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The Final Ironside Crazing Management Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
differs from past EIS format which consisted of a reprint of the draft
statement, incorporating changes resulting from public review. This final
EIS consists only of the ccmnments and responses to the draft EIS, and errata
for the necessary changes in the text. The economics sections of Chapters 2
and 3 are included in their entirety because of major changes. This revised
procedure has saved substantial time and money. Therefore, this  f inal  EIS
must be used in conjunction with the earlier draft statement which was
distributed to the public in April 1980.

ThFs environmental impact statement is not the decision document. If you
wish to comment on the proposed action or any alternative of this EIS, for
the District Managers’ consideration in development of their proposed
decisions, please submit your comments to me by the end of October 1980.

The Management Framework Plan decisions on the action to be taken will be
based cn the analysis contained in the EZS, additional data available by the
winter of 1980-81,  public opinion, management feasibility and policy and
legal constraints. The decisionmaking process that follows publication of
this final EIS will culminate in issuance of a Rangeland Management Program
Decision Document in the spring of 1981. A draft of that document,
includi.ng a proposed decision, will be distributed for public review and
comment. early in 1981. A 45-day comment period will be provided and public
meetings will be held prior to making the final program decision.

After announcement of the final program decision, allotment management plans
will be developed through consultation and coordination with the permittees.
Rancher consultation on individual allotments will continue until late summer
of 1981.. Decisions on forage allocations to individual permIttees will be
made at the end of that summer, to be effective starting in the 1982 grazing
year.

Thank you for your interest in this environmental impact statement.





DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FINAL

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

IRONSIDE GRAZING MANAGEMENT PROGRM

Prepared by

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

te Director, Or ate Office





IROKSIDE  PROPOSED GRAZING MANAGEMENT

Draft ( ) Final (x) Fnvlronmental  Impact Statement

Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management

1. Type of Action: Admin is t ra t ive  (x) Legislatfve  (  )

2. Abstract: The Bureau of Land Management proposes to implement livestock
grazing management on  1,001,904  ac res  of pub l i c  l and  in  eas tern  Oregon .
Intensive grazing management is proposed on 914,005 acres (172 allotments),
nonintensive management on 71,131 acres (167 allotments), unalloted status on
14,219 acres and eliminatfon  of livestock grazing on 2,609 acres (1 allot-
ment). Implementation of the proposed a c t i o n  i n c l u d e s  a l l o c a t i o n  o f
vegetat ion to  l ivestock,  wi ld  horses , wildlife and nonconsumptive uses;
establishment of grazing systems; and construction of range improvements.
Vegetation condition would improve and forage production would increase.
Overall watershed conditions would improve. Certain wildlife habitat would
improve, and the numbers of upland game birds, nongame animals and fish would
increase. There would be an initial decrease of 38,437 animal unit months
(AUMs) in 151 allotments and an increase of 3,339 AU& in 51 allotments for a
net decrease of 25 percent. In the short term, 39 permittees would have
losses exceeding 10 percent of their annual forage requirements under the
proposed action. Direct and indirect community personal income due to
grazing would be reduced by approximately $358,000 annually in the short term
and increase by approximately $17,000 over existing conditions in the long
term* Employment in construction of range improvements during the first 5
years would offset the reduction by $280,000.

3. Alternatives Analyzed:

a. No Action
b. Eliminate Livestock Grazing
CD Limit Downward Adjustments
d. Optimfze  Livestock Grazing
e. Optimize Wildlife, Wild Horses and Nonconsumptive TJses

4. Draft statement filed with EPA and made available to the Public April 28,
1980.
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This env:ronmental impact statement (E%F) deserfbes a n d  a n a l y z e s  t h e
environmental impacts of implementing a livestock grazing management program
ITI a portion of the Baker and Vale Districts fn eastern Oregon. The proposed
action, the result  o f  the Bureau pLat-ming system and public Pnput, fs the
preferred alternative. F ive  o ther  alternatfves are  a l so  desc r ibed  and
analyzed for environmental impacts.

The proposed actfon consists of vegetation ablocatf.on  and fmplementation  of
intensive grazing management on 172 allotments covering 314,605 acres of
public land, nonintensive management on 167 allotments covering 71,131 acres,
continued unallotted status (no authorized livestock grazing) on 14,219  acres
and elimination of livestock grazing on 2,609 acres.

.The purpose of the proposed action is to implement plannFng decl.sions  needed
for management, protection and enhancement of the rangeland resources. The
time frame involved would be 5 years for implementation and 10 additional
years to assess impacts. The proposal would thus cover a 15-year period from
the time actions are initiated.

