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Reader’s Guide

How do | read the Report?

The Director’s Protest Resolution Report is divided into sections, each with a topic heading,
excerpts from individual protest letters, a summary statement (as necessary), and the Bureau of
Land Management’s (BLM) response to the summary statement.

Report Snapshot

Issue TW Topic heading
NEPA

Submission number

Issue Number: PP-CA-ESD-08-0020-10 | Protest issue number
Organization: The Forest Initiative ——
Protester: John Smith\

Protesting organization

Protester’s name

Direct quote taken from the submission

Issue Excerpt Text:
Rather than analyze these potential impacts, as required by NEPA, BLM postpones analysis of
renewable energy development projects to a future case-by-case analysis.

Summary — General statement summarizing the issue excerpts (optional).

There is inadequate NEPA analysis in the PRMP/FEIS for renewable energy projects.

BLM'’s response to the summary statement or issue excerpt if there is no summary.

Response

Specific renewable energy projects are implementation-level decisions rather than RMP-level
decisions. Upon receipt of an application for a renewable energy project, the BLM would require a

How do I find my Protest Issues and Responses?
1. Find your submission number on the protesting party index which is organized
alphabetically by protester’s last name.
2. In Adobe Reader search the report for your name, organization or submission number (do
not include the protest issue number). Key word or topic searches may also be useful.
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List of Commonly Used Acronyms

ACEC  Area of Critical Environmental
Concern

BA Biological Assessment

BLM Bureau of Land Management

BMP Best Management Practice

BO Biological Opinion

CAA Clean Air Act

CEQ Council on Environmental
Quality

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

COA Condition of Approval

CSP Concentrated Solar Power

CSu Controlled Surface Use

CWA Clean Water Act

DEIS/DRMPA
Draft Environmental Impact
Statement /Draft Resource
Management Plan Amendment

DM Departmental Manual
(Department of the Interior)

DOl Department of the Interior

EA Environmental Assessment

EIR Environmental Impact Report

EIS Environmental Impact Statement

EO Executive Order

EPA Environmental Protection
Agency

ESA Endangered Species Act

FEIS Final Environmental Impact
Statement

FEIS/PRMPA

Final Environmental Impact
Statement /Proposed Resource
Management Plan Amendment

FLPMA Federal Land Policy and

FO
FWS
GIS
IB

IM
KOP
MOU
NEPA

NHPA

NOA
NOI
NRHP

NSO
OHV

PA
PPA
RFDS

RMP
ROD
ROW
SO
T&E
UN®
USGS
VRM
WA
WSA
WSR

Management Act of 1976
Field Office (BLM)

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Geographic Information Systems
Information Bulletin
Instruction Memorandum

Key Observation Points
Memorandum of Understanding
National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969

National Historic Preservation
Act of 1966, as amended
Notice of Availability

Notice of Intent

National Register of Historic
Places

No Surface Occupancy
Off-Highway Vehicle (has also
been referred to as ORV, Off
Road Vehicles)

Preliminary Assessment
Power Purchase Agreement
Reasonably Foreseeable
Development Scenario
Resource Management Plan
Record of Decision
Right-of-Way

State Office (BLM)
Threatened and Endangered
United States Code

U.S. Geological Survey

Visual Resource Management
Wilderness Area

Wilderness Study Area

Wild and Scenic River(s)



Protesting Party Index

Protester

Organization

Submission Number

Determination

Paul Tueller (on
behalf of James
Buell)

Private party

PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-01

Denied/Comments
and Issues

Randi DeSoto

Summit Lake Paiute

PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-02

Denied/Comments

Tribe and Issues
John DeLong DeLong Ranches, Inc. PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-03 aDnednllitsjl/JS:mments

Mike Stremler

Pershing County Natural
Resources Advisory
Committee

PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-04

Denied/Comments
and Issues

Dismissed/No

Jim Estill Private party PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-05 )
Standing
Darin Bloyed Pershing County PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-06 | Dered/comments
Commissioners and Issues
Don Jones Nevada State Grazing PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-07 | Penied/Comments
Board N2 District and Issues
Suzanne Roy Amerlcan_ Wild Horge PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-08 Denied/Comments
Preservation Campaign and Issues
- Western Watersheds PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-09, Denied/Comments
Katie Fite )
Project 13-09a and Issues
Mike and Barb Private party PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-10 Denied/Comments
Stremler and Issues
John and Jhona Bell | Private party PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-11 Denied/Comments
and Issues




Issue Topics and Responses

ACECs
Total Number of Submissions: 1
Total Number of Comments: 5

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-09-52
Organization: Western Watersheds Project
Protestor: Katie Fite

Issue Excerpt Text:

BLM did not even review "dropped” NDOW
nominations in areas like the Montana Mountains and
Bilk Creek which had long been considered to be
sage-grouse strongholds, in response to WWP and
other DEIS comments, and the plummeting sage-
grouse populations across the species range due to
habitat loss and fragmentation, energy development,
large-scale fires, invasive species caused by grazing
disturbance, etc. Now these lands are facing even
greater and significant stresses, threats and habitat
loss -in the aftermath of the large-scale 2012 and
other recent fires and scientific information about the
decline of sage-grouse and other sensitive species.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-09-53
Organization: Western Watersheds Project
Protestor: Katie Fite

