, 2003 drought closure. 

PC-30-79: 

Alternative 4 is similar to Alternative 2, except, as stated in the DEIS, the early spring grazing has been 
eliminated. The DEIS also states that Alternative 4 has different utilization allowance than does Alternative 
2. The utilization objective would be dormant season use. Utilization was incorporated as a term and 
condition in the FEIS. 

The reference to “white sage or winterfat” is in reference to the same species; winterfat is commonly called

white sage, even though it is not a sagebrush species. 


Average use of 50 percent is adequate to protect the sensitive growing tissues.  


The grazing systems under Alternative 1 were primarily “follow the green” and there were no specified

periods of movement. Complete descriptions of the previous grazing systems are included in the allotment 

evaluations. 


See the allotment evaluations for the determination of use areas. 


PC-30-80: 


As noted in many previous responses, the BLM prepared this EIS following a court order to do so. The court 

let the existing FMUDs and NEPA analysis stand in all respects save for the resources specified in the

minute order. The analysis conducted in the EIS is therefore an extension of the existing NEPA analysis, 

and as such the pre-FMUD grazing systems are appropriate as the baseline/no action alternative. 


The grazing in the Big Springs Allotments will not affect the leks in Boone Springs. See response to PC-28
22 for a discussion of this lek. 

See PC-23-1 for a discussion of livestock weights and how the methodology BLM uses to calculate carrying 
capacity and stocking rates takes those factors into account. 

The interim and final grazing system on the West Big Springs Allotment are the same, as none of the 
proposed improvements will make a difference in season of use in any pasture. However, there are several 
differences between the interim and final grazing systems prescribed for the East Big Springs Allotment that 
are dependent upon completion of specified range improvement projects. 

BLM refers the reader to Map 2-4 in the Draft EIS, which clearly identifies the locations of all wells used to 
determine the various use area boundaries within the Independence Valley Pasture. There are no 
topographic or structural barriers separating the various use areas, and some drift will occur, especially 
when water is freely available as noted in the comment. However, this free water is normally not available 
for more than short periods of time, which will limit the amount of drift between use areas. The wells are the 
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only dependable source of water in the pasture. The BLM has no plans to construct physical boundaries 
separating the various use areas from each other. 

The BLM would be irresponsible if it did not allow for some flexibility in the grazing system. No two years are 
the same, and a grazing strategy that works well in one year may completely fail the next. Some ability to 
adapt grazing use to variations between years needs to be incorporated. 

Records documenting long term changes in these plant communities are not available. We do see areas 
today with poor forage diversity and we know from the site potential descriptions that the site is not 
performing to potential (either plant diversity or production). That being said, livestock grazing is just one 
factor in the general long-term decline in the abundance of grass and forb species. Other factors include 
long term climate change, fire exclusion, brush invasion/encroachment, the potential for the sites to even 
support communities other than what exists now, and other factors. These lands were subjected to very 
abusive historical grazing use; trend studies established within the past 20 years have generally shown 
stable plant communities. The BLM has proposed seedings in Alternatives 2 and 4 of the EIS in areas with 
poor forage diversity today, in relation to the site potential. The BLM has not made final determinations as to 
the exact location, size, and description of the proposed seedings, as that will be decided on a case-by-case 
basis prior to project implementation.  Seeding projects identified in the DEIS would occur on public lands 
only; it is possible that private interests may choose to seed private lands in conjunction with any seeding on 
public lands. 

On map 2-5 well locations are identified as “water developments”. The issue of roads and livestock 
developments is already addressed in PC-27-5, and the issue of livestock using one of the proposed wells 
after July 1 and the impact to sage grouse is already addressed in PC-24-5. As with the seedings, the 
FMUD and this EIS only identified general project locations and descriptions, which did include specific 
water source locations; the exact locations would be identified through further analysis. This holds true for all 
project proposals contained within the DEIS. 

Chapter 3 of the DEIS contains detailed impact analysis of how the various proposed alternatives will impact 
the affected resources to the extent of the minute order. Any allegations of un-assessed impacts are false. 

The flexibility language on DEIS page 2-2 outlines how deviations from the grazing use prescribed in the 
FMUD can be obtained. In all cases the grazing use prescribed by the grazing decision must be adhered to 
unless a deviation in accordance with that language is approved. 

Alternative 2 should have had a table showing calculated carrying capacity by pasture. This information was 
inadvertently left out of the DEIS. However, the DEIS does incorporate the Final Multiple Use Decision for 
the Big Springs Allotment by reference, and the missing table does appear in that document. 

In comparing Table 2-33 to Map 2-7, the only pasture currently appearing on the map that is not included in 
the table is Six Mile, which is part of the Payne Basin Pasture. 

The method that BLM uses to calculate stocking rates is well documented in other comment responses and 
in other documents incorporated by reference. Prior to the 2002 FMUD the BLM based carrying capacity 
calculations off of existing adjudication maps, which indicated AUM values by section on public and private 
lands. The FMUD resulted in a significant reduction in carrying capacity calculations over the adjudication 
maps, and the calculated carrying capacity for intermingled private lands were reduced at the same 
proportion as the calculated carrying capacity for public lands. The BLM extends private land credit in the 
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grazing permit to incorporate private lands owned or controlled by the permittee that are not fenced 
separate from public lands. 

The BLM has no authority to apply or dictate any management on intermingled private ground unless the 
agency has a right-of-way or easement for a specific project or purpose. The BLM does know of at least the 
wells located on private lands, and these are used in calculating carrying capacities. Many of the wells and 
other water sources indicated on Map 2-4 are located on private land. 

Nevada Revised Statutes §533.367 states “Before a person may obtain a right to the use of water from a 
spring or water which has seeped to the surface of the ground, he must ensure that wildlife which 
customarily use the water will have access to it. The state engineer may waive this requirement for a 
domestic use of water.” This law does not say where the water must be made available- a strict 
interpretation leads on to believe that a development that captures all of the water and delivers it to a trough 
would meet this regulation so long as the wildlife could continue to access the water in the trough. In any 
case the state legislature passed this law in 1981, and all of the current spring developments in Big Springs 
are much, much older than that and are therefore grandfathered in. The BLM is under no legal mandate 
from the state to modify the existing developments as the comment implies. However, the BLM has already 
identified the springs that are rated as non-functional during the allotment evaluation process, and those 
springs that are in their condition due to development and/or grazing will be re-designed and re-developed 
to the extent practicable in such a manner that water will be left at the source. 

The fire closure on the East Pequop Bench pasture remained in effect through late fall 2002, when it was 
lifted. 

PC-30-81: 

Average actual use for the last ten years has been used as the recommended stocking rate. 

Terms and conditions have been added to the alternatives and objectives for the allotments have been 
added in an appendix. 

Average actual use by pasture for the years 1977-2000 were provided in the Owyhee Allotment Evaluation, 
Range Appendix, Data Summary Section. 

The footnote to Table 2-35 was carried forward from the Owyhee Allotment Management Plan (AMP) which 
was prepared to facilitate a grazing system that incorporated four other allotments which were on the same 
grazing permit. See response to PC-18-4.  Although the current lessee does not have a grazing permit for 
any other allotments except the Owyhee, the grazing system from the AMP was carried forward to the 
FMUD and will remain as written for Alternative 2. The split season of use within the Chimney Creek 
Pasture was removed from the system under Alternatives 3 and 4.  This footnote will be removed from the 
table for the final EIS. 

The BLM is not allowing "unbridled flexibility".  The term and condition which allows the livestock operator to 
increase numbers of livestock or change the turnout dates is standard.  It does not allow an increase in 
permitted AUMs. For example, the livestock operator may normally graze 100 cows for one month (30 
days) for 100 AUMs or he may chose to run 200 cows for 15 days for 100 AUMs if the shortened season of 
use meets with resource objectives.  Conversely, the operator may chose to run 50 head of cows for 2 
months for 100 AUMs, again, if the season of use will still meet resource objectives.  That is what is meant 
by "flexibility in livestock numbers".  

As range improvement projects are constructed, the BLM enters into "cooperative agreements" with either 
the livestock operator or in some instances, wildlife conservation groups or NDOW (wildlife guzzlers, etc.). 
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Maintenance responsibilities are spelled out in these cooperative agreements or co-ops and are maintained 
for each project in project files at the BLM office.  Each project is unique; some projects are maintained by 
the livestock operator, some by wildlife groups or NDOW and some by the BLM.  It would be very difficult to 
include that information with the SSEIS. 