The exfstfng forage production o f 127,216 AUKS would be allocated to live-
stock (107,020 AUMS), wfldlife ( 7 , 6 1 9  AL?%), w t l d  h o r s e s  (600 AWs) a n d
nonconsumptive uses (11,977 AUMs). The allocation to livestock constitutes a
25 percent reduction from the 1?78 authorized livestock use of 142,118 AU%,

L,ivestock g r a z i n g  w o u l d  b e reduced i n i t i a l l y  b y  3 8 , 4 3 7  AUMs i n  1 5 1
allotments. These reductions range f rom 1  t o  3 ,264  AU& by  ind iv idua l
allotment.

Livestock grazing would be increased by 3,339 AU% in 51 allotments. These
increases range from 1 to 999 AU% by individual allotment.

Spring grazing would be Pmplemented  on 36,762 acres, spring,/summer  grazing on
56,051 acres, spring/fall grazing on 54,389 acres, deferred rotation grazing
on 361,694 acres, and rest rotation grazing on 380,828 acres.

Proposed range improvements include 74 reservoirs, 82 springs, 5 wells, 91
miles of pipeline, 245.7 miles of fence and 11 guzzlers. Proposed vegetattve
manipulations include brush control on 39,716 acres and preparation for
seeding on 18,535 acres, primarily by spraying 2,4-D herbicide; seeding
24,593 acres; and juniper control on 520 acres by hand falling with chain
saws.

Five alternattves to the proposed action were considered:

1. No Action - Under this alternative, there would be no change from present
management conditions. Ro additional range improvement projects or grazing
systems would be undertaken.
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3. LtmPt Downward Adjustments - This alternative would 1ln-i.t Fr1itial  down-
w a r d  adjmtments  ln l i v e s t o c k  u s e  t o 20 p e r c e n t  o f  a c t i v e  qir3lIi=f.cattorls Of
one-third of the adjrrstrcent identEfied in the proposed actio,n,  whfchever  Is
greater. Reduct:ons would be p?~ased over 5 years. ?.aqze fmprovements w0ul.d
be implemented throughout the S-year period with graeini systems implewentel
as promptly as conditions permit. Addittonal  reductions, not to exceed the
total amount In the proposed action, would be Imposea  ztf resource 017~ectir?es
were not being met.

Duti~g the plann-I.ng phase of the R-KS, pwhtfc input identified a major area of
controversy over planned reduc t i ons  Fn l i v e s t o c k  u s e  b a s e d  o n  ntwf3
sultabilfty requirements. No A’Ws were allocated to cattle on areas wfth
slopes greater than 50 percent, which accounted for major reductions on
several allotments. As 3 result  o f  public input,  Alternative 4 includes
encouraging sheep use on steep-sloped pastures, f o r  a n  initial. fncoease  af
6,909 AUMs  above the proposed action.

Environmental Consequences

Vegetation

The vegetation allocation, grazing systems and range improvements under the
proposed action and Alternatives 3 and 4 would Increase forage prnductlon and
residual ground cover, and improve ecosite  condition. The 40 pement  utlll.-
zation 0 f key species under Alternative 5 and no grazang under Alternative  2
would also lead to increases in forage production, ground cover and ecoslte
condition. Overgrazing in Alternative 1 wouk3 lead to  decreases  in  these
vegetative characteristics. Fencing riparian vegetation under the proposed
action and Alternatives 3 and 5, and elimination of grazing under Alternative
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2 would improve the condition of some riparian vegetation. The implemen-
tation of grazing systems would also improve some riparian vegetation under
the proposed action and Alternative 3 and 4, but to a lesser extent than no
g r a z i n g , Overgrazing in Alternative 1 would cause deterioration of riparian
vegetation.

IProposed Action1 I I I
I and Alt, 3 { Alt. 1 1 Alt. 2 1 Alt . 4 i Alt .my_-- 5_

Ecosite I
Condition I

I
Climax 1
Late I
Middle I
Early I

Residual Ground 1
Cover I
A C .  Incrensing  1
AC. S ta t i c I
AC . Dee reasing 1

Vegetation I
Production I

AU-NS
I

R i p a r i a n  Vege- I
tation Trend I

AC. ImproTring  1
AC. Static I
AC. Decli11ing 1

76,323
278,371
299,987
126,377

667,663
49,474

197,044

163,548

402
907
114

32,026
137,467
254,036
357,529

0
1,@00,423

0

123,850

167,266 1 75,994
266,556 I 360,749
342,486 1 299,891

20,750 1 44,424
I
I
I

1,000,423 1 667,663
0 I 49,474
0 I 197,044

I

I
203,780 1 173,739

I
I I
I I

116 I 1,541 I 109
1,015 1 0 I 1,248

317 I 0 I 108

64,147
206,443
296,440
214,028

851,145
2,556

43,953

145,600

1,497
0
0

The increase in residual ground cover would reduce soil erosion under the
proposed action and Alternatives 2, 3, 4 and 5. Overgrazing under Alterna-
tive 1 would reduce ground cover and thus increase erosion. Elimination of
livestock grazing under Alternative 2 and fencing of riparian areas under
Alternative 5  would decrease streambank erosion on 336 stream miles .
Implementing the spring grazing system and fencing riparian areas would
decrease streambank erosion on 53 stream miles under the proposed action and
Alternative 3 , on  26  mi les  w i th  A l ternat ive  4  and  on  22  mi les  under
Alternative 1.