Issue Excerpt Text:

BLM has also failed to consider expanding the
Stillwater ACEC boundaries to take into account
mountainous lands in the Carson City District and
sage-grouse habitats that are part of this ecosystem.
BLM has failed to consider extending the ACEC
down to protect the lower elevations and playa areas
that are greatly threatened by geothermal
development. Modern day geothermal development
is very harmful -and impacts ground water, may
permanently alter underlying strata as underground
explosions and fracking or the equivalent oil used.

This may permanently impact surface expression of
water, or water quality as toxic materials may be
brought to the surface and also released into the air.
Geothermal sites resemble large, ugly factories in the
desert, introduce light pollution, new roading, and
constant human disturbance in remote wild land areas
and wildlife habitats.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-09-54
Organization: Western Watersheds Project
Protestor: Katie Fite

Issue Excerpt Text:

BLM has also ignored ACEC proposals submitted for
the Regional Sage-grouse EIS in the western portion
of the species range. WWP submitted proposals for
relevant Winnemucca regions (see Map 3-79, 3-81).

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-09-56
Organization: Western Watersheds Project
Protestor: Katie Fite

Issue Excerpt Text:

WWP comments on the DEIS specifically described
the importance of Montana Mountains and other
areas. These were ignored in the FEIS.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-09-58
Organization: Western Watersheds Project
Protestor: Katie Fite

Issue Excerpt Text:\

Review of the FEIS sections and maps Figures 2-68
and 2-69, FEIS p. 2-270 show that BLM has never
even bothered to provide the areas of the other
ACECs to the public in the FEIS. The boundaries and
site-specific analysis is not present to any degree at
all in the flawed 2006 ACEC report.



Summary:

e The BLM failed to follow its ACEC management policy (BLM Manual 1613) and the NEPA process when
considering establishment or management of ACECs, specifically with respect to Montana Mountains, Bilk
Creek and the Stillwater range.

e The BLM failed to comply with NEPA by not fully disclosing all nominated ACECs in the EIS analysis
and not considering ACEC nominations made for the Regional Sage Grouse EIS.

Response:

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) describes its process and rationale for considering and recommending
designating areas as ACECs in Appendix F: Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) Nomination Report
of the Proposed Resource Management Plan Amendment/Final Environmental Impact Statement (PRMP/FEIS). As
described in this report, all areas nominated for designation as an ACEC were reviewed by the BLM to determine if
the relevance and importance criteria (outlined in 43 CFR 1610.7-2 and BLM Manual 1613) were met. The BLM
considered resource use limitations in the Draft Resource Management Plan/Draft Environment Impact Statement
(DRMP/DEIS) for only those ACEC nominations that the BLM determined met the relevance and importance
criteria, and made the report and findings available for public review and comment as part of the public comment
period on the DRMP/DEIS.

With respect to specific ACEC considerations named in the protests:

e Montana Mountains: The PRMP responded to comments made by the protesting party about the
Montana Mountains. Specific comments and responses can be found in Appendix M- BLM Response
to NGO Comments, page 303 (NGO-WWP-Fite-136).

e Stillwater: The PRMP/FEIS analyzed the inclusion of the Stillwater ACEC in Alternatives C & D
(PRMP/FEIS, page 2-271). The protest indicates that the BLM did not consider ACEC values that
extend into the Carson City District. The Carson City District is outside of the planning area and
therefore out of the scope of this planning process. The nominated portions of Stillwater that are
located in Carson City District have been forwarded to the appropriate BLM office for consideration in
the Carson City Resource Management Plan revision process. The proposed Stillwater ACEC
boundary is based on the nomination: “55,322 acres and contains significant, historic, cultural,
religious, and scenic values important to Native Americans” for pinion nut and wood harvesting
(PRMP/FEIS Appendix F p. 12). The lower elevations and playas of the range do not apply to the
value of concern identified for this ACEC.

o Bilk Creek: The Bilk Creek area was not mentioned previously in the planning process. The Lone
Willow area (which includes the Bilk Creek Mountains) was nominated by the Nevada Department of
Wildlife but was later dropped (ACEC Nomination Report, page 6).

ACEC submittals as part of the Nevada and Northeastern California Greater Sage-Grouse planning process
(“Regional sage grouse EIS”) are not protestable for the Resource Management Plan (RMP) in question, since they
were not previously raised for the planning process in question (43 CFR1610.5-2(a). The Winnemucca District
RMP was one of the plans identified during the development of the Regional sage grouse EIS as one that will be
amended as a result of the decision on that EIS. This was presented to the public in the Notice of Intent (Federal
Register Notice #76 FR 77008 12/09/2011). A copy of this Federal Register Notice is available on the
Nevada/California Greater Sage Grouse website: https://www.blm.gov/epl-front-
office/projects/lup/21152/29302/30502/NOI_2011-31652_.pdf. All areas nominated as potential ACEC’s for GRSG
in the Winnemucca planning area are being addressed in the Nevada/ NE California Greater Sage Grouse
Amendment process.