Other Management Actions listed under Alternative 2 have been moved to Section 2.7.3.2 Reasonable 
Foreseeable Actions and are analyzed there. Each action would comply with NEPA prior to construction or 
implementation. 

Fence modification comment noted. 

“Predatory bird-proofing” efforts are mitigation measures. These measures are efforts to help to decrease 
any negative effects of proposed or existing actions. For example, removal (an action already completed by 
the livestock permitee) of the corral fence that existed  in close proximity to the Silver Lake sage grouse lek 
would remove potential perch sites for predatory birds. Considerations for “recreational, cultural or other 
uses of the land”, and “repair” as maintenance, would be addressed in the NEPA process relative to a given 
proposed action. Any maintenance responsibilities for site-specific actions would be confirmed in a 
Cooperative Agreement 

 A key area study transect is located on a vegetated playa for monitoring rangelands an wildlife habitat.  This 
information and proposed actions to improve habitat conditions on vegetated playas are found in the 
Owyhee Allotment Evaluation and FMUD. 

The Owyhee FMUD and Alternative 2 in the DEIS discusses the "relocation of water sources away 
from…vegetated playas". Some of the vegetated playas currently have pit reservoirs located on their edges. 
These pit reservoirs were constructed many, many years ago and it has since been determined that there 
are better places on the allotment to locate water.  The BLM may "consider" allowing these existing pit 
reservoirs to fill in naturally, but only after alternative water sources have been developed.  WWP is correct 
in stating that this may "mean even MORE wells, pipelines…", however, the new water developments would 
only be constructed after full compliance with NEPA.  In the meantime, the permittee will continue to be 
allowed "normal maintenance" of existing pit reservoirs.  Normal maintenance as defined by BLM Handbook 
H-1740-1 “Renewable Resource Improvement and Treatment Guidelines and Procedures” consists of 
"…periodic inspection, repairing minor spillway headcutting or channeling, removing trash from the spillway, 
and sealing minor seeps with bentonite.  Slumps, major headcutting, unusual leaks, or other problems must 
be reported to the BLM. Silt removal from reservoirs is not required as normal maintenance but may be 
done by a user/cooperator with authorization from the Bureau.  Silt removal from reservoirs will normally be 
confined to the area disturbed by the original construction.  The method of removing silt and handling of 
spoil material will be established by the BLM on a project-by project basis." 

The BLM provided an alternative in the SSEIS that does not rely on range improvements and this is 
Alternative 4. Existing range improvements were depicted on Map 2-8 in the Draft SSEIS and a map 
depicting known (and assigned job description numbers) pit reservoirs will be provided in the Final EIS.  The 
1987 Owyhee AMP was the document that proposed the construction of several new pit reservoirs. After 
the approval of the AMP and corresponding environmental analysis, the reservoirs were constructed; most 
in the early 1990's.  Some pit reservoirs exist on the Owyhee Allotment that were constructed prior to 1950 
using vested water rights that existed prior to 1905; some of these very old reservoirs have been 
documented by the BLM, while others have not.  There are some two-track roads that lead to the various 
range improvement projects while other roads that haven't been used in over 50 years are impossible to 
locate. 

WWP's request that BLM provide a map of all of the existing "puddles in roads and in depressions" is 
ludicrous. The BLM would have to be mapping the 376,270 acre Owyhee Allotment on a daily basis to 
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provide such a map and mapping water that might be available one day and not the next is pointless.  A 
livestock operator must have reliable water to run a viable operation, not puddles in the road. 

The BLM presents wild horse information in Table 2-37, not Table 2-34 as stated by WWP.  The appropriate 
management level for wild horses was determined by analyzing data presented in the Owyhee Allotment 
Evaluation and Final Multiple Use Decision. 

There is little chance of disease transmission between domestic horses and wild horses on the Owyhee 
Allotment, as domestic horses are limited to the Upper Fourmile Pasture which is a separately fenced 
pasture and not part of the Owyhee HMA. 

The BLM has no documented existing gap fencing on the Owyhee Allotment, however there is evidence of 
scattered gap fencing in the rimrock above the South Fork of the Owyhee river. This existing gap fencing is 
very old; most likely built prior to 1950.  The BLM has reconsidered the viability of gap fencing and is 
considering a solid fence to prevent cattle from accessing the river. This option will be further analyzed in a 
site specific NEPA document for the project. 

Alternative 1, the No Action Alternative would continue grazing under the existing Allotment Management 
Plan. Only fence modifications and mitigation proposals that were developed as a result of field monitoring 
would be implemented under this alternative, as all of the range improvements, except for the Star Ridge 
Well Pipeline outlined under the AMP have been implemented.  This pipeline would still be an option under 
Alternative 1. The Owyhee FMUD determined that not all of the resource objectives were being met under 
the existing grazing system that is why new range improvement projects were proposed to improve livestock 
distribution and make progress toward attainment of objectives. 

Prior to 1949, the Owyhee Allotment was primarily a winter allotment for domestic sheep, cattle and horses 
due to lack of water during the summer. As other water sources were developed, cattle use increased and 
sheep use declined to just trailing in the fall. Fences were constructed in the 1950's, 60's and 70's and the 
operation became more of a year-round system due to the availability of additional water. Generally, winter 
livestock use causes the least amount of soil impacts.  Frozen or snow covered soils are resistant to 
compaction. Microbiotic crusts, on all soil types, are also least vulnerable to disturbance when the soils are 
frozen or snow covered (USDI Technical Reference 1730-2, 2001).  Livestock caused compaction impacts 
are variable and depend on soil texture, moisture content, and livestock concentration.  Soil compaction 
occurs when moist or wet soil aggregates are pressed together and result in reduced pore space (USDA 
Soil Quality Information Sheet 4), which generally does not occur until spring.  Livestock caused soil 
compaction is not a problem in upland areas, unless there is an area of concentrated livestock use, such as 
near a water source.  One of the SOPs says that water troughs would be located on soils that are resistant 
to compaction, whenever possible.  Compacted soils generally occur at the soil surface in rangelands 
(USDA). The winter use in the Star Ridge and Dry Creek Pastures is followed by a year of complete rest 
from livestock use. This complete year of rest from grazing would allow freeze thaw cycles to break up 
compacted surface soil layers, should they occur. 

BLM did not measure soil compaction directly; however, other indicators, such as platy, blocky, dense, or 
massive appearing surface soil, or restricted, flattened, turned, horizontal or stubby plant roots are a visual 
indicator of compacted soil. 

Wild horses inhabit the Owyhee Allotment/HMA year-round and the BLM recognizes that there is overlap of 
the habitat of wild horses and livestock.  Competition between wild horses and livestock was analyzed 
through the Elko Wild Horse Amendment and Environmental Assessment completed in 2003. 

Observations by the BLM on the allotment during the early to late April period of 2000, and 2002 through 
2006 indicate the livestock use has been dispersed on authorized use areas. Although this is during the 
early spring period, it is likely that this dispersed livestock use also occurs during the winter period. The BLM 
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is not aware of any areas where both livestock and “wintering important and special status species” use 
“conflict.” 

The Owyhee FMUD continues the two-pasture rest-rotation system and two-pasture deferred rotation 
system developed for the Owyhee AMP. Under this system, cattle are gathered and moved to different 
pastures every 3-4 months. This type of intensive grazing system requires extensive herding and handling 
of livestock every few months.  

Map 2-9 does certainly depict proposed range improvement projects as outlined in Table 2-36.  

The EIS has been modified to show a proposed well connected to the proposed pipeline the map of 
proposed range improvement projects for Alternative 3. The request by the commenter, that the BLM 
provide a detailed list of all existing projects in the projects is not germane to the choice between 
Alternatives presented in the EIS. Such a list exists and is available upon request. 

The maps in the EIS have been modified, however it is difficult to present a detailed map of a 376,270-acre 
allotment which would fit on 11x17 inch paper in the EIS. Detailed maps of the allotments are available at 
the BLM Elko Field Office.  

Any development at Bookkeeper Spring would be done only after a professional survey is conducted to 
determine the exact land status at the spring. The previous owner of the private lands were agreeable to 
some type of cooperative effort to improve this spring; however the BLM has yet to reach any type of 
cooperative agreement with the current land owner. This is not due to lack of willingness on the part of the 
current landowner, but rather a lack of time to proceed on the proposed project since the change in 
ownership. There is no "hostility towards wild horses" by the current private land owner. Any spring 
development at Bookkeeper Spring would be designed so as to improve access for wild horses to reliable 
water, not keep them from it. The development would also be designed to improve riparian conditions at the 
spring. The spring is currently in a degraded state due to yearlong use by wild horses. The spring has 
improved somewhat (visual observations) since the wild horse population has been reduced to appropriate 
management level and with the two consecutive years of over normal precipitation. 