Water

Construction of range improvements would cause short-term increases in
sed iment  y i e ld  o f  l e s s  than  1  percent  under  the  proposed  ac t i on  and
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Al~ternat~ves  3 and 4. Tn t h e  long teein, the ~Ina:rease fn reslduaf grmnd
COV~F wculd reduce sediment yield by 92,3 acre-feet per year (a@-ftlyr) under
t h e  proptssed a c t i o n and  A l ternat ives  3  and  4 ,  b:z 25(3.4 ac-ft./yr under
Alternative 5, and by 487.6 ac-Et,+- under Alternative 2. Overarazlng  WIdeI-
AlternatFve I. wou ld  l ead  to an  k~crease fn sedlmeret  y i e ld  of 52 .5  ac-ftfyr.
Runoff would retrain  the same under Alternattve 3, and would decrease by 5,8?@
ac-fti/yr  wi,th the proposed action and Alternatives 3 and 4, by 9,635 ac-ftfyr
with Altetnatfve  5, and by 151,271)  ac-ft/yr under Alternative 2.

Recreation

TotaS recreational  use would in,clrease by 2m,om vfsits peK year uepdes the
p r o p o s e d  a c t i o n  a n d  Al.cetnative  3 ,  b y 253,4?m vis i t s  per  year  under
Alternative 2, by 224, 766 visits per year under Alternative 5 and b,p 132,66Q
vfsits per year under Alternetive  1. Under Alternative 4, total recrcatlonal
use would ine.rease by 71,140 visLts per year hut hunting visitor use rc0ul.d
not increase slgniftcantl.y due to  the loss of deer cover from vegetative
manipulation e

Cultural Resources

The grazing systems and range improvements in the proposed actIon and
Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 could disturb unidentifi.ed  cultural sites and the
integrity of known sites.

Visual Resources

The grazing systems and range Improvements would create vfsual contrasts
under the proposed action and Alternatives 3 and 4, but fn the long term,
esthetfcs  would improve as range coadft fan improves t Overgraain,g  under
Alternative 1 would decrease the value of vf.sual.  tesourcese The efimfnatfon
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of grazing under Alternative 2 would improve visual quality. Alternative 5
woubd improve visual quality in the same manner as the proposed action but to
a greater extent.

T h e  construction o f range improvements under the proposed action and
Alternative 3 would cause a short-term disturbance to the horses. Wild
horses would be eliminated under Alternative 4, would be allowed to increase
to a maximum of 196 head under Alternative 5, and would be maintained at a
level. of 30 to 50 head under the proposed action and Alternatives I, 2 and 3.

Ecologically Significant Areas

The  cons t ruc t i on  o f range improvements under the proposed action and
Alternatives 3  and 4 would decrease ecological ly  s ignif icant  values by
destroying sage grouse habitat in one site (BA-31:ITnnamed).

Energy Use

Fossil fuel energy would be consumed during the construction of  range
improvements and maintenance of proposed and existing projects.

Socfoeconomics

In the short term, 39 permittees would have losses exceeding 10 percent of
their annual forage requirements under the proposed action. These
permittces, 14 percent  of  the total , would lose an average 520 ALWs per
permittee, causing an average direct personal income loss to each permittee
and their employees of about $3,000.

The average reduction in return above cash cost would be 10 to 20 percent of
normal depreciation.

Due to the proposed reductions in livestock grazing, local personal income
would bae reduced by approximately $358,000 annually. Compensating increases
due  t o  cons t ruc t i on  pro j e c t s  wou ld  resu l t  in  a  ne t  reduc t i on  in  l o ca l
personal income of $78,000 annually. Short-term. adverse impacts to local
personal income for Alternative 2 would be about four times the magnitude of
the proposed action, Alternative 5, two times, and Alternatives 1, 3 and 4
would be about half.

Long-term impacts on personal income for the proposed action would be
positive after the expected improvement of range conditions. The increase
over existing conditions would amount to $20,000 ($17,000 due to improved
grazing and  $3 ,000  due  to  po tent ia l  increases  in  hunt ing  and  f i sh ing
opportunities). Alternative 4 would result in approximately $74,000 increase
in local personal income and Alternative 5 a $668,000 decrease, as compared
to existing conditions.
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CONSULTATION AXD COORDINATION ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT

The Draft Ironside Grazing Management Environmental Impact Statement
(Interior DEIS 80-26) was filed with Environmental Protection Agency and
released to the public on April 28, 1980 and open to comment until June 27,
1980.