Livestock Grazing
Total Number of Submissions: 5
Total Number of Comments: 33

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-01-4
Organization:

Protestor: James Buell

Issue Excerpt Text:

It is not clear who is going to do the monitoring to
determine if these requirements have been met. It is
suggested that the permittee will be required to do
monitoring making certain that forage utilization
levels are being measured through rangeland
monitoring by livestock class. This suggests that the
ranch may be required to do much more rangeland
monitoring in the future in order to continue to use
the allotment. It is not clear how and who will do the
monitoring.

Monitoring will have to be done by Key Management
Area and Key Study Sites and that future allotment
management will be done on critical areas, rather
than the grazing unit as a whole. This is not
consistent with the guidelines provided in the 2006
Nevada Rangeland Monitoring Handbook that was
approved by the Nevada BLM State Director.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-07-10
Organization: Nevada State Grazing Board N2
District

Protestor: Don Jones

Issue Excerpt Text:

Protested Issue: The Proposed RMP specifies that
several areas in the Winnemucca District (WDO) will
be closed to grazing although the reasons for these
closures are not disclosed.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-01-6
Organization:
Protestor: James Buell

Issue Excerpt Text:

Another requirement is to manage native forbs for
sage-grouse use. However, there is no indication as to
how this is to be accomplished or monitored. In the
PRMP/EIS there seems to be a considerable number
of specific requirements for determining various
vegetation parameters for evaluating wildlife habitat
on your allotment. Forb populations in riparian and
meadow habitats should be carefully evaluated and
then monitored. Have any studies of forbs been
conducted by the BLM, NDOW or USFWS. Will it
be necessary for the permittee or his representatives
to be involved in monitoring forbs? Burned areas are
to be closed until monitoring objectives have been
met. Once again who is to do the monitoring and how
will it be accomplished and what are the specific
objectives?

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-07-12
Organization: Nevada State Grazing Board N2
District

Protestor: Don Jones

Issue Excerpt Text:

Because of these reasons, the N-2 Board specifically
requests that the area identified as the BLM parcels
along the 1-80 right-of-way (ROW) fence to the
railroad fence be removed from this closure listing.
This identified area is fenced and currently included
under planned and permitted livestock grazing. There
is no rational presented in the Proposed RMP that
represents a good reason to close this specified area.
With both 1-80 and the railroad representing
important vectors for fire ignition, we believe that the
retention of this area under planned livestock grazing
is important for meeting rangeland health standards
in this particular area. Further, the N-2 Board
contends the Interior Secretary does not have the
legal authority to close permitted livestock grazing
allotments occurring in grazing districts established
under the Taylor Grazing Act due to their current
classification as "chiefly-valuable-for-grazing".

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-07-14
Organization: Nevada State Grazing Board N2
District

Protestor: Don Jones

Issue Excerpt Text:

Action D-LG 1.5 states that Key Management Area
(KMA) study sites will be established at critical
resource sites (like wetlands, riparian areas,
meadows, etc.). However, Pages 4-506 & 507
indicate monitoring from KMAs will override and



dictate livestock management over broader forage
areas represented by Key Areas. The clarification
provided on Pages 4-506 and 4-507 represents a
critical distinction that was not made clear in the
Chapter 2 description for the Proposed RMP.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-07-16
Organization: Nevada State Grazing Board N2
District

Protestor: Don Jones

Issue Excerpt Text:

From a technical or science based perspective, this
provision provides the direction that future grazing
management on the WDO will be based on
monitoring results from critical resource sites, that
also largely represent grazing concentration areas,
rather than key areas that represent broader and more
extensive forage resources. This approach is not
consistent with the guidelines contained in the 2006
Nevada Rangeland Monitoring Handbook (NCE
2006)

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-07-18
Organization: Nevada State Grazing Board N2
District

Protestor: Don Jones

Issue Excerpt Text:

Protested Issue: D-LG 1.9.1 stipulates the BLM will
make vacant permits available to qualified applicants
when permits are relinquished or canceled. However,
the listed actions provide the BLM District Manager
the authority and option to retire a vacant permit and
utilize the retired permit for the purpose of either
establishing forage banks under D-LG 1.9.2, or for
other resource values or purposes under D-LG 1.9.3
and 1.9.4. Besides representing an ill-conceived idea,
the N-2 Board contents that the Interior Secretary
does not have the legal authority to close authorized
and permitted livestock grazing allotments occurring
in grazing districts established under the Taylor
Grazing Act (TGA) due to their current classification
as "chiefly-valuable-for-grazing".