Domestic horses are permitted to graze the Upper Fourmile Pasture. These horses obtain water from 
private lands along Fourmile Creek. Utilization by cattle and domestic horses has not exceeded objectives 
levels during the evaluation period and trampling of forage has not been determined to be an issue. The rest 
of the comment as it relates to wild horses is not relevant to this sensitive species EIS as wild horses are not 
considered to be sensitive species.  

The Owyhee Allotment grazing system was developed to allow for complete growing season rest following a 
year of growing season use in the Star Ridge and Dry Creek Pastures. Growing season deferment in the 
Chimney Creek and Upper and Lower Fourmile Pastures was designed to allow the key herbaceous 
species in the pastures (bluebunch wheatgrass, Thurber's needlegrass, Sandberg's bluegrass, bottlebrush 
squirreltail, Great Basin wildrye and  Nevada bluegrass) to complete their growth cycle prior to livestock use, 
every other year. Data from a study conducted in 1979 on the phenology of Nevada range plants indicates 
that these species typically start growth in late March to early April (with the exception of the bluegrasses 
which start growth in early to mid-March); start flower in late May; heads out fully in early June and has 
produced dry seed by early to mid-July. These obviously are very general dates as they can vary depending 
on precipitation and daily temperatures. Allowing livestock into these pastures after July 1 (Lower and Upper 
Fourmile every other year) and after August 1 (Chimney Creek every other year) allows the herbaceous 
species to complete their growth cycle. 

Chimney Creek is an intermittent drainage which only flows northward into the Owyhee Allotment from the 
Spanish Ranch Allotment in wet years; the BLM does not apply stubble height criteria to intermittent 
drainages. There is no creek named Dry Creek in the Owyhee Allotment, Dry Creek is the name of a 
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pasture. The BLM believes that the grazing system proposed for the Star Ridge pasture will result in 
improvement of stream and riparian habitat conditions along the South Fork of the Owyhee River. As stated 
in the Owyhee Allotment Evaluation and elsewhere, the portion of the South Fork of the Owyhee River that 
flows through the Lower Fourmile Pasture is proposed for fencing and will not be grazed by livestock. 
Fencing and exclusion of livestock and wild horses is proposed to protect the spring source at Bookeeper 
Spring. In the absence of a grazing system or fencing scheme designed to improve riparian habitat 
conditions, establishment of utilization/trampling standards may be critical to limiting adverse impacts. 
However, in the case of the Owyhee Allotment, the strategies proposed for limiting livestock use of riparian 
areas have been proven to be effective without the application of utilization/trampling standards.  In general, 
use of riparian areas is limited to early in the season. Objectives (standards) for improvement of stream and 
riparian habitats are based on changes in functionality including health of the riparian zone, channel 
morphology, channel stability, and other parameters.  We concur that utilization/stubble height and trampling 
information may provide an important basis for making necessary adjustments in season and use and/or 
stocking rates and should be evaluated as part of the implementation of the grazing system.  

The commenter, WWP is mistaken in that the BLM is proposing any fencing under Alternative 4.  If the 
commenter had carefully read the EIS, they would realize that Alternative 4 calls for very limited early 
season of use within the Lower Fourmile pasture (3/1-5/30), followed by a year of no use.  This system 
would greatly improve the riparian area associated with the South Fork Owyhee River and stubble height 
objectives would be unnecessary.  Table 2-39 is associated with Alternative 3 not Alternative 4.  Table 2-41 
is the correct range improvement table associated with Alternative 4. 

Table 2-35 outlines the Final Grazing System under Alternative 2. It is not intended to depict impacts of 
wildfires. 

The only new fences being proposed under Alternative 2, (and we can only assume that is the Alternative 
WWP is referring to) is the limited gap fencing on Fourmile Creek and fencing to prevent livestock access to 
the South Fork Owyhee River within the Lower Fourmile Pasture. This fence would be designed to exclude 
livestock grazing, not limit it or to create a new pasture. 

The section of the South Fork Owyhee River which borders the YP Allotment has a June 30 off date 
followed by a year of complete rest from livestock use in the Star Ridge Pasture. This grazing system has 
and will continue to improve riparian conditions within the Star Ridge Pasture. Issues that stem from 
livestock use on the YP Allotment is a separate matter as WWP well knows (long history of litigation 
between the BLM and WWP). WWP makes sweeping allegations of "horribly degraded conditions of the 
South Fork Owyhee River" yet BLM personnel have floated the entire section of this river from the YP to the 
pipeline crossing and do not agree with this generalized assessment of riparian conditions. Abundant 
wildlife, including river otter, fish, raptors, and waterfowl were documented during this trip as were good and 
excellent riparian conditions. 

The Owyhee AMP was discussed in the Owyhee Allotment Evaluation of which WWP has a copy. BLM 
does not believe that summarizing it would promote the public’s understanding of the issues addressed in 
this EIS. 

The AMP is a management plan, not a list of promises. As with all the grazing plans, the process is an 
iterative one in which issues are identified, management actions are identified to address the issues, 
management actions are selected and implemented, and monitoring is used to determine if the actions were 
sufficient to address the issue. If the issue is not resolved, or if new issues are identified, the process is 
repeated. Throughout the process, the multiple use concept is included to try to balance the use of the 
public land to achieve multiple goals. 
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PC-30-82: 

The summary comparison is just that, a summary of the analysis. The details are included in Chapter 3. If all 
the details were in the summary, it wouldn’t be a summary. 

PC-30-83: 

As stated in the document, and as acknowledged in WWP’s own comments, wild horses occur in bands and 
the bands tend to use a territory or home range. As a result, the wild horse use water sources and riparian 
vegetation throughout the year, whereas under the grazing systems, livestock are moved out of pastures or 
use areas and only use the water sources and riparian areas for specified periods of time. Therefore, 
without exclosures, it is likely that “some” impact from wild horses will occur, and only “some” improvement 
in the riparian areas will occur as a result of moving the livestock, as compared to installing exclosures and 
piping water outside the riparian area. This would allow the vegetation to recover and the spring source to 
be protected. A term and condition has been added to the FEIS regarding livestock near springs. 

PC-30-84: 

Please provide the allotment to which this comment applies. 

PC-30-85: 

As stated in Chapter 3, and not detailed in the Summary Table, the grazing systems in the alternatives and 
the proposed range improvements increase the distribution of use within the pastures/use areas and limit 
the amount of time livestock have access to certain water sources. This will reduce the concentrated use at 
the few existing water sources, resulting in improvement. However, there will still be some areas of 
concentrated livestock use around troughs and other water sources, as was identified in the DEIS as “some 
areas of impact”. The BLM realizes that areas of concentrated use will occur, but having more water 
sources and better distribution of livestock reduces the time that livestock can concentrate around a given 
water source, thereby reducing impacts from the existing condition. 

PC-30-86: 

BLM analysis includes the issues described in the minute order. 

PC-30-87: 

See response to comments PC-30-83 and PC-30-85, above. 

PC-30-88: 

BLM does not deny that dense sagebrush provides habitat for many species of wildlife. However, there are 
other species, including sage grouse, which also need areas with less dense sagebrush and more 
herbaceous vegetation (see Nevada Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy). BLM recognizes that 
when sagebrush reaches approximately 15 percent cover, there is a decrease in the herbaceous cover as 
sagebrush continues to increase. Consequently, in areas of high density (i.e., high cover) sagebrush, 
grasses are not going to suddenly cover the ground if livestock are removed. The vegetation treatments 
proposed by BLM include taking out some sagebrush and seeding with perennial grasses and forbs. 

PC-30-89: 

There is potential for non-native, invasive species to establish in any plant community, whether it is grazed 
or ungrazed. However, healthy, fully stocked plant communities are less likely to be invaded. Therefore, 
BLM was acknowledging that there were differences in the alternatives relative to the potential for non
native invasives to establish. The selection of one alternative over another is based on overall impacts, not 
just the impacts from non-native, invasive species. 



APPENDIX D – PUBLIC COMMENT ON DEIS AND RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 

PC-30-90: 


BLM disagrees with WWP’s assessment of the vegetation treatment in Holborn Pasture.  