Public hearings on the draft were held June 3, 1980 in Ontario, Oregon and
June 4, 1980 in Baker, Oregon. Oral testimony was presented by 8 people in
Ontario and 18 in Baker. A total of 26 letters were received.

All letters and hearing testimony were reviewed and considered. Comments
which raised questions or issues bearing directly upon the environmental
e f f e c t s  o f the proposed action, presented new data, or questioned facts
and/or analyses, are responded to separately. Comments identifying errors or
omissions are also included. See the Errata pages E-l to E-6, which responds
to these comments. Also in response to comments, the economic sections of
Chapters 2 and 3 of the DEIS have been revised in an attempt to provide
greater clarity (Errata, pages E-7 to E-29).

All letters have been reproduced in this final, with each substantive comment
identified and n u m b e r e d .  BLM responses immediately follow each of the
letters . Substantive comments ident i f i ed  in  the  o ra l  t e s t imony  a t  the
hearings have been excerpted and/or parapharased for clarity and included
along with BLX's response. These comments are also indexed and appear in the
Response to Hearing Comments section.

Some persons both testified orally and submitted written comments, resulting
in duplication of comments. These comments are responsed to in Response to
Written Comments.

In most cases, only comments pertaining to the adequacy of the DEIS--i.e.,
the analysis as distinct from the actions analyzed--are formally responded to
in this document. However, all comments (oral and written), and any new
information will be taken into account when the final decision regarding
rangehand management fs made in each of the two districts.

Copies of all written comments (including material appended to Letter 6 and
12) and the hearing transcripts are available for public review at the State
Direc tor ' s  O f f i c e , &Ireau of Land Management, 729 N.E. Oregon Street,
Portland, Oregon, and at the Baker and Vale District Offices
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Response to Written Comments

Each person, organization or agency that provided .xritten  submissions was
assigned an index number,

Letter Number
1.
-.
;.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
1.3.

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.

Agency, Organization or Individual
IJSDI, Bureau of Mines
Wild Horse Organized Assistance
USDI, Geological Survey
Richard J. Mangan
Roger W. Corrigall
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
USDI, Kational Park Service
Oregon State University, Rangeland Resources Frogram
Society for Range Management
U.S. Bancorp, Dennis E. Goodman
Oregon, Intergovernmental Relations (A-95 Clearinghouse).

State Historic Preservation Officer
Defenders of Wildlife
Harry L. Smith
Kent Coe
Petition, five signatures
Oregon Deltirtment  of Fish and Kildlife
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region X
Charles A. Holtz
Baker Production Credit Association
Petition, 19 signatures
Oregon Environmental Council
Intermountain Realty
Baker County Chamber of Commerce
Al Steninger
Del Blackburn
USDI, Fish and Wildlife Service
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Response to comments in Letter 2

2-1 Two reservoirs would be constructed in the herd management area iinder
the proposed action and Alternative 3. These reservoirs are not
expected to draw down the water table, a8 they fill during the spring
runoff period. The reservoirs would be available to horcies year-round.

2-2 The Hog Creek herd, which is located in the Vale District, had 18
horses in 1972, 63 in 1978, and 130 in 1980, indicating the herd is
viable. Although this herd is the only one In the EIS area, there are
seven other herds in the Vale District that will be discussed In a
future EIS.

2-3 The 700 miles of fencing to be constructed under Alternative 5
(Optimize Wfldlife, Wild Horses and Nonconsumptive  Uses) is proposed to
improve wildlife habitat in riparian zone8 and reduce streambank
erosion and sedimentation in streams. By not excluding livestock from
these riparian zones, Alternative 4 (Optimize Livestock Grazing) would
make an additional 905 AIMS available for livestock grazing. The final
decision can be made from any combination of levels of grazing use and/
or number of range improvements within the range of alternatives
analyzed.

Of the 700 miles of riparian fencing proposed under Alternative 5,
approximately 9.5 miles are In the herd management area. If COn*truC-
ted, these fences may cause injuries to horses until they become
accustomed to the fence locations. Water 8aps would be constructed 80
the horses would be able to drink from the streams.

United States  Department of the Interior
GEC)J.fx:rC!AL.  SnnvEy

RESTC)N,  \~IRC~INIA  2201)~

MY 27 1980

Memorandum

To: State Director, Bureau of Land Management
Portland, Oregon

Through:$ .Assistant Secretary--Energy and Minerals
MAY 30 tsgo

3-1

From: Director, Geological Survey

Subject: Review of draft environmental statement for Ironside
grazing management program; Baker, Malheur, Grant and
Harvey Counties, Oregon

We have reviewed the draft statement as requested in your letter of April 1.

Specific Conenent

Page 2-17, Water Quality.