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-07-20
Organization: Nevada State Grazing Board N2
District

Protestor: Don Jones

Issue Excerpt Text:

There are also resource impacts that are associated
with these particular proposals that are not disclosed
in the FEIS. Some of these anticipated effects
include:

» Wildfire risk would be greatly elevated due to
excessive buildup of plant residue and biomass.
Through the accumulation of ungrazed fuels the fire
is much hotter resulting in greater permanent damage
to resources. No area suitable for livestock grazing
should be allowed to go a full year without grazing
due to the extreme risk of resource loss due to
extensive wildfires that have been experienced in this
region over the past two decades.

» Water rights on the allotment would go unutilized
except for wildlife. If the water right was for
livestock and they are not utilizing the allotment, the
water right could be terminated by the state engineer
for lack of beneficial use. The eventual deterioration
of developed stock waters would reduce water
distribution for wildlife that has been created over the
past several decades under the BLM livestock
grazing program.

* Existing range improvements would go
unmaintained (water developments, fencing, etc.) if
this responsibility were left to the BLM. In the
instance of a forage bank, this deterioration of
existing range improvements would limit the ability
to successfully graze livestock in these areas in an
economically viable manner during in periods of
emergency or need.

* The loss of permitted grazing associated with these
closures will affect local communities by reducing
revenues from livestock sales, ranch acquisition for
goods and services, economic multiplier-effects,
taxes, etc.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-07-22
Organization: Nevada State Grazing Board N2
District

Protestor: Don Jones

Issue Excerpt Text:

D-LG 5.4 stipulates the BLM will pursue cooperative
agreements for new stock waters to provide water for
wildlife and WHBs. While the reference to
cooperative agreements infers a passive or voluntary
BLM initiative in this subject area, Page 4-524 states
"Where new waters are developed for livestock in big
game habitat or HMAs, the permittee will be required
to provide water for wildlife and WHB even when
livestock are not present” (emphasis added). The
opposition by N-2 Board for the BLM securing new
water sources or water rights to support the WHB



program are discussed in more detail under Protest
Point No. 18. Contested points contained under
Protest Point No. 18 are also included and
incorporated by reference in the N-2 Board protest of
D-LG 5.4.

There is clearly a contradiction between the Chapter
2 description of this Proposed RMP action and the
identified wording contained on Page 4-254. This
leaves the N-2 Board unclear as to what the WDO's
intentions are regarding this action. Does this
proposed action represent a voluntary action that will
be left to the discretion of the involved rancher who
is developing the new water source, or does it
represent a mandatory requirement for the BLM to
issue a new range improvement permit for stock
water developments in HMAs as has been the agency
policy in the past?

Further the approach used in the Proposed RMP in
setting District-wide resource objectives for livestock
grazing is not consistent with the guidelines
contained in the 2006 Nevada Rangeland Monitoring
Handbook (NCE 2006). This guidance document was
signed and supported by the Nevada State BLM
Director.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-07-24
Organization: Nevada State Grazing Board N2
District

Protestor: Don Jones

Issue Excerpt Text:

The availability of stock water is commonly used on
the WDO to control livestock movements and, and in
turn, under circumstances where allotments are at
AML, provide periods of rest for the renewable
forage resources. Most, if not all, livestock grazing
on the WDO is permitted under a planned grazing
system where livestock use is either deferred and/or
rotated to provide the forage resource an opportunity
for rest and recovery from previous grazing. To the
extent this action is successful it would allow
continued forage use by WHB in areas scheduled for
rest and recovery. Actions to extend WHB use can
effectively negate the environmental benefits gained
from the planned livestock grazing, and adversely
affect ecological condition and the availability of
future livestock forage. These reasonably foreseeable
adverse environment effects were not disclosed in the
FEIS and render this document as not in compliance
with NEPA requirements.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-07-26
Organization: Nevada State Grazing Board N2
District

Protestor: Don Jones

Issue Excerpt Text:

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-07-28
Organization: Nevada State Grazing Board N2
District

Protestor: Don Jones

Issue Excerpt Text:

A primary point of contention under this protest
involves the restrictions imposed under D-LG 4.1
that do not allow the conversion from cattle to sheep
use in areas represented by historic, existing, or
potential bighorn sheep habitat. Combined, these
Proposed RMP actions are protested based on the
following reasons.

« To date, the nexus for disease transmission between
domestic livestock (including sheep) has not been
scientifically proven to represent the causal factor in
past instances of bighorn sheep deaths or health
issues. Current research points to the fact that
affected bighorn sheep populations already carry the
diseases, with or without previous livestock contact,
that are known to be associated with past animal die-
offs. Lacking a disease transmission nexus, the use
restrictions relating to livestock grazing in bighorn
sheep habitats and buffers represent unjustified
restrictions to livestock grazing program.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-07-30
Organization: Nevada State Grazing Board N2
District