See response to comment PC-30-88, above. 


PC-30-91: 


WWP makes sweeping conclusions about the effects of fire, range improvements, sage grouse populations, 

etc. but has provided no data to support these conclusions. The studies that have been provided are not 

specific to the allotments under analysis. 


PC-30-92: 


Under Alternative 1, the Dry Creek and Star Ridge Pastures would be grazed according to the 1987 AMP,

which implemented the two-pasture rest-rotation and two pasture deferred system. Therefore both pastures 

receive a year of complete rest following a year of winter/spring use. 


The summary table does not provide all the details, as it is a summary of the impacts of the alternatives. In

Section 2.8.3 of Chapter 2 and in Chapter 3, it clearly states that the leks in the Star Ridge and Dry Creek 

pastures have potential to be disturbed by livestock due to the spring use in alternate years. 


However, there have been no observations of cattle disrupting lek activities while conducting point-in-time

aerial lek survey and search efforts throughout the Owyhee Allotment from 2000 to 2005.  


PC-30-93: 


BLM stands behind the conclusions in the text. In regards to "unbridled flexibility" see response to comment

PC-30-81. The BLM will not permit flexibility beyond the permitted use by pasture as outlined in the final 

grazing system.  


PC-30-94: 


As indicated in Connelly et at. 2000 and Connelly et al. 2004, the seasonal habitats for sage grouse differ in 

the amount of sagebrush cover and herbaceous cover among seasons. The Owyhee Allotment has an 

abundance of one seasonal habitat and a lack of other seasonal habitats. The proposed vegetation 

treatments would address this imbalance of seasonal habitats. In addition to sage grouse, there are a 

variety of bird and mammal species that can be found in habitats with less sagebrush cover. Given the vast

area of the Owyhee Allotment and the amount of sagebrush in one cover class, there would seem to be

room for some additional habitats to benefit sage grouse, raptor prey species, and increase biodiversity in

general. 


PC-30-95: 


See response to comment PC-4-7, above. 


PC-30-96: 


This comment is incorrect. There were only 26 comment letters received, with only 14 different people or 

organizations responding. A total of 148 comments were included in the 26 comment letters. 


See response to comment PC-1-1, above. 


PC-30-97: 


See response to comment PC-28-2, above. 
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PC-30-98: 


See response to comment PC-28-2, above. 


PC-30-99: 


While the focus of the DEIS was the subject allotments, improvement in range conditions would benefit the

subject species that move across allotments. 


PC-30-100: 


See response to comments PC-28-2, PC-1-7, and PC-2-1, above. 


PC-30-101: 


See response to comment PC-28-7, above. 


PC-30-102: 


Maps 2-8, 2-9, and 2-10 in the DEIS depict the private lands on the Owyhee Allotment. 


PC-30-103: 


See response to comment PC-2-1, above. 


PC-30-104: 


See response to comments PC-28-4 and 28-1, above. 


PC-30-105: 


The maps have been modified to show the fire boundaries. 


PC-30-106: 


See response to comments 15-3 and 28-1, above. 


PC-30-107: 


See response to comment 28-11, above. 


PC-30-108: 


Prior to the 2005 Wilson Fire, only 3.7 percent of the Owyhee Allotment had been affected by wildfire. The 
largest fire prior to the Wilson Fire was the 3,378 acre Three Mile Fire which burned in August of 2000. 
Monitoring conducted in 2001 and 2002 indicates that perennial herbaceous species such as Indian 
ricegrass, bottlebrush squirreltail, sandberg's bluegrass and thickspike wheatgrass have successfully 
reestablished on the site contrary to WWP's contention that the burn is dominated by cheatgrass. Although 
conditions on the Spanish Ranch allotment are outside the scope of this EIS, the BLM must dispute WWP's 
allegation that vast areas of this allotment have burned and have become dominated by cheatgrass.  

PC-30-109: 


See response to comments PC-1-3, PC-4-5, PC-17-2, and PC-18-2, above. 


PC-30-110: 


The BLM lifted the fire closure on this pasture in the later part of 2002, and the FMUD was not implemented 

until 1 March 2003. Thus, the East Pequop Bench pasture has been grazed as described in the FMUD 
since the FMUD was implemented. No shifts or variations in use have occurred as a result of this fire since 
the FMUD was implemented. 
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PC-30-111: 


See response to comment PC-4-9, above. 


PC-30-112: 


The BLM disagrees with the characterization that “little if anything is ever met on the allotments”. Prior to the 
current FMUDs no management plans existed to say when and where cattle should be, and BLM records 
show that grazing adhered to the management plans in place on the Owyhee Allotment and on some of the 
allotments contained within the Sheep Complex. The BLM maintains a good accounting of cattle on these 
allotments through the application/billing and actual use records; there have been some problems in the 
past with some permittees, but those permittees are no longer involved with these allotments. There is only 
one example of supplemental feeding on these allotments that BLM has on record, and that due to an 
emergency wintertime feeding; the BLM has never observed permittees deliberately placing feed to skew 
carrying capacity calculations. 

PC-30-113: 

The grazing cycle is the number of years required to complete the rotation or deferment. It varies by 

allotment and by alternative, because the systems are different. 


PC-30-114: 


Comment noted. 


PC-30-115: 


BLM is not proposing in the EIS any actions that would contribute to the listing of any sensitive species. 

Each of the alternatives is designed to improve conditions for the subject species.  


PC-30-116: 


See response to comments PC-25-4, PC-25-9, PC-25-15, PC-28-3, and PC-28-7, above. 


PC-30-117: 


See section 3.1.2 of the FEIS.


PC-30-118: 


Spring developments referred to by WWP were developed prior to NEPA and these types of developments 

are not currently approved by BLM. BLM developments leave water at the spring source and riparian area. 

Developments are one means of protecting the spring source and riparian vegetation while still providing

water for wildlife, wild horses, and livestock.


PC-30-119: 


BLM still intends to examine existing spring developments.  


No dewatering is proposed in the DEIS. 


PC-30-120: 


The effects of the alternatives would occur within or outside of the WSAs and ACEC, as the grazing in these 

areas is included in the various alternatives. Thus if an alternative is found to improve the upland vegetation

through the changes in time and timing of grazing, then this would occur equally in or out of the WSAs or 

ACEC. 
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PC-30-121: 

Forest resources were not identified as being affected by the alternatives as livestock do not feed 
extensively on the pinyon, juniper, subalpine fir, limber pine, and other species found at elevation.  

Map 8 in Appendix 1 of the Big Springs Allotment Evaluation displays these water quality protection zones. 
This is briefly discussed on page 8 of the Evaluation. 

PC-30-122: 

Because most of the noxious weed infestations occur along roads, there is much greater opportunity for the 
spread of weeds from vehicles than from livestock. While livestock are one mode of seed transportation, 
wind, water, vehicles, wildlife, and humans are also modes of seed transportation. These allotments are 
subject to changing world ecology, where non-native species and non-endemic species have established 
throughout the U.S. This is not just a livestock issue, and the grazing systems can help reduce the potential, 
but they cannot be the solution. 

PC-30-123: 

The DEIS has been modified to show the correct citation. Bedunah and Sosebee were editors of the book. 

Grazing impacts on shrubs are included in the DEIS. Because forbs have many growth forms, they were not 
directly addressed. However, where grazing systems have been implemented that improve perennial 
grasses and shrubs, forb diversity has also increased. 

PC-30-124: 

See response to comments PC-4-5, PC-4-7, and PC-4-10, above. 

PC-30-125: 

The comment is taken out of context. The increased distribution, shorter grazing periods, and timing of the 
grazing reduce the potential that a plant will be grazed one or more times in a growing season. The carrying 
capacity determines how many animals will be allowed to graze, the grazing system is used to distribute 
them and control the time and timing. 

PC-30-126: 

BLM indicated that in an effort to design alternatives that favor the riparian systems, some upland pastures 
would receive hot season use to a greater extent than currently occurs. This is often the time of the year 
when livestock will browse on shrub leader growth. This is identified as a concern in the DEIS for the North 
Pequop Pasture (Big Springs Allotment) and this situation is to be monitored. If shrub utilization is exceeded, 
the livestock will be moved. 

PC-30-127: 

Better distribution of the livestock will result in less trampling (i.e., repeated travel over the same ground) 
than the current situation. These impacts are noted in areas of concentration (i.e., around water sources) 
and are limited in extent within the allotments. 

PC-30-128: 

See response to comment PC-30-127, above. 

