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ANDREWS PROPOSED GRAZING MANAGEMENT

Draft (x) Final { ) Environmental Impact Statement
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management

1. Type of Action: Administrative (x) Legislative ¢ )

2. Abstract: The Bureau of Land Management proposes to implement livestock grazing management on 1.6
million acres (24 allotmants) of public land in eastern Oregon. Unallotted status would continue on 509 acres.
Implementation of the proposed action includes allocation of forage to livestock, wild horses, wildlife and
nonconsumptive uses: establishment of grazing systems; and construction of range improvements. Forage
condition would improve and forage production would increase.

Initially, there would be a 10 percent decrease in allocation to livestock from the 1980 actual use of 101,768
AlLIMs. No change in the amount of water runoff would occur; however, sediment yield would decrease. Wig
game populations and fish production are expected to increase. Six permittees would lose forage exceeding 10
percent of their annual requirements under the proposed action and Alternative 2, and 14 would be so

affected under Alternative 3. Under Alternative 3, losses exceeding 50 percent of current requirements would
be experienced by six permittees for a period of 1 or more months of the year.

3. Alternatives analyzed:

a. No Action
b. Emphasize Livestock Grazing
c. Emphasize Non-Livestock Values.

4 Draft statzment made available to EPA and the public late September 1982. The comment period will be 60
d&s, ending December 1, 1982.

5. For further information contact:

Gerry Fullerton, EIS Team Leader
Bureaus of Land Management

Oregon State Office

P.C. Box 2965 {825 N.E. Multnomah 5t.)
Portland, Oragon 97208

Telephone: (803) 231-6851
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SUMMARY

This environmental impact statement {EiS} describes
and analyzes the environmenta!l impacts of
implamenting a livestock grazing management
program in the Andrews EiS area of the Burns
District inn eastern Oregon. The proposed action.
developed through the Bureau planning system
using public irput, is the preferred alternative. Thres
other alternatives are aiso described and analyzed.

The proposed action consists of range
improvements, livestock forage allocation and
implementation of grazing management of 2:
allotments covering 1573,481 acres of public land
and continued unallotted status (no authorized
livesrock grazing; on 508 acres.

The purpose of the proposed action is to implement
planning decisions needed for management,
protection and enhancement of the rangeland
rescurces, The proposal would cover a 25-year
period: 10 years for implementation and £ additional
years to achieve objectives.

Under the proposed action. the existing forage
production of 102,536 AUNMs would be allocated to
livestock (94,687 AUNMs}. wildlife (2,399). wild horses
{5,680} and nonconsumiptive uses (1,770 AUMs). The
aliocation to livestock constitutes a 10 percant
decrease from the 1980 actual use of 101.769 AUMs.

In the long term. implementation of grazing systems
and range improvements would result ir: future
forage production that could be as much as 58.224
ALIMs, It is anticipated that this would be allocatad to
livestock (147,375 ALUMs), wildlife (3,399 AUMs). wild
horses {5.680 AUMs} and nonconsumptive uses
{1.77C AUMSs)}. Rest rotation grazing system would be
implemented on 55 percent of the area. winter
grazing on 13 percent, spring grazing on 12 percent.
spring, summer grazing on 9 percent, and other
systems on 1 1 percent.

Proposed range improvements include 262 miles of
fence, 37 springs, 103 miles of pipeline, 18 wells, 55
reservoirs and 26 waterholes. Vegetation
manipulation is proposed for 153,751 acres and
would consist of 78,520 acres of brush control and
seeding, 72,731 acres brush control oniy and 2,500
acres of irrigated pasture. Brush control would
consist of spraying with 2.4-D herbicide or burning.

Three alternatives to the proposed action were
analyzed:

1. No action - Under this alternative, there would be
no change from present management conditions.
Livestock use would be allowed to continue at the
1880 active preference level of 102,988 AlUMs. In

addition, use by wildlife (3,399 AUMs), wild horses

(5.680 AUNMSs; and nonconsumptive use ( 1.522
AUMs} would occur. The total use of vegetation
under this alternative woutd be about 11.053
AUMs higher than the existing livestock forage
production (which (s based on proper use levels)
Spring/summer grazing would continue ¢n 56
percent of the area, winter on 15 percent, spring
on 12 percent. rest rotation on 10 percent and
others on 7 percent. No additional range
improvement projects or grazing systems would
be undertaken.

2 Emphasize Livestock Grazing - In the long term,
this alternative would provide 32.208 AUMs miore
than the proposed action from implementation of
the following additional improvements: 88,280
acres brush controtand seed. 72.880 acres brush
control, 3,900 acres irrigated pasture, 5 wells, 46
miles of pipeline and 86 miles of fence. Rest
rotation grazing would be implemented on 54
percent of the area, winter an 13 percent. spririg
on 12 percent, deferred rotation on 7 percent.
spring/summer on 9 parcent and otherson 5
percent. The wild horse numbers would be 30in
the South Steens herd management area and 50 1n
the Alvord/Sheepshead herd management area,
Aliriparian areas would be grazed by livestock
except in existing exclosures. The initial allocation’
of forage production would be the same as for the
proposed action for wildlife. 218 AlUMs less for
nonconsumptive uses, 4.840 AlMs less for wild
horses and 5.086 4UMs more for livestock,

3 Emphasize Neon-livestock Grazing Values - In the

long term, this alternative wouild provide 23.843
{UMs less than the proposed action. There waouid

be an additional 61 miles of fence constructed.
Other range improvements would be less tharn the
proposed action leve! as fcliows: 33 miles of
pipeline, 6 springs, 1 weil, 2 reservoirs, 73.583
acres bruish control and seed and 66.28: acres
brush control only. Livestock grazing would be
excluded from 263,282 acres with special values
(17 percent of the area). Rest rotation grazing
would be implemented on 38 percent of the area.
deferred rotation on & percent, winter on 1+
percent, spring on 11 percent, spring ‘surmigr on
16 percent and others on 2 percent,

ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES

Vegetation

Under the proposed action and Alternatives 2 and 3,
forage conditions would improve and livestock
forage production would increase. Total residual
ground cover would decrease significantly under the
proposed action and Alternative 2. Alternative 1

would result in a decline in forage condition, an
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unguantified decreass in livestock forage production
and a decrease in total residual ground cover. The
proportion of residual :‘;m nd covar composed of
perennial vegetation would increase under all
alternatives except After’ﬂative 1. The proposed
action ard Alternative 3 would rsesult in significant
increases in woody key species on poor and fan
condition riparian areas. Alternatives 1 and 2 would
result in decreases in woody species in thess areas,
The standard procedures and design elements wouid
pravent N"ﬁpac.b to proposed threatened, endangared
and sensitive plants from construction of range

i provem wnts, The impacts from other aspacts of th@
grazing mana gmrr‘mm program on these piant speci

are urknown.

Soils

Ercsion would be siightly decreased under the
nroposed d(‘,“(:h and Alternatives 2 and 3 due to the
increase in the fropartion of residual gros nd cover
composed of perer Anial vagetation. Erosion would
reass on allotments p mbem;f oversiccked undar
After*mtlw 1. Streambarik stabiiity would significantly
increase undsy Alternative 8 and slightly increase
under the proposed action. Decreases in streambank
ity would ooour md@r Allernative 1.

Waler

Nu d’u«nu@ i the amount of rmef would occur
‘ of the alternatives. Sadimant vi ield would
ander the proposed action and Alternative 3
arm main the same under Allernative 2, Unde
rm“m— 1, sediment vield would increase over

pwsm: favels,

Wildlife

Small mammals, birds ang fish which are depandent
or riparian areas would increase under the propos r*d
action and Alternative 3, Most increagses woulld
guring the first € vears under Alternative 3. Tha

osad action mmf take 10-20 vemmfuqugr icant

to coour. Alternatives 1 and 2 would
raase wildlife d@r@r dent on riparian areas.

Vegetation manipulation would greatly decrease
sma I mammals and birds which are dependent on
sagebrush, De ewﬁv »le f‘u:;u on 120,000 acres
in ti DFGROS ws i Alternative 2
and 11 UO mf’r&a i1 ﬁ\

pomm : :
would be dacre

Thﬁ proposed

in deer num hw lw &t
existing nu mbs:s. Decreassd cover &
contrel in Alternative 2 would slightly

m:sima‘n
brush
ase desr,

decre

action and Alternative 2 would suppart
= a fw*elu::@ numkers, Alternative 1 and &
would maintain existing populations,

Wild Horses

Temporary disturbances to wild horses would oocu
during the period of construction of range
improvemnents under the proposed action and
Alternatives 2 and 8. Wild horses would be allocated
sufficient forage to provide for a maximum total
poputation of 540 head under the proposad astion
and Alternatives 1 and 3, and 90 nead under
Aliernative 2.

Recreation

Projected visitor use 1o 1980 would not be
significantly impacted under any alternative. As g
resuit of impacts 1o recreational experiences and
recraation-ralated wildiife populations, visitor usa
reductions would tend to balance increases in visitor
use in activities beneficially impacted. Undear all
alternativas, area-wide 1840 Q!’Qxﬁ(ﬁt:?d visitor use for
public lands in the EIS ares wcuir‘ show ar imate
26 percent increase ovcr exi o levels for a total
about 185710 visitor day

Cultural Resources

of

A::> propr c’**c: mc«:'a -rm \fmud he h.k@r m Mmtxh and

gmpactb \.".‘C}U:ﬁ ocr U o hncmn f*ut:..zral

Visual Resources

Certain portions of the EIS area m wperignce
slight degradation of visual quality du~ to contrast
craated by range mpmwr erils Plu, et design
features, as wall as VRM program procedures and
constraints, would minimize land form and vegetative

contrast, In the long term, visual quality would
improve as range condition improves,

Special Areas

No adverse 'r*‘p'acts would coour to po
or proposed RMNAs under the proposad
alternative. Livestock exciusion from V;:
clirrently being grazed would have the
create baneficial impacts.

areas
ential 1o




Socioeconomics

Six permittees would lose public forage exceeding 10
percent of their total annual forage requirements in
the short term under the proposed action and
Alternative 2. None would lose as much as 10 percent
under Alternative 1. Under Aliernative 3, 14
permittees would lose mere than 10 percent of their
annual requirements. in terms of their month-to-
maonth requirements, under the proposed action and
undger Alternative 2 one permittee wouid lose 50
percent or mcre of herd requirements for 1 or more
months during the year, Under Alternative 3. six
permittees wouid be so affected,

Local persongl income and employment in the short
tern; would be increased under ail alternatives,
however. increases under Alternative 3 would be
negligible. In the iong term under the proposed
action, income would be increased by $805,00C
annually and employment by 78 jobs. Increases
would also oceur under the other alternatives.



PURPOSE AND NEED

This environmental impact statement {EI8) analyzes the impacts ¢f implementing a livestock grazing
management program ci1 public lands administered by the Bureau of Land Managsmeant (BLM} in the Burns
District in eastern Oregon. This area is referred to as the Andrews EIS area.

The BLM is responsible for management of livestock grazing uise on public tands in a manner that wousld
maintain or improve the public land resources including scil. water, vegetation and wildiife habitat. The Bureali's
principal authority and direction to manage lands are found in the Taylor Grazing Act of 1234, Federal Land
Folicy and Management Act of 1976 (FLFMA} and Public Rangslands Improvement Act of 1875,

The purpose of the proposed action is to implement planning decisions needed for management, protection and
enhancement ¢f the rangeland resgurces. The proposed action is a livestock grazing program consisting of
forage allocation and implementation of grazing systems and range improvement projects. This action is needed
to maintain or improve conditions. Three alternatives to the proposed astion will be analyzed: No Action,
Emphasize Livestock Grazing, and Emphasize Non-Livestock Vaiues.

The proposed action is the preferred alternative that was developed through the Bureau Planning Systerm using
public input. Significant land and resource use alternatives considered during the planning process which waould
affect the rangeland resources are addressed in the alternatives analyzed it this EIS.

The significant issues and alternatives were defined after and as a result of public scoping meetings in Denio,
Nevada, and Burns and Paortland, Oregon, See Appendix A for summary and results of EiS scoping.

The EiS, along with additional data, will provide the decisionmaker with information to select a management
program considering rescLirce conditions as well as social and economic impacts,
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CHAPTER 1 DESCRIPTION OF
THE PROPOSED ACTION AND
ALTERNATIVES

The proposed action and alternatives would directly
involve grazing management for 24 allotments on 1.6
million acres of public land in the Andrews EiS area.
There are ar: additional 83,392 acres of State land
and 431,160 acres of private fand within the
aliotments {as shown in Figure 1-1).

Most allotment-specific proposals are displayed in
Appendix B. in the proposed action and all
alternatives, unallotted status (no authorized grazing)
would be continued on 503 acres of public lands. No
range improvements, allocations or grazing systems
are planned on these unaliotied lands.

In addition to the proposed action, the following
alternatives are analyzed in this document:

ARternative 1 No Action
Alternative 2 Emphasize Livestock Grazing
Alternative 3 Emphasize Non-Livestock Valtes

The alternatives differ from the proposed action in
three ways: (1) the allocation of livestock forage (2)
the types of grazing systems to be applied and (3)
the kind and amount of range improvements to be
constructed. The Components of the Proposed
Action and Alternatives section in this chapter
describes these three elements, Table 1-1
summarizes the components of the proposed action
and alternatives, See Appendix B, Tables B-t and B-2
for livestock forage allocations and grazing systems
by allotment.

PROPOSED ACTION

The following description of the Proposed Action is
based on the grazing management proposed in
Andrews Resource Area planning documents

The general objective of the proposed action is to
implement intensive grazing management (grazing
systems and range improvements) to improve and/or
maintain forage condition to benefit wildlife, wild
horses and livestock.

The major features of the proposed action are:

« An initial reduction of 9,902 AUMs in livestock
grazing use from the 1880 actual use level of 101,769
AUMSs. Initially the proposal would ailccate the
present livestock forage production (see Glossary) of
102,536 AUMSs to: livestock {91,887}, wild horses
{5,680}, wildlife (3,399) and nonconsumptive uses
(1.770). The initial allocations would provide
sufiicient forage to meet Oregon Department of Fish

and Wildlife big game objectives for muie deer and

antelope and would allow a maximum wild horse
population of approximately 540 horses.

o Over the fong term, an increase in the livestock
forage production of 55,688 AUMs resulting from the
development of 2,500 acres of irrigated pasture,
151,251 acres ofvegetation maniptiation (brush
control and seeding), the construction of water
developments in areas presently unuseable because
of lack of water, and the imptementation of grazing
systems. For the purpose of analysis it is assumed
that the entire long term increase in forage
production would be allocated to livestock while the
long term allocation of forage to wildlife, wild horses,
and nonconsumptive use would remain the same as
the initial allocation since this would satisfy the long
term objectives for these uses.

e Continuation of livestock exclusion from 7,730
acres.

¢ Exclude livestock from an additional 6,640 acres i
areas with special values (riparian areas wetlands
and four proposed Research Natural Areas), See
Table 1-2, Figure 1-2 and Appendix 5, Table B-4.

o Temporarily exclude fivestock for a period of 2
years from 13,695 acres in areas with streamside
riparian values on portions of McCoy Creek and
Kiger Creek.

o Allow brush control on a maximum of 18 percent of
the area within 2 mites of any known sage grouse
strutting grounds untess the brush control would be
beneficial to sage grouse,

« Manage major wetlands and streamside riparian
areas to improve or maintain stream channel stability,
water quality and wildlife and fish habitat. (See
Appendix G, Tabie G-i .}

Additional range improvements may be needed to
implement intensive grazing management. Exact
numbers and economic feasibility of improvements
have not been determined. However, Appendix 8,
Table B-3, presents an approximate number and type
of water development! miles of fence and acres of
vegetation manipulation needed to implement the
proposed grazing systems. Only those improvements
which are cost beneficial would be implemented
under the proposed action See Figure 1-3 for
proposed vegetation manipulation by alternative.

ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTION

This alternative constitutes a continuation of the
present situation. There would be no change from
present management conditions. Existing exclusions
would be maintained (see Table I-2). Appendix B,
Table B-2, lists acres under each grazing system.
Grazing permits would continue to be issued at

present levels of use which is in excess of grazing

1-1



Table 1-1 Summary of Components

ALT. 3
ALT. 1 ALT. 2 Emphasize
1880 Proposed Mo Emphasize Non-
Level Action Action Livesiock Livestock
Existing Forage Production
{AUAMs) 102,536 102,538 102,536 102,838 102,536
Initial Allocation (AllMs)
Wildlife 2,991 3388 3,399 3,399 3,389
Wild Horsas 5.384 5,680 4,880 a4 5,680
Monconsumptive 1,52 1,776 1,522 1,622 20738
Livesiock 101,769 91.687 102,988 NS 72,714

Long Term Forags
Production {AUMs} 158,224 ' 190429 134,381

Long Term 4llocation
{AURs)

Wiidlife 3,399 3,389 3,359 3399
Wild Horses 5,680 5880 240 5,580
Nonoonsumptive 1,770 1,522 1 a"') “'“} 748
Livestock 147 375 102,988 184 268 {4,564

Grazing Systems {acres)y’

Winter 202,305 230,127 201,808 178,280
Spring 186,980 187 030 187 030 187,780
Spring/Summer 148,255 8833364 140 281 253008
Spring/Fadd 8,565 8,565 7688 8,565
Deferred 8,781 35,803 35,803 3021
Deferred Rotation g3,393 11,688 32,487 82,563
Rest Rotation 872 550 163 530 852 550 595,080
Irrigated Pasture 2,500 g 8,400 2,500
Nonuse 210 22,870 210 2140
Exclusion 14,374 T30 K 258,307
Temporary Sxchusion 13,698 3 { g
Fenced Faderal Range 20,674 21,374 21,374 20074
Unailotted 50g 508 508 508
Trall adsg Use ?,SC‘{} 1,300 ’fﬁf}{} 83
Range lmprovements
Ferces {miles) 515 262 g 248 323
Springs {each; &8 47 0 48 4?
Pipslines {(miles) &z 104 g 149 &0
Walls (gach) 45 18 g 23 17
Resarvoirs {sach) 288 55 G 55 53
Waterholes {each) 88 28 0 26 28
Brush control/sesd (acres) 55 .998° 78,520 9] 147 800 4 457
Emsb controf only (acres) 14,816 7273 4] 145,611 450
rrigation {acres) O 2,500 & 8400 2,500

xw ‘38‘3 ax t T
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Public Land

Malheur National
Wildlife Refuge

State Land

JUUL

Private

Allotment Numbers and Allotment Names

6001 North Catlow

6002 South Steens

6003 Fish Creek - Big Indian
6004 Steens Summit

6005 Mud Creek

6006 Frazier Field

6007 Ruby Springs

6008 Krumbo

6009 Blitzen

6010 Otley Brothers

6011 Pollock

6012 Alvord

6013 Wildhorse Canyon
6015 Trout Creek Mountain
6016 Sandhills Indian

6017 Grassy Basin

6018 Tule Spring

6019 Andrews Community
6020 Pueblo Lone Mountain
6021 Denio Basin

6022 King's River

6024 South Fork

6025 Hardie Summer

6026 Mann Lake

-—-——- Allotment Boundary

FIGURE 1-1

LAND STATUS and
ALLOTMENTS
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EXISTING EXCLUSIONS
- Proposed Action and All Alternatives

PROPOSED EXCLUSIONS
[:] Proposed Action

I:I: Emphasize Non-Livestock Values

Allotment Numbers and Allotment Names

6001 North Catlow

6002 South Steens

6003 Fish Creek - Big Indian
6004 Steens Summit

6005 Mud Creek

6006 Frazier Field

6007 Ruby Springs

6008 Krumbo

6009 Blitzen

6010 Otley Brothers

6011 Pollock

6012 Alvord

6013 Wildhorse Canyon
6015 Trout Creek Mountain
6016 Sandhills Indian

6017 Grassy Basin

6018 Tule Spring

6019 Andrews Community
6020 Pueblo Lone Mountain
6021 Denio Basin

6022 King's River

6024 South Fork

6025 Hardie Summer

6026 Mann Lake

———~ Allotment Boundary

FIGURE 1-2
LIVESTOCK EXCLUSIONS
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BRUSH CONTROL and SEEDING
Emphasize Non-Livestock Grazing Values

Proposed Action
Emphasize Livestock Grazing

BRUSH CONTROL ONLY
Emphasize Non-Livestock Values

D:I Proposed Action
-:]:] Emphasize Livestock Grazing

IRRIGATED PASTURE
[__—] Emphasize Non-Livestock Values

I:l Proposed Action

|:|:| Emphasize Livestock Grazing

Allotment Numbers and Allotment Names

6001 North Catlow

6002 South Steens

6003 Fish Creek - Big Indian
6004 Steens Summit

6005 Mud Creek

6006 Frazier Field

6007 Ruby Springs

6008 Krumbou

6009 Blitzen

6010 Otiey Brothers

6011 Pollock

6012 Alvord

6013 Wildhorse Canyon
6015 Trout Creek Mountain
6016 Sandhills Indian

6017 Grassy Basin

6018 Tule Spring

6019 Andrews Community
6020 Pueblo Lone Mountain
6021 Denio Basin

6022 King's River

6024 South Fork

6025 Hardie Summer

6026 Mann Lake

— . - ..... Allotment Boundary

FIGURE 1-3

PROPOSED VEGETATION
MANIPULATION




capacity on three allotments totaling 400,289 acres.
As shown in Appendix B, Table B-l, the forage
allocation would continue at the present level of
102,988 AlUMs for livestock (the present active
preference level}, 5,680 AUMs for wild horses and
3,399 Alths for wildlife. For purposes of impact
analysis. it is assumed that no additional range
improvement projects would be undertaken or
additional intensive grazing management

ALTERNATIVE 2 - EMPHASIZE

LIVESTOCK GRAZING

The objective of this alternative would be to allocate
a high level of forage to livestock while maintaining
or improving range conditions. (See Appendix B.
Table B-1, for anticipated long-term vegetation
allocation.)

implemented. By periodic control measures called for

in the Wild Horse Herd Management Plans, wild
horse numbers would be allowed to attain a
maximum of 300 head in the South Steens Herd
Management Area and a maximum 240 head in the
Alvord/Sheepshead Herd Management Area.

This alternative would differ from the proposed
action in the following ways:

o Allow livestock grazing throughout the EIS area

except where currently exciuded.

 Table 1-2 Proposed Livestock Exclusions by Alternative’

*inciuden 1,891 ncres of existi ng exe

- « CLitte Blitzen propose BNA and the Steens potential ACES (2,840 acres) sre inchugded within e

BRISHRG exolusion araa
- Hnchudes U4 acres of axisting autlusions

Staang Surmmit Allotmant

R BRGT Fork Willow Ureek proposed BNA s inaccessitis 10 Hvestock, therefore, exclusion is nol proposed,

Alt. 2 Al 3
Proposed Alt. 1 Emphasize Emphasize
Action Neo Action Livestock ~ Non-Livestock
... Stream miles 34 18* 18 220
. Vegetation Type (acres)
“Hiparian 370 254 254 1,581
- Wetland 156 149 149 158
L 13,044 7.327 7,327 254,570
14,370 7,730 7,730 256,307
Exclusion Area (acres)?
Pueblo Mountains Area
Pueblo Foothiils Proposed RNA 1,825 a 2 1.925
Turn Tum take Proposed RNA 0 a 0 1,700
Gther Pugblo Mountains g G it 88,420
Steens Mountain Area
o Lily Laks 25 0 0 25
==Oteans Potential AGEG 4 4 4
S BAlvord Peak Potential ACEC g 0 G 14,700
Littte Blitzen Proposad RNA 4 ‘*-' 4 i
. Rooster Comb Proposed RNA 0 G & 490
- Bouth Fork Willow Creek
Proposed RNAS - - - -
. Steens Summit Alictment 4,890" 4,890" 4.890* 4,8007
- ‘Other S*E ens Moumam o2 1,891¢ 1,861 20,168¢
M ckey Basin Proposed BNA 350 g 0 380
Long Draw Proposed RNA 210 G i 210
Alvord Desert Potential ACEC 0 0 o 19,200
- Trout Creek Mouniains Area 0 o 0 24,430
. Other 949" 949~ 245" 2.288¢
. Totdl 14,370 730 7,730 256,307
“Existing aaclusions
ad Agpendix 8 T"mha B for other grazing svstems by altarnatives {or exclusion areas.
Arpage of the exclusion sres may be larger than the size of the potentizd ACED of “mmwd RNA dus tG e use of ndtural barriers and’or fence

{4 890 gores totaly, &n
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¢ ncraase lvestock forage production by
implementing an additional 3,200 acres of irrigated
pasture and approximately 142,160 additional acres
of wc;c,t tion ’TLJHE&J’&‘EIQ’”I on native range. Proposed
range improvements are shown in Appendix B, Table
B-3. e_T‘nis alternative may include range
improvemeants which are not cost beneficial )

% [pitial and long term allocations for wildiffe would
ke the same as under the p op«:}sed action, Sufficient
forage for wild horses would be allocated to maintain
a maximum herd size of 30 animals in the South
Steens Herd Management Arsa and 60 animals in the
Alvord/Sheepsh @a«’i Herd Management Area. The
present forage 93 roduction would be allocated to
fivestock (86,778 AUMs), wild horses (840 ALIMs),
wnsdhfe {3,389 AUds) and nonconsumptive use

{1,622 ALIMs). For analysis purposss, over the long
ter’m any increases in for age production would be
aif&c*ted to Hvestock,

ALTERNATIVE 3 - EMPHASIZE NON-
LIVESTOCK VALUES

The Qk,f;cc*we of this allsrnative wul..ld be o
emphasize non-livestock values (wildlife, wpécsai
areas and watsr guality] in m«.h@ arsas whe
conflicts with tivestock grazing have bean id »antifi@d.