The statement should address the occurrence of arsenic in the ground water of
some of the aquifers at concentrations considerably above the 0.05-mg/l level
recommended as a maximum by the Environmental Protection Agency. (See
Co??ins, C. A., 1373, Ground-water data in the Baker County-Northern Nsleur
County Area, Oregon: D.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 79495, p. 26
through 28.) The statement should address plans to mitigate any possible
impact on the human environment, for example, by analysis of waters, selective
use, and posted warnings, where appropriate, or by selection of aquifers with
safe levels of arsenic concentration.

:,’
-pn-H. William Menard

Response to comments in Letter 3

3-l Of the wells sampled by Collins (19791,  five have arsenic levels higher
than 0.05 mgjl. All five are located in the southeast portion of the
EIS area. Two wells (in Allotments 101 and 201) are proposed in this
dlx?iP. The water from these wells would be piped into the bottom of
stock water troughs, with no fresh water accessible for human
consumption.
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5.
5-5

I f-3.

7.

Table 1-7 , proposed range improvements
I would like to see more rage im?rovemrntn  and m:ainronence of etiatin~  socdings
identified for allotment 218. Eqwcially if :,hc XJ! bollevs the proyosed reduction
LB necsssnry. I do not iice where, 1.5 miles c;f fonco and 2 rosewoira(  neither
reservoir holdo water) could load to much range improvernext.

Pa@ l-2e
I firmly believe it would be extremely beneficial to sgtin, earta& allotment
.?18. I would also l&e to zde much closer uqnrvirion  of the ~rogrsn than
before .

Aftcr revj.ewi.np  the al.t,ernativoc presented it wo;lld n;:$ear to mt? that altaxntive
4 with tho following modificatlonc  would result in the most beneficial ru?d hoaitive

?
fmgacts

Lo
i) do not ~rsze w%ldlifn excloswcs
2) maintain a wildhorac hizd irr allotment 203
3) allocate ?'ora@ to wildlife (big gana)

I

The adverse impact of altcrnstive 4 upor. rlnsrian  ve&e:ation  is, I feel, overstated.5-6 The impact of intensive erazing rr.ana~eixent u;on roparian  vegetation is notfu3.ly
understood. Thio quickly becomt?~ apparent. thr?u,qh a review of the moijt rccerlt
Ilteratlre.

+ also fool that foncicg creek::  to gi-otect ziparian are&w111 $rova to X!o
u%atinXactory  for the folloainE roatxont;.

1) such fences till roqtirc  const;lf;t maintonence  and s~+!rvicion5-7 2 ) annual recorxtruction  will become nececswy  <ar creak croceinga
33 these a.r~will most likely become art cf heavy livestock  concentrations,

increasing maintenance need8
4) trniling of Liveotock dourid axcLoourec  may increase local soil erosion.

5-2

5-3

5-4
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6-1

b-2

6-3

b-4
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envirorJnental s t a t e m e n t  a r e a . The Oregon SCS published  a map in
1972 of kinds of rangeland  and classified  the environmental  statement
area as shrub-grass, except for a portion  of natural grassland in
the extreme northeast  portion of the environmental  statement area.
~.,oy's (1976) Atlas of Oregon mapped natural vegetation  of the environ-
mental statement area as a big sagebrush  zone with a small area of
steppe (grassland) in the northeastern  extreme of the environmentalstzatemcnt area. ~11 of these reports indicated  natural grasslands
would make up 1 or 2% of the environmental  statement  area. Tisdale,
Bironaka  and Fosborg in 19G9 published  a map of potential  (climax)
vegetation  in Idaho. Examination  of the area along the Oregon/Idaho
mrder in the statement area indicated a small area of climax
grassland  adjacent  to the northeastern  extreme of the environmental
statement  zone. The other adjacent  areas are principally  sagebrush-
grass or salt-desert shrub.

The maps on pages 2-3 and 2-4 indicate locations for the various
ecosite groups. Ecosite G-l is qenerally  scattered  throughout  the
erivironmental statement area and the northeastern  extreme which was
classified  as climax grassland  by these ecologists  is classified
as a mixture of G-l, G-2 and G-3 (which is essentially  a mixture  of8-4 1 grassland  and shrub-steppe). All of the conclusions  relating to
impacts  of grazing are dependent upon correct classification  of the
ranyelands. Was the rangeland  classified  correctly?

c
Our personal knowledge  of the area and the published  reports of the
aforementioned  range ecologists leads us to believe  most of the

c I
areas classified  G-l are in fact sagebrush-grasslands  at climax.  If
one accepts the data on associated  species in the table on page 2-28-5 then there is no Festuca idahnensis  jn the areas c!~s~ifi.~A as G-1.
Therefore, most om areas would probably be classified  as an
AE-temisia tridentata/Aqropyron  spicatum  habitat type (ecositel with
Someamount  of big sagebrush in the climax.