PC-30-129: 

BLM does not ignore the information by Anderson (1991); however, if the information is correct, why after 
150 years of grazing, much of it abusive grazing, are any bluebunch wheatgrass plants left? Bluebunch 
wheatgrass has been shown to be a highly productive forage under grazing systems that avoid the early 
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season, short cropping, and extended growing season utilization, such as proposed in the alternatives in the 

DEIS. 


PC-30-130: 


BLM does not ignore the impacts of winter herbivory. The utilization standards that are part of the grazing 

system provide ample protection of the growing points. 


PC-30-131: 


BLM does not ignore the impacts of winter herbivory. The utilization standards that are part of the grazing 

system provide ample residual stubble to trap moisture. Shrubs are much more important in trapping and

drifting snow than are grasses, where both occur together. In meadows or recently burned areas, residual 

stubble of grasses is necessary to trap winter moisture.  


PC-30-132: 


BLM did not ignore the “double use” that would occur when winter use extends into early spring. The use in

early spring is quite short, and in the FEIS the alternatives have been modified to address this issue. 


PC-30-133: 


Rest is defined in the document as no grazing during the growing season. Removing dormant leaf material 

has far less effect on the plants than growing tissues and as long as the utilization objectives are met, the

amount of residual stubble is sufficient to protect the growing points from winter damage and to allow fall

greenup when moisture is available. The two pasture rest-rotation system outlined for the Owyhee Allotment

under alternative 1, 2 and 4 provide an entire year of rest for the Dry Creek and Star Ridge Pastures.  


PC-30-134: 


This comment does not reference any specific text in the DEIS and it is not clear what the point the

comment is making. 


PC-30-135: 


The grazing systems in the alternatives are designed to leave sufficient time after growing season grazing 

for continued leaf growth in most of the pastures. Those pastures or use areas used in June and July are 

less likely to have regrowth, but these pastures are rested or deferred the following year. Consequently, 

there are always some pasture in which there is forage for wildlife after the livestock have grazed and some

pastures in which wildlife can obtain the forage before livestock graze. 


PC-30-136: 


See response to comments PC-1-4, PC-2-1, PC-4-5, and PC-4-9, above. 


PC-30-137: 


The alternatives analyzed in the DEIS and the modified alternatives in the FEIS are designed to improve 

plant health and vigor, reducing the very concerns identified in this comment. 


PC-30-138: 


The improved distribution, time, and timing of the grazing are intended to address these issues. 


PC-30-139: 


It is not necessary to know the current production of a plant to know that improved grazing systems will 

increase the health and vigor of the plant, and therefore, the plant productivity. 
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PC-30-140: 

The grazing system and range improvements were designed to address this issue. 

PC-30-141: 

BLM’s analysis is based on plant physiology – how the plant responds or is affected by herbivory. This is the 
basis for understanding any impacts of grazing on rangeland plants. 

PC-30-142: 

BLM’s yardstick does not depend on all of the variables that WWP identifies. The BLM yardstick examines 
basic plant physiology and how herbivory can create long-term impacts to the plants, or how herbivory can 
be compatible with plant health and vigor. 

There is a basic disconnect between the BLM and WWP on how plants grow. Most plants produce more 
foliage than is necessary to sustain the plant. Removal of the foliage above the growing points allows the 
plant to regrow and continue to nourish the roots and growing points. Periodic rest from grazing during the 
growing season allows the plant to produce the “excess” foliage and completely replenish root reserves and 
increase the amount of growing points for the next year. Thus a grazing system that allows plants to be 
grazed to a moderate level of utilization without removing growing points, and includes periodic rest or 
deferment, will promote plant health and vigor.  WWP implies that any grazing by livestock is detrimental 
and results in desertification. 

PC-30-143: 

As indicated in the DEIS, the term dormant is used to identify periods when shrubs or grasses are at a 
greatly reduced transpiration state, and that there is really no time when the plants are completely 
“dormant”. Thus the context of the term as defined, applies to the hot season for grasses and the winter 
season for grasses and shrubs. Even though sagebrush has active leaves during winter, its rates of 
photosynthesis and transpiration are greatly reduced from the growing season rates. Sheep use of weeds 
that green up in the fall, as pointed out by WWP, and annual grasses such as cheatgrass is actually a 
benefit as it can reduce the vigor of these plants and reduce seed production in the spring. 

PC-30-144: 

See response to comment PC-1-3, above. 

PC-30-145: 

The alternatives include use areas to rotate the livestock to prevent repeated use of bedding areas. 

PC-30-146: 

WWP is not aware of the definition of noxious weeds and “more common and uncontrollable weeds”. If the 
common weeds were uncontrollable, they would have been added to the state noxious weed list. BLM 
recognizes the issues with cheatgrass, and the other non-native, invasive species that are not noxious 
weeds. Many of these, including cheatgrass, can be kept in check with healthy rangelands (not controlled or 
eliminated, but kept at levels that do not interfere with other land uses). As stated above, the grazing 
systems need to be implemented before actions to rehabilitate these areas can be initiated. 

PC-30-147: 

See response to comments PC-1-1, PC-1-2, PC-1-3, PC-2-1, PC-3-3, PC-28-22, PC-30-176, and PC-30
178. 

The incorporation of grazing systems and objectives will help promote healthy rangelands.  
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PC-30-148: 

See response to comment PC-30-133, above. 

PC-30-149: 

WWP in comment PC-20-145 indicates that repeat use of bedding areas is a concern. In this comment they 
suggest that repeat use of bedding areas is the solution.  

BLM does not plan to extend sheep bedding areas as stated by WWP. Term and conditions have been 
added to the FEIS; see Chapter 2. 

PC-30-150: 

The grazing systems proposed in the alternatives increase the amount of forage and seed available for prey 
species. The utilization levels, rest, deferment, and rotation allow for healthier plants and completion of the 
growth cycle (i.e., seed production) each year.  

PC-30-151: 

Comment noted. BLM does not agree. 

PC-30-152: 

See response to comment PC-30-149. WWP suggested in comment PC-30-145 that these areas should be 
used as sacrifice zones. 

The term and condition limiting bedding areas would confine disturbance to discrete areas which would 
enable for more efficient implementation of resource protection measures which include weed treatment. 

PC-30-153: 

The 1987 Owyhee AMP provides a brief historical background which states that prior to the development of 
water, the Owyhee allotment was primarily winter range for sheep. In 1949, fences began to be constructed 
and waters were developed and the area was converted to cattle use. WWP correctly replicates information 
from the 1987 AMP concerning the six year average annual use of 14,002 AUMs, but they conveniently omit 
the information that follows this data which was: "Due to economics, Roaring Springs Associates has been 
running about half the number of cattle they have preference for during the past few years." WWP is 
incorrect when they sate that the "intense cattle use is only recent" when historical accounts put livestock 
numbers at 10,000 head on the Spanish Ranch alone in 1890 (Mike Hess, NDOW 1989). This number is 
significant when one realizes that the winter country for the Spanish Ranch was the Owyhee Desert prior to 
the construction of fences in the 1940's. Another recent study shows that Elko County has experienced a 
reduction of 44,311 AUMs during the period of 1980 through 1999 (RCI report prepared for State of Nevada, 
Department of Agriculture, 3/26/04). The historical record is full of such information that cannot be 
regurgitated here. WWP's conclusion that intense cattle use is "only recent" is completely false. 

PC-30-154: 

The proposed alternatives would improve habitats for wildlife. 

PC-30-155: 

As indicated in the DEIS, range improvements would be analyzed in separate NEPA documents and issues 
such as rare plants, cultural resources, etc. would be addressed at that time. The exact location of proposed 
range improvements is determined after the MUD. The projects are laid out on the ground (i.e., flagged) and 
then the cultural surveys, etc. are conducted. In the case of a pipeline or fence, if a resource is present, the 
route is relocated to avoid the impact and the new route is surveyed. Once all the baseline data is available, 
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the NEPA document can be prepared. This is part of what is referenced in the DEIS as Standard Operating 
Procedures. The impacts are identified in the field and avoidance measures are taken to eliminate the 
impacts. 

PC-30-156: 

Comment noted. 

PC-30-157: 

Comment noted.  

PC-30-158: 

BLM could not find this statement in the DEIS and the reference to page 14 is incorrect. 