This altar: wa tve would differ from the proposed
actior in the following ways:

evc«l-m 138,764 fewsr acres of vegatation

manipulation and 4 fawer miles of pipeline resuliing
in 42,811 AUNMs less than under the proposed action.

Livesto kf rags production wc;: [d be increasaed only
to satisly the present demand of 104,880 AL hs, This
ﬂ!tema*a  wwoLitd no 1pmwdem:reame in forags

production to satisfy any future increases in demand.

1

& Exclude Hvestock from an additional 241,937 acres
above those areas described under the pr*“(cc«:aeq
action by constructing additional 74 miles of fence.
These areas are proposed for exclusion to protect
riparian areas, wetlands and two potential Areas of
Environmental Concern (ACES) ‘v"«‘iics horses would
also be excluded from 12,200 acres in the
Alvord/Sheepshead Herd Managn ent frea to
protect a potential ACED and from 2,880 acres in the
South Steens HMerd Management Arsa (o protect
riparian areas, In gen,'ra,, gz&z;s,g sysiems kuié
the same as for the proposed action except wher
Hvestock would be excluded, Livestock grazing
would not be allowed in any proposed exclusion

areas. See Table 1-2 for exclusions by attﬁr‘naiéves
and Appendix B, Table B-2, for other grazing
systems. Exclusion boundaries were designed in
order to take advantage of existing fsnces and
natural boundariss,

s {nitial and fong term allocations for wildlife and wild
horses would be the same as those under the
proposad astion, The alfocation o nonconsurnptive

1-10

use would be higher due to the largsr area of
fivestock exciusion. The present ‘ftti‘aqw p~t”t“";iL!f"’ti<:‘»r1
vould be aliocatsd 1o livestock h 2,719 Al e), wild
horess (5,680 AUMs), wildiife (3,3 99 AUM&, &f nd
nonconsumptive use (20,738 ALMs),

COMPARISON OF IMPACTS

f-“ summary of the comparizon of impacts (s
displayed in Table 1-3. Detatled explanatio

impacts are given by resource in Chapter 3,

COMPONENTS OF THE
PROPOSED ACTION AND
ALTERNATIVES

The proposed grazing management is composed of
three slements (vegetation allocation, grazing
sysiems, and range improvamenis) which are
interdependent. For purposes of analvals, they are
describad separately below and in L,rmpferﬁ,
Environmental Consequencss,

Vegelation Allocation

The vegeiation allocation proposed for each
alternative would aliocate the exssur g and future
livestock forage production o various uses ing EU!.,J"'](}
wildlife, wild horses, livestock and noncon 'mtpuw
uses. The allocation under the propossd action is
designed to provide sufficient forage to maintaln wild

horss popuiations at the herd management plan
fevels, mest Cregon Departmeant of FI-M and Wildiifs
"’EDFW  population otaecr“ ves and make gvailable
tncreased amounts of forage for livestook, u\;,wm*m

G uﬁSCM as th: “*"wwtr“(::dc;lmJ ¢ ugad in determining
the proposed aliocations. Appendix 8, Table B-1,
shows the ﬂ?ﬂ&f and long-term vegetation allocation
for the proposad action and alternatives. The
allocations for the alternatives are designed to
gmphasize different uzes under each alternative. By
imp' mmtinc; c;i':a‘rm managerment and range
imiprovaments, it is uf"itCFC‘lt"""$ that the existing leval
of forage production would Incraase under the
proposed action and Alternatives 2 and 3

Grazmg Systems

A grazing system consists of ong or more planned
Hivestook grazing Er@atrnf;nts which brir ga bc,
chatges in or maintenance of the c‘m:puastmn of key
species. Key species arw those planis which zerve as
indicators of objective ar:f:or"pimh mernt in the
vegetation communities. Grazing systems which
atlow plants to complete the growth stages generally
result in increases in, or maintenance of, key spaciss.
See Tabis 1-4 for approximate growth stages d ates for
upland ¥ey species. (Growth stage dates for ¢ iparian
key ﬁpeceeﬂ: were noet a major part of the rationals for
grazing system design.} In the Andrews EIS area, the




Table 1-3 Summary Comparison of Long-Term Impacts of the
Proposed Action and Alternatives

S Al 1 Alt. 2 At 3
- Bignificant Existing Proposed Mo Emphasize Emphasize
Resource Situation Action Action Livestock  Non-Livestock
Soils
Erosion +L -l +E +{,
Streambank stability +L -L NC +M
Water
- Runoff NC NC NC NC
Fecal coliforms + -L -4 +
Sediment vield +L. -L NC +L
Vegetation
Forage condition
S {1.573.980 acres total)
Good 48% 75% 51% B0% 71%
=Fair 43% 18% 23% 16% 17%
Poor 8% 3% 23% 1% G
“Unknown 3% 3% 3% 3% 3%
Total residual ground cover -H - -H -
Forage production (AlUNMs) 102,536 158,224 102,638 180,426 134,381
‘Riparian
Excellont 7% 22% 16% 16% 4G%
Good 20% 47% 19% 22% 37%
Fair 23% 0% 15% 20% 3
Poor 42% 13% 42% 34% 7%
Unknown 3% 8% 8% 8% 455
- Wildlite Populations
Deer +L NC -L NC
Antelope +{, NC +I e
oomal mammals -t G -8 +L
o Water-associated birds NC NC NC +i
=Upland game birds NC NC - NG
. Other birds -L MNC -M +i
- Reptiles L NG -k +L
Amphibians +L NG NC +}
- Fish +L “h -L +H
- Witd Horses (Numbers) 1,438 540 540 90 540
- Recreation
S Projected visitor use NC NG NG NC
“Visual Resources{Contrast) L WG -4 -i
Special Areas
~Degradation L NC NC +
- Sociceconomics’
s Local personal income: +3837 +§17 +%1,158 +38
{in $1000's)
=1 ocal employment (jobs) +28 +1 +47 +2
Note: WO =Mo change, + = benaticial, - = advarse Lo low. b o madium, H g
s the ewgting situation. Personal viooma (8t annual rates) is in fhousands of 1978-20 gollars.
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critical part of the growing season normally ooours
from May 1o August “5 :* ,:img on the elevation.
h general, plant gmwtr is '"‘6|ciy€d 10 days for every
1,000 foot na?s: in elevation. See Appendix B, Table B-
2. for proposed grazing systems by allotment and
pasture for each alternative,

Although each of the iollowing descriptions outlines
the typical peried of grazing u?e. thera is some
variation among the different allotments. Figure 1-4
shows examples of the proposed systems with
sequence of treatments

Early grazing - grazing occurs for 1o 2 months prior
to the beginning of the critical growth period (see
Glossary). Livestock are utilizing primarily the
previous year's plant growth although some use of
the earty grean growth occurs under this system,

Spring/Summer Grazing - grazing occurs during the
critical growth period every year,

Defarred Grazing - graf_lr.f* soeurs after seedripe
evary vear. No grazing sccurs during the critical
growth period. A variation of this system proposed
for some areas containing riparian vegetation would
aliow a maximum of * month's grazing use during
September.

Deferred Rotation Grazing - Spring/summer grazing
and deferred grazing occcur in alternate years.,

Rest Rotation Grazing - ssveral types of rest rotation
grazing are proposed. The firs? tvps is a three pasture
system which allows grazing daring the criticai part
of the growing pericd 1yesar, deferred grazing the
2nd year, and a full year of rest during the final year.

The second type of rest rotation allows 1 year of
grazer'f* *“ur ng the critical part of the growing period.
This is followed by 1 year of comple e rest, The third
type of rest rotation aik}wr* 2 years of grazing during
the critical part of the growing period followsd by 1
year rast. A fourth type ali@ws b or 2 years of grazing
during the growing period, followad by & vears of
rest.

lrrigated pasture - Grazing use would occur during
the period May 1 to October 31 although no spes IfIC,
managemaeant system Is propose d

Exclusion - In exclusion areas, there would be no
authorized livestock grazing. Temporary exclusion
would exclude livestock grazing for a period of at
least 2 years or until resource objsctives are
achieved. Grazing would then be resumad under a
deferred system allowing a maximum of 1 month's
use in Saptember, Grazing uss would be maonitored
to ensure that the condition of the resource is
maintained at the improved level.

Fenced Federa! Range - Fenced Federal Range
consists of tracts of public land fenced into ps «‘tures
usually with large amounts of private land. Grazin

Use is du‘has‘ued for the grazing capacity of the
public lands only. Livestock numbers, kind of animals
and period of use are most often not restricted.
However, actual grazing use usually cccurs after the
growing season since the use is in conjuction with
private fand (often crop lands).

Table 1-4 Approximate Growth Stage Dates for Key Species’

4,700" Elovalion

Start Peak
of of Sead
Spacies® Growth Flowering Ripe
Blushunch wheatgrass 325 8428 815
Idano fpscus 48 7 BHME
3% 840 &1
Sqtirreiad 3G 871 71
Thurbers reedisgrass BRI 6/ 15
Sandbeey’s biuegrass? 471 58 815
ariisht 410 €5 G5

Chvgtiorass® HR0 5 815

7.500 Elevation

Gigrt Peak
of of Bead
Dormancy Growth Flowering Ripe Dormancy

a1 &0 TG St 15
13 520 7:28 8410 10015
B has A BA NAA B
&1 5 B8 # 871
Gt A WA MR M
PG 571 K B G
11/ oA Ef 1071 1174
£k 425 LTg] 718 815




IGURE 1-4 EXAMPLES OF TYPICAL GRAZING SYSTEMS

Braze sarly during the
gfswtwg ﬁ&fiﬂd ‘
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Graze during dorméncy
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. Rest the

Graze Atter seedrips

I graze during the
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Braze atier seadripe

Graze du;xag 2he

',’grcwxﬁg perivg

- Braze aﬁtar,saeéripa

satire year

Graze durting ths
growing periad”
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Range Improvements

Range improvemsnts are proposed for several
reazons: o implement more intensive grazing
systems; to allow deferment of grazing use on native
range during it ,s;:r ngs o improve livestock
distribution; and to increase forage productior

Brush would be controlled prmr to sesding on areas
proposed fu"c,g station manipulation (see Figure 1-
31, Some projects would have brush contral only.
Brush control would employ either burning or
spraying; however, the treatment method has not
heen determined for individual projects. Generally,
areas containing needlegrasses and/or rabbitbrush
and areas with ‘an“iy soits would not be burned.
Areas proposed for irigated pasture would be
pieww Qr‘a’j levalad, seeded with pasture grasses
and/or other plants uu ch as alfalfa, and flood
irrigated from proposed wells.

Standard Procedures and Design Elemenis
for Range Improvements

The following standard procedures and design
elements would he adhared 1o under the proposed
action and all alternatives in constructing rangs
improvements in the EIS area. Design elaments have
been standardized over time to mitigats adverse
effects encountered during range improvement
installations.

* Praparation of e site-gpecific snvironmental
assassment pricr to implementation of range
ir“prcmme“liﬁ is reg mreﬁ Proposed range
improvemeanis may be miodified or abandot “ze:d if
this assessment md cates significant adver
asnvironmental impacts cannot ba mitigated or

avoided,

¢ A wildernaess inventory, requirsd by the Federsl
Land Poilcy and Management Act, has baen

completed in th EES area. All rangeland
management activities in wilderness study areas
will be cons =szent with the Interim Manaf’ement
Policy and Guidelines for Lands Undey W lderness
Review unless and untif the area is remaoved from
this category. Impacts will be assessed befors
implementing management activities to ensurs
they meat guidslines.

¢ Every effort would be made o avoid adverse
impacts to cultural resources.
A Class Wl intensive cultural resources inventory
would ba completsed on all areas prim to any
ground=disturbing activities. This would be part of
the praplanning stage of a project and the resulis
would be analyzed in the environmantal
assessment addressing the action (BLM Manua!
8100, Cuitural Resources Managemeni). If
szgmfican* cultural values are discon ferecf the
project could be relocated, redasigned or
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abandoned. However, where that is not possibla
the BLA would consuli with the State Historic
Presarvation Officer and the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation in accordance v'tth the
Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement
(FMOAY by and betwesn the Bureaw, the Counct

and the Ndmraat Conference of State Mistoric
Praservation Officers, dated Fammry 14, 1984,
which safs forth a procedurs for developing
appropriate mitigative measures, This FMOA
identifias procedures for compliance with Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Aot
{1966) and Exscutive Order 11593, as
implemented by 36 OFR Part 800,

Pricr to vegetation ma mpuidtim and development
of rangs improvements, BLM ragquires a sum:z, of
the project site for plants and animals listed or
irder review for l,gtmg an Federal f;‘:‘; C}?fiuidﬁ State
lists of threatened and endangered species. If a
profect might affect any such speci es or its critical
habitat, every effort would be made o modify,
relocate or abandon the project in arder to cbtain
a no effect determination. Consultation with the
LS. Fish and Wildlife Service would be initlated
(50 CFR 402; Endangerad Species Act of 1873, as
amended) when BLM determines that a proposed
action may affect Federally-fisted plant or animal,
~pem@s I addition, some plants in the Andrews
ElS area considerad by BLM as sensitive and are
managed undar the same procaduras as plants
under review for Federal listing.

Surface disturbance at all project sites would be

held to & minimum. Disturbed soil would be

rehabilitated to blend into the surrcunding scil

surface and reseeded as nesded with 2 m |‘<tm@ of

grasses, forbs and browse as applicable to replace

gr&md cover and reduce soll loss from wind and
vater arosion,

@

Al State of Qregon watar-wel! regulations would
be adhered to,

All water developments will provide standing water
for wildlife cutside of trougﬁf’ whare a nead s
identitied. Significant %prmg sources and
assc-ciatr‘d trough overflow areas would be fenced.
Ramps, rocks or réga;board would be provided in
alf vmter *r:; ughs for small birds and mammals to
gain access to and/or escape from the water.

Fence construction in antelope areas would be
coordinated with Oregon Department of Fish and
Wiidtife, All other fences wouid ba constructed in
accordance with Bureau standards. Gates or
cattleguards would be installed where fences
cross existing reads with significant use. Fence
fines wouid not be bladed or scraped.




& Yegatation manipulation projects would be
designed using irregular patterns, untreated
patches, ele., {0 provide for optimum edge effact
for visual and wildlife. Lay@ut and design would be
coordinated with local Cregon Department of Fish
and Wildlife biologists.

Seeding would be accomplished by use of the
rangstand drill in most cases. Broadcast seeding
would occur on smail disturbed areas, rough
terrain and rocky peas. Preparation for sseding
(brush control) would be by burning or chemical
means, Burning would use ¢nie or more of the
following types of fire breaks: naturat barriers,
retardant lines. existing roads and/or bladed lines.
Each fire would have its own prescription, to be
based on the conditions needed {wind speed, air
temparature, &c.) to burn the plant material within
the project boundary tc be burned. The chemical
applied would be 2.4-D {low volatile formulation)
using a water carrier at a rate of 2 pournds active
ingredients per acre {3 pounds per acre if
rabbitbrush is the target species). Ail applications

of 2.4-0 waould be in accordance with the
manufacturer's label, State raguiations and ELM
Manual 9226,. A mare thorough description of
design features applicable to the proposal may be
found in BLM's final environmental impact
statement! Vegetative Management with
Harbicides--Western Oregon, These design
features are also applicable in eastern Oregon.
BLM would determine seeding mixtures on a site
specific basis, using past experience and
recomimendations of the Oregon State Lvaemit}
Extension Service and Experiment Stations and/or
Oregon Repartment of Fish and Wildlie.
Anticipated increases in production through
vegetation manipulation projects would not be
aliocated until seadings are estabiished and ready
for USE. Ali seedings waild be deferred from
grating for at least two growing ssasons to aliow
seedling estabiishment.

ng road and trail
for range

it s anticipated that the existi
gystem would provide access
improvement construction

ft is assumad that normal maintenance such as
replacerment of pipeline sections, fence posts and
retraatment of vegetation manipulations would
cocur,

THE DECISION

The District Manager wili review the public
commente on both draft and final E18s and prepare a
Record of Decision within 5 months after release of
the final EIS. The decision may be to selact one of
the EIS alternatives {including the proposed action)
intact, or to blend features from several alternatives
that fall within the range of actions analyzed in the
EiS. Signiticant ccnfléctcx alternatives. environmental
preferences, economic and technical considerations

and the Bureauw’s statutory mission will be addressed

in the Record of Becision.

Monitoring and Management
Adjustments

A monitoring program would be developed o assure
that resource objectives were being met. Water
guality monitoring would be initiated in accordance
with Executive Orders 11891 and 12088, BLM Manual
7240, and Sections 208 and 313 of the Clean Water
Act {P.L. 98-217, P.L. 92-800 as amended). Standard
analytical methads detalled in Federal directives
wolld be followed.

Studies would be established in representative
riparian zones to determine changes in the habitat
conditions and populations of fish and wildlife
resulting from implementation. Such monitoring
would comply with Executive Orders 11514 and
11890 and BLM Manual 6740,

Exfstmg browse studies would be continued. Wildlife
habitat would be m«"\n tared in cooperation with
Cregon Dapartment of Fish and Wildglife to determine
the effactivensss of design features for vegstation
manipulation and grazing systems.

Clirnate, actual use, utilization and trend studies
weuld be conducted in accordance with BLM
Manuals 4412 and 4418 to evaluate vegetation
changss. The data would then be used to assess
prograss toward Achmvv‘;g resource obijectives and to
recommend adjustments in the grazing system or
stocking rate. The intensity of menitoring studies will
vary depending on resource objectives and
management proposals,

If an evaluation supports an increase in livestock
grazing use, the additional use would first be granted
on & temporary basis. An evaluation of forage
production and the temporary use granted must
confirm the availability of additional forage before an
increase in use would become permanent, Grazing
management would be revised if the evaluation
determines that the specific objectives established for
the allotments are not being achieved. Other
revisions may include changes in the amount of
tivestock use permitted, grazing system, period of
use, or any combination of these. Prior to these
changes, further environmental assessment would be
completed,

Each operator would be issued term permits which
specify allotment, period of use, and numbers and
kind of livestock. if unauthorized use should ocour,
action would be taken by BLM to eliminats it in
accordance with regulations in 43 CFR 4130,
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INTERRELATIONSHIPS

BLM Planning

The BLM planning system is essentially a
dacisionmaking process utilizing input from the
public and data about the various resources and their
uses. Land use objectives and rationale for each
resource use category are developed and incorpor-
ated into the proposed Management Framework Plan
(MFP}. Specific MFF recommendations relating to
the grazing program, with some modification to
reflect public input. were used as a basis for
developing the proposed action and alternatives. The
EfS scoping summary set forth in Appendix A more
fully explains the relaticnship between the MFP
alternatives and the E!S alternatives. The proposed
MFP is availlable for review in the Burns District
Ctfice.

Under the preferred MFP alternative, the existing
Alvord/Sheepshead Wild Worse Herd Management
Area (HMA) would be split into two HMAs. Heath
Creek/Sheepsheaad in allotment 6011and Alvord,/ Tule
Springs in allotments 80 12 and 6318, The existing
HMiAs would be reduced in size by eliminating areas
within the HMAs that are not presently used by
horses: however, the number of horses will remain
the same, with forage allocated to those numbers of
horses.

Federal Agencies

Grazing on lands administered by other Federal
agencies is not contingent on grazing on BLM-
administered lands. However, each portion is an
integral part of the rancher’s total operation. ifi the
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EIS area. 15 BLM permittees alse have grazing
permits on the Matheur National Wildlife Refuge, The
timing of grazing use is very import to the operation
of these ranches. Public fands offer livestock forage
during the spring ssason when private meadows are
flooded by normal runoff and/cr during the crucial
water fowl nesting season on the refuge. Coordin-
ated planning among the concernad Federal
agencies and ranchers assures that resource con-
flicts are resolved and management goals are met.

State and Local Governments

The intergovernmental Relations Divigion for the
State of Oregon acts as a clearinghouse for the
various State agencies. All BL.M planning and major
actions are coordinated through this State
Clearinghouse. Fianning is also coordinated with
county commissioners and/ o county planning
commissions,

Under Oregon Senate Biil 100, alf counties and cities
in Cregon are required to develop and adopt
comprehensive plans and land use conirols
consistent with statewide pianning goals and
guidelines developed by the Land Conservation and
Development Commission {LCDC). Matheur and
Harney Counties have adopted comprehensive plans.
The Harney County plan is presently in review status
by LCDC far compliance with Statewide goais.
LCDC has required revisions to the plan and deferred
acknowledgement until i is brought into compliance.
LCDC review of the Malheur County plan has not yet
occurred, The relationship of the propased action
and alternatives to LCDC goals is displayed in Table
I-5. The proposed action and all the alternatives are
consistent with the adopted comprehensive plans
and LCEC goals.




TABLE 1-5

Relationship of the Proposed Action and Alternatives to LCDC

Goals'

LCDC Statewide Goal
Number and Description

1. To ensure citizen
involvement in aif phases of
the planning process.

2. To establish & land-use
process and policy framework
as a basis for ail decisions
arnd actions.

5. To conserve open space
and protect natural and
scenic resources.

B, To maintain and improve
the quality of the air,
water and land resources.

8. To satisfy the
recreational needs of the
citizens of the State and
visitors.

8. To diversify and improve
the economy of the state.

Discussion

BLM's land-use planning is a process providing
for public input at various stages, Fuliic

input was specifically requested in developing
the proposed action and other alternatives
described in the EIS. Public input will
continue to be utilized in the environmental
decision processes.

The proposed action and other alternatives have
been developed in accordance with the fand-use
planning process authorized by the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1876 which
provides a policy framework for ali decisions
and actions.

The Bureau planning system considered natural
and scenic rescources in the develocpment of the
proposed action and other alternatives. Fencing
and vegstation manipulation projects in the
proposed action and Alternatives 2 and 3 would
impact natural and scenic resources.

Water guatity would he maintained and/or
improved under the proposed action and
Alternative 3, and wouid be maintained and/or
degraded under Alternatives 1 and 2. Air
quality would not be significantly impacted.

The BLM actively coordinates its outdaor
recreation and land-use planning efforts with
those of other agencies to estabiish integrated
management objectives on a regional basis,
Under the proposed acticn and ail other
alternatives, opportunities would be provided
to meet recreational needs.

The proposed action and Alternative 2 would
induce economic gains in the long term due to
increased forage production, resufting in
improved local and State economy.

tGoals 3,4, 7,10, 11, 18 and 14 developed by the LCDC aré not generatly applicable 1o he propesed action or alismatives
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CHAPTER 2 AFFECTED
ENVIRONMENT

INTRODUCTION

This section describes the resources within the

Andrews EIS area as they existed in 1880 (base year),

The base year of 1980 was chosen because the
primary data sources (Bureau planning system
documents; were compiled during that year. The
planning system documents, consisting of Unit
Resource Analysis. Planning Area Analysis and
Management Framework Plans are available for
review in the Burns District Office in Burns, Oregon.

Emphasis has been placed on those resource
components most likely to be impacted if the
proposed &ction or one of the alternatives were
implemented. Analysis, including the scoping
process, indicated that resource components such as
minerals, timber, and air quality would not be
affected and, therefore, they are not discussed,

The EIS area lies in southeastern Oregon. and is
characterized by rolling plains of lava flows and lava
outcrops. and fault-block mountains. The area has a
semiarid climate. with long, cool, moist winters and

short, warm, dry summers. The area has a winter
precipitation pattern. with abyout half of the annual
total occurring during the months of November
through February. Much of this come’s as snow,
especially in December and Jaruary. Spring rains
occur in May and June while the months of July,
August and September are generally quita dry.
Precipitation tends to be elevation-dependent,
ranging from l&ss than 10 inches in the lowest part of
the area. Alvord Basin (4,000 feet elevation ) to 30
inches en Siecens Mountain {8,700 feet), the highest
point in the area. Most of the area receives 10to 15
inches of pracipitation annually,

VEGETATION

The Andrews EIS area has 11 major vegetation types
as shiown in Figure 2-1 and Table 2-| Big sagebrush.
low sagebrush and juniper are th& dominant
vegetation types, covering approximately 83 percent
of the area. Young juniper trees are invading the
sagebrush vegetation type in some areas. Spot
symbols on Figure 2-1designate the approximate
location of aspen communities, streamside riparian
vegetation communities and major wetlaricd-
associated vegetation communities,

- Table 2-1 Vegetation Types in the EIS Area

Percent
Public Land of

Vegetation Type Acres EIS Area
Big Sagebrush 1111877 705
—oduniper 118,020 75
“Low Sagebrush 81,780 52
- Greasewood 74,760 51
Sesdings (Existing)* 49,160 31
= Desert Shrub 73.240 47
Sliver Sagebrush 2,040 o
2 Barren and Rocky Areag? 41,940 27
Streamside Riparian® 1,914 0.1
Wetland® 4,339 03
Aspen 10.240 07

= Total 1573880

though

only 49180 acres

Common Plant Species’

Big sagebrush, rabbitbrush,
mountain mahcgany, blusbunch
wheatgrass, Idaho fescue.
bottlebrush sguirrediad,
cheatgrass

Western juniper, big sagabrush,
low sagebrush

Low sagebrush, Sandberg's blus-
gtass, Thurber's noadlegrass
Greasewsoed, saltgrass

Crastad wheatgrass

Shadscale, apiny hopsage
Silver sagebrush, Mevada blue-
grass, creeping wildrye
Annuals, meuntain mahogarny

Willow, alder
wild rose
Sedges. rushes, meadow grass,
smartweed

Guaking aspen, mourdain
DIOMmegrass

Cquaking aspen,

sre now clagsitisd ag a orested whealygrass type

e 4,066 aoren of surface waler and barren plava.