The relative  amount of big sagebrush  and all other species Of
vegetation  in a climax stand is variable. Most ecologists  classify
habitat types on cover data rather than percent of standing crop
which further complicates  comparisons  between results of ecological
studies  and the data form used in this environmental  statement.
However, the percent cover of sagebrush  would tend to underestimate
relative composition  of sagebrush compared  to percent composition  on
a weight basis, The information  that follows is on a cover basis
so comparatively the values are lower than they would be if computa-
tion of composition  was on a weight basis.

Winwaxd in his 1970 dissertation "Taxonomic and ecological  relation-
ships of the big sagebrush  complex in Idaho" studied the Artemisia
*identata subsp. wyominqensis/Agropyron  spicatum  habitat type.
This is essentially  the same habitat type as is present  on most of

the environmental  statement  area which is currently  classified  as
G-l. -Be round the habitat type had an averaqe saqebrusb  cover of
19% with a range of lC-22%. The lowest value he found after
survevinq many areas in Idaho that were at or near climax was
larger than the highest value in the environmental  statement  For
any of the big sagebrush types in the various ecosites. The importance
of this kind of difference  will be discussed later i-n the analysis.

Daubenmire  in his 1970 "Steppe vegetation of Washington'  discusses
two habitat types that could relate to the areas classified  G-l.
One is the Agropyron  s icatum-Poa  secunda (sandber~)~habitat  type,

=I%?------ .-which is a true grass an and the other IS the Artemisia  tridwntataj
Agropyron spfcatum habitat type. ----.-- -_---

The G-l type could not ba the
Agropyron spicatum-Poa  secunda habitat type since the habitat type
does not contain Poausickii which is present in G-I and no natural
grassland  in the zific Northwest has a shrub component  f.n the
seral stages following retrogression. Therefore,  the G-1 type must
be classified  as a shrub-steppe  or Artemisia tri.dentata/Acro.;vron
.ssicatum  habitat type: -f--A+ --p-.~~$~~isDaubenmire discussed the ecologica

this habitat type in great detail and poi.nted out a number of
facts of real importance in understanding these rangelands. in
stands that represented  climax or near climax stages with no
evidence of modification by livestock  he found cover of big sagebrush
ranged from 5-26%. Within this range of coverage  of ~rtemisia
tridentata  there was no relationship with coverage  of any species of
perennial  grass or with total cover of perennial  grasses. ne stated
"Thus the quantitative  data for 14 excellent stands reveal wide
variation  in Artemisia  covernge, which appears rather definitely nni:
to reflect varying  an&nts of past grazing. Neither  does Artemisia
coverage  correlate  with any other variable in the data." Eaubenm re' R
lifetime of work strongly suggested the interpretation  of climax
vegetation  for site E-l (and perhaps  the other G series) is in error.

Hironaka (1979 in "Basic Synecological  Eelationships of the Columbia
River Sagebrush Type, the Sag&rush Ecosystem: A Symposium  at
Utah State ~Jniversity)  discussed invasion  of grasslands by saqebru.sfi
in the Pacific Northwest. He stated, "There is no evidence  that an
extensive  qrassland  steppe was present  in southern  Idaho and adjacent
Oregon and that invasion h.'x sagebrush became widespread since the
advent of livestock  grazing." This often held misconception that
native qrasslands  within the sagebrush-steppe were invaded by
sagebrush as a result of overgrazing was proposed  by early scientists
who did not fyully understand  the role of fire in these ecosystems.
This is understandable  as burned rangelands will often take on the
appearance  of natural grasslands  followinq a fire and stay in the
lower seral staqe for many years. However, without a subsequent  fire,
sagebrush  will always re-establish and take its part in the communities
The table on paqe 2-2 indicates Artemisia tridentata  is present  at a
high level in late, middle and early succe~%i%qes,  therefore
these must be sagebrush/grass  habitat types with a significant
sagebrush  component  at climax.
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interpretations? For example, some habitat types in climax condition
will have few seedlings establish in almost al: years because of
climatic variations  and inter-and  intra specific compctiticn.
Ciniy someone who understands  the ccosites  being evaluated  is qualified
+o make judgemcnts of probable trend and these range managers  rccogni?.e
they will make some errors when they are at their best.

Page Bl-4 discusses  forage production. The first two techniques;
cczlar rcconnais&accc  and act-2-1 uee,4ctilizaticn  will wc*r..I- within
acceptable limits although the limit of 50% utilization  is not
substantiated. As long as year effects are considcred,reasonablc
&x!timates of carrying capacity can be developed  with actual use.