PC-30-159: 

Actually, the fire may improve pronghorn antelope habitat in the near future. Pronghorn prefer vegetation of 
low stature and frequent burned areas. The new growth in areas that did not burn intensely will be used by 
pronghorn in the next year. Areas that are seeded as part of the fire rehabilitation effort will be used by 
pronghorn in the future. As shrubs begin to reestablish on the site, pronghorn use will continue. When the 
burned area is in dense shrubs, it will be more suitable as mule deer habitat than pronghorn habitat. 

PC-30-160: 

The Owyhee Allotment Evaluation included use pattern maps that were prepared during the evaluation 
period. WWP assertion that only "VERY SMALL areas are underused" is not correct. The use pattern maps 
of the Dry Creek Pasture show the VAST majority of the pasture as receiving "slight use" and a large area 
receiving "no use". Under the different alternatives there are projects proposed for these areas. There are 
also projects proposed which would decrease use in heavy use areas; the BLM is not proposing projects 
simply to increase use in areas that are deemed "under utilized". 

PC-30-161: 

The EIS was intended to assess the impacts of the grazing systems on sensitive species identified in the 
Minute Order. 

PC-30-162: 

The RMP sets goals that drive the BLM management. Just because some of the allotment has burned does 
not mean that the vegetation that returns will be in poor condition. In areas where perennial grasses return, 
the sites will be managed to allow shrubs and other desired species to establish. In areas that were 
determined to be in need of fire rehabilitation, the fire rehabilitation projects will be managed to return the 
resource values of the various range site. 

PC-30-163: 

See response to comment PC-4-7, above. 

PC-30-164: 

As documented in the memo by former rangeland management specialist, Mike Jensen, the BLM and 
livestock permittee on the Owyhee Allotment were working together in cooperation, coordination and 
consultation to improve range conditions on the Owyhee Allotment. The memo is full of references of how 
the proposed range improvements would improve livestock distribution, improve riparian conditions and 
improve the availability of water for wild horses. There are NO references to how the range improvements 
could help the livestock permittee. 



APPENDIX D – PUBLIC COMMENT ON DEIS AND RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 

PC-30-165: 

This comment is an overstatement. The acreages involved in the treatments are minimal with respect to the 
amount of area in the allotments and the amount of sagebrush habitat that would be treated. Changing 
successional stages is not habitat fragmentation, it is habitat management. Changing from sagebrush to an 
alfalfa field would be fragmentation, but change in the successional stage of a vegetation type is the only 
means of maintaining habitats on the landscape. The lack of such changes has allowed pinyon-juniper to 
replace sagebrush in the Big Springs and Sheep Allotment Complex allotments. The lack of such changes 
are part of the cause of sage grouse declines. This comment demonstrates a complete lack of 
understanding of the ecology of the desert sagebrush ecosystem. The work by Connelly et al. (2000) and 
Connelly et al. (2004) indicate that these types of treatments should be considered when extensive stands 
of one age class of sagebrush occurs and suitable seasonal habitats for sage grouse are not present. 

PC-30-166: 

The fuels project would be evaluated once the project has been located in the field and surveys for various 
resources have been completed. The treatment is included in the DEIS because the general impacts with 
respect to the subject species can be evaluated with respect to habitat improvement. 

PC-30-167: 

The treatment will be conducted in a manner to minimize cheatgrass invasion and increase perennial 
herbaceous species and promote shrub reestablishment. 

PC-30-168: 

See response to comment PC-30-165, above. 

The projects referenced in the comment are not in the subject allotments. 

PC-30-169: 

Where native species are likely to establish, the seed mix is dominated by native species. Where 
cheatgrass or other non-native invasive species are likely to establish, other desirable non-native species 
are used to initiate facilitated succession, with the eventual long-term goal the reestablishment of sagebrush 
and native perennials. 

BLM’s implementation of rehabilitation treatments will continue to be in accordance with the 2004 RMP 
amendment for fire management. Refer to the EA prepared for RMP Amendment and the 2000 Normal Fire 
EA for a description of the extent of impacts anticipated. Rehabilitation treatments to be applied are 
determined on a case-by-case basis following a fire, and the effectiveness of the treatments in meeting the 
objectives is monitored. The EIS discusses the cumulative effects of fires that have occurred in the 
allotments. 

PC-30-170: 

Comment noted. 

PC-30-171: 

The treatments will be evaluated in the project-specific NEPA documents. 

PC-30-172: 

See response to comments PC-1-1, PC-1-3, PC-3-2, and PC-4-12, above. 

PC-30-173: 

See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-1-8, PC-2-1, and PC-4-5, above. 



APPENDIX D – PUBLIC COMMENT ON DEIS AND RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 

The goal of the treatments is to restore healthy native vegetation and increase the quality of wildlife habitat. 

PC-30-174: 

Fire has been a natural part of the sagebrush ecosystem. While there has been a change in the fire ecology, 
prescribed fire and other treatments have been used to reduce sagebrush cover, not eliminate it, and start 
the succession of the stages that make up the sagebrush ecosystem. Not all sites are suitable for 
prescribed burning, and other treatments can be applied. The result is a mosaic of age classes of 
sagebrush, not habitat fragmentation. These different patches of habitat provide for many more species, 
including various sagebrush obligates and sensitive species, than any single age class of sagebrush over 
an extensive area. 

PC-30-175: 

BLM agrees that fire cycles in many sagebrush areas have been altered and that the build up of woody fuel 
(dense sagebrush) and the presence of cheatgrass in the understory creates a condition that is likely to 
convert the sagebrush to cheatgrass following a wildfire in the hot, dry summer months. However, 
prescribed burns under different conditions, when fuel moistures are higher, soil moistures are higher, 
relative humidity is higher, air temperatures are lower, and burned under specific wind conditions have an 
entirely different effect than the hot summer fires. These prescribed fires do not remove the sagebrush, but 
leave islands and fingers of sagebrush intertwined with the burned area and these areas of sagebrush are 
the seed source for reestablishing sagebrush on these “cool” burn areas. 

PC-30-176: 

The management strategy proposed by WWP, of no treatments, no grazing, no recreational use, no mining 
or exploration, and no oil and gas exploration, will not change the altered fire cycles and will not stop 
summer lightning fires from occurring and converting sagebrush lands to cheatgrass. BLM is well aware of 
the problem and willing to do something to break this cycle. Sitting back and watching it burn is not the 
answer. 

PC-30-177: 

This comment is incorrect. Sage grouse need a variety of shrub and cover requirements (Connelly et al. 
2000, Connelly et al. 2004) and not extensive stands of one age class of sagebrush. 

PC-30-178: 

There is also a body of literature that recognizes that in addition to man’s influence on the landscape, the 
plant-plant dynamics are also at work in changing the fire cycles. The interaction of man’s influence and the 
plant dynamics have created unnatural fuel loadings. When combined with the presence of non-native, 
invasive species, the stage is set for long-term degradation. The grazing systems and vegetation treatments 
included in the alternatives are designed to break this cycle. 

PC-30-179: 

BLM is well aware of the risks to rangelands.  

PC-30-180: 

This demonstrates WWP’s lack of understanding of sagebrush ecology. The vegetation is at a threshold 
point and passive treatments will not keep the vegetation from crossing the threshold. Paige and Ritter 
(1999) state that before European settlement “spotty and occasional wildfire probably created a patchwork 
of young and old sagebrush stands across the landscape, interspersed with grassland openings, wet 
meadows, and other shrub communities.” Miller and Eddelman (2001) state that the “Wyoming big 
sagebrush and low sagebrush cover types, with less frequent disturbance events but slower recovery rates, 



APPENDIX D – PUBLIC COMMENT ON DEIS AND RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 

and the mountain big sagebrush cover type, with more frequent disturbance but faster recovery rates, 
created a mosaic of multiple vegetation successional stages across the landscape.” “In addition, fire 
patterns were patchy, leaving unburned islands, particularly in the Wyoming big sagebrush cover types, 
because of limited and discontinuous fuels. Plant composition ranged from dominant stands of sagebrush to 
grasslands” (Miller and Eddelman 2001). 

The indiscretions of the past cannot be fixed by passive management. There are no “natural successional 
processes and healing processes” in these altered landscapes. The global movement of species is not 
going to stop. Therefore, if we are to keep sagebrush landscapes from transitioning across thresholds to 
other vegetative states, active management is required. Where these thresholds have already been 
crossed, such as monocultures of cheatgrass or other non-native, invasive species, substantial energy is 
required to move the vegetation back across the threshold to a desired state. BLM is limited in resources 
and manpower, and therefore, the cost: benefit ratio is much higher in spending effort to keep plant 
communities from crossing the thresholds (prevention) rather than trying to restore or rehabilitate vegetation 
that has already crossed the threshold. Passive management will only work where the ecosystems are still 
intact and non-native, invasive species have not established. Unfortunately, there aren’t many of those 
areas left in the sagebrush ecosystem, and the longer we wait to manage the altered landscape through 
preventative management, the more acres that will cross the threshold. 