The total existing livesteok forage production fer the
El& area is 102,536 AlUMSs. Livestock forage
production is that portion of the total vegetation
production which is available and is suitat:ie fer
sustained use by livestock. Annual fivestock forage
production is dependant upon climate. soll
characteristics and species composition. Annuai
variation in timing and amount of precipitation resuits
in large annual fluctuations i total forage

roduction. Soil characteristics which infiuence
forage production are primarily those which affect
maoisture-heolding capacity. Composition of the plant
community by forage species is the third major factor
which determines livestock forage production.
Livestock focrage production for sach allotment is
fisted in Appendix B. Tabie B-1. The methodology for
determining production is described in Appendix C.

Forage candition for the EIS area is summarized in
Tabie 2-2. Neither range conditionnor trend in range
condition of the area have been measured. Forage
condition. as the term is used ir: this document, iz
based w1 the percentage of desirable (for livestock
and/or big game) and intermediate farage spacies
prasent in the plant community The methodology for
determining forage condition is described in
Appendix E. Appendix B. Table B-Z, shows the
existing forage condition for each propossd pasture
in the EIS area.

Table 2-2 Forage Condition
Summary

Percent o
pusticLand  pubticLands
Acres EiSArea
Good 743,605 4%
Fali 876,855 43
Poor 101,800 g
Unknown . Bih4p 3

Totat

Residual ground cover expresses the amount of live
vegetation, standing dead vegetation and litter which
remains after grazing, Over time. the accumuiation of
this materia! provides protection for the soit surface
and replaces scif nutrients. There is some decrease
in tive vegetative cover as forage condition declines
in each vegetation type, but generally. as forage
condition changes. ¢ng plant replaces another.

Streamside riparian vegeiation cocuples
approximately 1.814 acres of public land. Neither
range condition nor forage condition have been
determined on thase areas: howevar, a riparian
wildlife habitat irventory (see Appendix G} rated the
condition of streamside riparian areas as follows:
excelient {7 percent), good (21 percent,!, fair {22
percent;. poor (4€ percent) and unknown (4 percent).
When relatively undisturbed. the vegstation along
sireams in the EIS area is generally composed of
thick clusters of shiriiks and trees interspersed with
dense herbaceous vegstation, Fair and poor
condition areas genarally have fewer woody spacies
(especially willow) than the excellernt and good
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condition areas. With incrsasing disturbance, the
dominant tree and shrub spacies are replaced by
herbacecus species and the riparian area often
decraaszes in size.

Vegetation associated with watiands (lakes,
raservoirs, sioughs and playas) acoupies
approximately 273 acres of public tand. & inventory
of the wildiife habital in these areas determined
approximately 86 percent was in good or excellent
condition and 2% percent was in poor condition. In
good condition {using the wildlife habitat rating),
these areas are dominated by herbaceous species
such as sedges, rushes and smartwesd, The annual
production and total extent of these areas is highly
variable depending upon the seasonal fluctuations in
the water level.

There are no plants found in the EIS area prasently
listed as either threatened or endangsered under
authority of the Endangered Species Aot Eleven
plant spacies have gither been sighted or are
suspectad to oceur in the EIS area that are under
review by the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service for
possibie listing as endangered or threatened status
(45 FR 82480;. Information concerning these plant
species is found in Table 2-3. In addition, 110 plant
spacies considered by BLM as sansitive accur in the
EIS area. The Andrews Unit Resourcs Analysis {on
file at the Burns District Office) containg a full listing
with habitat information for these sensitive species.
Many of the sensitive plants cocur at highey
elevations of Steens Mountain and the Pusblo
Mountains,

SOILS

Scis in the EIS arsa have been surveyed and
described in Cragon’s Long-Range Requirements for
Water (Lindsay et al. 1969, Lovell et al. 1969}, A
summary of the soil units and their properties
appears as Appendix F, These soil units have
combined into four general divisions based ¢
soil propsariies within twe broad land types,

EIS areal and Uplands (70 perceant).

The Basin Land and Terrace soils occur in the valley
areas. The solls are mainly leamy o clayey in texiure,
deap and well drained. Poorly drained soils ocour in
lakabeds which are inundated during the winter and
spring. Sandy soils generally ocour along the
shorelines of old lake beds in asscciation with sand
dunes. Sandy soils are susceptible to wind arosion.

The Upland solls are derived from volzanic rocks and
are generally loamy to clayey, shallow and stony,
Rock outcrops and very shaliow and/ar very stony
soils are low in productivity and support sparser
stands of vegetation than the desper soils.
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- Tab!e 2-3 Ptant SpeCtes Under Review for Nommahon for Threatened

or Endangered Status’

Notice of
Review
Sciemiﬁc Plant Species Name Category’ Habital Information Allotments®
Agastache cusicki 2 South facing slopes; rock outcrop: 8012, 6026, 6020
tatus
2 Often with diatomaceous earth 5015, 60186019
1 Dry, rocky Hats and slopes 6012
: 1 Unknown Iower elevations Suspented
E“ogo'wxum "ecm 1 Linknown Suspectad
Enogonum cu\,icﬁ i 1 Qe fals, somawhat barren Suspects
Eriogonum prociduum 1 Basalt oulcrops Suspacted
Lepidium davisii 1 Hard clay playas Suspescted
Lupinus hiddiei 1 Sagebrush flats am‘* drainages 8018
Aorippa columbiae 2 tz‘xtermtt@r:iiy wet drainages and £010; 8003, 8004
lakeshores

The!y‘;s—'vif;e m howellll spi. 1 Moist, somewhat alkaling sites In Suspected

Erosion on upland areas (areas other than along
streams) is generally low. Streambank erosion is
occurring along some streams. Streambank stability
was surveyed during a 1972-73 fisheries habitat
inventory on Steens Mountain. Of the 63 miles
surveyed that were accessible to livestock. 33 miles
had h&avy streambank erosion damage. Some of the
streams with the most damage include Blitzeri and
South Fork Blitzen River. and Krumbo, Deep. Home.
McCoy. Kigar, Wiidharse and Mud Creeks Poor
streambank stability has alsoc been observed along
Big Trout, Little Trout and Cottonwood Creeks ir: the
Trout Creek Maountains. Streambank mstablllty has
been caused by the removal of protective riparian
vegetation by livestock and/or beaver. Along some
streams (e.g. Trout, Riddle, McCoy and Kiger Creeks)
beavei have cut down dense stands of aspen
allowing cattle access to stream bottoms resulting in
riparian vegetation remmovai. stream bank trampling
and soil compaction. This causes stream channels to
become unstable and vuinerabile to erosion and
headcutting {see glossary).

WATER RESOURCES

Nearly we entire EIS area lies within the Oregon
Closed Basin watershed, an extension of the Great
Basin, The east-central section is in the Owyhee
River drainage.

Water Quantity

Snowmelt in spnng and early sumimsr prowdes the
major part of runatf ror perennial streams. During the

drainages and meadows

sered o Threatenad 3o

remainder of the year, groundwater and subsurface
flow are the major contributors to streamfiow. Most of
the streams in the EIS area are intermittent. These
flow only for brief periods as a rasult of snowmelt or
rainfall in which the intensity exceeds the capability
of the soil to absorb water (Branson et al, 1972;

Annual yieids from the area usually range from 1 to
15 inches per acre, with most of the area yielding less
than 5inches per acre. The total annual yield from
public lands averages 323,144 acre-feet per year
{Pacific Northwest River Basins Commission 1870}.

Water on public lands is used mainly by livestock,
wiidiife and fish. The sources of water are streams,
reservoirs, springs and wells, Over 90 percent of
water on private land is used fcr irrigation.

Groundwater resources are found in alluvial deposits
in valley areas and in volcanic rock materials. Studies
made prior to 1870 indicated that groundwater
withdrawal did not exceed the natural recharge in the
watersheds (Pacific Northwest River Basins
Commission 1970. Appendix V}.

Water Quality

Groundwater quality is generally good; dissclved
solids are usually less than 1,000 milligrams per liter
{mg/1). Excessive sodium and boron catise problems
in some places (Pacific Northwest River Basins
Commission 1970).

According to the Oregon Department of
Environmental Quality {ODEGQ 1976), insiream water
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WILDLIFE

Animals amphasized are those s ?“GQ!:"« "}é‘hitfit ar
populations would be significantlty changed by the
proposed action or alternatives. Data for ule dear,
pv.r(.m(:,‘ arr antelope, water-a amuatcsﬁ Lx: wis and sage
grouse are summarized in Table 2-4. Fish data is
summerized in Table 2-8. ru‘l-:zuntaér‘ IEor‘ bobeat,
highorn sheep and coyote are not discussed bacalss
poptilations are not axpactad 1o ¢ch @.r:g; significantly
sult of the proposed action or altermat :
complete spacies list of the Burns District with
at ?“‘?ihft’i* refation ‘t’*‘;‘::, is publishad in \:“iiif*‘li?e
i Morthwest {Guenther and Kucet

: "-u‘ ligation desaribes how @ash
& plant communiiies (Thomas et

E ’ s and a more site
fe are available at the

Burns District Ofﬂrse,

Habitat Diversity

Habitat diversity refers to the mixture or variety of
land forms, vege and water, Vegetation provides
habitat diversity in three waw:. {1y in ters spersion of
vegetation types (adge af

oty, (2) variety of plant

specias (specias composition) and (31 structure or
tfw physical aspects of vegetation, Examples of

tructure are arumd varsus ungrazed grass and two
size classes of willow or aspen along a strear.

Habitat diversity can be correlated with the forages
condition described in the vagetation saction.
Geanerally, vagetation communities in the EIS area
with good forage condition would have greater
habitat diversity than similar areas in poor or r fair
Conditir)r Seadings are an exception since 1’ have
w habitat diversity although they are dsuaily ratec
m gc}od forage © sndmon \.VHCE( fdbﬁt"'ﬂ i riparian
areas rated as good has greater habitat diversity than
areas rated poor. In gene al, the greatest nu mter::
and kinds of wildlife are found in areas with the

areatest habitat diversity. The Steens, Pushlo and

Trout Creek Mountains have high habitat diversity,

Threatened, Endangered and
Protected Animals

The American paregring falcon ’ﬁ: classifi
en d*mqr«red and the bald eagls is ¢
threatened in Cregon under the En&junx}‘:‘rbk
Species Act, 1973, Although paregrines migrate
through the EIS area, observations are rare and 6o
active nests have been fou Jles are
attractad to the area by migrating waterfowl
especially in February and March,

The wastern snowy plover and kit fox are classified
by Cregor Depart r“mt of Fish & Wild |lfu (ODFWY as
threatensd (CDFW 1977, Herman et al. (1887}
counted 15 plovers along the east whorrs, of Alvord
Lake and 24 in the vicinity of Bom,(: Lake,
Populations appeared healiny (Ihid). Kit fox are
suspected to occur within the EE = xirm‘

The Borax Lake chub (Glla boraxobuils) is a
protected species under Gregon State Law (ODEW

Table 2-4 Summary of Wildlife in the EIS Area

Animal or Animal Habilat
Groups {Public Acres) Population
Winter Bange 171.000 Winter 13, 800
S el 304,000 Summer G430

w ar Range
Surnmer Rangs

o Habital

w

280, Q&G

80,000




1982 p. ). The chub was proposed for Federal tisting
as an endangered species in January 1981 {45 FR 8:
6887, 1980j. This proposal is still pending. The chiub
is found on private tand in Borax Lake and in
channels flowing out of the east side of the lake.
Chubs do not occur on public lands.

Riparian Areas and Wetlands

Due to its scarcity. water and the water-associated
vegetation ars very important to wild!ife as sources of
food arc cover (Thomas et al. 1979). For impact
analysis these areas have been divided into two
groups: ripariarn areas and wetlands.

In this document riparian areas are the linear strips of
lush vegetation along streams. About !.914 acres
along 300 stream miles occur on public lands.
Approximately 50 percent of the streamside riparian
habitat has deteriorated to poor condition due to
combined beaver and cattle activity (see Soils
section). Wetlands are lakes, reservoirs, playas and
sloughs which are permanently or seasonally
covered with water. See Figure 2-1 and Table 2-5.

| Table 2-.: Exrstmg Cendxhon of
Wildlife Habitat in Riparian Areas
nd Wetlands

Streamside  Riparian

B Weilands -
- Condition’®
Ll “Miles Acres - Acres
B 135 7% &5
35 BT8R0 260
. 87 433 123
100 808 (42%; HO
122180 B 3804

300 1 ,9? 4 4 33‘3

(drian g s s»'tlam xr ver uu,, rm’mm,ofugy ghown n A med x G

Upland meadows not along streams and riparian
areas adjacent to isolated springs have neither been
quantified in acres nor mapped. Consequently. these
areas are not illustrated on Figure 2-2 or included in
riparian acreages. Habitat for wildlife is much below
potenitial in most upland meadows because of heavy
livestock use. Krumbo Creek is an example of how
headcutting and resulting lowered water tables have
eliminated meadow habitat.

A detailed, site specific listing of riparian areas and
wetlands is listed in Appendix G. Tables G-l and G-2.

Fisk

About 118 of the 3C0 riparian stream miles are
considered fish habitat. Approximately 70 percent of
the 119 strearn miles are in poor or fair condition for
fish. Habitat condition and species occurence for
each stream is displayed in Table 2-6,

Rainbow trout, Lahcntan cutthroat trout and crappie
are planted on public lands to maintain the sport
fishery in four lakes (Juniper, Mann. Larkspur and
Wildhorse). two reservoirs (Rock Creek, Granddad)
and the Blitzen River.

Native fish in the EIS area include redband and
cutthroat trout, minnows such as dace and redside
shiners. bridgelip suckers. mountain whitefish and
sculpins. Some of these fish are relicts of once
widespread species, which evolved in isolation into
new species and subspecies having a limited range.
Because of limited range and declining habitat. the
American Fisheries Society has recognized five kinds
as being of “special concern” (Deacon et al, 1979):
redband trout, Borax Lake chub, Alvord chub.
Whitehorse cutthroat trout and the Catiow tui chub.

edband and Alvord trout are native to the EIS area.
As a result of the introduction of rainbow trout, the
Alvord trout became extinct and the redband trout
populations were greatly reduced. The redband
population in Three-Mile Creek, one of the few
remaining pure strains, has been used by ODFW as a
source of brood stock for rearing in a hatchery
{Wilmont 1974).

The Whitehorse cutthroat trout has been introduced
to Van Horn Creek, Denio Creek, Mosquito Creek
and six others. Fish habitat on portions of these
streams is not affected by livestock grazing because
of steep topography. The Alvord chub 1s found in
several springs and desert streams in Pueblo Valley.
Four locations are on public lands. The Catlow tui
chub is restricted to Skull, Rock and Home Creeks in
Catlow Valley, See Threatened and Endangered
Animals in this section for a discussion of the Borax
Lake Chub.

Mule Deer

Deer are found primarily in areas illustrated cn Figure
2-2. In 1880, populations were about 12 percent
below ODFW ohjective levels for the EIS area (ODFW
1981 a, 1881b; Polenz 1982). About 11.000 deer
concentrate on winter ranges when snow forces
them out of higher elevations. Food and cover
provided by winter habitat are especially important
because the deer’s fat reserves decrease during the
winter. Winter ranges are the first areas to have green
grasses and forbs in the spring. The spring growth of
grasses and forbs on public lands provides forage
needed by deer to improve their weakened condition.

Antelope bitterbrush is an important forage species
for deer, especially in the fall and early winter, tleavy
livestock use of bitterbrush decreases food for deer
on portions of Allotments 6008 and 6010. Heavy
livestock use and trampling decreases forage and
cover for deer in upland aspen stands especially in
Allotments 6023, 8015 and 6002,

2-7
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Aboul 8.500 deer summer on public rands, primarily
on Steens M/fountain. Summer and early fall forage is
important because it increases fat reserves needed to
sustain deer through the winter. Riparian areas
provide nutritious green forage late in the summer
when upland vegetation has dried.

Pronghorn Antelope

Antelope populations have shown a slow, steady
increase in recent years. During the summer,
antelope are scattered throughout the EIS area,
During severe winter weather antelope concentrate at
lower elevations which are usually free from snow,

Antelope prefer low sagebrush flats with patches of
big sagebrush and juniper. Competition for forage
with cattle and wild horses is slight due to different
forage preferences {Vavra and Sneva 1978). Lack of
water is a serious problem during drought years.

Most BLM fences in the EIS area allow freedom of
movement by having the bottom wire a minimum of
16 inches from the ground. Seedings and wildfire
have converted dense stands of big sagebrush to low
growing herbaceous vegetation which is preferred by
antelope, Livestock water developments have
expanded antelope use into areas previously
unoccupied because of lack of water.

Upland Game Birds

Sage grouse are found throughout the EIS area
primarily in the big and low sagebrush types (Figure
2-1) and are reiatively abundant in some parts such
as the Steens and Trout Creek Mountains. Fifteen
strutting grounds and associated nesting areas have
been located (Figure 2-2}. Many additional strutting
grounds are suspected to exist. Strutting grounds
and nesting areas are crucial habitat because grouse
mate each year in these natural clearings in the
sagebrush. Most nesting occurs within 2 miles of a
strutting ground. Sagebrush. besides being important
as food, provides the necessary escape and nesting
cover. Upland meadows and meadows aiong streams
are crucial habitat because they supply insects and
succuient forbs to young birds (Savage 1969).

Chukar partridge. the most common gama bird in the
area, concentrate in steep rocky areas adjacent to
streams and water developments. Chukars are
abundant in the excellent habitat found in the Steens
and Pueblo Mountains. California quail are closely
associated with brushy riparian areas at elevations
below 6,000 feet. Most populations are on private
lands. Mourning doves are spring through fall
breeding residents. Most nesting occurs in juniper
trees.

Water-Associated Birds

Approximately 70 species of birds use the area’s
wetlands during migration or for nesting, Some
representative species are the Canada goose.
whistling swan, cinnamon teal, gadwal, long-billed
curlew. American avocet, Witson's phalarope and
spotted sandpiper. Thousands of birds use the
Malheur National Wildlife Refuge and adjacent
private farmlands. In comparison with refuge and
private lands, relatively little feeding and nesting
habitat is found on public lands. Approximately 4.00%
public acres of wetlands are periodically inundated
and provide crucial nesting or feeding habitat {Figure
2-1). Some important use areas on public lands are
Juniper Lake, Mann Lake, Pueblo Slough and
numerous playas. Bird production is below potential
on some of these wetlands because livestock remove
food and cover. Crested wheatgrass seedings
adjacent to the Malheur Wildlife Refuge are important
feeding areas for Canada geese.

Other Mammals, Other Birds, Reptiles
and Amphibians

Approximately 23C of these species inhabit the EIS
area. Representative species include the black-tailed
jackrabbit, beaver, ravens, golden eagle, western
rattlesnake and spotted frog. Some species such as
the beaver are found in specific habitat types: others,
such as the deer mouse, are widespread over the EIS
area. Highest species diversity occurs in riparian
areas.

WILD HORSES

Ail unbranded and unclaimed horses in the EIS area
as of December 15, 1871 are considered wild and free
roaming as defined in the Wild Horse and Burro Act
(Public Law 92-195). Two herd management areas, as
discussed in Table 2-7. contained the wild horses in
the EIS area in the base year 1980,

There are approximately 87.5 miles of existing
interior fences within the herd management areas of
which about 34 miles exciude wild horses from
private lands or seedings. These fences generally do
not cause injuries because the horses have become
accustomed to fence locations. See the Wiid Horse
Herd Management Plans on file at the Burns District
Office for additionai information concerning the wild
horses in the EIS area.
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Table 2-7 Wild Horse Herd Management Areas

Horses

Herd Management Counted

Area’ 1980 1982
South Steuns 187 2K
Alvord/Sheepshead 1,251 8y

Public

17605

Acres
Condition of
the Horses

Alloiments
Land volved
8001 600

B0C.BG1S

eoGOucive

BOU 801! [CARR RN Giood,
BUI5 601, reproniuctive
B1S

s fmnct i e e

RECREATICN

Developad recreation sites on public land include
Page Springs. Fish Lake, and Jackman FPark. A
number of other primitive sites offer opportunities for
camping and picricking.

There are some unigque recreational rescurces in the
EiS area. in 1971, the Steens Mountain Recreation
Lands (about 194,000 acres) were designated 1o be
managed primadly for recreation and natural value
protection. A desert trail extends 22 miles from
Fialds, Oregon to Danic, Mevada and provides hiking,
backpacking and sightsseing opportunities.

A number of areas offer opportunities for geniogic,
zoologic, scenic, archealogic, historic and/or cuitural
sightseeing use. Examples of high quality sightsesing
areas include Steens Mountain, Alvord Desert,
Catlow Rirm and Puebic Mountains,
Hunting opportunities exist for big game, upland
game, waterfowl and othar species. Generally, high
guality hunting opportunities cocur for deer and
antelope in the southwestern portion of the EIS area,
for chukars in the lower Steens, Pueblo and Trowt
Creak Mountains and for ground squirrels and
jackrabbits in the entire EIS arsa. Fishing
opportunities are available for cold and warm water
figs i raservoirs, streams and creeks. Fish Lake,
Hdhorse Lake and the South Fork-Blitzen River and
trinutaries offer high quality fishing opportunities,

itor uss for the BIS area. Of the total visitor use in

&

‘\'l
Harney County, about 14 percent is attributable to
puibstic land.
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Table 2-8 Estimated Recreational
Visitation

1978-8 Visltation

Visitor Days/Year

Public lands
within the
EiS Arza

Toial
{Harney Counby)

Becreational
Activity

Hunling

| Sifetes
Soriall oan

Vv‘lc!vlh‘( Fonnt

74,300

g
150

KRR

Fishing

Camping
CitFimy Tiay Llge
Totad

CULTURAL RESOURCES

BLM is required by law and executive order (o
identify, protect and enhance significant culiural
rasources on public lands. A number of procedures,
including those specified in 36 OFR 800.4a), were
used to identify the cultural resources within the
Andraws EIS area.

The BLM has a cultural resource inveniory
composed of three classes of inventory (BLM Manual
&1111 A survey of existing cultural rasource
information (Class | inventory) has been completed
for the area (Bright 1879 through a compilation of
the area's existing site record data.

Class ] fisld sampling inventories have been
undertaken on 152,000 acres o provide a data base
for making an objective estimate of the nature and




distribution of sites within the study area (Aikans et
al. 19801, These inventories are consistent with
regliremenis of the Programmatic Memorandum of
Agreement between the BLM, Advisory Councit on
Historic Preservation and National Conference of
State Historic Praservation Officers, dated January
14,1980,

Class [l intensive field inventories are undertaken
prior to BLM actions which would result in ground
disturbance or !and ownership changes. The
objective 04 a Class Hl inventory is to identify and
record all observable cuitural rescurce sites within a
specified area. Ciass [l intensive field inventories
have been performed on 44.344 acres within the EIS
area. The results of these intensive inventories are
documented in each site-specific environmental
assessment.

No sites on pubiic land in the EIS area are currently
on the National Register of Historic Places, The
criteria used to assess the eligibility of identified
cultural respurces for inclusion in the National
Register are described in 36 CFR 1202.8.

There are 34-O archeologic sites and niumerous
isolated finds on or near public land within the EIS
area.

There are 34 inventoried historic sites on or near
BLM-administered land within the area, many of
which remain unverified iri the field.

Paleontologic sites which contain vertebrate and
certain invertebrate fossils are protected within the
scope of the Antiguities Act. While the EIS area has
not been thoroughly surveyed, certain fossils are
known to exist. Most sites are on private land, and
there are few data dealing with site {ocations,
significance and conditions.

VISUAL RESOURCES

Visual resources are the land. water, vegetation.
animals and the other features (as described in this
chapter) that are visibig on public iands and
comprise the scenic quality of the area. Visual
resource management (VRM} objectives have been
developed based < an inventory and evaluation of
scenic quality. visual sensitivity and distance zone
(see Glossary}, Examples of highiy scenic and
sensitive areas on public land include Blitzen and
Little Biitzen River canyons, Pueblo Mountains.
Steens Mountain alpine ridge, Frenchglen to Steens
Ranch, Mann Lake, Tencent Lake, McCoy Creek
Canyon, Fish Greek Canyon, Alvord Dasert Basin,
Alverd Lake, Big and Little Indian Creek Canyons.
and Page Springs Recreation Site,

VEM classes specify management objectives and
atlow for differing degrees of modification {BiLM

WManual 8441). Class | provides the highest level of

protection for scenic valugs, and Class 1V the lowest
level. Public lands in the EIS area are VRM Class |l
(32 precant), Class [H (12 percent) and Class IV {56
percent). VRM class delineations for the Andrews Ei8
area are availabie in the Burns District Office.