Protestor: Don Jones

Issue Excerpt Text: This Proposed RMP action
provides the direction to protect pigmy rabbit by
implementing mitigation to reduce impacts. The
mitigation proposed under this action includes the
implementation of seasonal restrictions, use
restrictions, rehabilitation and other measures.
However, the actions included under these categories
of mitigation are not disclosed in the RMP nor are
their effects on permitted livestock grazing
adequately assessed in the FEIS. As such, this
proposed action is not in compliance with NEPA




requirements and should be dropped for further
consideration in this RMP.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-07-34
Organization: Nevada State Grazing Board N2
District

Protestor: Don Jones

Issue Excerpt Text:

These Proposed RMP actions include the
establishment of nearly 1.8 million acres of
avoidance areas and 1.2 million acres of exclusion
areas across the WDO. These proposed designations
encompass about 38 percent of the purported 8
million acres of public lands administered by the
WDO. However due to the cryptic description of the
alternatives in Chapter 2, the N-2 Boards remains
unclear whether these designations and the proposed
BLM management in these areas is limited to BLM
right-of-way permits for transportation and utility
transmission, or extends to include other multiple
uses like permitted livestock grazing. Based on this
uncertainty, it is apparent these proposals and the
corresponding analysis in the FEIS are deficient and
not in compliance with NEPA.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-07-4
Organization: Nevada State Grazing Board N2
District

Protestor: Don Jones

Issue Excerpt Text:

Moreover, the RMP does not provide any disclosure
or scientific information to justify why these grazing
standards are required to achieve or maintain
rangeland health standards on the WDO. Due to its
failure to adequately disclose and fully analyze these
actions, the PRMP/ FEIS is deficient and not in
compliance with NEPA requirements.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-07-6
Organization: Nevada State Grazing Board N2
District

Protestor: Don Jones

Issue Excerpt Text:

From a technical perspective the RMP does not
provide any disclosure or scientific information to
justify why this restrictive grazing standard is needed
to achieve or maintain rangeland health standards on
the Winnemucca BLM District. Further, the sampling

methods employed by the BLM do not have the
precision to accurately estimate discrete forage use
levels like 40 percent on a consistent basis. For this
reason forage utilization objectives commonly
include a range like a moderate use, which is defined
as 40 to 60 percent use of the total annual plant
production.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-07-8
Organization: Nevada State Grazing Board N2
District

Protestor: Don Jones

Issue Excerpt Text:

Protested Issue: D-LG 1.2 indicates that all options
(i.e. permit actions and new range improvements)
would be considered to resolve identified rangeland
health issues under the Proposed RMP. However, the
wording on Pages 4-336 and 4-507 specifies the
BLM

will provide priority to grazing permit adjustments
over the development of new range improvements to
resolve riparian distribution issues. This important
distinction is not made clear in the Chapter 2
description for the Proposed RMP and is found
incidentally in the FEIS analysis in an inconspicuous
manner. These later statements are not consistent
with D-LG 1.2 and leads to the conclusion that the
description for the Proposed RMP in Chapter 2 is
inaccurate and misleading.

Since this proposed action was not adequately
disclosed and explained in the Proposed RMP, and
possibly other alternatives analyzed in the FEIS, the
N-2 Board and public did not have the opportunity to
recognize this government action represented a
component to the PRMP alternatives and,
accordingly, to respond to this significant
government action during the public review process.
Due to its failure to adequately disclose and analyze
this proposed government action, the PRMP/FEIS is
deficient and not in compliance with NEPA
requirements.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-08-66
Organization: American Wild Horse Preservation
Campaign

Protestor: Suzanne Roy

Issue Excerpt Text:

AWHPC also notes that the BLM's statement that,
"The RMP analyzes several proposed levels of
livestock grazing, up to and including elimination of

10



livestock grazing." is misleading. Projected reduction
in acreage open to livestock grazing under all the
alternatives considered except (C-2) is so small as to
be considered de minimus, while on the other hand
Alternative C-2 is so extreme in its prohibition of all
livestock grazing in the WD as to render it unrealistic
and therefore highly unlikely to be seriously
considered as a viable option.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-09-100
Organization: Western Watersheds Project
Protestor: Katie Fite

Issue Excerpt Text: Itis very hard to understand on
what basis BLM has derived its claims of rangeland
health that are made in the FEIS. All of the grazing
documents in Table 1-4 "Considered for
Implementation Level Planning" are older than 5
years. See FEIS 1-15 to 1-19. Plus recreational and
other categories of documents in this Table are
antiquated as well. This must mean that the rangeland
health claims are over 5 years old, and cannot be
considered as a "hard look™ at the current ecological
conditions on this basis alone.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-09-105
Organization: Western Watersheds Project
Protestor: Katie Fite

Issue Excerpt Text:

There is no valid baseline presented of the effects of
TNR use in the past, and areas where it has been
issued, and troubles it has caused -as in the various
Falen allotments, allotments near Paradise Valley,
etc. Also, conflicts of TNR with a broad variety of
environmental factors other than mere "forage" have
not been analyzed in this landscape. This EIS fails to
provide a sufficient basis for identifying lands where
TNR would be issued, and areas it would be
prohibited.