The forage capacity  based on annual rainfall  is totally without
'-I3 1 substance.  For example , our file datat&or a 55.5 ha pasture indicates

the following: yield for a curlleaf mountain mahogany/Idaho  fescue
community in 1974 was 68 kg/ha and 72.4 kg/ha in 1975; a rubber
rabbitbrush/blucbunch wheatgrass community had 297.6 kg/ha production
ri.n 1974 and 350.2 kg/ha in 1975; a basin wildryc-sandbcrg  bluegrass
communi.ty had 128.3 kg/ha production in 1974 and 149.0 kg/ha in
1975, etc. We assumed the rainfall of aImout 1.2" annually  was uniform
across the 55.5 ha. Annual forage yicla is a function of site and
annual precipitation  records  cannot be used to predict yield or
carrying capacity  independent  of knowledge  of the site.

After careful study of the ecological  basis for this statement, we
find a significant  portion  oLq it invalid  and much of it impossible
to interpret. We beU.cvc the environmental  statement needs to bc
redone, since the only way it can be of use is if judgemcnts as to
uses allocated  are based on.corrcct definition and interpretation
of the ecological situation for this rangeland area. Oregon State
University Range. Scientists  will assist with the ecological  studies
ant! interpretations  from these if requested.

Sincerely yours,

A. H. Winward
Associate Professor

CC: President  Robert MacVicar
Dean E. J, Briskcy
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,arrticular  year. Animals consistently prefer the same species because
of a xurnbcr  Of factors incl-uding stags of jro-wth,  relative  abundanoe,
site, and weather which may also affect percent  use on particular
species. Forage production, of course, varies year to year within
and among sites which affects  the amount of forage used at the same
stocking pressure.

9-2 1 were these provisions  considered when using this technique to arriveat AUM production? If so, AUW's produced  should be reasonably
accurate  since the variation from site to site and year to year
would have been included in the calculations. IE not, we would
recommend that more close monitoring occur than might be done otherwise
to determine  the relative  accuracy of adjustment.

9-3
I

B. Forage capacity  based on precipitation. This is an
interesting table. From what data was it derived? hhat is the site
variation  within each zone and what is the effect of ecological
condition? Numerous examples  could be cited where stocking rates
are 5 acres per AUM or better in the lo-12 inch precipitation  zone.
In the 16~ inch zone unless vegetation is in poor (early) condition,
stocking rates should on the average  be 3 acres per AKJM or more.
Thus, we would question  the use of such a procedure  without more
substantive data presented.

I

C. Since some inventory  was done in 1976 and 1977 in both the
Baker and Vale Districts  and both of these years were extremely

g-4 droughty in eastern Oregon (1977 the worst on record and in many
areas 1976 almost as bad] was any provision  made for correction/
adjustment? If so, it would be desirable  to state how this was done.
if not, there could be some rather serious errors encountered.

D. Page Bl-5 and Bl-9 and 10. Techniques  to set forage production
based on dominant  site and condition where actual use/utilization
records  apparently  do not exist.

':
This technique  presupposes  or assumes  that management unit or pasture

P
boundaries are laid out in relation to site, that some particular

-.I site is representative  of the pasture, and that a particular  condition
class of that site represents  the pasture. We suggest that the
accuracy of the production data could be questioned  unless it can
be consistently  shown that the level of "dominance" of site and
condition  classes within sites is rather high (80% or more).
The environmental  statement  should indicate  some definitive  criteria
for dominance. Data for backup should include all sites and con-
dition classes in each pasture and production  by such in order to
verify that one dominant  site and condition  class will be repre-

g-5 sentative of the whole. If this analysis  results in adjustments  in
grazing pressure  from the present (up or down) we suggest that
monitoring  should be intensified  in the first year of implementation
in order to verify whether the adjustments  are resulting  in acceptable
levels of use.

9-6

9-7
9-3

E!. Page Bl-10. The factor of 1.6 used for an improvement of
a-;ailable  forage for each increase  in one condition class is revealing.
It is surprising  that such a factor would be uniform zimong ecoLogica
s i t e s . It would be desirable to cite supporting  data and this should
be done. In addition, some estimate  of the variation that ex:isted
among samples and among conditions  within the same sites should bc
presented.

Page l-l. AUM's available. Analysis of figures in Table l-l and
l-2, together  with data contained in appendix D on condition and
trend, raises some question. Currently,  livestock  harvest 142,118
AUM's of forage and the mule deer populations are already at the
Oregon Dept. of Fish & Wildlife management goal (page l-2). Data
in appendix  D show the vegetation on approximately 21% of the area
as improving, on 15% as declining and the balance as static. The
environmental  statement  does not indicate  the location of the declining
15% or the rate at which it is declining, nor is the same thing shown
for the improviny  range.

Since 7,619 AUM's are allocated to wildlife,  mostly mule deer it is
assumed, and the populations are already using those AUM's, the
total being used should equal 149,737 AUM's. Table l-2 showed only
127,216 AUM's of forage available,  yet 149,737 are being used. One
concludes  that 22,521 AUM's no longer exist. Some explanation of
these discrepancies should appear in the environmental statement.
Is the over 22,000 AUM difference due to overgrazing and by what
animal, to lack of suitability and why, to sampling  error? To what?