WILDERNESS VALUES

Under the terms of ihe Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1876 (FLPMA), roadiess areas of
5.000 acres or more that have wildermess
characteristics are to be reviewed within 15 years for
possible wilderness designation.

After consideration of public comments on the BLM
wilderness review, the Oregon State Director has
announced his final decisions for public lands in the
EIS area inciuded in the intensive wilderness
inventory. In the E!S area. 22 areas {totaling about
739,260 acres} have been identified as Wilderness
Study Areas [see Glossary).

The intensive wilderness inventory and
accompanying maps for Oregon are available in the
Burns District Office.

SPECIAL AREAS

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECSs)
are areas on the public lands where special
management attention is required to protect and
prevent irreparable damage to important historic,
cultural, or scenic values. fish and wildlifs resources,
or other natural systems or processes! or tc protect
life and safety from natural hazards (FLFMA Section
103(a)).

Gf the areas nominated for ACEC consideration
during the District’'s planning process, 5 have
potential for designation (see Table 2-G3. All potential
ACECs meet the identification criteria (relevance and
importance) as derived from the Fedsra! Land Paolicy
and Management Act {1978} and described in USDH,
BLM (1980h). ACEC designation. if considered
appropriate, will be part of the Management
Framework Plan decisions for the area.

Five areas on public land {Stesns Mountain, iittle
Blitzen Gorge, Kiger Gorge Plateau, Alvord Basin,
Blitzen River) have been identified as potential
National Naturai Landmarks (see Gilossary) by the
National Park Service (NP3} (Daubenmire 1975
Bostick et al. 1875}, The entire length of the Blitzan
River has also been identified by the State of Oregon
for potential scenic waterway dasignation.

Research Natural Areas {RMAs. see Glossary! are
established and maintained primarily for research
and educational purposes. Eight areas are being
considered for RNA. designation {se¢ Tabie 2-8), The

plant community or habitat types fisted represent cafi
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Table 2-9 Potential Special Areas

Approx.
Size
ACEC {acres)
1. Alvord Desert 18,700

2-5teans 14,600

3. Borax Lake 520
4. Alvord Paak 14,700
5. Pickatt Rim 4000
Total 43,020
RNA

1, Littie Blitzen 2 200

2.-Little Widhorse

4 Fnoster Somb A4S0
8 Nickey Basin 3C0
6. Pusblo Foothills 1975
7. Tum Tum Lake 3,170
8. Long Draw 210
Total & 540

needs for RNAs as identified in the

Heritage Plan {1081).

SOCICECONOMIC
CONDITIONS

Cregon Matural

The area is defined for socioeconomio purps [
Harney County, While several parmittees liv south of
ihe State border in Mevada, and some business is
done in Winnemucca, the people living in Hamsy
County are those most affected by management
actions concerming the subject lands.
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Descriplion

Mortharn Great Basin dexp't'@ziiﬁ“ a cversily
of plant and animal communities

S aép‘mﬁ ‘alping natural system with high
seenic valus.

Buffer zone around chub habitat.
Rugged, mountainous area with high zootogic

aned soenis valtusa,

Rirrock with an abundant popuiation of
nesting raptors.,

Stream s y m o' f,g inating in subalping zone:
vernal po nan grove: fescus grassiand.

Mid 1o high elavation lake,
Stream systam originating in a glacial
cirgue, alping o “‘}"Wmuff*ttt‘%

Mount
ared,

ain mahagarme: black cottonwaood riparian

Winterfal commurity

aod and Mormon tea

Marrowleal coit
community.

Low efsvation vernal pond.

Cﬁm}f“ﬁri“ﬂé‘ indian ricegrass, nesdlegrass

Population and Income

The population of Harney County in 1981 was
estimatad to ba 8000 Qé:ti:O"’lC. a decline from the

1080 population of 8,314 parsons, Popuiation growth
during the past two C‘E‘;‘C ades WASR mmerat@
averaging 0.7 percent per year during the 1960's and
1.4 percent per vear in the 1870, ’H e domm in 1981
amolrited o a 3.8 percent decrease.

Personal incomea in 1980 was $62.5 million. Income
per capita was $8,344 as Cc:mpar% wit h a state-wide
average of $8,206. The portion of income attributable
to the work force, labor and ptoprsrﬂum inocoms,
amounted to $45.1 million of which $8.4 millicr was
farm income and 3387 million was non-farm income.



Farm proprietors’ income varies widely from year to
year as shown by the figures for Harney County
since 1974:

1874 $3,155,000
1975 970,000
1976 2,067,000
1977 2,507,000
1978 2,699,000
1979 6,726,000
1980 5,739,600

Economic Activity

The labor force--people working or looking for work
averaged 3.670 in 1981, a decline from 4.120 in 1980
due primarily o the closure ¢f a large lumber mill.
Unempioyment averaged 21.8 percent of the labor
force in 1981. The industrial composition of ron-
agricultural wage and salary employment in 1281 is
shown in Table 2-1 3.

Table 2-10 Non-Agricultural Wage
and Salary Employment, 1981
(Average number of workers)

~industry Employment . Percent
Lumber and wood products
_ : 120 6.8
Other manufactiuring 10 0.5
Construction 80 23
Trads 4560 24.2
- Government 210 428
Cther 430 228

Total 1,800 1000

Souree’ Oragon Depantment of Human Resources, 1882

Data or farm {and ranch) employment is not
available for 1881, but in 1980 there were 423
farm/ranch proprietors and an average of 322 farm
wage and salary workers employed {{J.3. Department
of Commerce, 1882},

The value of agricultural production in 198G was
$23.5 millicn including $5.0 millicn in crops sold and
$18.5 million in livestock and livestock products,
There were 110,000 cattle and calves in the county
on January 1.1980. The value of cattle and calves
sold was £1&.0 million. (OSU Extensicn Service,
1881},

The business of livestock production creates
additional local sales activity through the purchases
by ranchers and their suppliers. A portion of these
gross sales are earned by individuals as personal
income, Estimates of the refationships al ranchers’
sales to total grss sales and to personal income

generated have been obtained from inter-industry
models for these counties developed by the Forest
Service for the year 1977 (USDA, FS 7982). (See
Appendix H.) Applying these estimates to 1880
livestock sales figures the total gross sales generated
locally by livestock producers in 1980, was $38.7
million, Local personal income generated by the
gross sates was $10.9 million,

Economic Significance of Public Land
Resources

The following sections describe several measures of
the value of BLM grazing priviteges to the livestock
industry, and estimate the amount of local income
and empioymeot generated by the existing level of
activities arising from public land use.

Dependence of Livestock Permitiees on
Public Forage

During the 1880 grazing year {3/1,80-2/28/81), 32
permittees keld grazing privileges on public lands in
the EIS area. Their active preference (see Glossary)
totaled 102,988 AlUMs, and their actual (paid j use in
1880 was 101.789 AlUiMs. They reported total herds of
30,085 cattle. Assuming 12 AUMs of forage for each
animal per year. actual use of BLM forage provided
28 percent of total forage requirements. Six
permittees were dependent on BLM forage for more
than £0 percent of their annual requirements. The
use of BLM forage is heaviest during the spring and
summer. and it comprises 80 to 100 percent of the
fcrage requirements in that season for half (16} of the
permittees. Most permittees have very limited alterna-
tive forage sources during that period. Table 2-11
shows the average annual dependency (BLM forage
as a percentage Of total needs), and the distribution
of permittees by peak level of dependence.

BLM Grazing Licenses and Ranch Property
Values

The Bureau of Land Managesment does not treat
grazing permits as vested property rights; however,
effects on private asset valuation may occur. Based
on BLM file data and contract appraisal studies, the
asset value of public; forage is estimated to be about
$40-545 per AUN. Estimates of the capitalization
values placed oR grazing permits associated with
ranch properties when soid have varied widely from
this estimate. A study of ranch sales in Grant and
Umatilla Counties found no statistically valid
evidence that public grazing use affected ranch sale
values {Winter et al. 1978). However, grazing
preferences have sold at prices ranging from $22 to
$55 per AlUM in southern Idaho according to the
Owyhee Grazing Management FEIS (USDI, BLM
1880¢), and an average price of $65 per AUM was
indicated in interviews with parties to the sale of
several ranch properties in eastern Orsgon during
the years 1977 to 1879 (USD!, BL.M 1880d).



Table 2-11 Permittee Dependence on BLM Forage, By Herd Size Class’
(Dependence based on paid use, 1980 grazing year)

Herd Size Class
Itern Under 400 400-99% 1,000+ Total
Permittess g 14 g 32
Cattie? 1.828 8,081 20 ?t:ﬂ 30,088
Active Frefarence {(AUMs) 8418 42778 53,7 02,680
Astual Use (AlLMs) 5,984 42,882 i‘itj%*%fs 101,740
Average depsndence’ 27 3% 44 2% 21.58% 28.2%
Number of pgrmitiegs by
highest monthly
dependence?
Under B0 percent 2 1 5 a
50-68 percent - - 1 1
60-69 percent 1 1 1 3
70-79 percant 2 - 1 3
8&.89 percant . - 1 - 1
Over 90 percent B 11 S el
“Total 9 14 9 Az

g 1o pyestoos

Local income and Employment Effects

Livestock sales of BLM permittess in the EIS area in
1680 amounted 0 $8.8 million (1978-83 average
prices) according to estimates ba%ed a survey of
BLM permittees in Harney County | ’26(-?. 1981},

Local parsonal income derived from these salas
ascountad for $5.0 millicn, or 8.3 percent of personal
income and 203 jobs in Harney County. The portion
of their forage derived from public lands in the EIS
area was responsibie for about 2.4 percent of
personal income in the county, Erﬂpicwymér“t in
tivestock and other local industriss, attributable to
grazing on public lands, was about 57 worksrs,

Other Land Use Activities

PR
[618)

Mineral exploration and quarryving, and witdlife
trapping provide minor amounts of local income and
employment. Hunting and fuhmg. camping. and
general recreational use on BLM lands in the EIS

area generate an estimated $857,300 in local income
and 35 jobs.

Payments to Harney County derived from lands
ma 7’1ge:€ by BLM amounted to $634.184 in fiscal
1881, These payments are principally payments in
lieu of taxes and mineral fees which would not be
affected by the alternatives considerad.
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Social Conditions

Social conditions which might be affected by any of
the alternatives are primarily those re E ting to trw
residents of Marney County, Groups mtu%tﬂd iy
these public lands include the ranching indusiry, the
mining industry, conservation groups, v Wt!d horse
groups, historical groups, archeological groups,
hunting and fishing groups, other recreatio
groups and local resident groups.

Ty

fsrited

The group most likely to be affected is the ranching
industry. The ranchars style of life is tlad to the land
and to the ranch operation.
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Environmental
Consequences






CHAPTER 3 ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES

INTRODUCTION

Throughout this chapter. environmenial
consequences (impacts) are compared to the
existing situation, as described in Chapter 2.

The significant impacts resulting from implemen-
tation of the proposed action and each of the
alternatives are analyzed ir this section. If a resource
is not affected or if the impacts are considered
insignificant, no discussion is included. Analysis,
including the scoping process, indicates that there
would be no significant impacts upon air quality,
minerals, climate, or energy consumption.

The major actions which cause impacts are alloca-
tion of existing and future forage production,
implementation of grazing systems, change in period
of use and implementation of range improvement
projects. No change is expected from the existing
situation on the unallctted areas (509 acres):
therefore, these areas are not discussed further.

The following criteria were used to determine the
nature and extent of impacts identified:

Beneficial impact: Resource conditions would
improve relative to the
existing situation.

Resource conditions would
deteriorate relative to the
existing situation.

Adverse impact:

Resource conditions would
remain the same as the
existing situation.

No impact:

The 1 O-year period needed
to complete the range
improvement projects and
implement grazing systems.

Short term:

Fifteen years after
implementation of the
proposed action or
alternative {10 years for
implementation plus 15
additional years).

Long term:

The foliowing assumptions have been made as a
basis for the impact analysis:

e The proposed action or any alternative selected
would be fully implemented as described in
Chapter 1. Grazing systems would be followed.

®  Monitoring studies would be c@mpietsd as
indicated and adjustments made as needed,

o Vegetation is the only resource which would have
primary impacts. Any changes in production, or
composition of vegetation would affect other
resources.

o Standard procedures and design elements would
be effectively carried out for construction of range
improvement projects in the proposal or any
alternative.

o Regular maintenance would be carried out to
maintain the functional capability of ail range
improvements.

IMPACTS ON VEGETATION

Changes in vegetative characteristics such as forage
production, forage condition, residual ground cover,
riparian vegetation and threatened or endangered
plants are dependent upon plant species composition
changes. A summary of the long-term impacts to
vegetation is shown in Table 3-1.

Impacts to the 11 vegetation types will not be
discussed separately because the plants most
affected by the proposed action and the alternatives
are found in almost every vegetation type.
Consequently, the expected changes in key species
would occur in nearly every vegetation type although
in somewhat different proportions depending upon
the present composition and potential of the site and
the actions being proposed.

Plant Species Composition

The following analysis identifies the general changes
in composition of the key species that are expected
to result from the components of the proposed action
and each alternative. (See Tabie |-l for components
by alternative.) Since significant composition
changes usually take several years, the following
analysis is confined to a discussion of long-term
impacts.

Estimates of changes in composition f key species
were based upon chservations by district personnel,
professional judgment, analysis of similar grazing
systems elsewhere and cited studies. No change
from the current species composition is expected on
areas managed under fenced Federal range or
unallotted status,



Table 3-1 Long-Term Vegetation Impacts

Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3
Vegetative Existing Proposed No Emphasize Emphasize
Characieristic Situation Action Action Livestock Non-Livestock
Forage Condition

(Acras)
Good 743,605 1180578 803,775 1,265,742 1,116,861
Fair 676,850 293,418 360,852 245 8562 272,089
Poor 101,930 38,489 357,723 21,148 133,480
No Data * 51,540 51.540 51,540 51840 51.540
Total Residual
Ground Cover (Acres}
Increasing 174187 379823 85,868 TEG5H20
Static 32,558 447875 32,5680 102,380
Decrsasing 1,367,243 746,692 1,455,564 705068
Long Term Forage
Production (AUMs) 102,536 158,224 190,429 134.381
Streamside Riparian
Vegetation * {Acres)
Increasing 1,142 301 452 15314
Statio 416 661 €82 78
Decraasing 218 8§10 631 11%
Unknown 138 142 139 ar
2 significant but unguantifiable amount

Forage Allccation and Grazing Systems

The livestock forage aliocation and the grazing
systems (Appendix B. Tables B-l and B-2) in the
proposed action and the aiternatives determing the
degree and timing of utilization of the key species.

Grazing systems for riparian areas are summarized in
Table S-5 and listed by stream in Appendix G. Tabie
G-1 i the following discussion, each grazing system
is discussed with respect is its effect on key species
composition. Grazing systems which provide rest
during the critical part of the growing season
inormally May 1 to August 15, depending on the
elevation) would result in increases in key
herbacseous species. 2Liring this period planis are
drawing on stored carkchydrates to develop flower
stalks and vegetative growth. Carbohydrate reserves
are replenished during the later stages of this period
prior’ to seedripa. The critical period of growth ends
when the piant has replenished its carbohydrate
reserves and has produced seed, Removal of foliage
during the period of critical growth results in reduced
vigor which is evidenced by fewer see&talks, towsr
vegetative production, and a smaller crown size. In
the foliowing discussion, each proposed grazing
system is evaluated for its ability to allow pianis to
complete the critical stages of growth. Table 3-2
presents a summary of this discussion
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Winter Grazing System - increases in herbaceous
key sgacies are expected under this system bacatiss
wit-de; use ailows plants to complete the stages of
development from initiation of growth through
dormangcy without interruption, Grazing would begin
after the herbacesus species have become dormant
and the carbohydrates have been stored iri the roots.
The effects orr woody species are somewhat different
since shrubs store carbohydrates in the above-
ground stems. Moderate utilization of shrubs is
expected to result in the production of fewer flowers
in the spring but o significant change i waody
species composition. Some areas proposed for
winter livestock tise would have year long uisa by
horses (e.g. Tute Springs allotment). Mo change in
herbaceous key species is expected in these areas

Spring Grazing System - Spring grazing resuits in the
removal of previous year's growth together with 23 to
30 parcent of the current year's growth! grimarily on
perennial grasses, This system is proposed in some
areas in order to allow grazing of annuai grasses
which are not as palatabie later ir: the season.

Grazing during spring requires the plants to draw
heavily on carbohydraie reserves in order to replace
the grazed portions. However. since grazing ceases
white adequate soil moisture is availabie, most plants
are able to reach full growth, produce seed and
replenish carbohydrate reserves.




Seedling establishment would depend upon the
intensity of grazing in the spring following
germination. If seedling plants are not physicatly
damaged through trampling or being pulied up. they
would normally he established by the start of the
third growing season (Studdart Smith and Box 1975,
p. 485}. As a result. an increase in key herbaceous
species cornposition is expected. The effect of the
spring system on woody key species is similar to
winter. Utilization of woody species, expected to be
light to moderate. would be sufficient to prevent any
increase in woody key species composition,

Spring/Summer Grazing System - The effect of
spring/summer grazing on species composition is
largely dependent on the degree of utilization on the
key species. Grazing would occur every year during
the critical part of the growing season under this
system. Some researchers (e.g. Laycock 1981)
indicate that perennial grasses can maintain vigor
under such a system if the distribution of grazing is
uniform, the condition of the range is fair to good.
and the interisity of utilization is light or moderate.
Other studies (e.g. Cook 1871} indicate that even
moderate levels of utilization may be too severe for a
spring/summer grazing system. All researchers agree
however, that heavy use levels under a spring;
summer system results in lowered vigor of the grazed
plants

Although the proposed stocking rates are designed
to achieve moderate levels of utilization on most
areas. factors such as terrain, location of fences and
water, and the type of vegetation found in the
Andrews EIS area often prevent uniform patterns of
grazing. Heavy grazing inevitably will occur on some
portions of an allotment and light use will occur in
other areas. A decrease in key species composition is
expected on those areas within an allotment which
receive heavy utilization -- primarily areas adjacent to
water developments, riparian areas and fiat valley
bottoms, Spring/summer grazing at the Squaw Butte
Experiment Station, where stocking rates were
designed to achieve a moderate level of grazing use,
resulted in heavy utilization of 37 percent of the
range. Over an 11-year period. this produced a
change in species composition toward dominance by
intermediate species such as Sandberg’s bluegrass
{Hyder 1951 }. Decreases in key woody and
herbaceous species are expected to occur in
streamside riparian areas which are accessible to
livestock under spring/summer grazing. Livestock
prefer green focrage; consequently, as the upland
herbaceous species become dry in !ate summer
livestock begin grazing green woody species in the
riparian areas.

Table 3-2 Key Specnes Compasrtmn Changes Due To !mplementatmn,

.;_fof Grazing Systems '

‘ V'Grazing
System ¢

D@fwm_w (DFy

Deferven

S Deterren B
- Rest Hotation
Rest Rotation

Hest Botation
~Rest Rotation
sEclusion

atalion

STemp. Exal

rngated Fasiure

cTraid ir'zg

Upland Key Species ?

Woody

No Change
No Change
Niy Ghangs
Dwcreass
Mo Change
Decraass

Mo Change
Mo Change
inorease
No Ghange
Mo Change
ingrease

Increase

Ircrease

NonePressnt
fncrease

Herbaceous

Decrease
Ht et
frcrende

increass

Mo Change
increase
N& Change

N Change
increase
Inorease

inorease

R Tat A SPetarey
ncrease

Riparian Key Species *
Woody Herbaceous
ncreass inorease

Mone Prosent
No Change
Dacrease
Mong Prasent
Decrease

increase

Mons Prosent
Mo Changs
Siow
ncrease

N Changs
increass
Rapid
increase
Fapid
Increase
None Present
Inorease

Nona Present
No Crange
Digcrease
Mone Present
fncrosss

Increoase
None Pregsent
increase
incrofse

Mo Change
increase
inorease

Ingrease

None Present
Increase

Comments, Gualifications

Light 1o moderate utiization
Heavy utitization

Change irowoeody varles
according to utdization lovel
One manth grazing only in
September and at moderate
utilization levels

1 ymar 88/1 vear DFA1 vear rest
1 year ;% 7 ye3 rest

s,rmru 25841 ¥ ar Fasat

or 2 years 5872 years rast
taqnatmu me, ocour after
geveral years

2 years axclusion

0= 10

Appraximately 10 days use each
yadr

sreas, dus G low site potential oy poor

-

| Fanced Federad Range,
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Spring/Fall Grazing Systam - The spring/fall svstem
would aliow two pariods of grazing use every vear,
Livestock would be removed in the spring while
sufficiant soil moisture is avallable for ragrowth. Tha
fall season of use would cocur after dormancy of
herbaceous key specias in order to utilize the
summer's re\,frosvth This system s proposed
primarity for seedings in which the kay species is
crested whaatgrass, This system would promote fine
stermmed, lealy growth of crested wheatgrass in two
ways: first, by allowing the plants to produce and
store carbohydrate reservas and second by removing
the coarse stem material from the pravicus year.
Sharp (1870} demonstrated in ldaho that this Q‘,S‘Gm
maintained stand vigor and plant density. No riparian
areas occur in any of the areas proposad for
spring/fall grazing.

Beferred szmg System - The deferrad system

would allow gr e’?.’l"lg after most of the 'm!&ecs s key

species have reached seedripe stags and repémmhcd
carbohydrate reserves, The composition by 5\9;{
herbaceous spacies ¢ uch as ldaho fescue and
biuebunch wheatgrass would increase and the
composition by up and woody kay specias w&uid
decreases. The critical growth period for wood
specles occurs in late summer. Moderate u ‘cmmtion
of shrubs at this t‘mn encalrages growth of
additional twigs and therefore increases forage
production. Reprodixctwe capacity, on the other
hand, is decreased over the years, singe increased
twig growth reduces the de veiopr*‘ent of flowers and
fruits (Garrison 1983 Cited by Stoddart, Smith and
Bowx 1875, o, 125}, Whaere woody key species are
found in m ited numbers, ar:me individual shirubs
woild be selected by cattle and heavily browsed.
rasulting in reduced vigor of these plants,

Livestock normally concentrate in riparian areas
undar deferred grazing resulting in heavy utitization
of riparian woody spnﬂcles However, deferred g*azx gle
which allows grazing for 2 maximum of 1 month in
Septeniber {e.g. Little Blitzen River) would result in
Mcr’eaﬂsc irnwoody and herbaceoLs riparian species
dug to the short dur ation of the grazing use. L.onger
pericds of use under the deferred system in other
areas would result in decreases in woody ripariar
species. For sxample, under Alternatives 1 and 2
further decreases in woody spacies along some
sagments of Big Trout Creek would ocour.

Deferred Rotation Grazing System - Under the
dmfermcﬁ rotation grazing system, 1 year of grazin

ige during the critical growing gemd would be

Eta nated with a year of gtczmq after the sead of the
key herbaceous species ripen. The late summer
grazing would occour after mr‘:)f“hmrate reserves of
the key herbacsous spacies have been stored,
Although the deferrad rotation system would improve
the vigor of existing plants somewhat, the
herbaceous key species composition is not expecied
to change significantly,
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Ww v Key species in upland aregs would no

crease becauvse the seguence of Qrazing use does
no‘ provide sufficient protection from grazing ¢
allow seed production and because me "*r”i! g
grazed every vear. No s tr-:&am ide rips :
is located within the areas proposed f”’rdef rwa
rotation grazing.

esult i moderats (60 percﬂ‘nt‘s fli'i...dtl@

durir’xg the growing season. M[: o
percent of the area is compietaly re
each year.