BLM has been issuing TNR in many lands where use
periods, levels of use, etc. conflict with sage grouse,
burrowing owl, wintering big game, recreational uses
and enjoyment, and other important values of the
public lands. BLM has not analyzed where and when
TNR has been issued, and the conflicts it has caused
the direct, indirect and cumulative adverse effects of
TNR that has been issued across the District.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-09-107
Organization: Western Watersheds Project
Protestor: Katie Fite

Issue Excerpt Text:

LG-12 would allow continued active and critical
growing period use, ignoring Anderson 1991 BLM
Tech. Bull, on bluebunch wheatgrass defoliation, and
other work in harmful impacts of defoliation and
livestock use during these periods. The active and
critical growing periods for bunchgrasses and forbs
also overlap with sensitive periods for sage-grouse
pygmy rabbit, burrowing owl migratory songbirds,
etc. The EIS lacks full and science-based analysis of
the adverse impacts of the periods of grazing use it
would impose. See Coates et al. 2008, Coates and
Delehanty 2008, USFWS WBP Finding for GSG.
There is no RMP requirement that would prohibit
livestock use during periods that conflict with the
needs of TES species for habitat security and
freedom from disturbance, such as sage-grouse
seasonal habitats, These include lek and
breeding/nesting and early brood rearing periods,
periods when migratory birds are nesting which
commence March 1 and in some cases earlier,
periods when pygmy rabbits have young in shallow
natal burrows, etc.), or during high recreational use
periods in wilderness/WSA lands.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-09-111
Organization: Western Watersheds Project
Protestor: Katie Fite

Issue Excerpt Text:

The EIS fails to provide basic information and
analysis necessary to understand the impacts of
trailing, where, when and how livestock are trailed,
and the risk to resources -and also to health of
bighorn sheep herds -from trailing/crossing activities.
There are serious bighorn sheep disease risk issues
with trailing domestic sheep in areas near the NCA
and other areas. WWP has documented and
complained about this in the past. and the concerns
span Winnemucca and Surprise-managed lands.
Some of the same grazing operation herds run all
over both. There are no measures to track, report on,
and count herded animals, minimize strays, minimize
spread of invasive species, etc. Herds of cows and
sheep can be run right through noxious weeds.
Livestock are not required to be quarantined before
entering allotments, Basic, common sense measures
like this to prevent serious and often irreversible
ecological problems are ignored, despite WWP
providing alternative and mitigation actions in
scoping comments that addresses integrated invasive
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species management in relation to grazing and other
disturbance activities.

Further, in both herding/trailing/crossing and general
grazing, the BLM requires no reasonable and prudent
non-lethal livestock protection measures to minimize
conflicts with native predators. No baseline
information is provide on the extent that livestock
operations on Winnemucca BLM land cause APHIS
or other parties to conduct predator killing activities,
and how many predators, when, where and when are
killed -and what the ecological effects may be.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-09-113
Organization: Western Watersheds Project
Protestor: Katie Fite

Issue Excerpt Text:

BLM discusses "new" developments but fails to
count and assess impacts of the existing
developments, or consider the land areas where
reduction and/or removal of facilities would reduce
conflicts with TES species, recreation, and migratory
birds.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-09-147
Organization: Western Watersheds Project
Protestor: Katie Fite

Issue Excerpt Text:

BLM fails to adequately evaluate the significant
benefits of No Grazing using current science. A full
evaluation is needed to understand the degree and
severity of effects of other alternatives as well to aid
in understanding a range of reduced grazing
alternatives that need to be examined.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-09-149
Organization: Western Watersheds Project
Protestor: Katie Fite

Issue Excerpt Text:

BLM WO 2012-169 requires BLM to develop and
analyze RMP alternatives for livestock grazing
including reductions. This has not been done, and we
Protest this.

Issue Number:

PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-09-62
Organization: Western Watersheds Project
Protestor; Katie Fite

Issue Excerpt Text:

BLM's National Technical Team Report (NTT) and
related Instruction Memos for GSG direct BLM to
evaluate, minimize and mitigate impacts of livestock
facilities and other harms caused by infrastructure
and a broad range of land use activities. Here in the
Winnemucca RMP, no baseline of facilities or
analysis of facility impacts has been provided. This is
necessary to show the degree to which facilities have
sprawled across the landscape and to analyze the
impacts. density (dense fencing or fencing situated in
important lek, winter or seasonal habitats is very
harmful to sage-grouse -for example).

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-09-66
Organization: Western Watersheds Project
Protestor: Katie Fite

Issue Excerpt Text:

The damage done by livestock in HMAs has been
done under stocking that is well below that which the
RMP perpetuates. This has implications for the
validity of the process that BLM has used to set
AMLs. Fewer livestock have significantly greater
impacts than BLM had admitted in the past or admits
in the RMP.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-09-68
Organization: Western Watersheds Project
Protestor: Katie Fite

Issue Excerpt Text:

BLM fails to develop a reasonable range of
alternatives including an alternative that Includes
significant reductions in actual grazing use as
required under its own IMs.