PC-30-181: 

BLM agrees, only in a multiple use context this is a bit more complicated than WWP would lead others to 
believe.  

PC-30-182: 

The BLM is not sure what “current abundance of federal fire funds” WWP is referring to, but the priority is to 
maintain the lands “still in reasonable health with reasonable ecological integrity” as stated above in 
response to comment PC-30-180. Spending limited dollars on restoration is risky at best and diverts funds 
from maintaining the integrity of the functional systems that are left. WWP has its priorities reversed. 

PC-30-183: 

BLM addressed weed invasion and spread in all alternatives. 

PC-30-184: 

BLM has demonstrated on several allotments that changing the grazing system to improve the riparian 
systems and to address upland concerns can be accomplished. The alternatives proposed in the DEIS are 
all variations of this proven success. The alternatives are not just simply shifting use from the riparian to the 
uplands, but changing the timing and duration of the use of both uplands and riparian can influence the 
health and vigor of the plants in both areas. 

PC-30-185: 

See response to comment PC-28-22, above. 

This statement is incorrect. No extirpation of leks has occurred at Boone Springs Allotment. 

PC-30-186: 

BLM manages under a mandate of multiple use, and rather than eliminate uses, is attempting to manage 
resources for a variety of uses. 

PC-30-187: 

See response to comments PC-1-1 and PC-17-1, above. 
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PC-30-188: 

Comment noted. 
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Comment Responses to PC-31 

PC-31-1: 

Although Dr. Carter’s comments were interesting, we failed to see the relevance of comments that were 
prepared for another grazing decision, in another state, on a grazing system that is not described and 
therefore cannot be compared to the alternatives in the DEIS or FEIS. There is no way to compare the 
allotments that are the focus of the comments with the allotments that are the subject of the DEIS. There is 
no information relative to elevations, soils, type or kind of livestock, precipitation amount or timing of 
precipitation, etc. 

Comment noted. 









APPENDIX D – PUBLIC COMMENT ON DEIS AND RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 

Comment Responses to PC-32 

PC-32-1: 

BLM is aware of the Partners In Flight North American Landbird Conservation Plan and the Nevada 
Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy. Because there were no population estimates for the 
allotments for the species on the Partners in Flight Watch List, the BLM’s contribution to the population 
objectives (maintain/increase for Swainson’s Hawk and Flammulated Owl; double for Short-eared Owl and 
Sage Grouse) is to improve the quality of the habitat for these species. 

As indicated in the Nevada Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy, “Much of basin big sagebrush 
and Wyoming big sagebrush range in Nevada currently lacks understory of native bunchgrasses and forbs 
that were historically present. Shrub cover has increased from what are generally regarded as pre-
settlement conditions, and non-native annual grasses, most notably cheatgrass, have invaded big 
sagebrush and black sagebrush range, bringing with them an accelerated fire interval that precludes 
sagebrush regeneration.” The alternatives included in the DEIS are designed to maintain the health of the 
existing perennial grass and forb species, and the treatments are intended to reduce shrub cover to more 
natural levels. This is entirely in conformance with the conservation strategies, and therefore, would be 
considered “best science”. The comprehensive plan also indicates that the various seral stages of the 
sagebrush ecosystem provide habitat a variety of species, and that any one seral stage does not provide for 
all the species or all of their seasonal habitats. Therefore, the intention to create a mosaic of seral stages on 
the allotments is in keeping with the conservation strategies for these species. 

The conservation strategy for sagebrush in Nevada includes the objective of: “Restore healthy range 
condition to degraded sagebrush habitat through 2015”. One of the actions to achieve this objective is to: 
“Improve understory condition and diversity of native forb communities through progressive grazing 
management. Design grazing management strategies that initiate range recovery while providing the 
compensations necessary to maintain livestock operation objectives.” The alternatives included in the DEIS 
and FEIS are in conformance with this objective and action. 

Another action is: “Using state-of-the-art scientific knowledge such as current range states/transition theory, 
and working through collaborative stakeholder processes, develop a proactive strategy for the judicious 
application of sagebrush management treatments to rejuvenate habitat and minimize risk of plant 
community breakdown and exotic plant invasion.” This is precisely the intent of the treatments included in 
the DEIS. 

The conservation strategy for wet meadows in Nevada includes the objective of: “Improve the hydrological 
and vegetation community condition of existing wet meadow habitats and restore hydrological and 
vegetation community condition to meet the life history needs of species dependent on this habitat type.” 
One of the actions identified to achieve this objective is to: “Restore degraded wet meadow habitats through 
a combination of passive techniques (e.g., fencing out disturbance sources) and active techniques (e.g., 
physical recontouring of eroded or down-cut sites).” The riparian exclosures proposed in the DEIS and FEIS 
are intended to implement this action. 

Another action is: “Design grazing strategies on wet meadows that improve site condition and integrate 
specific wildlife management and livestock production objectives, including changing season of use and 
altering the rest-rotation cycle.” The alternatives provided in the DEIS and FEIS implement this action. 

PC-32-2: 

The discussion of the relationships among habitat conditions, prey supply, and raptor population response is 
general in nature because there is currently no data from the allotments regarding prey abundance and 
raptor populations. BLM does not have jurisdiction over wildlife populations and therefore, does not census 
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the species of wildlife on the public lands. NDOW has responsibility for wildlife populations and although the 
Nevada Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy calls for inventory of the various species, this is 
beyond the capacity that NDOW currently has with respect to manpower and funding. However, the same 
“speculation” that was used in the conservation strategies (national and state) was used in the DEIS; 
improved habitat conditions would lead to increased prey abundance, which would lead to increased raptor 
abundance (if prey is indeed the limiting factor on raptor populations). 

PC-32-3: 

BLM would provide a quantitative analysis of cumulative effects if data on raptor and sage grouse 
populations and habitat conditions were available for these allotments. However, this information is not 
available and therefore, a qualitative discussion was provided. 

PC-32-4: 

As stated above in response to comment PC-32-2, and in response to comment PC-2-1, BLM does not 
have the responsibility for monitoring raptors, prey species, or sage grouse. Although BLM provides 
assistance to NDOW for these actions, BLM is not the lead agency for this type of monitoring. 
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Comment Responses to PC-33 

PC-33-1: 

See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-1-3, PC-2-1, PC-3-2, PC-3-3, PC-4-5, PC-30-71, PC-30-85, PC-30
125, PC-30-135, and PC-30-184, above. 

PC-33-2: 

See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-1-3, PC-2-1, and PC-4-5, above. 

The methods BLM used to evaluate carrying capacity are well documented in the allotment evaluations. 
Please see those documents. 

PC-33-3: 

The alternatives in the DEIS were designed to relieve the use around springs, watering areas, and riparian 
areas. BLM does not accept 60 to 90 percent use as appropriate. The stocking rates have been revised in 
the FEIS. 

PC-33-4: 

See response to comments PC-1-3 and PC-4-12, above. 

PC-33-5: 

Comment noted. 

The alternatives in the DEIS and FEIS are designed to increase productivity. 

PC-33-6: 

The alternatives have been modified. 

PC-33-7: 

See response to comment PC-30-88, PC-30-94, PC-30-165, PC-30-167, PC-30-174, PC-30-175, and 
PC30-180, above. 

There are no proposals to complete seeding projects solely with crested wheatgrass.  NEPA compliance for 
any seeding projects would consider the WAFWA Sage Grouse Guidelines, as adopted for use in Nevada. 

As of the 2000 Owyhee allotment evaluation, the Winters Creek Seeding was the only known area where 
crested wheatgrass has been seeded on the allotment. As per Range Appendix Carrying Capacity figures, 
this area supports 2,787 out of 40,598 AUMs, or less than seven percent of the allotment total. On the Three 
Mile Fire burn area, which burned during summer of 2000, Siberian wheatgrass and Hycrest crested 
wheatgrass comprised approximately 11 percent of the bulk pounds of the seed mix.  With the exception of 
less than one percent Ladak alfalfa, the remainder of the seed mix was composed of native shrub, grass 
and forb seed. 