Under ihe three pasture rest rotatic n system,
herbacsous key spacies would not be grazed during
the critical part of the growing period 2 outof 3

vears. As a result, the vigor of existing plants would
be significantly improved and seedlings would have a
chancs o hecome establishied. The two pasture
systam providing 2 consecutive vears of full res
wollld result in a similar degree of improved vigor of
existing plants. The f“on‘*pmiticm of key upland
herbacsous and w cedy ;pwczlw would incraase
under both types of rest rotation. The other variations
of rest rotation (ps‘ovidmg voar of rest alfernating
with ong or two growing season’s usg} would
maintair‘ the current species composition on
uplands,

The effect of rest rotation grazing on riparian k
spacies would vary aucor‘..mq to the amount ¢
provided and the degree of utilization in the use
pasture. Rest rotation uy@wrm which provide 2
continuous years of reat would result in Increases in
riparian woody and herbaceous spacies, Fest
rotation systems which alternate 1 vear of rest with 1
morth's use during September would have a similar
effact, Rest rotation syatems which provide 1 vear of
rast followed by ong season of summet-long grazing
would result in a siow increase (0 ripavian woody
spacies if utilization of the woody specias was E:c [
60 percent during the vear of uge. Rest rotatio
systems which provide 1 rest vear {oliowed y Zor
more years of summer-long gsazéng would not
change woody or harbaceous riparian key species,

&y
rast

Exciusion - in exciusion areas, thare would be no
authorized livestock qr zing. There would be an
initial improvement in the vigor of key species i
exclusion areas because ths absence of grazing
during the growing season would aliow plants the
o o1t ur‘tumt tb compiete vagetative growth and
ociur:tn n. Where the potential exists, a rapid
inﬂregss i riparian woody species is expacted
during the first 5 vears of exclusion. Observatione of
woody streamside répf‘*'izm vagetation in the Bums
district and in adjoining BLM districts in eastermn
Qregon indicate that during the first fow vears of
protection from grazing there is a p@nw "f rapic
shoot growth and establishment of seedlings. Normal
growth resumes when the riparian vegetation reaches




an equilibrium with its source of nutrients, usuaily
after a period of at feast 5 years. It is during this stage
when periodic, light to moderate levels of grazing can
maintain and even enhance the production of the
woody species in the community.

Temporary exclusion of livestock would occur for a
period of at least 2 years on 13,698 acres along Kiger
and McCoy Creeks under the proposed action, This
would allow the key woody and herbaceous species,
particularly those in the riparian areas to improve
vigor and increase in composition. Upon resumption
of livestock grazing, the proposed management
(deferred grating during September only) would
maintain the riparian key species composition in
these areas.

Trailing - Trailing use limited to two 5-day periods of
use each year, would allow most plants the
opportunity to complete the stages of growth.
Increases in key woody and herbaceous species are
expected in these areas.

Irrigated pasture - Specific proposals for periods of
use and rotation of livestock on the irrigated pasture
have not been formulated, but would be timed to
maintain the seeded plant community.

Range improvements

The removal of vegetation inherent in construction of
the range improvements (Appendix B, Table E-3)
would cause both a short term and long term
disturbance of vegetation as shown in Table 3-4. In
addition, a decrease in the composition of key
species would cccur on 5 to 16 acres around each
new water development as a result of heavy
utilization. The largest change in species
composition would be caused by the proposed
vegetation manipulation.

Vegetation manipulation (brush control, brush
control with seeding and irrigation} is proposed
primarily in portions of the big sagebrush vegetation
type where significant improvement in the forage
condition rating would require more than 15 years
using grazing management alone. The acreage of
vegetation manipulation shown in Table 1-1
represents a total conversion of approximately 27
percent of the big sagebrush type under Alternative
2, 14 percent under the proposed action, and 1
percent under Alternative 3.

The proposed methods of brush control are burning
and spraying, Burning would temporarily reduce
sagebrush because sagebrush does not resprout
foliowing fire. The effect of burning on perennial
bunchgrasses varies with the intensity of the fire,
season of the burn and the species of grass in the
burn area. The composition of Sandbergs bluegrass;
junegrass, bluebunch wheatgrass, cheatgrass and
squirreltail, where present, would increase on areas

vroposed for burning. Thurber's needlegrass and
Idaho fescue have been shown in some studies to be
significantly damaged by burning {Brittor 1878). The
amounts of these species are expected to be at least
temporarily reduced in the burned areas, Several
studies in Idaho indicate that fall burning does not
harm most forb species (Britton 1978) and spring
burning on Forest Service-administered fands near
the EIS area significantly improved the vigor of forb
species (Adams 1980).

The proposed spraying of 2.4-D for brush control
would temporarily reduce sagebrush in the treated
areas. Increases in native bunchgrass production of
more than 20¢ percent have been shown to occur
following spraying of sagebrush with 2,4-0 (Hyatt
1966). Annual forbs such as mustards would in-
crease, while perennial forbs such as lupine and
buckwheat would decrease in composition imme-
diately following spraying although reestablishment
is expected over the long term. Mueggler and
Blaisdel (1958) showed about a 30 percent increase
in total {annual and perennial) fort production
several years following spraying of sagebrush.

On the areas proposed for seeding and irrigation,
brush control by burning or spraying would occur to
prepare the site for seeding. Crested wheatgrass
along with other suitable species would be seeded on
147,800 acres under Alternative 2, 78,520 acres under
the proposed action, and 4,957 acres under
Alternative 3. Based on observations of existing
seedings in the EIS area and studies of similar areas
in Oregon (Findley 1974), crested wheatgrass wottid
comprise 53 to 80 percent cf the seeded area.
Species composition following treatment would vary
according to the success of the brush control, the
survival of other species in the seed mixture and the
amount of precipitation in the year following seeding.
On the areas proposed for irrigation (2,500 acres
under the proposed action and Alternative 3; 6,400
acres under Alternative 2}, big sagebrush vegetation
would be converted to a community composed
entirely of pasture grasses and/or alfalfa.

Some of the new spring developments would cause a
major change in species composition on a maximum
of 12 acres of riparian vegetation areas at springs and
seeps. As these springs are developed, water
previously supporting small areas of riparian
vegetation would be diverted to livestock water
troughs. Fencing would protect any remaining
vegetation on the overflow areas, Consequently, a net
increase would occur over the long term in both
woody and herbaceous riparian key species at
springs,



Forage Condition

The future fc::;rz:gc condition of the study area is

highly dependent upon the changas in species
COMGC cswuahu‘ in the previous section.
Expectad long-term forage conditions {(shown in
Ta‘«;hi@ 3-13 are basad on saveral assumptions which
arg derfvad from observations by district parSF»nrs el
~‘tuf"‘ sdata, review of p\.t:ﬁn.m’ fiterature and

f\rofe sional judgement, See m,uer fix E for
mathodology. The assumptions used to predict future
forage condition include the fo lovwm

s Grazing systems which satisfy the physiclogical
'»':=qulmrrs nis of key species for growth
Mdu ion and carbobydrate storage | & see Plant

Q; Composition Sé)CtIOF } wold improve
forage condition from fair to good. Conversely,

£ ,m-“ which do not allow p Ikz 1ts the opportunity
1iake and store carbohydrates would result in
the dptsrs:r tion of forage condition fmm qgood 1o
fale to poor, Cook (1965 states that

i ate rosnfv cwau tion car b the

es in range condition. The
rrf“rr»‘ p A ’%*t [t ~,~ps=f:se-% are grazed more

i wively and frequently than unpalatable plants.
wamo"‘wurate reserves in *he h~ wlw 3r 2z

f *’ww up fmm maer"e% Thw
described in this study
definition of forage condition

k=)

ditic sr"

ites with the

e t? is E185

e {tis ass ied t*‘i tapproxzimately 100,000 acras of
[sletety ’m on range would not respond 1o
grazing fT"sdﬂ&“fCék“‘lC?"lt over the lang term, Although
SOME I nt of poor condition range can he
axpecied, the rate of improvement is much slower
than better condition range. Studies by Mclean
and Tisdale (1972) and Cwe 1sby et al, (1673
showed that at least 20, and as much as 40 vears
of complete rest would e reguired for poor
condition range to completely recover,

e Avajlable nutrients, primarily scil molsturs, are
now essentially ‘utiy utitized by the present

stion. Conseguently, any increase in the

t of key species would result in a similar but

te change in the amount of some other

Forage Production

Forage production
composition of the
Crage co

is highty dependent upon the
s spacies and s thus alss
nddition. This relationship is «
3 W the preferred forage spe
hen key spacies (ncrease under proper grazing

sement, forage production also increases; vice
verss, as the key species composition decreases,

forage production als clines. In g raview of
several grazing studlies on western ranges., Van
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impleme: 1
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' ignificant but unguantifiable decrease in
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Pounds

Species Pounds Pounds Remaining
Composition Measured Annual Annual After
By Weight Utilization Production Consumption Grazing
Existing Situation (Fair)
70 percent Big Sagebrush 0 percent 700 - 0 , o0
20 parcent Blusbungch ‘
Wheatgrass 50 percent 200 - 100 <
10 percent Annuals 0 percent 100 - 0
Totals 1000 - 160 =
Long Term Situation (Good)
55 percent Big Sagebrush 0 percent 550 - 0 550
40 percent Bluebunch
ras 50 percent 400 - 200 & 200
ent Annuals 0 percent 5C -0 = 50
1000 - 200 800

wouid e consumed by the fire, Seed bed

pmwu: on would result in a significant short-term (1
to 3 months) reduction in cover on areas proposed
for irrigation but a ong—[errn increase due to the
higher total production of vegetation on the site.
Decreases in total residual ground cover would cocur
on sites disturbed by the construction of range
improvemeants and areas of heavy utilization {5 to 10
acres) arcund each new water development,

Riparian and Wetland Vegetation

Impacts to riparian vegetation are based on the
expected change in the composition of woody
species (primarily willow). Impacts to vegetation in
wetland areas are based on the expected changes in
herbaceous species (primarily sedges and rushes),
Tabie 3-2 shows the effect of grazing systems on
riparian key species. Response to grazing
management would occur primarily in the streamside
riparian areas which are accessible to livestock and
are currently in poor or fair condition {using the
wildlite habitat ratings). Good or exceilerit condition
areas are generally inaccessible to livestock due to
dense shrub cover. existing fences or steep. rocky
topography. Therefore, most would not be impacted
by any of the aiternatives.

Most of the poor and fair condition riparian areas are
currently under spring ‘summer or deferred grazing
management. These areas would have significant
Increases in riparian woody key species under
Alternative 3 and the proposed acticn. due to
exclusions from 8€ percent and 28 percent.
respectively, of the riparian vegetation in poor and
fair condition. Alternatives 7 and 2 would provide
protection for approximately 72 percent of these
areas, The effect of exclusion is discussed under
grazing systems in the preceeding section.

Under al! alternatives, small unguantifiad areas of
access to water by livestock {(water gaps) adjacent to
exclusion areas wouid have virtually all woody
vegetation removed.

The effect of spring developments ¢n riparian
vegetation at springs and seeps is discussed under
range improvements in the Species Compaesition
section.

Threatened, Endangered and
Sensitive Plants

Site specific information concerning the impact of
existing livestock grazing management is !acking for
the eleven plant species under review for Federal
listing as threatened or endangered status znd the

1 10 plants considered as sensitive by BLM {shown in
Table 2-3). For example, under Alternative 3,
beneficial impacts could occur {2 plants which are
palatatle to livestock an¢ are located within the
proposed exclusion areas. The removal of livestock
could allow these glarits to expand into adjacent
suitabie habitat. On the other hand, livestock
exclusion could favor plants which are preferred by
livestock and which may be in competition with the
sensitive plants. Without information on the rezponse
to grazing of these plants, the impact of proposed
changea In grazing management cannot be
predicted. Adverse impacts due to vegetation
manipulation and range improvement construction
would be avoided by conducting intensive piant
inventories of the project area and maodifying the
design as needed in accordance with Bureat: policy
(Chapter 1}.

37



Conclusions of perennial grass specias would increase, Perennial
grasses have a more axtensive roct system 1o hold

soil in place and provide, on the av mors
The analysis of impacts (o vegetation as quantified i

persistent ground cover than annuals. Bailey and
Table 3-1 leads to the foliowing major conclusions: Copeland (1961 Cited by Mattison et al, 1977) found
that as perennial vegetation and litler cover
increased, overland flow of watar and erosion
e The proposed action and Alternatives 2 and 3 decreased. This protective cover would reduce soi!
wolld resuit in varying ievels of improvement in movement. reduce raindrop impact and decrease
forage condition and increases in livestock forage compaction, thus increasing infiltration into the soi
production. These impacts are chiefly due to the Under Alterrative 1, soll arosion would incres
implementation of grazing systems which provide to a reduction in the proportion of ground co
periodic rest during the critical part of the growing made up of ;seranniafs
season and the implementation of vegetation
manipulations which increase the herbaceous key Streambank stability would be affectad
species composition. Alkernative 2 would result in in riparian vegetation. Increases of ripa
the most improvement in forage condition due 1o vegatation, sspecially woody pl

s

by chianges

rian

1tg, woilid help

the number of acres proposed for vegstation stabilize streambanks and decrease erosion

manipulations. Alternative 1 would resuit in a net Expected changes in riparian vegetation from grazing

decline in condition and an unguantified decrease systams is shown on Table 3-2. See Takle 3-3 for

in forage production primarily due to {1} the changes in streambank stability in miles by

continuation of grazing in excess of proper alternative.

grazing capacity and (2} the continuation of

grazing systems which would not provide pericdic The construction of range improvements under the

rest during the critical part of the growing season. proposed action and Alternatives 2 and 3 would
temporarily disturt the soif surface (seg Ta

=

bilg 3=,
* Due to long-term increases in forage produstion The disturhance would subject those acres 1o wind
and proportional inoraases in livestock allocations, and water erosion. This impact would iessen as the
a decrease in fotal residual ground cover would areas became revagetated in 1to 2 years.
coour on 92 parcent of the area under Alternative No range improvements wouldd be construc
2,87 percent under the proposed action, 47 Alternative 1.
parcent undear Alternative 1, and 45 percent under

Alternative 3. This decrease would be offset by a Livestock would concentrate arcund the proposed

sl unclar

change in the composition of ground cover from water developments. Approximately 10 acres around
nonpersistent annuals to persistent pererinials reservoirs, waterholes and troughs along pipelines,
under the proposed action and Aiternatives 2 and and 5 acres around Spri;‘]gg wolld be ?1‘5‘&‘1‘15"“,’ Az
3. {see Table 3-4). Residua! ground cover would thusg
decrease thersby increasing erosion, Eresion would
* The proposed action and Alternative 3 would also increase along some new fence lines due to
rasult in significant increases [n riparian woody trailing by livestock under the proposed action and
key species, Alternatives 1 and 2 would resuit in Alternatives 2 and 5.
decraases in riparian woody Kay species,

On areas proposed for vegetation manipulation, short
e Although no impacts due to range improvements term increases in wind erosion wouid oocur on
are expected, impacts 1o threatened, endangered Sandy scils if burning were the treatment used
and sensitive plants from grazing management are (worse case analysis). Vegetation manipulation would
targely unknown, occur on 29.240 acres of Sandy scils undar the
proposed action, 44,330 acres under Allernativi 2
* Anirvetrievable loss of 270 acres (proposed and 3,580 acres under Alternative 3. In the long term,
actionj, 317 acres (Alternative 2) or 222 acres wind erosion would return to existing levels after the
(Alternative 3 of vegetation would ccour due to areas bacome revegetated. All the acres proposed for
the construction of rangs improvements. This {oss irrigation (2,500 acres under the proposed action and
is reversible if the improvements are removed and Alternative 3 and 8400 acres under Alternati
the disturbed area reseeded, have Sandy solls. Plowing these acres would
the soil to wind erosion: however, such erosion
would ocour for iess than one vear dus to rapid

|MPACTS ON SO!LS revegetation due to irrigating the areas,

Qverall, erosion would decraase slightly undsr the
Under the proposed action and Alternatives 2 and &, proposad action and Alternative 1, Streambank
the proposed vagetation allocation and grazing stability would increase significantty under
svetems would increase protection of the soll from Alternative 3, increase slightly under the proposed
ercsion. Although total resicual ground cover would action, remain mostly static under Ajternative 2 and
decrease, the proportion of cover which s made up decrease or remain static undear Alternative 1.
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Table 3-3 Streambank Stability

_ (miles)
Alt. 1 Alt. 2 AlL3
- : o Proposed No Emphasize Emphasize
Streambank Stability Action Action Livestock Non-Livestock
H”.;Omoqmmmwmm ‘ 106 : 24 47 179
_ Static 48 62 N 35
~Increasing 38 100 78 14

- Unknown ‘ ; ; 110 114 111 72

.Hmc_m w...a >n_.mm of Disturbance Ucm to Proposed Range
”.,._Bn_‘oﬁ.gm:*m !

ange Alternative 2 Alternative 3

Improvements Proposed Action Emphasize Livestock Emphasize Non-Livestock
L : {Acres} {Acres) {Acres)
Heavily Heavily Heavily
Temp. Perm. Grazed Temp, Perm, Grazed Temp. Perm. Grazed
=133 al 0 174 G 182 G ¢
12 & 235 12 240 10 9 205
. ‘ 3 4 30 11 118 8 4 858
: ﬁmtmm nes 208 103 1.545 298 149 2,235 120 st 00
Heservoirs 110 111G 580 110 110 558 108 108 &30
. ...E&w%cmmm - . 52 52 260 52 52 260 52 52 280
. Brush Controls sesdi w 78520 g~ 0 147,800 g 0 4,857 O a
f = m: 153 o Only 72731 G & 145611 g G 8450 g 8]
24500 Q= & 6,400 g+ 0 2500 [ C
..4.04 ﬁg 164,271 269 2,680 00,468 317 3,400 14,385 222 1,880

* 0me ,?uF 1-1 {or proposed ranges improvemants by alternative. There would be 110 range improw wirusted under Altes

,:Ew, HOTER, [sly ual sifrface disturbance a8 wotdad otour with : Wano,amBmim. Imi
b removed, exposing the s o wing and water grosion. 1 gprayed inglead, % e would be no anres distuy
) ndﬁ? the soil surface from erosion




IMPACTS ON WATER
RESOURCES

Water Quantity

rof studies (Rauzi and Han
: on 1874 Hanson
have showrn that heavily grazed area ;
rrociuce mare runoff than lighziy and

paar tio
naderately o 1 area those in good

most of these studies were done
o the effects of grazing on rurm from rainfall. Mu
of the armual runsff ¢ ush \fm‘f?rs;*"seds, such
a*: in the Andrews EIS area. ccours C?L-rirm the
owmait pericd \\_tw ;:’3,8' and thu S GCCUS
zen solis, Soil ¢ ok,
aomay M‘; be sig SEAlCH unoti s
ontroliad by the rate of infiltration o water Mo
the eoll. Changes in grazing intensity and @xpec,tc:u
improvement In forage con ditton under the proposead
action and Alternatives 2 and 2 are not oxpﬁc“t% 18]
significantly affect total runctf, However, peak flows
ayv modsrate slightly, and ¢ miublm of lives
along streams may c&d to perennial flows
reaches of stream. at wera mtmm tent, Studiss ©
Camp © of the EE\ al@@
have s;hc»ws p z f! ww: wﬁhar‘ an exciusion area,
with the fiow becoming intermittent cutside tr‘e

on. Howes

axolusion (Winegar 1980). Runoff is alse nat
expactad tcv change significantly unf:L.; Sternative 1,
Less each downstream users due to th

constr =rVoirs under the propesed ..iuinf‘l

I

and »‘\!tc;'mati'fe 2 and 3. Sincea each reservoir would
(&

r s approximately 2 acr et the total
impoundment would be 110 acre-test year under
these alternatives. The total impoundment wouid be
fess than 0.1 ﬂe‘ﬁr;:c:n't of the annual runoff from public
tands in the EIS 4 a. No reservoirs are proposed
under Aihemc«tw Co nstruction of waterholes
wouid not affect dmvmtrs 1T Use since waterholas
are hrnlt in dry lakebeds that are sinks for smail
internally-drained watarsheds.

Theg amouni of groundwater withdrawn from the
pro sosed wells under any alternative would not
sionificantly impact the rescurce.

Water Quality

Chramical constituenis are not Hkely {0 changs since
the chemical composition den@n:ﬁt an the source of
the water and the geological substrate. Most fecal

coliform degradation of water qua [,.;z comes from use

in or directly adjacent to streams {Johnson et al,
1978 Robbing 1878, Fencing 11 5 miles of streams in
riparian areas under the urop.snu qctlun and 188.5
mites under Alternative 3 would z‘e,s-'nove Hivestock
concentration along perennial streams and thus
dacreass fecal coliforms from ;Iv@etOCk. Under
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Alternatives 1 and 2
remain the sama as thtf vl
woldd be no additionat liv

The herbicid

proposaed action :

significant impagts o water qual

: to the use of buffer s

of pw@nmé’ streams
s Chapter 1

[

3N b Jtn S
water sources, (See
and Design Elements for F‘any‘ Impt
herbinides would be appliad under

The construciio
temporarily increas
disturbed acres are wxpéc‘u:ﬁ
Bin 1o 2 vears. Aftert
| tm t}

W

\,IE*l” % woul*‘ r»mnr

or c>“'er'.

existin

Droposac e%c olrs
spillway. Reservoirs de
Terrace scils could incre

sediment vield in streams be
erodible nature,

In the long term, the cha
residual ground cover ¢
implementation of grazing syst
improvements under the prepos

Alterna 2 and 3 woulc
sadiment Hle,iu in the area. V

less soil is detached and car rlr '
bultlng inan 'ﬂp CVeME rt in

from erosio

3 AT ,ri o~

Hotments that ars pre‘wm Y r\w—;rszuc
areas with spring/summer grazing system
ar increase in erosion and thus se :
SUEams.

The ¢
:; i ing rease in atr g
would resuli in a r::zc,rmb& in s\,d T
tmw streams (Blitzen River, Br Cottonwoond,
Fish, Home. McCoy. Kiger, Krumbo, Mud and Big
[f:Cziar‘: Creeks, and sections of ot Cmostly under
the proposed action and’or Alternative 3. See
5 ‘p"ndlx G, Tﬂhim G-1 for pr c‘ié“‘ec ::c»r*diti~“'n arid
trend of riparian habitat by stream by a tf«”mti"r~ Y]
woody riparian vegetation in t
streams would occur, résuiting in tuwcr v’«'at:ﬁr
temperaluras.

in water qudrmt, fro..
alternative. Water qu
tamparature, fecal colifor Ve Under
the propesed action and A%tema e 3, mainty along
streams to be excluded from Hvestock,




IMPACTS ON WILDLIFE

Wiidlife would experience both primary and
secondary impacts. Primary impacts affect wildlife

X 1pu tions directly, Some examiples of adverse
primary impacts are: avoidance of livestock by big
game; deer and antelope fence mortalities: nast
disturbance cr destruction from fivestock trampling:
and animal displacement from burning Primary
impacts are beligvad to be insignificant in the long
term. Although individuals are lost, population trends
are unaffected.

Secondary impacts affect wildlife populations
indirectly vy changing the vegetation or wildlife
habitat and can be beneficial ¢t adverse. Two adverse
examples are 'oss of sagebrush cover from herbicide
spraying and siftation of stream bottoms from
exposed banks. Beneficial exampies are increased
nesting cover from improved riparian vegetation and
new sources of water from water developments.

Wildlife populations in the EIS area have not beer!
manitored to determine the impact of grazing
systems and range improvements, Therefore. impact
analysis was based on less direct methods which
focus on wildlife habitat, Some considerations in
predicting impacts were:

1. Condition of habitat as based on visual
observation by district personnel and limited
habitat inventory.

2. Poteniial of wiidhie habitat {o respond tc a

specilc grazing system. livestock exclusion or

range improvement.

Predicted impacts to vegetation as they affect

wildiife.

4. Research applicable to the EIS area.

5, Field observations of past impacts to wiidtife
populations and their habitat.

el

All predicted impacts to poputations were assumed
to be from habitat changes. Weather. hunting,
disease and predalion were assumed to be constant.
Actions which increase habitat diversity were
assumed to also increase the numbers and kinds of
wildlife although improved habitat does not always
result in Increased animal numbers. Predation may
prevent population increases. A recent study by
CDFW found that 80 percent of the marked antelope
fawns were kiiled by predators, primarily coyotes
(Wiilis 1 982)

Threatened and Endangered Animals

The proposed action or any of the aiternatives would
have no effect on peregrine faicons, bald eagles,
Borax Lake Chubs. kit fox or snowy piovers.
Changes in bird and smali mammal populations
would not be great encugh to significantly affect
food for bald eagles or peregrine falcons. Active

niesting or roost sites are not Known in the EIS area
The Borax Lake chub wauld not be impacted
because It does ot occlr on public lands. Changes
tn vegetation and resuiting small mamma!
populations would nor be graat enough to aftect kit
fox habitat. On public lands, the lake playas used by
snowy plovers receive light or no livestock use,

Wildlife Habitat in Riparian Areas

Impacts intiparian area3 are significant because
these areas coniain the greatest densities and
varieties of species {Thomas et al. 1978). See Figure
2-1for location of major riparian arsas. Fish
populations in streams are largely dependent on the
condition of adjacent riparian habitat Poor riparian
habitat reduces soil water retention which results in
drying of more stream area during summer and
autumn. Portions of streams which are now parennial
may become intermittent. {Sge Impacts on Water
Resources. Water Quantity}.

Impac. predictions wearé made by comparing eX|st|ng
grazing systemn and condition with proposed grazing
system at each riparian area (se¢ Tabie 3-5, 3-6 and
Appendix G. Table G-I j. impact predictions from the
vegetation section (Tabie 3-2) were used to predict
wildlife habitat trend. For exampie, an increase in key
riparian species would result in an upward wildlife
habitat trend.