We also question the BLM's claims that so many
allotments are meeting standards, or making
progress. There is no allotment-specific information
provided or the basis for the claim.
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Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-09-72
Organization: Western Watersheds Project
Protestor: Katie Fite

Issue Excerpt Text:

BLM did not clearly identify what was and was not
No Action for grazing. The real No Action is the
Actual Use, not the inflated active use in Table 3-28.

analysis of these pathogens, or any measures to
minimize or mitigate disease that may sicken
humans.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-09-98
Organization: Western Watersheds Project
Protestor: Katie Fite

Issue Excerpt Text:

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-09-76
Organization: Western Watersheds Project
Protestor: Katie Fite

Issue Excerpt Text:

BLM has provided no body of data and analysis to
form the basis for continuing the very high livestock
allocations. These particularly run counter to the
degree of cheatgrass invasion, wildlife impacts, and
other losses of forage, as well as water supply
depletion and stressors posed by climate change.
They make no sense given that BLM under this same
RMP is also allowing large-scale development in
many areas of the landscape.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-09-78
Organization: Western Watersheds Project
Protestor: Katie Fite

Issue Excerpt Text:

Domestic sheep harbor many diseases that impact
human health. These range from bacterial pathogens
in water to other organisms in the soils. There is no
sampling or other information necessary to
understand where soil contamination may be, or

RMP Table 1-4 contains a list of old grazing
documents for some of the allotments. There is no
systematic summary of the grazing and facility-
related impacts to resources, or current status of
conditions. Many of the documents resulted in a
proliferation of harmful livestock projects since the
days of the MFPs. The full adverse cumulative
impacts of these actions and facilities have not been
assessed in the new EIS. The gaps in information
have not been addressed.

Issue Number: PP-NV-Winnemucca-13-09a-9
Organization: Western Watersheds Project
Protestor: Katie Fite

Issue Excerpt Text:

There is not even an adequate current inventory of
the livestock facility infrastructure across the
Winnemucca RMP landscape or its adverse footprint
to waters, vegetation wildlife, fisheries, recreation,
cultural sites, or wild lands. This is despite the
growing scientific knowledge and concern about
many very adverse effects of facilities to sage-grouse
and other species.

Summary:

The BLM’s analysis of livestock grazing was flawed for the following reasons:

¢ Violation of the Taylor Grazing Act by proposing to close allotments identified as "chiefly valuable for
grazing" and by providing for use restrictions in certain areas.

e Failure to comply with NEPA in both alternatives development and impacts analysis.

e Failure to follow its implementing regulations (43 CFR 1610.4-9) and the Land Use Planning
Handbook by not outlining a monitoring process or management actions for the protection of native

forbs.

e Lack of consistency with guidelines set forth in the 2006 Nevada Rangeland Monitoring Handbook,
particularly with respect to monitoring and setting RMP objectives.
e  Lack of clarity with respect to the mechanism for developing new stock waters.
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e Lack of an adequate rationale for closing portions of the planning area to livestock grazing.

Response:
Claims that BLM violated the Taylor Grazing Act.

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) grants the Interior Secretary the authority to make land
use planning decisions, taking into consideration multiple use and sustained yield, areas of critical environmental
concern, present and potential uses of the land, relative scarcity of values, and long-term and short-term benefits,
among other resource values (43USC 1711 Sec 201 (a)). 43 CFR § 4100.0-8 provides that the BLM shall manage
livestock grazing on public lands in accordance with applicable land use plans. Further, the BLM may designate
lands as “available” or “unavailable” for livestock grazing through the land use planning process (H-1601, Land Use
Planning Handbook, Appendix C).

Although lands have been identified as “chiefly-valuable-for-grazing” per the Taylor Grazing Act for purposes of
establishing grazing districts within the public domain (see, 43 U.S.C. § 315) this does not negate the BLM’s
authority or responsibility to manage those lands to achieve resource condition goals and objectives under the
principals of multiple use and sustained yield as required by FLPMA and its implementing regulations. Actions
taken under land use plans may include making some or all of the land within grazing districts, unavailable for
grazing during the life of the plan as well as imposing grazing use restrictions, limitations or other grazing
management related actions intended to achieve such goals and objectives.

The BLM’s response to public comment should be clarified at Winnemucca PRMP/FEIS, Appendix M, Pt 1, p.
Local & State Agencies-39 (L&SA-PCBCC-1) and Pt 11, p. Individuals-11 (I-Bell-5). The Proposed RMP
(Alternative D) does not propose closing the Humboldt River Ranch/Old Victory Highway parcels. However, D-LG
1.3 does propose to close parcels within the Humboldt House and Rye Patch allotments. These parcels are referred
to as the 1-80 parcels on Figure 2-21. Prior to actual closure, the BLM would conduct a separate closure process that
would take into consideration the status of existing range improvements or water rights, for example.

Claims that BLM violated NEPA with respect to livestock grazing.
Claims that by not considering a reduced-grazing alternative, the BLM did not create a full range of alternatives.