Crested wheatgrass seedings, in general, allow potential for management actions where they are used for 
grazing in lieu of use on “native” pastures where utilization of native vegetation could be harmful to some 
native plant species during certain periods of the year. Crested wheatgrass seedings could actually provide 
wildlife cover in areas where shrub composition is present, but not dominating, in combination with an 
understory provided by any tall residual growth of crested wheat (McAdoo et al. 1989, McAdoo et al. in 
press). These seedings are sometimes in close proximity to native rangeland where lateral herbaceous 
nesting cover is limited. With sage grouse as an example, depending on cover provided, sage grouse hens 
could select these areas where any tall growth affords needed lateral cover for nests. This lateral cover 
provides protection from the elements and predators. Other wildlife species may inhabit the seeding areas 
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on a seasonal or yearlong basis and inhabit them in concert with use on native range areas. Seedings such 
as these provide “de facto” fuelbreaks, in the event of a wildfire, for thousands of acres of intact native range 
that provide sage grouse habitat. Crested wheatgrass can retain succulence, due to plant phenology, 
relatively longer on some ecological sites than native cool season grasses within native range areas during 
the mid-summer period. 

A sage grouse lek was documented by BLM and NDOW for the first time in April 2005 on the mid-portion of 
the Winters Creek Seeding. This seeding has Wyoming big sagebrush as a shrub component. 

PC-33-8: 

Monitoring information has been included in the FEIS. 

PC-33-9: 

Under Judge McKibben’s Minute Order, BLM was directed to analyze impacts (both positive and negative) 
of grazing on sensitive species. The ruling made no specific determination as to the adequacy of the MUDs. 
However, the lack of a ruling which set aside the MUDs or remanded them back to BLM implies they were 
of a satisfactory quality. 

The ruling instructed BLM to conduct additional analysis with, respect to sensitive species, of the impacts of 
grazing considering springs, seeps, and riparian areas, upland habitat and land use plans. In compliance 
with this ruling, BLM conducted additional analysis focusing on these areas. While alternatives 3 and 4 
would accomplish protection and livestock management goals, in different ways or on a more rapid 
schedule. The analysis of the four alternatives and their inherent differences led us to the conclusion that 
alternative 2 (Implement the MUDs), when supplemented by some additional conservation and mitigation 
measures, still represented the most desirable mix of resource protection and livestock management 
actions. 

PC-33-10: 

In review of the Conservation/Mitigation Measures sections of the DEIS the “monitoring” that is required in 
mitigation is to examine sites or facilities to determine if noxious weed treatment is necessary and to treat as 
necessary. 

PC-33-11: 

Many of the range improvements are on private land, land that was private prior to the land exchange, or 
projects that were built prior to NEPA. BLM is in the process of evaluating the condition of the projects and 
determining if they should be removed, fixed, or modified. In addition, some of the projects identified in the 
scoping process as range improvements were actually historic wild horse traps. These will require 
consultation with SHPO before they can be removed or altered. 

PC-33-12: 

BLM disagrees. The alternatives will improve vegetation condition over large acreages, reducing the 
potential for weed establishment where is currently is quite high. BLM acknowledges that surface disturbing 
activities are potential sites for weed establishment, but the range improvements are relatively easy to 
monitor for weeds each year in comparison to vast acreages of open range. It will require a change in 
management to reduce the risk, and the range improvements are part of the change in management. 
However, the alternatives have been modified in the FEIS to only include the range improvements essential 
to the implementation of the grazing system. All of the remaining range improvements from the DEIS have 
been moved to reasonably foreseeable future actions and will only be implemented if future monitoring 
indicates they are needed to facilitate the grazing system and resolve outstanding allotment issues. 



APPENDIX D – PUBLIC COMMENT ON DEIS AND RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT 

It has been determined that less than 0.005 percent of the Sheep Allotment Complexes, 0.33 percent of the 
Owyhee Allotment, and 0.004 percent of the Big Springs Allotment were noted to have noxious weeds and 
therefore are not considered a widespread problem within the allotments. Noxious weeds within the 
allotments are found primarily concentrated along roads and are spread by vehicular traffic and road 
maintenance activities rather than by livestock. Other non-native, invasive species such as cheatgrass, 
grows in several areas on the east side of Pequops, Payne Basin south of I80 around Nanny Spring and 
north toward I 80, and south of Big Springs Ranch on the east bench of the Pequop Mountains, which were 
likely associated with previous burns.  Blue mustard has invaded highly disturbed areas around stockwater 
and tumbling mustard is common in the desert shrub ranges in Goshute Valley and east Pequop bench that 
burned in the early 1990s. BLM will engage in periodic field inspections to detect any weeds spread by 
range improvement projects, and BLM will take the appropriate steps to control any weeds found. The Elko 
Field Office has an aggressive noxious weed reduction program which includes herbicide application, 
disking, grubbing and planting more desirable vegetation. 
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Comment Responses to PC-34 


PC-34-1: 


Comment noted. 
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Comment Responses to PC-35 

PC-35-1: 

Comment noted.  

BLM routinely coordinates with the Division of Water Resources regarding the installation of wells or 

development of water sources, and would do so on any projects proposed for the subject lands. 


A well site investigation is usually conducted by a BLM hydrologist, geologist, or engineer who has had 

training in this. 


Owyhee Allotment – One, or maybe two, new wells are proposed in Alternative 2, although several pipelines 

or pipeline extensions are proposed. 


Sheep Allotments - Only one well is proposed on the Sheep Allotments Alternative 2, Leppy Hills Well. 


Big Springs – Three new wells are proposed on the West Big Springs Allotment, under Alternative 2 (MUD). 

One new well is proposed on the East Big Springs Allotment, Lower Hardy Creek Well. 


Due to current restrictions on water rights ownership for stockwater by BLM, these projects may not occur, 

unless the permittee is willing to fund most of the developments, or management can make an exception in

unusual situations. 
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Comment Responses to PC-36 


PC-36-1: 


See response to comments PC-1-1 and PC-4-10, above. 


PC-36-2: 


See response to comments PC-1-2 and PC-2-1, above. 


PC-36-3: 


See response to comments PC-1-3 and PC-4-12, above. 


PC-36-4: 


See response to comment PC-1-4, above. 


PC-36-5: 


See response to comment PC-1-5, above. 


PC-36-6: 


See response to comment PC-1-6. above. 


PC-36-7: 


See response to comment PC-1-7, above. 


PC-36-8: 


See response to comment PC-1-8, above. 


PC-36-9: 


See response to comment PC-1-9, above. 
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Comment Responses to PC-37 


PC-37-1: 


Comment noted. 
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Comment Responses to PC-38 


PC-38-1: 


Comment noted. 


PC-38-2: 


The contractor selected for this project is a firm with offices worldwide and not a local contractor. While they

do have an office in Elko, most of the work they are involved with is mining, industrial, and municipal, not 
grazing. Of the six individuals that provided text or review of the document, only two reside in Elko, two 
reside in Reno, and two reside in San Francisco (and work for another consulting company). So the claims 
about ties to local interests cannot be substantiated. 

The contractor was selected based on the proposals submitted. 


PC-38-3: 


Comment noted. 


PC-38-4: 


See response to comments PC-1-2, PC-1-5, PC-3-3, PC-4-3, PC-4-5, and PC-4-12, above. 


PC-38-5: 


Comment noted. 
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Comment Responses to PC-39 


PC-39-1: 


See response to comment PC-1-1, above. 


PC-39-2: 


See response to comment PC-1-2, above. 


PC-39-3: 


See response to comment PC-1-3, above. 


PC-39-4: 


See response to comment PC-1-4, above. 


PC-39-5: 


See response to comment PC-1-5, above. 


PC-39-6: 


See response to comment PC-1-6, above. 


PC-39-7: 


See response to comment PC-1-7, above. 


PC-39-8: 


See response to comment PC-1-8, above. 


PC-39-9: 


See response to comment PC-1-9, above. 
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Comment Responses to PC-40 


PC-40-1: 


See response to comment PC-1-1, above. 


PC-43-2: 


See response to comment PC-1-2, above. 


PC-40-3: 


See response to comment PC-1-3, above. 


PC-40-4: 


See response to comment PC-1-4, above. 


PC-40-5: 


See response to comment PC-1-5, above. 


PC-40-6: 


See response to comment PC-1-6, above. 


PC-40-7: 


See response to comment PC-1-7, above. 


PC-40-8: 


See response to comment PC-1-8, above. 


PC-40-9: 


See response to comment PC-1-9, above. 