Livestock exclusion would improve riparian habitat to
good cr excelient condition where livestock grazing
has been damaging riparian habitat Maost of the
improvement would occur daring the first 6 years.
Successful streamibank fencing projects have been
documented in Oregon (Winsgar 18771, Utah (Duff
1978y and Nevada {Crispin 1981). Livestock exclusion
along Blitzen River has resulted in upward irend and
greatly improved wildlife habitat condition as
documented by photo studies in the Biirns District
Office. The removal of cattie aliowed both woody and
herbaceous plants to increase. resulting ir: increased
habitat diversity. Similar riparian areas with a high
potential for improvement would be expected to
improve one or two condition classes. 1.e., Trout
Creek, Big Indian Creek, Little Blitzen River, McCoy
Creek. South Fork Blitzen River. Kiger Creek. Riddle
Creek. Cottonwood Creek. Kings River and others.
Decreases in riparian plant species at watergaps
would result in poor wildlife habitat at thesa
locations.

Grazing systems other than exciusion which inore
key riparian piant species composition {Table 3 2
would improve riparian navitat for wildiife at a ver
slow rate. Improvement from poor to fair conditio
may take up to 20 years. Grazing systems which
decrease key riparian plant species would result in
further deterioration of witdlife habitat

ASE

)
Y
n

Development of springs would initially destrey some
wildlife habitat in riparian areas at each spring site.
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Table 3-5 Proposed Grazing Management in Streamside Riparian

Habitat

Al 2 A3
ARt Emphasize Emphasize
Proposed Action Mo Action Livestock MNeon-Lysik
Grazing System ° Acres Mites Acres Miles Acres Miles Aores Miles
4 18 254 18 BED
Slision 7
7 32 80
et 481
154
ah i)
1 i 1
i 33 2
185 15 114 15
4 e
el 100
00 1414 3 1,514

Bl

Liaknown

About 0.28 acre at each site would be affected.
‘;Vh@r@ fencing of overfiows s proposed, lost habitat
would be replaced in the long tsarm.

Fish

The analysis of impacts to fish habitat is : sed on
expacted impacts 1o riparian vegetation ter

qu&lsfH btmannzark stability and erosion in uplands,

1 halkiis

See Figure 2-2 for jocation t.
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of major fist

Exisling Proposed
Situation Action
Condition Acres iiles Acras Riles

Table 3-6 Expected Long-Term Condition and Trend of Wildlife
Habitat in Streamside Riparian Areas

Al AL 2 AL 3
HNeo Emphasize Emphasize
Action Livestock Non-Lysti
Acras Miles Acres Bilas Acres Bilgs

High sadiment loads, htt,f waler temperaiiies, low
flows and a fack of riparian vegetation are pri r“au!‘f
responsibie for the poor or f;;n fish habitat on BLM
administerad lands, Generally, grazing sysiems wr ich
would improve riparian habitat would also improv
fish habitat (see Vegetation, Tabls 3-21. Bef"nL” "la!
effects of improved riparan vegetation inclucde
raduced water temperatures, reduced silt, increassed
summer flows, and increased insects. D@: & ripariarn
vege*atlm stabifizes the streambarks and provides
hiding places for fish. Grazing systermns which




decrease key riparian plant species would allow fish
habitat to deteriorate further,

Quantitative impact predictions were made by
comparing existing grazing systems and fish habitat
condition with grazing systems proposed for each
atternative on over 90 Individual stream segmeants
totaling 119 miles,

SUmmary For All Fisheries Streams
(Mites)

Existing Proposed

Condition Condition Action
Excellent 18 78
Good 20 34
Fair 26 4
Poor 57 18

Total 118 119
Trend
Up - 52
Static - a0
Down - 7

Total 119

Long term trend and site specific analysis at major
stream segments appears in Table 3-7. The no action
alternative would have significant adverse impacts in
both the long term and short term. Continued bank
sloughing and headcutting would result in further
deterioration of fish habitat presently in poor or fair
condition, Portions of the following streams can be
expected to have significant short term impacts in

Al 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3
No Emph. Emph.
Action Livestock  Non-Lvsik
18 26
23 22 51
22 37 30
56 42 12
119 119 119
8 22 57
&z 7 50
28 19 2
119 119 119

Table 3-7 Fish Habitat - Predicted Long-Term Condition and Trend

ALTERMNATIVE ALTERMNATIVE ALTERNATIVE
PROPUSED 1 2 3
ACTION NO ACTION EMPHASIZE EMPHASIZE
EXISTING LIVESTOCK NON-LIVESTOCK
. CONDH- GRAZING CORDE GRAZING CONDE- GRAZING CONDH- GRAZING CONDi-

MAJOR STREAME AHLALOT  MAILES TION SYSTEM  TREND SYSTEM TRERD TION  SYSTEM TREND oM BYSTER  TREND TIoN
= 5 L
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¥

3

FZ:
{

F
B
=]
#
P
I

i o]

LR Bl

f.
(]

Rl

@

2 .
" ¥
£
o i
5 P i
o P
G P 5

3-13



Altarnative 1, South Fork Blitzen River, Upper Blitzen
wributaries, Kings River, McCoy, Kiger, Denie,
Riddls, Hc:n«a and Fish Cresks,

Water-Associated Birds

Water-associated birds are primarily affected by
livestock grazing in wetlands (Figure 2-1), Trampling,
nast disturbance and removal of required herbaceous
residual cover can reduce nesting success. Food
plants such as & ""r’twcca and sedge are often
grazed before they can be utilized by birds. Livest
trampliy 1g Causss c@mpacfaon and toss of vegezutron
which reduces food and cover for birds.

Anout 4,174 acres of wellands are inaccessible or
raceive only light use by livestock. Habitat LOWda’CI&;ﬂS
would not be sxg"’nuuawtlv affected under the

Lronos ed action or any alternative {Le.,, Tum Tum,

Alvord, and Ten Cent Lakes), About 168 acres of
wetlﬁrma have the potential for impacts b,f livestock.

Predictic‘m of exp%t@d trend in these areas were

1ade by comparing the existing c,mzsna systems and
cwdation with the mcpo,m grazing systems at e’zcr
watland {Appendix G, Table G-2). Resuits from these
site specific analyses are summarized in Table 3-8
Ninety-one acres of the more productive wetlands
are presentty excluded from ta”m"xock Existing
fivestock exclusion at Mann Lake and Pueblo Slough
would continue (o inprove nesting cover and food.
Grazing systems (Table 3-21 which increase
hemaczeoug apecies composition in wetlands would
also improve or maintain habitat for water associated
hirds. Howsver grazed pastures in rest rotation
systems would have poor nesting cover and food. In
Altarnative 1, spring/summer grazing at portions of
Pushlo Slough would result in decreased food and
cover. Wildlife use would decline,

FProposed waterholes and reservoirs {Table -1}
would provide an additional 2 acres of habitat at each
site, Bird distribution would be increased. Canada

S Cém e expected to bensafit from forage in
irrigate o pastiires,

Mule Deer and Antelope

Future trend of big gams range was predicted by
considering changee in grazing system, season of
use and range improvement ﬁrojea,tu for each
alictment and/or pasture and summarized in Tables
3-§ and 3-10. Sze Figure 2-2 for deer habitat,

Grazing systems would affect the quantity and
quality of forage available to big game. In the
proposed action and Alternatives 2 and 3, most of the
existing acres of spring/summer grazing would be
changed to rest rotation grazing {Table 1-1).
Precw‘tmd mprov ed forage condition (Table 3-1)
would increase forage available to kig game. Rest
rotation grazing would also .ncre:’age bitterbrush
production for use by big gam

Several studies have shown that prescribed livestock
grazing during certain seasoens is man&ﬁ(,lcil 10 hig
game (Andersen et al. 1878, Leckenby et al. 1880,
Tueller et ai, 1978, Umnass *998, \;Lmn‘mr ivestock
grazing remaoves rank grass growth which hindsrs
use by big game and also improves the dvallciulﬁit‘! of
fall ragrowth for big game. Closely grazed grass
plants produce new growth early in the spring which
is critical to wintering deer. Livestock would be
allowed to graze through October 31 on about 25
percent of the desr rangs (proposed action;.
Compstition for browse and fail regrowth of grasses
can be expected to continue. A variely of grazing
treatments in the proposed action and Allernativas 2
and 3 would increase habitat divarsity for big rmme,
For example, rest rotation would provide grazes
pastures adiacent (o ungrazed areas.

In Alternative 3, Hivestock wouid be excludad from
140,000 acres of deer habitat and 50,000 acres of

anislope habitat, Long term slimination of livestock

grazing would decrease upland forage for deer and

Table 3-8 Expected Long-Term Wildlife Habitat Trend

at Atfected Wetlands '
(Public Acres)

Alt. 1 AR.2 Al 3
Proposed Emphasize Emphasize
Trend Action Action Livestock Non-Lystk
Up a5 a4 185
Static 70 71 a0
Diéraini O g {
dix OF, Tahls (-7




}_jv.f"TabIé 3-9 Expected Tre"hd of Deer Habitat - (Public Acres)

Al 1 At 2 ARL3
‘Proposed No Emphasize Emphasize
Action Action Livestock Mon-Livestock
~Up 187,300 39,000 87.400 111,700
Static 183,700 318,300 182,700 174 400
17,000 94300 88,200

Dawe 3.300

~ Table 3-10 Expected Trend of Antelope Habitat - (Public Acres)

Alt. 1 Al 2 Alt. 3
Proposed Mo Emphasize Emphasize
Action Action Livestock Mon-Livestock
S Up. 409,000 0 438,000 188,000
“Static 157.000 586,000 127 200 386,000
0 & 21,000

: ‘DOWH G

antelope because of decreased availability of
nutritious young grasses and reduced productivity of
browse. Habitat in riparian areas, however, wotild
improve greatly due to increased food and cover.

Under the proposed action and Alternatives 2 and &,
brush control and seedings (Figure 1-3 and Table 3-
11} would increase habitat diversity for antelope by
introducing herbaceous food within monotypic
stands of sagebrush. Greatest habitat diversity would
resuit from burning which would create the most

edge between sagebrush cover and herbacaous food.

Forbs, an important food source, would be increased
with burning and decreased with herbicide spraying.
In Alternative 2, brush control would adversely affect
deer by greatly decreasing fawning cover on about
46000 acres of summey range primarily in Allotments
G020, 8015 and 8001, Sheehy (1978) found that big

Manipulation *

 Proposed
Action
o DE*(* ; Raﬂg}é 3000
76,000

sagebrush which had been treated with 2,4-D on
fawning range was poor for fawning even after 19
vears of brush reinvasion.

New water sources would reduce forage competition
with tivestook near existing waters and increase big
game distribution. However, forage competition
coutd result from the intreduction of livestock
grazing in areas previously used primarily by big
game. Fences, which wili be built primarily on upland
sites, are not expected to have a significant impact, A
minor number of mortalities may occur, espaciaily
immediately after construction. In general, existing
fences on public lands in the EIS area have not had a
significant adverse impact to big game.

Tabie 3’-1? Ac“:résl“ Of Big Game Habitat Affected by Vegetation

Alt 1 Alt. 2 Al 3
No Emphasize Emphasize
Action Livestock Non-Livestock
0 57.300 1,300
0 125000 8000

. Antelope Rangs

2 navs DEen prey

o cresied wh
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Other Mammals, Upland Game Birds,
Other Birds, Amphibians and Repliles

Thesea animals are grouped {0 avold repstition.
Impacts are described in general terms and cover
vary broad areas; detailed analysis is not possibie
because site specific or species specific impacts fro
existing or proposed livestock management are
!arge“v unknown. Livestock grazing affects these
species primarity through changes in condition of
;sr,g:mm habitat, amount of dried herbaceous
vegetation in upland areas and plant species
CO!‘T‘L‘QJI?EOH. Riparian areas in good condition
Qupmrt more kKinds and numbers of wildlife than
araas in poor condition {see Riparian Habitat Saction,
this chapter), Drisd herbaceous *'mgetatzon which
persisis through winter and spring is very important
for reﬁpradu@tien escape from prédators and
maintenance of body temperatures. Long term
changes in plant species Cumpuestl an (see
Vmgetatéﬂr; saction) wouid improve habitat for some
species and have adverse impacts on others. See
Tdb!“ 3-12 for summary of impacts to small animat
opulation.

m

Livestock exclusion and certain grazing systerms
which significantly increase woody riparian key
spacies {Table 3-2) would provide improved winter
cover, nasting cover and food for wildlife. Increased
shrub and tree growth in riparian areas would allow
birds fo nest in previcusly unoccuplied areas. Species
such as valley quall, spottad frog and beaver, which
are strongly associated with riparian areas, would be
greatly benefited. Sage grouse, which do not require
denss riparian vegetation, would benefit only slightly,
Studies at Camp Craek (100 miles northwest of the
EiS area) have shown miore kinds and total numbers
of wildlife in protectsed riparian habitat as compared
to adjacent grazed riparian habitat (Winegar 19773,

Grazing systems which increase perennial grass
species composition would improve nesting cover for
ground nesters such as horned larks, Rested
pastures in rest rotation systems would have the
greatest amount of drée;d herbaceous vegetation for
thermal cover and nes ting. Grazing treatments during
tha following 1 or 2 ye ears would result in decreased
cover. Spring/ cumw er grazing would provide the

Table 3-12 impacts To Wildlife Populations

least amaount of dried herbaceous vegeiation for
wildlife because of the long duration of grazing,

Froposed range improv emems by alternative are
summarized in Tabfe Vagetation manipulation
has immediaie and of n "zd\essn impacts becauss of
dramatic changes in plant specigs composition.
Remaoval of sagek ush through herbicide spraving or
burning would have a severe adverse impact on
speacies which are dependent on sagebrush for food
and cover (e.g., sage grouse, black-talled jammbhltL
Besides Killing sagebrush, 2,4-0D would alsc
tempararily reduce perennial forbs which azﬁ &
important wildlife food source, Decreased sagabrush
would be adverse to brush-nesters such as sage
sparrows and mammals such as the pyamy rabbit
(Olterman and Verts 1972). Loss of tt ermal cover
would be adverse to reptiles such as homed lizards
and leopard lizards (Storm 1966}, Grassland species
such as horned larks and ground squirrels wcrui"'
increase along with predators such as hadgers and
raptors. Ferruginous hawks, xn:wex»u \rmhlri n&
increase because suiltable nesting si not ke
available in the treatment areas.

tes would

s,\J

Alternative 2 would decrease sage grouse nesting
habitat because of sagabrush control adjacent to
strutting grounds. About 12,000 acres (20 percent) of
nasting habifat would be tost. Nesting cover would be
greatly decreasad at & of 15 known strutting grounds

tncreased “edge” from sagebrush control would
increase numbem of certain species around the
perimeter of sagebrush control areas (e.q..
iackrabbits), Animals with smali areas of use,
however, would not ocour in the interior of treatment
areas {e.g., sagebrush Hzard, voles. mice, efc.}.
Untreated or leave patchas would not entirely ofiset
lossas of sagebrush hakitat,

Sagebrush control and su
numbers of a few species a
most r‘thers Spacies diversity
of animals always ngﬂreaves ‘vt
con\mrted to grass. Thomas et al f:n Dress) llzis 110
species as primary users of all sagebrush habitat
and only 15 for crested whea:g ass. Reynalds and
Trost (1978} found that crested wheatgrass plantings,
regardless of livestock use, supported fewar nesting

nt seading increases
complately sliminates
ar thm number of kinds
1 sagebrush is

bseque

r'

v

Proposed Alternative Alternative Allernative

Alternative 1 2 3
Small_manymals -1 NG -k +f
Upland game birds NC NC - MG
Other birds -L NC ~f +
Reptiles -L NC -6 “L
Amphibians L NC NC +2
Note: NC = no change, = = baneficial. ~ = advarse, L = low, M = medium, H = high
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bird species and a lower density of birds, mammals
and reptiles than did areas dominated by sagebrush.
Nesting birds were reduced to a single species, the
horned lark. Similar impacts can be expected in the
EIS area Seedings may be beneficial to curlews
which have been observed in existing seadings in the
Burns District. Seedings which have forbs and shrubs
in addition to c¢rested wheatgrass would have greater
nakbital diversity thar a seeding composed primarily
of crested wheatgrass. Adverse impacts would be
less savere,

in the short term, burning would moderately reduce
populations, Some animals would be killed during
the fire; others wouid be displaced to areas where
they could not compete with the existing
populations. In the long term, burning wculd benefit
wildlife by creating a significant amount of edges.
More herbaceous food wotild be available adjacent to
sagebrush cover.

Welis, springs and pipeiines would increase wildtife
distribution tecause ground level watar waould he
available. Occasional drownings of small birds and
mammals wauld occur in troughs despite escape
ramps, Increased s¢urges of water provided by new
reservoirs weuld increase distribution and numbers
of speciss such as the mountain cottontail. Brewer’s
blackbird and spadefoot toad.

CONCLUSION

The analysis of impacts to wildlife as summarized in
Table I-3 ieads to the following major coriciusions.

o Small mammals, birds and fish which are
deperident on riparian areas would increase as key
riparian plant species composition ircreases.
Conversely, a decrease in populations can be
expected as key plant species decrsase. Exclusion
can be expected to quickly improve habitat to at
least good condition ir: 5 to 10 years. Certain
grazing systems will slowly improve habitat over a
period of 23 years.

Fish numbers wiil increase as riparian habitat
improves. The proposed action would slowly
improve 27 percent of the stream miles with
grazing sysiems. new exclosurss would quickly
improve habitat ¢n 8 percent of tha stream miles.
Poor conditions znid or downward trend will
continue on 1% percent of the habitat. In
Alternative:; 1 and 2, existing exclosures wouid
continue to improve about 9 percent of the stream
habitat, in Alternative 1. about 47 percent would
continue in poor conditicn. primarily due to
livestock grazing. Livestock exclusion of entire
watersheds in Aliernative 3 would greatly improve
the fisheries in the Trout Creek. Pusbic and
Steens Mountain. Approximately 56 percent of the
stream miles waotlid improve greatly: 10 percent

would continue in poor condition due to livestock

grazing, Neither the proposed action nor any of
the alternatives wLild change fish size or number-s
iy any of the lakes or reservoirs.

No change in water-associated bird production
would occur in the proposed action or Aliernatives
tand 2 because most of the wetlands used by
these birds are presently excluded from livestock.
Additional livestock exclusion in Alternative 3
would increase bird production slightly.

The proposed action would increase deer
numbers to ODFW objectives. Alternatives 1 and 3
would maintain existing numbers Decreased
cover from brush controlin Aiternative 2 would
decrease deer numbers,

Antelope would increase in Alternative 2 arid the
proposed action bacause of brush control.
seedings and water developmenits. Brush control
would convert dense stands of big sagebrush to
low growing herbaceous vegetation preferred by
antelope. Alternatives 1 and 3 would maintain
existing populations,

Sage grouse would decrease under Aliernative 2
because of brush control adjacent to strutting
grounds.

Smeall animal populations would increase or
decrease depending orithe degree of habitat
modification with each alternative. Vegetation
manipulation would significantly recuce bird,
mammal and reptile populations on 25 percent
(Alternative 2). 14 percert (proposed action), of
percent (Alternative 3) of the big sagebrush
vegetation type. Bird and mammal populations
can be expected to increase significantly at
riparian areas exciuded from livestock grazing,
Amphibian populations would increase stightly
due to riparian protection.

IMPACTS TO WILD HORSES

The proposed action and alternatives provide a
forage allocation for the maximum planned riumber
of horses as shown i Table 3-13 The numbers
shown for the Alvord/Sheepshead HMA are for only
those estimated to tise the Burns District. portion of
the HMA (see Chapter 2, Wild Horses, Table 2-71.
There would be periodic remova! of horses to
maintain pianned numbers under the proposed
action and &l alternatives, Eased on observations of
past reductions of the herds aric subsequent rates of
reproduction. the herd populations would be
expected to remain viabie.

The design, construction and maintenance of ranga
improvements under the proposed action and
Alternatives 2 and 3 would result in more people
being in the herd areas, temporarily disturbing the

wild horses with increased activity and noise. The
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~ Table 3-13 Forage Allocation to Wild Horses

Alt. 1 Al 2 Alt. 3
_ Herd Management? Proposed Ko Emphasize Emphasize
Plan Numbers Action Action Livestock MNon-Livestock
Snuth Dleens
o Miniur herd 150 2
Maximum herd B0 B30
AlUMs allocated 2800 360
hemphead
i hard : 100
o :—\, In’

3 waterholes and 4 springs
"‘furtad under the propo
a;tmr* and m‘cs;rmtlws 2 and 3 would be ava
sar-long and thus open up areas of forage
w mava flable to horses because of long
uca om water, The construction of proposed
fwu:s ::c;ui 1use injuries to horses untit the horses
bacame accustomed to fence locations. Mo range
improvemsnis would be constructed in the herd

management areas under Alternative 1.

Gverall, thers would be no significant impacts on

hic rom forage allocation or grazing systems and
temporary disturbance from construct 1 range

Mprovements
IMPACTS ON RECREATION

fmpacts on hunting, fishing and other wildife-
associated recreation would be dependeant upon
impacts to the spmca 25 sought (see Impacis on
ficiife, thiz chapter). In some areas, livestock
fusions and rpmm habitai protection wouid
enhance fishing, and 1o a lesser mtwnwv terfowl and
upland game hunting.

frr s on general sightseeing are relaled to the
effects on c«c,e:amc quali" fsee Impacts on Vis Jal
Resources, this chapier), Undwr the proposed action
ard A!teteme-.ztwcv ¢ and 3, visual contrasts would not
causs short-tarm visitor use reductions due o
recreational experience and scenic guality
degradation. HMowever, in the long term, sightsseing
apportunities and recreational experiences would be
glightly enhanced as scenic guality and range
condition improve,

Range improvement projects whicls impair access
and/or degrade site In tﬂg*ity or recreational
expariences would resull in site~specific adverse
impacis within certain activity areas. Fencing wouid
impede access for some recraationists {e.g. Catlow
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Valiey, Pusbio Mountaing), The resuitant long-term
impact would be maore an annoyance o
recreationists, causing slmht ocalizad reductions or
relocation of wmt ruse in some activit
fishing, hunting, sightsseing). Els
would stabitize btwdmb ks e fishing.
Water developments would attract wildlife and
enhance hunting and sightseeing opportur ftas,
Unimproved trails and fracks creat L
construction would result in impr
dispersed recreation, These trails and tracks may
alzo creale adverse m"pav:ti«, to those rec pationists
who percelve them as degratory to sal anl
pristine rangeiand conditions, Allernative 1 would
resull in no impacts dua to new 5=ra‘"g fmpe rr;vc:mwt
project construction. The proposed actic
Alternatives 2 and 3 would result in low to mo
:mg"”"

38

ewhere, fwrmmf*

Slight adverse impacts would ocour to localized
“:&M* use in some high quality recreatio
Under the propﬁsu action and Altern:
fancing would impair some localized hig
sighiseeing oppertur‘iwm Under Alwrm Ve 2,
control (1.280 Fjlcjl”r*‘:! in the Catlow Valiey and
Frenchglen-Page Springs arsas may result in further
degradation of sighkw; e ”ppmu jities there, The
big game hunting expanwmce inthe Juniper-Beatty
Butte area and upland game hunting in the Lower
Steens, Pueblos and Trrut Craek Mounrtaing may be
slightly impalred by fencing in those areas,

g 5 BE

2of spart

Improving fish habitat would res L'Ft s‘m enhanc
fisharies in certain areas. Under i '
ar A!wmat fve 8, xpur‘ Hshing wo
most of the area's b ;3 i and moderate
st rcama (see Takle 3-7). Incraasing fist
would lead to a corresponding iner
under thess alternatives. Under Allernatives
existing exclusion along porticns of the Bl mr. md
LLittle Blitzen Rivers and Krumbo Cresk would
enhance fishing there. Howsver, areawide decraasing
fish m; uirttc(ris:, under Alternatives 1 and 2 would

resiilt in ases in angler use,




Under the proposed action and Alternatives 1 and 2.
deterioration of fish habitat along a 1.8 mile segment
of Denio Cresk wouid result in some degradation of
sport fishing. Under Alternatives 1 and 2, deferred
grazing along portions of Trout Creek and its
tributaries wouid degrade the fishing experience
there.

Projected visitor use to 1990 would not be
significantly impacted under any alternative. Visitor
use reductions would be offset by increases in visitor
use i activities beneficially impacted, Due to
increasing demand on public lands, arsawide
projected use for pubiic lands in the Andrews EIS
area would increase about 26 percent over existing
levels (see Table 2-8; for a total of about 155,710
visitor days irn 1380,

In the long-term. increasing deer populations
{proposed action) and antelope populations
(proposed action, Alternative 2} would lead to siight
corresponding increases in hunter use. Decreasing
deer populations under Alternative 2 could leadi to a
slight decrease in hunter use.

IMPACTS ON CULTURAL
RESOURCES

In accerdance with National Historic Preservation Act
of 1966, as armended. Executive Order 11593 and
Bureau policy, appropriate measures would e taken
to identify and protect cuitural sites prior to ground
disturbing activities (see Chapter 1, Standard
Procedures and Design Elements for Range
Improvements), Therefore, no adverse impacts would
occur to known cultural sites of significance.

IMPACTS ON VISUAL
RESOURCES

Under the proposed action and all alternatives. ric
significant impacts to vistal resources would result
due to vegetation allocation or grazing systams.