As stated in the Response to comments on the DRMP/DEIS, the BLM has prepared an EIS that analyzes four
alternatives, with one alternative having a “no grazing” option (PRMP/FEIS Appendix M Response to Comments
NGO, page 281). The range of alternatives was developed to address relevant scoping issues and included working
with the Sierra Front Northwestern Great Basin Resource Advisory Council subgroup (PRMP/FEIS Appendix M
Response to Comments NGO, page 282).

In Chapter 2, the BLM explains its rationale for selecting the livestock grazing alternatives for analysis:

Four livestock grazing alternatives were developed to include goals, objectives, and management actions
that meet BLM regulatory and policy requirements while assuring land health standards are achieved . . .
Based on current regulatory requirements, policy, andexisting land use plan decisions the [Winnemucca
District] would continue to adjust livestock AUMs by allotment on a case-by-case basis to ensure all
grazing permits are meeting or making significant progress towards meeting rangeland health standards.
Therefore a range of alternatives showing potential increases or decreases of AUMs, that are not supported
by monitoring data or achievement of standards for rangeland health, was not considered in this RMP . . .
Livestock grazing management also considered a range of alternatives that include a no grazing option
under Alternative C. Goals, objectives, and management actions applicable to no grazing have been
identified and analyzed in the Final EIS (PRMP/FEIS, page 2-4 — 2-5).

As indicated in the above, a reduced grazing alternative was not considered since a reduction in Animal Unit Months

(AUMSs) was not supported by the monitoring data available. As such, the BLM WD considered a full range of
alternatives for livestock grazing (including a no-grazing alternative) that respond to monitoring data and
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achievement of standards for rangeland health.
Claims that BLM inconsistently defines how livestock grazing management will occur at Key Management Areas.
Action D-LG 1.5 states the following:

"Collect monitoring data to assess livestock permitted use and achievement of resource objectives and standards for
rangeland health. Monitor allotments by establishing key management areas such as wetlands, upland riparian and
stream bank riparian along with key species. Promote cooperative monitoring with livestock permittees and
interested publics."”

Text on page 4-506 and 4-507 states the following: "A key management area is the key area that overrides the
indicators of the other key areas within the management unit. Management actions are based on the key
management areas. In the meadow and upland example, the meadow and upland may each have a key area. Since
the meadow is the key management area, if use exceeds the limits on the meadow but not on the uplands, the
stocking level will be reduced to meet the riparian objectives although the uplands will also receive less use. Ifa
riparian area is healthy the correlation is that the uplands are usually healthy."

The ROD will clarify monitoring is to be completed by the BLM. The available tools are identified in the selected
management action. For example, LG 1.3.1: BLM determines if cause for non-attainment of standards (Wild Horse
and Burro (WHB) vs cows) then implement appropriate action (adjust AUM/Appropriate Animal Levels (AML) or
season of use, install fences, etc.). Changes in management tools used would be on a case-by-case basis.

Claims that BLM inconsistently defines implications of LG1.2, making it difficult to provide meaningful comment.

LG1.2 states, “Use adaptive management principles and practices, including season and duration of use, use
restrictions, herding, installation of structural improvements, and adjustment in livestock numbers to achieve
resource objectives and standards for rangeland health” for all alternatives except C, Option 2 (which would make
all lands in the planning area unavailable to livestock grazing, precluding the need for grazing management).

In analyzing the impacts of the alternatives on WHB, the EIS indicates that Alternative C1, would not include
structural improvements by stating, "under this alternative, there would be no fence construction to protect the
riparian areas from hot season livestock grazing" (PRMP/FEIS, page 4-336). This statement contradicts the
proposed management action outlined in LG 1.2 for Alternative C, Option 1.

In analyzing impacts of the alternatives on livestock grazing management, the EIS again indicates that structural
improvements would not be considered for Alternative C, Option 1, by stating, "There would be no fence
construction to protect the riparian areas. Protection would occur by reducing livestock seasons of use, altering
AUMs, closing areas to livestock grazing, in addition to, the measures identified under Effects Common to All
Alternatives"” (page 4-507). This again contradicts the management action proposed for Alternative C, Option 1 in
LG1.2.

The two referenced sections of the impacts analysis referred to impacts from management actions specifically for
vegetation management, not specifically from livestock grazing management. Regardless, the contradiction is
confusing. The assumptions in the impacts analysis are correct, and the management actions outlined in LG 1.2
should have been corrected to reflect that fence construction was not one of the management tools available under
Alternative C. The ROD will clarify that fence construction is one of the management tools that would be used to
reach resource goals and objectives under Alternative D.

Claims that the BLM failed to use the best available data to inform proposed decisions prohibiting conversion from
cattle to sheep grazing in areas with historical, potential, or existing bighorn sheep habitat.

The issue of not allowing conversion from cattle to sheep grazing was not previously raised in the planning process.
It is therefore not a valid protest point.

Claims that BLM did not clearly articul