Each type ¢f range improvement was examined to
determine the degree of contrast it would create
within the typical landscapes of the EIS area,
Changes in the& characteristic landscape {see
Glossary! caused by range improvements vary in
their potential to create contrast, Further. some
improvements and vegetative manipulation projects
would add visually acceptable variety in an otherwise
monotonous, landscape, Table 3-14 identifies the
range improvements under the proposed action and
Alternatives 2 and 3 which have the potential to
create impacts in areas with high scenic quality and
sensitivity, Aiternative 1 would create no impacts
because there would be no new construction of
range improvements.,

Certain portions of the Andrews EIS area may
experience slight degradation of visual quality.
Project design features, as well as ViRM program
procedures and constraints, wouitd minimize
landform and vegetative contrast. In {he long term,
visual quality would improve as range condition
improves.

IMPACTS ON WILDERNESS
VALUES

All rangeland management activities in designated
Wilderness Study Areas (see Glossary, waould he
consistent with the Interim Management Policy and
Guidelines for Lands under Wilderness Review
(USDI, BLM 1979}, Genrerally. these guidelines state
that changes in forage allocation. grazing systems or
range improvemenis may be implemented as long as
such changes wouild not impair an area's wilderness
suitability. New permanent range improvements must
also enhance wilderness values by better protecting
the rangeland in a natural condition,

Table 3-15 identifies the proposed rangeland
improvements in WSAs by alternative. Those
improvements which comply with interim
management policy guidelines could be constructed
prior to a final decision regarding wiiderness
designation Other improvements {e.q., vegetative
manipulations) not ir compliance with paoiicy
guidelines would be delayed pending a decision
regarding the area’s wilderness designation. Such
improvements would then only be implemented i the
areas were not designated wiiderness Site spacific
environmental assessments will identify which of
those improvements listed in Table 3-15 have the
potential to impair an area’s suitability For wilderness
designation,

IMPACTS ON SPECIAL AREAS

Livestock exciusion from special areas currently
being grazed waouid have the potential to create
beneficial [MPACS o certain natural values in
potential ACECs and BiNAs (see Table 1-2). Under
Alternatives 1 and 2, the Steens potential ACEC
wolld continue to have 4.890 acres exciuded from
livestock use, Under the proposed action, 7.3%( acres
would be excluded and under Aliernative 3 the area
wouid be fully excluded, The Little Blitzer: potential
RNA woitld continue to be excluded under all
alternatives.

Under the proposed action the following special
areas would be excluded from livestock use: Stegns
potential ACEC {7,390 acres) and Little Blitzen,
Pueblo Foothills, Long Draw and Mickey Basin
potential RNAs. Under Aiternative 3. all special areas
which are currently being grazed except Borax Lake
would be excluded. The Borax Lake poterntial ACEC
would continue to receive winter use under all

alternatives.
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Table 3-14 Potential Impacts to Areas with High Scenic Quality and
Visual Sensitivity

Area Project Alternative ' Allotmeani(s}
Upper Kiger Cresk Fencing (12 miles) P& 23 &0
N& W Lake - Tencent Besnrvoirs (21 Brush
Lak Contre O*ﬁ;f {5120

acres); | §3Usﬂ$3 2 miles; PA, 2.3 SR RERC

Brush Control/Seed (2,560

acres); Brush Gontrol Only

{1,820 acres! 2 BO11.0006

Raservoirs {8) PA 23 BOG7
Page Springs Brush Control Sesd

{5,200 acres) 2 G007 8008

Creek Canyon Raservoirs (3 PAL2S B005

Blitzen Hiver Ragervolr 1) P&, 23 6005
Caryon Brush Control only

{1,280 acres) 2 Bo08
Frﬂnr’h glen-Bleens Waterhole {1 PA, 22 808
Ranch
Upper Cotionwood Pipeling {3 miles);
Creek Résemuxr{?};i’v’eﬁ(‘?} A, 2.3 SANNT

Brush Controd only

{6,080 acres) 2 SRR
Fuasblo Mountains E%ru':‘ Control only
Upland Valleys 2580 acres) 2 85020

afs

s Wi ative

s an U

Table 3-15 Proposed | IMPACTS ON
Improvements Within WSAs ' SOCIOECONOMIC
CONDITIONS

PA Alt2 - AR3

108 111 25 Introduction

27 a7 ¢
46 4G G
19 10 & The sconomic impacts of the proposed action and
18 19 0 alternatives are expressed in ferms of the effests o
18 18 0 dependence on publ%cz forage: ranch proparty vaiues:
Brush Contr 32,320 38,560 O and local income and employment from grazing and

Rrush Contrel ondy {ac 35 840 - 51,880 1,880

tihe construction of range Improvemerits, No

significant impacts on income and employment
related to hunting and fishing and other recreational
activity have been identified. Social impacts, not

primarily economic in nature, are discussed as
appropriate. The fong term effects of changes in

forage avallability on individual operators or on herd




size classes have not been estimated because the
disposition of projected forage increases has not
been determined,

Effect on Dependence on Public
Forage

In determining the effect on dependence, actual
{paid} use in 1980 was subtracted from future
allocations based on 1980 active preference in each
allotment, and the resultant changes for each
permittee were converted to a proportion of the
permittee’s forage needs,

Table 3-16 shows how individual permittees would be
affected in the short term by the alternative actions in
terms of their annua! forage requirements. The table
shows the number of operators in each herd size
class classified by whether they would have a loss,
no change or a gain in public forage (forage from
BLM-administered lands) in terms of their annuat
forage requirements. Also shown in the table is the
average change in public forage as a percent of
annual requirements. This figure equals the total
change in public forage expressed as a percentage of
the annual forage needs of all permittees’ herds
combined.

In the short term, six permittees would experience a
loss of forage greater than 1C percent of their annual

requirements under the proposed action and
Alternative 2. Under Alternative 3, 14 permittees
would tose 10 percent or more of their annual
requirements.

The effect of forage losses would be more severe in
terms of forage needs at the time of greatest
depencence on BLM forage. Permittees with forage
losses are tabulated in Table 3-17 by the percentage
of their month-to-month forage requirements which
would be lost.

A permittee experiencing a substantial and
continuing loss of forage during a period of peak
dependency might be forced to sell out. The social
impact for the permittee and family wauld probably
be severe because of the close connection between
the ranching occupation and lifestyle. The intense
involvement of the ranch family in the business
means a substantial social adjustment in changing
livelihoods. A second factor increasing the difficulty
of change is the relative isolation from other
occupations and lifestyles.

Table 3-16 Number of Permittees Affected in Short Term by Change
_in Public Forage (Change from 1980 actual use)

: 'Change in torége

“as percent of Herd Size Group

Al Herd Size Group Alt

anndal requirements Under 400 400-999 1000+ Permittees Under 400 400-888 1000+ Permitiess
PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 1
Loms over ~30.0% . - = . . - -
SPODG-298% 1 B - 1 - -
S2100 e ~18.9% 1 4 - 5 - - - .
- Loss under -10% 2 7 2 11 5 g 1 14
“No change 2 1 3 & 2 3 3 8
Gainio 29% 3 2 4 3 1 4 & 10
10010 18.9% - - - - 1 1 - 2
=200 o 29.9% - - - - - - -
OO A% , - - - . -
S B00% ormore 1 - - - - -
Average change -1.6%: -7 1% ~1 2 - -2 8% 2P BE s G aby 0.3%
. e ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTERNATIVE 3
Lass over -30.0% - ~ ~ 1 1 - P
=200 to -29.9% 1 . - i - 5 - 5
10010 198% 1 4 - 5 3 3 1 7
“Loss under -10% 4 7 1 11 4 3 5 12
weiNg change ot 1 o3 4 - 1 1 2
Gain to 9.9% 3 2 5 i} 1 1 Z 3
B0 or more - - = - - - -
 AErage change 5% -1.4% B8% -147% -58% -8.1%

A ns

£.3% J

5



in the long term, changes in forage as a percentage
of the annual forage requirements of permittess’
existing herds would amount to!

Proposed Action +8.5 percent
Alternative 1 +(.3 percent(difference between
1280 use and active preference]

Alternative 2
Altarnative 3

+ 23.0 percent
+0.8 percent

The seasonal distribution of public forage use is not
expectad to changs significantly from current
patterns

Etiect on Ranch Property Values

The effect on ranch values as coliateral for loans or
in the sale of the enterprise has been calculated by
vahuing public forage licenses at $45 per AUM. As
shown in Table 3-18, under the proposed action, 15
permittees would have the value of their property
temporarily deprassed by the loss of public forage.
Nineteen permitiees wmid be advarsely aﬁ‘egit@d
under Alternative 2, and 22 permitiees under
Alternative 3.

The effect on ranch values in total for the proposed
action and each alternative would be as foliows:
Action Shorl Term Long Term
Proposad Action  -$ 509,000 +$1,8897 {00
Alternative 1 (- -
Alternative 2 - 208,06 3,876,000
Alternative 3 -1,362.060 +71,000

Effects of Changes in Public Forage Use on
income and Employment

The effects of the various potential management
actions on personal income and employment in the
tivestock :rdustry and in the community as a whole
are shown in Table 3-19.

in the short term under the proposed action and
Alternatives 2 and 3, iccal income and employment
attributable to public forage use would be reduced.
Under Alternative 1, income and employment would
be increased slightly assuming that all &ctive Grazing
preferences were ulilized. A total of seven jobs would
be lost temporarily under Alternative 3,

Table 3-17 Number of Permittees with Forage Loss by Size of Loss at
Time of Greatest Dependence on BLM Forage

Herd Slze Group Herd Siz¢ Group
Leoss as Percent of Under 400- 1.00C Al Under 400~ 1,000 - Al
Forage Reguirements 400 838 ormore - Permitlees 400 989 armore . Permittess
PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 1

; ; i : . i .

1 : 3 R 1 : .

~ 3 = 3 - - o

1 & £ & p S

1 Z 1 4 3 3 - &

4 11 2 17 3 3 A 6

ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTEANATIVE 3

§ < 5 . 1 N 1

5 < , - | s - 4

1 = i 1 G 4

x ; . - - % - 4

: i ks 2 2 1 %
- 4 3 . - 1

3 4 3 & H 1 g

1 1 - & 3 2 2 7

4 10 1 15 B 12 & 2




in the long term, increased public forage would Range improvements
generate 26 more local jobs under the proposed
action, 47 more jobs under Alternative 2. and 2 more

, A Table 3-20 shows the effects of implementing range
under Alternative 3.

improvements under the alternative actions.

Table 3-18 Number of Permittees with Short Term Loss in Ranch
Value (Losses calculated on assumed value of $45 per AUM active
_preference)

Proposed Action Alternative 2 Alternative 3
‘_: Logs in Lindey 400 1.08% Att Under 400 1060 Afl Urnigar 400~ 109G Al
Ranch Value 400 598§ o more Permitiees 400 949 ormote  Parmifiess 408 258 o more Permifiess

- & 1 b

. N - i @ H 3

1 f 7 H Z S - iz

3 . p 3 i i

% B § 1 H

g 1 1

d 1 4 4

G 1

g g t g 3

T able 3-19 Effects of Changes in Public Forage on Personal Income
_and Employment ' (Income in thousands of doiiars, 1978-80 prices)

Livestock Industry ' Harney County
o Personal Empioy- Personal Employ-
~Action Income ment Income ment
, SHORT TERM
- Proposed Action -3 37.8 -2 -$1413 -8
“Alternative 1 +4.5 + + 16,6 +1
Alternative 2 ~18.8 <1 - 702 -3
A!E@f‘;‘aaéim 3 -108.8 -5 - 4062 -56
S LONG TERM
Proposed Action +§1708 +7 +5638.7 +26
“Alternative 1 +4.5 +* - 7166 + 1
Alternative 2 +310.2 +13 + 11577 447
Alternative 3 +10.3 + +38.8 + 2

T Efiects of ehanges m forage (from actual use i 19501 estimated by factors showr in Appendix Tahle H-1



Table 3-20 Effects of mm,nmm improvements on Cumulated Personal
~ Income and Employment ' (Thousands of dollars, 1978-80 average prices)

Construction
Costs of Personal Employment
Alternative Action ? Improvemenis income {work-years)
Propaged Action 5518 54,393 238
Afternative 2 9,640 7674 416
Alternative 3 2.854 2,272 123
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LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS TO WHOM
COPIES OF THE STATEMENT ARE SENT

Federal Agencies Interest Groups
Advisory Council an Historic Ail Grazing Permittees in
Freservation the Andrews EIS Area
Department of Agriculture American Fisheries Society
Forest Service American Horse Protection
Scil Conservation Service Association
Department of Defense Defenders of Wildlife
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Desert Trails Association
Department of the Interior Natura! Resources Defense Caouncit
Fish and Wildlife Service National Wildlife Federation
Geological Survey Oregon Cattlemen’s Association
National Park Service Oregon Environmental Council
Bureau of Mines Oregon High Desert Study Group
Bureau of Reclamation Oregon Natural Heritage Program
Environmental Protection Agency Oregon Sheepgrowers

Oregon Wilderness Coalition
State and Local Government Public Lands Council

Sierra Club
Harney County Planning Commission Society for Range Management
Matheur County Planning Commission Scuthern Gregon Resource Alliance
{DA-ORE Regional Planning and (SORA)
Developmen! Association The Wilderness Society
Oregon State Clearinghouse Wild Horse Crygnaized Assistance
Oregon State Historic Preservation Wildiife Management Institute
Officer Wildlife Society, Oregon Chapter

Approximately 150 ether individuais.

Copies of this draft environmental impact statement
will be avaitabile for public inspection at the foliowing

BLM offices:

Washington Office of Public Affairs Burns District Office
18th and C Streets 74 S Alvord St.
Washington, DC 20240 Burns, Oregon 97720
Phone (202) 343-6717 Phone (503) 573-2071

Oregon State Public Affairs Office
825 N.E. Muitnomah

G Box 2965

Portland. Cragon 97208

Phone {503 231-6277

Reading copies will be placed in the foliowing
libraries: Portland State University, Portland; Oregon
State University, Carvaliis; University of Oregon,
Eugene; Ceniral Oregon Community College. Bend,;
and the Harriey and Malheur County Libraries.
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Appendix A

Summary and Results of EIS
Scoping

Public meetings for the purpose of scoping the
Andrews Grazing Management Environmental
Impact %Lc‘temem (EIS) wers combined with the
meatings to discuss the development of the preferred
ahema*‘ t: -u fh@ Andrews Managemesnt Framework
Fian ( ). The MFP at that stage consisted of four
land t ,439 all cation glternatives which had been
developed from criteria established with earlier public
imput. The four alternatives calied for varicus
allocations of furage to livesiock and different
amounts of pro-tection for special arsas such as
ACECs, RMNAS, WSAs and riparian vegetation.

The MFP Alternatives were discussed in public
meetings in Denio, Nevada: Burns, Oregon and
Portland, Cregon during early March 1982, Both oral
and written comments were received and used in
deveioping the proposed action and other

alternatives to be analyzed in the Andrews Ei8, These
comments {ed o the development of the proposed
action (preferved aiternative) and three other
alternatives.

¢ Proposed Action
. Aﬁtwr‘r‘ ativ 1 No Action {continug existing level
of livestock grazing;, This alternative is required by

lternative 2, Emphasize livestock grazing.
. AE«‘.&maﬁéva 3, Emphasize non-livestock values,

The proposed action contains elements adopted
primarity from MFF Alleratives B and C as modified
by a prefiminary bensfii-cost analysis and public
comments.

The empha ize livestock grazing alternative consists
primanly of elements of N‘FP Alternative A,

The Fmphaas:r non-livestock values aliernative
would exclude livestock grazing in riparian areas and
other areas with spscial values. Range improvements
outside of the livestock exclusion areas would be
limited to those needed 10 deveiop forage to satisfy
existing livestock user preference. This aiternative
would also limit wild harse numbers to the same as
proposad under ‘hv preferred alternative for each of
the herd management areas.

Public comment frem the environmental groups. wild
horse advocates and the ranching industry opposed
increasing wild horses in any aiternative. Specific
comments suggssted that the aliocation to wild
horses preserted in MFP Allematives A B & C
displayed a sufficient range for purposes of EIS
analysis.

Public comment also opposed the analysis in the EIS
of a "Mo Grazing” aiternative. The Er T‘phasm Non-
Livestock Vaiugs Alternative wouid exclude livestock
from approximately 16 percent of the EIS area.



APPENDIX B,TABLE B-1 INITIAL AND LONG TERM FORAGE
ALLOCATIONS'

Allot ProposedAction: Alternative 1 No Action.
No., STLY LTLY WL WH NC STLY LTLY WL WH
6001 7.224 17 8494 74 0 3 7224 7,224 74 0
6002 21,485 30,676 705 3,492 150 21,935 21,935 708 3,492
6003 1410 2.05G 191 0 12 1.410 1,410 1o G
6004 0 0 0 0 500 0 0 4 G
GOCE 561 668 60 g 54 561 561 80 0
£006 2215 2,821 7C 108 aco 2210 221G 70 108
6007 2,366 2,366 114 0 ¢ 2,366 2,366 114 Y
6008 5,188 5,459 3 0 B3 5188 5,188 81 0
6008 5848 1773 5 0 0 548 548 &5 0
6010 3,654 3,654 367 G 0 3.654 3,654 387 0
8011 4,760 6,386 54 406 44 4,760 4760 54 400
go1z 8,803 12,338 249 1.2CC 23 8,803 8,803 248 1,200
5013 208 254 67 Y G 209 208 &7 ¢
8015 7.299 10,129 566 { ¢ 13,781 13.791 568 0
€016 420 1.490 12 0 G 420 420 12 0
6017 275 401 23 O 0 275 275 23 0
018 3170 11,450 €6 480 a2 1,718 1.7"18 66 480
G614 1.862 2,140 63 G 10 3.728 3,728 63 0
6020 15,661 30,826 452 G 38 19.648 19,648 462 0
6027 369 269 41 v 0 323 323 41 0
6022 13 1138 18 G 0 113 113 18 ¢
6024 91 g6 3 G 0 91 91 3 U
825 413 412 10 g 8 418 413 10 "
6086 3,600 4,042 €5 0 20 3,600 3,606 65 a
Totals 91,687 147,375 3.389 5,880 1,770 102,988 102,988 3,389 5880
Key

STLV-Short Term (Inibal) Livestook
LTLY-Long Term Livestock
WL-Wiidlife

WH-Wild Horses
NC-Monconsumptive

Hinitial and long termalizeations are the same within each alternative for wildlife, wildhorses or noneonsumptive uses
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STLY

Alternative 2 Emphasize Livestock

LTLY

2'3,185
34,657
2,050
0

721
3.284
2,366
6,506
1,773
3,654
7511
13,526
254
12,553
2,643
461
18,699
13,718
37.803
369
113
96

42°
4.305

184.665

WL

74
708
191

0

60

70
114

81

5
367
54

W H

- g
OCOOODO 000 OO

N =
o N
A O

[Nl NoNo N N No Na e Non N

840

NC

12
500

800

86

oo O koo

STLV

7.183
19.138
1.410
0

561
1.895
2,366
4,938
548
973
4,760
5818
0
5,104
420
275
3,170
1,337
9,056
0

0

i
413
3,262

72,719

Alternative 3 Emphasize Non-Livestock

LTLY

11.262
25,108
1.865
0

668
2,132
2,366
5,116
759
973
4,760
5,819
0
7.575
1,490
333
10,504
1,614
18,076
0

0

96
413
3,635

104,564

WL

74
708
191

0

60

70
114
8:

W H

0

3,392
0

NC

44
2.397
12
500
54
1,120
0
336
0
2.681
44
3.007
209
2,195
a



TABLE B-2 EXISTING FORAGE CONDITION,

PROPOSED GRAZING SYSTEMS AND PERIODS OF USE
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APPENDIX B, TABLE B-2 EXISTING FORAGE CONDITION,
PROPOSED GRAZING SYSTEMS AND PERIODS OF USE

Alict. BLAM Existing Ferage Condition Proposed Grazing System Maximum Periods of Use
Mo, Pasture No. and Name Actss Gooad Fair Poor  Unknown FA, Alt.1 Alt.2 A3 Exisling Proposett
iMoenth/day) (Rlonih dayl

JVER FLAT 1R85



APPENDIX B, TABLE B-2 EXISTING FORAGE CONDITION,
PROPOSED GRAZING SYSTEMS AND PERIODS OF USE {con't)

BLAS Existing Forage Candition Preposed Grazing System Maximum Pericds of Uss
Pasture ng Mame Acres Gocd Far Poor Unknrown P.A. Al Alt.2 A2 gxisting Prop

(Manth. da Month day)

Key:
Grazing System







APPENDIX B,TABLE B-3 PROPOSED RANGE IMPROVEMENTS!

Proposed Action Alternative 2
Aliot Miles Spring Miles Water Bretl/ Bretl/ Miles Spring Miles
No. Fence Dev. Pipe Wells Rswr. Holes Seed lbrrig. Only Fence Dev. Pipe Wells
G001 21 0 30 4 12 6 19,226 G 24700 28 0 30 5
6002 57 0 23 4 0 & 26400 ¢ 2,240 82 g 23 €
6003 0 0 0 ¢ U 0 G C 0 0 ] G G
6004 v 0 0 G 0 0 O ¢ 0 0 0 (3 G
6005 0 0 3 ¢ 4 a U ¥ 0 0 0 { (s
5006 0 3 ¢ & & 1 0 G 0 0 3 (3 (
6ooY G { o 0 0 0 0 @ ) O 0 0 ¥
6008 G 2 ¢ o 5 a 1,080 0 o 0 2 G 0
6008 4 0 4 1 0 0 4,480 G 0 d 0 4 1
€010 10 ¢ 0 G 0 Q 0 G G 10 4] 0 0
£011 21 3 2 2 3 ¢ 4,740 0 o 28 3 13 3
6012 51 2 0 0 5 g 0 0 4980 51 2 0 0
BO13 Q 0 ¢ G ¢ 0 0 0 G 8 0 L 0
8015 5 10 G ( 1 0 1.600 0 o iz 1a 11 ]
6318 4 g 2 1 2 0 0 200 O 4 4 2 1
B117 a 0 1 0 g 0 0 0 1,140 O 1 1 0
6018 28 4 10 3 4 3 8200 1400 4100 &2 & 24 4
€018 5 1 2 0 3 0 Q ¢ G 18 1 7 0
68020 53 12 24 3 3 712800 800 34301 84 12 29 3
6021 0 G a ¢ g G 0 O G O 0 0 0
gos2 iy ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 Y ¢ 4 g 0 0
a024 0 0 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 ¥, 0 G 0 {
B0ZH Y g ¢ 0 1 ¢ g & G G G 0 g
628 3 ¢ 0 0 & 1 g 0 1280 3 (; { 0
Totals 262 47 103 18 55 26 78820 2800 T2T731 34 18 148 23

Mo rangs anprovements are propesed under Alternative 1, No Action




Emphasize Livestock Alternative 3 Emphasize Mon-Livestock
Water  Brctl/ Bretl/ Miles Spring Miles Water Brell/ Bretl/
Rsvr. Holes Seed Irrig. Only Fence Dev. Pipe Wells Rsvr. Holes Seed lrrig.  Only

12 6 31,520 0 39,680 21 0 20 3 12 6 0 0 0
0 § 31520 0 6,720 74 0 0 4 0 8 3,257 0 0
0 g 0 0 G 0 0 0 0 G 0 G 0 0
Q 3 0 0 G 0 0 0 l G 0 0 0 0
4 0 0 0 0 & 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 O
& 0 0 11.040 0 3 0 0 6 1 0 U 0
¢ 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 0 0 G 0 0 0
5 0 4,880 G 15.000 5 2 0 0 5 G 0 a 0
0 0 4,480 0 0 0 0 4 1 0 0 C 0 0
0 0 G 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 0
3 0 9,020 0 0 21 3 2 2 3 0 0 0 0
5 G G g 6750 93 2 0 0 5 a 0 0 0
g G 0 0 0 G ¢, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 0 13800 g 17.900 5 10 l 0 1 0 0 0 0
2 0 170¢ 500 1,200 4 0 2 1 5 0 0 200 0
0 G O 0 2600 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
4 3 20800 2,100 4,100 12 4 0 3 4 3 0 1400 0
3 0 2500 2800 2760 12 6 2 0 3 0 0 G- 0
3 7 17400 2,000 36,601 60 10 29 3 3 7 1700 900 6,450
0 0 0 G 0 0 0 0 0 0 G 0 0 &
0 0 O G 0 3 0 0 0 0 G G 0 ¢
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 G 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 &
6 1,280 0 1.260 3 0 G 0 6 1 0 0 O

55 26 147,300 8400 145611 323 41 60 17 53 26 4957 2500 6,450



Appendix C

Determination of Forage
Production and Vegetation
Allocation

Determination of Present Forage
Production

Forage proc ucti;r for the EIS area was originally
determined using the Weight Estimalts Methad (BLM
rManual 4412.1 5} inthe e ie 1950's in the northern
part of the area, and the Occular Reconnajssance
KMathod (BLM Manual 4412114} in the early 1860's in
the southern part of the area, Three allotments (8015,
60189, 6020} were left ova cbh“ated after tha su we;s
and resuitant livestock ad;u dication. The Wildh
Unitin the sout Rern part of the area was gurv@y 3¢
1979, and deductions were mads for ussability and
sultability {rock cutcrops, steepness of slope,
distance from water, eic.). Estimated *crage condition
has been compared wuh recent levels of use by
caitle, horses and wildlife 1o further refine f,e:
estimation of forage production,

in

Determination of Initial Allocations

The existing livestook forage production is proposed
for allocation among livestock, wildlife, wild horses
and ncmcgnsumpt!ve uses, P'oposc»d allocations
were designed to be consistent with the goals and
objactives of the land use alternatives as presented in
the Andrews Resource Area Summary of Proposed
Land Liee Alternatives brochure published in August
1982,

Wik horse forage allocations are based on
poputation objectives set forth in the above brochure.
The proposed allocation would satisfy the forage
requiremernt of the planned maximum number of
horses (which varies by alternative) oo ;\mymg t“w
area of use. The area of use most preferred by horses
is also used by livestock. The proposed all c:»c*aﬂ ns
show the amount of competitive forage which would
be usad by fivestock or *or%»as but could be used by
each within these areas of use.

Craegon Bepartment of Fish and Wildlife (ODEW)
suppiied big gams numbers and season of use, Only
competitive Hvestock AUMs were formally aliocated
to big game. Thus, only a portion of the b;- game's
total diet is formally & Ic,ca act. A ccﬂmpntitiw AU,J is
forage c:on'zpr‘awf‘v of palatable shrubs, grasses and
forbs eaten by both Hivestock and v zld“fh The
portion of total o:c; game forage which is competitive
is based on the dietary overlap or percentage of
competion by desr or antﬂicvpc Dietary overlag is
percent for antelope and 18 percent for deer.

“

G

Big game unit months were converted o ALNMs using
the following conversion ratios:

5.3 Dear Unit Months = 1 AUM
7 Antelope Unit Months = 1 ALM

Big game was allocated forage in proportion to the
percent of public land in the allotment. A
mathamatical equation illustrates the method used (o
derive wildlife AUMSs.

Deer Numbers x Months of Use x % BLM
1 ALIM
“En x % Dietary Overlap

AUM Aliocation For Deer

The same formula with the 721 AUM conversion
factors was used for antelops.

Nonconsumptive allocations are made in order (o
guantify the amount of livestock forage which sould
he consumed in areas which are proposed for
livestock exclusion.

Determination of Future Forage
Production

The analysis of predicteﬁ hangeas in grazing
capscity is hasad on t s‘«‘q:»e‘:‘c"w change in key
speciaes composition anri vc-:e'.:: ve production.
Thr:m changes would occur as a result of changes in
livestock distribution provided hy wutw
developments, timing and intensity of livestock
grazing. and the convarsion of & msh plant
communities to perennial bunchgrass plant
comminities.

In Allotment 6026 for example, the implementation of
rast rotation grazing on approximately 158,000 acres
and e construction of 7 water developments waould
result in improved livestock distribution and periodic
rest for the key forage species. Forage pmfi‘sr:ti”n
woulld increase, acceunting for an estimated increase
of 373 AUMs. Brush control orn 1,260 acres waould
resuit in an <mdlt10’1al 29 AUMs of forage M”"Ldifii}r'l.
Fifteen years foliowing implementation, the forage
production of the allotment is thus expacted 1o
increase by 442 AUMs, Added to the currant
production of 3,685 AUMs, the future forag
production of the allotment would be approximately
4,127 AUMs.

Determination of Long-Term
Allocations

The determination of the long-tarm allocation uses
the same methodology as the shori-term allocation.
The long-term altocation is for analysis purpcses
only. The actual allocation would cccure oniy after
forage becomes avallable and would depend upon
the muitinle use resource objectives of future
resource management plans.




Appendix D

Scientific Names of Plants
Mentioned in the EIS

alder

alfalfa

basinwiidrye

big sagebrush
hitterbrush
bluebunch wheatgrass
bottlebrushsquirreitail
buckwheat

bulrush

cheatgrass
chokecherry

creek dogwood
creepingwildrye
crestedwheatgrass
deock

greasewood

Idaho fescue
Jjunegrass

Kentucky biuegrass
knotweed

low sagebrush
mountain brornegrass
mountain mahogany
needlegrass

Nevada bluegrass
pondweed

quaking aspen
rabbitbrush

rush

saltgrass

Sandberg’s bluegrass
sedge

shadscale

silver sagebrush
spiny hopsage
smartweed

Thurber’s needlegrass
western juniper

wild rose

willow

Alnus ssp
Medicago sativa
Elymus cinereus
Artemisia tridentata
Furshiatridentata
Agropyron spicatum
Sitanion hystrix
Eriogonum spp
Scirpus spp.
Bromuis tectorum
Prunus virginiana
Cornus stolonifera
Elymus triticotdes
Agropyron cristatum
Rumex spp

Sarcobatus vermiculatus

Festuca idahoensis
Koeleria cristata

Poa pratensis
Polygonum spp
Artemisia arbuscula
Bromus margiriatus
Cercocarpus ledifolius
Stipa spp

Poa nevadensis
Potamogeton spp.
Popuius tremuloides
Chrysothamnus spp.
Juncus spp.
Distichlisspp.

Poa sandbergi
Carex spp.

Atriplex confertifoiia
Artemisia cana
Grayiaspinosa
Polvgonum spp.
Stipa thurberiana
Juniiperus cccidentalis
Rosa spp.

Salix spp



Appendix E

Determination of Existing and
Predicted Forage Condition and
Trend

Determination of Existing Forage
Conditions

The determination of existing forage condition was
based on the perc ntage of desirable and inter-
meadiate forage species present. Ecological condition
for the EE\J arsa has., not been determined, Species
composition percentages were estimated by field
pe:xonnei Average forage condition by pastlre may
not reflect the condition of livestock wr‘czentraticn
areas or areas which raceive little or no uss.

Gouod condition range has a spacies compaosit fon of
40 P%E‘LE’[:I or more dasirable or intermediate forage
species with at least 20 percent made up of desirable
In the Andrews EIS area, desirable species include
crested wheatgrass, mountain bromegrass, blue-
bunch wheatgrass, ’T’hqr‘be ‘s needlegrass, ldaho
fesgue, basin wildryes, squirreltail, bitterbrush, aspen
and willow. Intermadiate ecges inchude Sandberg's
bluegrass, low oagebrl.fsr\ cmd greasewood

Falr condition range has a spacies composition of 18
to 38 pwrwwt desirable or intermediate aPHC;E}S with

at least b ,oerf"ewt mads up of demrdo ie species or at
teast 80 parcent in ermediate pecias

Poor condition range has & spacies composition
which has less than 15 percent desirable and
intermediate species or the range has critical {o
severs ercsion.

Determination of Predicted Forage
Condition

o m d fmoussion cf x‘c«f‘m:rmf\n
g azing systems in Che

gar-to-year fluctuations in pmcb
'“sf:‘cus guanti ification of impact
impassible, The im ‘
therefore, producses s {
refative comparison betue &
as an absolute pradiction of the
implementing any oneg altarnati

The foilowing analysis of im
on Allctment 6026 Hlust ra‘(»D
the components of the prope
alternatives would result in chang
forage conditions summarized in T
Approxsimatsly u~cw=th|=( s of the :
pub! ¢ fand in Allo
spring/summer grazing s
in the winter only and 60 duft":‘i% are cu
excluded. E«&stmq forage mndetmr A
(31 864 acras) and fair !5 888 &
level of livestock use is within the gra

I ‘b“bﬂ arel
s i onc-term
ble 3-1

852 acres of

Range improvemsnis called for under the
action inciude six reservolrs, ang water b
1.260 asres of brush control, Grazi ;

the proposad action include 3 (
acras), winter (19,336 acres) and exclusion (€0
acras).

Significant increases in d 12
expacted to result from Ju, abuv: ;md 30
reascns.

1) utilization of forage would be In a more unlform
pattermn due to the increased availability of
stockwater, thus reduzing the size of haavy use
areas,

no

storage of carbohvydrate resarves q, ke
herbacecus species would ocour in at
three cut of four years under the rest ro
system and every vaar under the winter
thus improving vigor: and

o

oval of brush competition on 1,260 ao
"’hus allowing herbaceous species the
oppartunity to increase.




Appendix F

Propetrties and Qualities of the Soils in the Andrews EIS Area

Narrative Siope Bedrock or
Sail Soil Classification Gradient Underlying
Unit Divisions’ Subgroup--Family (percent) Material

~ .
)

Tiorthid--Cosa

-3 Alfuvivim

Alluvium

0-3 Allavium
Alluvium
-1
-2 Eotian
5 -1
(-3 Alluvium
¥

Aluvium

Aluyium

-3 Alltvium
- 03 All:
15 B-2
B “ 0-2 Aluvium
28 B
U-3 Lacustrins

Q-3 Lacustrins

B2 dontmaorilonitic,
(-3 Alluvium
arthent--Fir
whe, nencal ous,
-3 Alduvium
47 B3-2
(-3 Alluium

B0US, 115 0-3 Alltvium
W id--Fine-silty.
0-3 Lacustrine
e B2
0-3 Alluvium
B3 Y.
0-12 Alluivium

worihud

arse-loany.

0-12 Alluryiiim

-loamy,

Adfuviurm
) -2
3-7 Alluvium
B-2
-7 Alfuvium
G [NEN
Volcanic
-2
3-35 Volcanic
78 iJ-1
3-20 volcanic
320 Voloanis
77 -2
3-80
[N
72 Vaolcanic
T4 U
3-12 Eutian
82 L
3-60 Yolecanic
[

=60 Volcanic

Perma-

bility

Mod,

Raptid

Mod,
Rapid

Ra

S 1els!

M8

Mad

tGd.
Maod,
Slow
tAod.

Y, Slow

V. Slow

Vo Slow
b Rapid

Slow

Slow

tod.

M. Slow
Slow
Mod.

Rapid

Mo
Mo,

. Slow

Etfective
Root
Depth {in}

60
A
30-40

10-20

lo-20

50

10-20
5-10

10-20

Available
Water Holding
Capacity

High

Loy

High

Tt

Maod.

hod.
Mad.
Low

Mad

Low

Low
Low
WoLow

V. Low



Appendix F
Properties and Qualities of the Soils in the Andrew EIS Area

Narrative Slope Bedrock or Eftective Available

Sail Scil Classification Grad?ent Undarlying Perma- Root Water Holding

Unit Divisions' Subgroup--Family {percent) Material bility Depth (in} Capacity
-2 Lithic Cryobaoroli--Loamy. mixed 3-60 Volcanic Mo VoLow
8- (Sand dunes) 0-20 Sand V., Rapicd VoLow
-2 fRockland) 20-80 Voloanic YVari. Vari.
7.2 {(Playas) -3 Sed var, Yarl,

of the EIS argal
the EIS areal )
2 on 30 percent of the Ei9

tal 1469
1463,



Apﬁendix G Aquatic bird species vary in i

regLiremants, No one x<uiat

for evaluating habitat quality.

Wildlife Habitat Inventory
Methodology

Riparian Inventory

Methods

Rabitat, plant L
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APPENDIX G, TABLE G-1 Riparian Habitat - Predicted Trend &
Condition

ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE ALTERMATIVE
PROPOSED 1 2 3
ACTIGN NG ACTION EMPHASIZE EMPHASIZE
LIVESTGCK MON-LIVEETOOK
EXIST-
ING GRAZ. GRAZ- GRAZ- GRAZ-
CONDL- NG CONDi-  ING CONDE NG CoME- NG COMDE-
BTREAM NAMES ALLOT RMILES ACRES TION SYSTEM TREND TION SYSTEM TREKD TION SYSTEM TREND TIOR SYSTEM TREND TION

Caondition

S

Siparian winch woulkd b sality ard f

olity, walar




APPENDIX H

Estimates of Gross Sales,
Personal Income, and
Employment

These measuress of the economic effects of changes
in program-related activitiss were estimated by use of
an interindustry computer model (IMPLAN) develop-
ed by the U.S. Forast Service, representing the
economy of Harney County,

An interindustry {or input-output) model is a
summary of all the trans-actions occurring in an area
during a 1 -year period. showing for each industry or
economic sector the amount of its purchases from
every other industry (inputs) and the amount of its
sales to every other industry (outputs). Purchases of
goods to be sold by trade industries are treated as
direct saies by the producing industry, and irac
industry transactions are limited to their gross margin
accounts or the part of their transactions over and
above the cost of goods sold. This information
represents the interindustry relationships in the area
and permits the estimation of how a change in one
industry would affect other industries and the
economy as a whoig,

When a specific change occurs in the economy, such
as an increase in cattie sales due to increased forage
availablility, the cattle industry purchases more from
its suppliers, ranch families spend more. and so on.
Recipients of these purchases increase their
purchases. The end result of this process is
increased activity throughout the econcmy. The
effects on the industry in which the initial change
occurs {a.g.. the cattle industry) are termed the direct
effects of the change. The direct effects plus the
effects on other industries in the loccat economy make
up the totai local effects. Estimates of the effects per
unit measure are shown in Table t-i-l for livestock
production and range improvements, the two
activities significantly affected by the potential
program actions.

Table H-1 Economic Effects per
Unit Measure

Livestock Range

Item Production Improvements
Unit of Measure AUM $100.
Inttial gross sales $23.78 $100.
Diract effects: -

Personal income $3,743 845,080

Employment 0oG157 002328
Total local effects;

Gross sales $ 4G.69 $160.420

Personal income 31397 $79.6810

Employment 000563 0042312

Total sales (or
from ranch b
19
industry, respachvaly,
T in Harney County meluding dirsct indirec

an the canshi

and induced






GLOSSARY

Acre-foot - The volume of water that will cover 1 acre

i
to a depth of 1 foot,

Active Preference - 7 f at portion of the total grazing
praference for which grazing use may be a uthorized.

Active Use - The total number of AUMs authorized
for grazing by livestock. Also called paid use,
Actual Use - See active use,
Allotment - An area of land where one or more
aoperators graze their livestock, Generally consists of
oublic land but may include parcels of private or
state lands. The number of livestock and season of
use ara stipulated for each allotment, Ap allotment
may consist of one or several pastures,

Allotment Management Plan {AMP) - An intensive
livestock grazing management plan %a! ing with a
specific unit of rar%ge!ar‘d based on muitiple use
resource management ohbjactives. The AMP
considers livestock grazing in relation to the
renewable resources -- watershad. vegetation and
wildlife. An AMP establishes the seascn of use. the
number of livesicck o be permitted on the range and
the range improvements needed,

Aliuvial - Pertaining to material that is transporied
and deposited by running water.

Animal Unit Month (AUM} The amount of forage
required to sustain the equwale t of one cow with
ong caif, or thair equivalent for one maonth.

Annual Vegetative Growth - The amount of forage or
herbage produced during one growing season.

Archeologic Resotrces - All physical evidence of
past human activity, other than historical documents,
which can be used to reconstruct lifeways and
cultural history of past pmop a3, These include sites,
artifacts, environmental data and all other relevant
information,

Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) - An
area within the public lands where special
management attention is required (when such areas
are devemped or used, or where no development is
rcqua’red protect and prevent irreparable da mage

mport m* h storic, cultural, or scenic values, fish
and wildlife resources or other natural systems or
processes, or to protect life and safety from natural
hazards {FLPMA Sec. 103{a)).

Browss - That part of leaf and twig growth of shrubs,
woody vines and trees available for animal
consumption.

Carrying Capacity - The maximum number of
animals an area can sustain without inducing
damage to vegetation or related resourses, such as
watershed.

Charactleristic Landscape - The visua? characteristics
of ex;’atmg landscape [2atures (Including man-mads)
within a physiographic provin ce, Th@ term does not
necessari i*; mean naturalistic character bui rather
couid rafer to landscapes which exhibit both
physiographic and land use similarities.

Concentration Area - An area whare factors s
terrain, water, vegetation. fences or managem
practices result in livestock cong i
these areas are grazed more heavily tha
surrounding areas.

Contrast Rating - A method of dete mlr‘mg the extent
of visual i n*pan,t for an existing or ;:rupc»“ o z:"'tmtv
that will modity any landscaps feature

Critical Growing Period - The portion of a plant's
growing season, generaliy between flowering
seed dissemination. when carbohydrate reserves are
being stored and seeds produced. Grazing afte
Start o this date is detrimental due t¢ inadeguate
maisture for supporting further plant growth later in
the seazon,

Crucial Habitat - A raiatiy ely sma ii part of an anim af S
range or habitat whd is al for the animal’
existerce because it cwnt clal gqualities Ol’
features (2.g., water holes, winter f”"ﬂ and ¢
nasting trec—,u, strutting ground. upland meado

Wi,

Cultural Resources - A term that includes resources
of paleontologic, archeoclogic or historic significance
which are fragiie. limited, and non-renewable
portions of the human environment.

Direct Income - Earnings from production of workers
in a specified industry. Sse Indirect Income.

Dissolved Oxygen Saturation - The amount of
gaseous oxygen (O} dissolved in a liquid - usually
water,

Distance Zones - The area that can be seen ag
foreground, middleground, background or seldom
SHEM,

Erosion - Detachmant and movement of sail or rock
fragments by water, wind, ice or gravity.

Exclosure - An area fenced to exciude livestock and
wild horsas,

Fecal Coliform - A group of bacteria used as an
indicator of sanitary quality in water,

Forage Condition - As it is used in this du urr &n
forage condition defines the composition o
desirable. intermediate and undesirable w'dﬂ spacies

Forage Production - The amount of forags that is
produced within a designated peréo**’ of time on a
given area lexpressed in AUMS or pounds per acre),
This is the proportion of total annual vegetation
production which is consumable by fivestock on a
sustainabie basis.



Fotb - Any non grasslike nerbacseous plant,

Grazing Preference - See Total Preference.

Groundwater Subsurface water that is in the zone
of saturation.

Gully - A charrsal, usually with steep sides, through
which water commonly flows f*wr g and =mmef‘ ately
aftar raing or snow meit.

Habitat Diversity The relative degres or abundance
of plant speciss, communitias, hab ftats or hahitat
features (e.g. topography. canopy layers; per unit of
area.

Headcutling - An ercaional process characterized by
the progression up-slope of an initial furrow or rili,
igacling to the formation of & gully

Herb - A seed-praducing plant that does not davelop
persistent woody tissue,

Herbage - Merbaceous plant growth, espacially
fleshy, edible plants,
Herbaceous Plants - Plants having little or no woody
tissue,

Indirect Income - Earnings or personal income {o
workers outside a specified indu t generated by

procduction in that industry. For ex p!e personal
m: e to those outside the livesto k industry
generatad by the business and per%*mi expenditures
of the livestock industry as well as successiva rounds
of expenditures which may resull in the commi I"\u\/
md ract inceme as defined here includes induce

infiltration - The gradual downward flow of water
from the surface through soil to groundwater,

intermittent Stream - A siream or portion of a stream
that flows only In direct response to precipitation. it
receives ittie or no water from springs and ne long-
continued supply from metiing snow or sther
sourcas. It is dry for a large part of the year,
ordinarily more than 3 months.

Key Species - A plant that is a relatively or potentially
abunrdant spacte&. i should he able o endure
moderateiy close grazing and serve as an indicator of
changes ccourring in the vegetational complex. Tha
key species is an imporant vegetative component
that, if cverused, will have a significant effect on
watershed conditions, grazing capacity, or cther
resource values. Mc;r’e than one key spacies may be
selected on an allotment. For example, a speacies may
be important for watershed protection and a different
spe:g, 8% may be mpm“{ant for livestock forage or
wildiife forage, eic

Limiting Factor - A component of the environment
W"l?c*‘“} reguiates animal populations (e.g., food, watar,
cover)

Litter - A surface laver of looss, organic debris,
consisting of freshly fallen or slightty "i&u(}ﬁ}pffsc?d
arganic materials,

Livestock Forage Production - see Forage
Froduction,

Management Framework Plan (MFP} - Land use plan
for public lands which provides a set of goals,
objectives and constraints for a specific planning
area to guide the development of detalled plans for
the management of each rescuice.

National Matural Landmark - Areas designated by the
Secretary of Interior which contain repress tive
axamples of the nation’s natural history, inciuding
terrestrial communities, aquatic communities.
landforms, gesiogical features or hahitats of native
niant and animal species, nusse“s\,“n;; national
sigrificance in illustrating or interpreting the nation’s
natural heritage.

Nalional Register of Historic Places - Estanlished by
the Historic Praservation Act of 1868, the F%wmer is
a tisting maintained by the National Park Service of
architactural, historical, archeologic and cultural sites

of tocal. state or national significance,

Pa!eentofogy - A science dealing with the i o
geological periods as known from fossil ramains.

Pasture - A fanced subdivision of
capable of being grazed by ls 1550
from the rest of the allotment,

a grazing aflatment
ck independsntly

Perennial Btream - A stream or portion of a slream
that flows year fcmc* tt receives water from
pracipitation, springs. malting snow and/or
groundwater,

Permils/Leases - Under Section 8 of the Taylos‘
Grazing Act, a permil {8 a document authorizing use
of the public lands within grazing districts for the
purpose of grazing livestock, Under Section 15 of the
Tayior and Grazing Act, a lsase i3 a document
authorizing lvestock grazing use of public fands
outside grazing districts.

pH - The negative lcgarithm of the hydrogen (on
concentration. A low pH indicates an acid, and a high
pH irndicates an ajkaline substance. ApH of 7.0 s
considered neutral.

Planning Area Analysis (PAA)} - A planning document
which analyzas the relationship of social and
economic data 1o the physical and binlagical data
presented in a Unit Resource Analysis (URA),

Plant Composition - The proportions of various plant
species annual production in relation to the fotal
annual production of all plants on a given area.

Plant Maturity - That point in the grawing season
when an individual plant specias has set sead. stored
food reserves and gone into the dermant stage. This
time is different for various specias.




Plant Yigor - See Vigor

Playa - A shallow lake in an arid or semi-arid region
in which water evaporates during the drier months to
leave a dry lake bed.

Preference - See Total Reference arid Active
Praference.

Proprietor - One who owns and operates their own
business; one engaged in economic activity on their
own account and not as an employee. Farm or ranch
proprietor need not own the land used.

Public hand - Fermal name for lands administered by
the Bureau of Land Management.

Range improvement - A structure, action or practice
that increases forage production, improves
watershed at-d range condition or facilitates
managemernt of the range or the livestock grazing on
it.

Range Trend - A measure of the direction of change
in range condition.

Research Natural Areas - Areas established arid
maintained for research and education, The general
public may be excluded or restricted where
necessary to protect studies or preserve research
natural areas. Lands may have: {1} Typical or unusuial
faLinistic or fioristic types. associations. or other
biotic phenomena. or (2) Characteristic or
outstanding geologic, pedgologic or aquatic; features
or Processes

Residual Ground Cover - That pertion of the total
vegetative ground coyer that remairis after the
livestock grazing season.

Rest - As used ir: this statement, refers to deferment
of grazing on a range area {pasture) to allow plants
to replenish their food reserves.

Riparian - Relatad to wet areas associated with
streams and springs.

Runoff - That porticr of the precipitation on a
drainage area that Is discharged from the area in
stream channels, inciuding both surface and
subsurface flow,

Sediment Yield - The quantity of sediment
transported through a stream cross-section in a given
time.

State Historic Preservation Office {SHPQ} - The
official within each State. authorized by the State at
the request of the Secretary of the Interior, to act as a
liaison for purposes of implementing the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1968,

Thermal Cover = Vagetation or topography that
prevents radiational heat loss. reduces wind chill
during cold weather, and intercepts solar radiation
during warm weather.

Total Preference - The total number of anima! unit
months of fivestock grazing on public lands.
apportioned and attached to base property owned or
controiled by a permitiee or lessee. The active
preference and suspended preference are combined
to make up the total grazing preference.

Unallotted Lands - Public lands which currently have
no authorized livestock grazing.

Unit Resource Analysis - A BLM planning document
which contains a comprehensive inventory and
analysis of the physical resources aric an analysis of
their potential for development, within a spegitied
geographic area.

Upland - Ali rangelands other than riparian areas or
wetlands.

Upland meadow - A flat area characterized by dense
herbaceous vegetation due to a high water table,

Utilization - The proportion of the current year's
forage production that is consumed or destroyed by
grazing animals. This may refer either to a single
species ¢r to the whole vegetative complex.
Utilization is expressed as a percent by weight.
height or numbers within reach of the grazing
animals. Four ievels of utilization are used in this
document: light {21-40 percent). moderate {41-60
percent). heavy (61-80 percent). and severe {&1-100
percent).

Vegetation Aflocation - in reference to forage. the
distribution of the available livestock forage
production to the various resource needs sush as
wildlife, livestock, wild horses and nonconsumptiva
Lse.

Vegetation Manipulation - As used in this statement.
refers to seeding and &riish control range
improvements.

Vegetation Type - A grouping of plant communities
which have simiiar dominant plant species.

Vegetative Ground Cover - The percent of the land
surface covered by ail living and undscomposed
remnants of vegetation within 20 feet of the ground

Vigor - The reiative weli-baing and health of a plant
as reflected by its ability to manufacture sufficient
food for growth. maintenance and reproduction.
Visual Corirast - The effect of a striking difference in
the form. ling, color or texture of the landscape
features in the area being viewed.

Visual Resource - The i{and, water, vegetation,
animals and other features that are visible on ail
public lands.
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