Table l-2 shows 107,020 AtJM's allocated to livestock  and 11,977 AUK's
to "nonconsumptive"  uses. Such nonconsumptive uses should be
described  so that an analysis can be made to determine the values
,being traded for such uses.

SRM agrees that 15% of the vegetation in an area in declining
condition requires  some different management to reverse that trend.
But, a reduction of 35,000 AUMrs or 25% overall to 107,000 AUH's
and a projected restoration of essentially the same number over 15
years when almost 150,000 AUM's are currently being used by livestock
and wildlife gives rise to the logic of that level of rednction as
necessary to accomplish an improving  trend given the other range
improvements  being planned.

Page l-28 to l-45. The proposed action and the 5 alternatives all
have merit for resource management/protection depending upon one's
perspective. SRN does not wish to suggest that one is necessarily
superior. Experience shows, however, that when incentives  are
incorporated  into a plan, it has a significantly better chance of
succeeding. For obvious reasons, livestock producers will not be
receptive  to an average 25% AWN reduction which the proposed action
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June 23, 7930

Oregon  State  Director
Rureau of Land kwlngement
P.O. Kox 2965
Portland,  OR 97208

Oreyun  State  Director  :

I am an economist  with  U.S. Eancorp, parent  company  of United Slates  National
Rank of Clregon. I was  requested  by the Join1  Baker County  Cattlemen’s
Association  and Uaker County  Chamber  of Commar~e Economic Impxt Committee
to assist  in assessing  the economic impact analysis  within  the RLM “Irrrnside
Crazing  hlanagement  Impact Statement”.

In my juclgement,  the RLM analysis  underestimates  the ec.onomic  impact of the
proposed  action  for the  following  reasons:

1. Fxclusive  attention  on net  pwsonal  inc:xnc  as the indicatur  of economic
impact ignores  the fact that”economic  impact”is J multifaceted  phenomenon.
The gross  income effect,  a!; derived  from  the  transactions:  type
multiplier,  is an important  indicator  of the level  of economic activity.
Consequently,  the  gross  income  effect must be included  in assessing
tiw cost of the  proposed  actinn. 9t is incorrect  to assert  that 1.9~
net income effect is the “true”  meabure  of economic.  loss.

2. Reraui;~  ranchbng  is a biological  produci.ion  process  net. rirnch  income
is an inappropriate  indicator  of r~nchinc_9’s  impact on the local  economy.
Ranch expenditures  to maintain  !ivestock  continue,  within  the short.
run, independently  of ranch net income.  This  is accomplished  by
increases  in rancher  indebtedness. Cunsequently,  using  net
ranch  income as the  hase to which  the  merli.iplier  is applied
underestimates  the  economic impact of AlJhl  reduction.  The historically
derived  net ranch income per AUM  underestimates  ranc.hing’s  i:on\ribution
to local  economic activity. Tllis  effect is m;ignifierl  by using  average
personal  income  in agriculture,  table  &l-l, a5 a base from  which  net
income per AUhl  is derived. The year  1376  obviously  pulls  down
average  pcrsirna9  income  and wnsequently  income  per  AIM.

A 10% reduction  in sales generates  a 10%  reduction  in net income  only-
if average  fixed  costs  plus average  variabk  cost eqsrals  marrjinitl  cost.

To see  this  c.~xic!er  thp  following  :

Let  NR = to139 net revenue
TR : total  rrYenue
TC = tota9 cost

then
TR = P . Q : P = price,  4 = Quantity  sold
TC = TFC -L TVC  : TFC  7 total  fixed  cost

TVC  7 total  variable  cost

NR z. TR - TC

AFC  = Average  fixed  cost
AVC  - Average  variable  c.ozt
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4. Th:,  mz!:iplier  ciiidfj;is utilized  Empliiitly  dssume5  that there  are no
income  generating  inter-county  transactions.  Reduction  of income
within  Malheur  county  is expected  to have  a negative  effect on
Baker  county  inrnme  and similarly, wductians  in Baker  county
income will tend  to reduc.e Malheur  county  income  with  a consequent
negative  feedback to Baker  county  income.  ‘These  h~come  chains
result  from  inter-county  expenditures  which  are  not  considered  in
the BLM  analysis.

In my judgement,  the BLM economic impact analysis  significantly  underestimates
the  impact  on the local economy of AUM  reduction.

v Dennis E. Goodman
Economist
u .s. Rancorp

cc:  Cordon  Staker
District  Manager  - BLM
P.O.  I3ox  987
13aker,  Oregon  97814

Randy  Guyer
Baker  County  Chamber  of Commerce
490  Campbell  Street
P.O. Box 69
Baker,  Oregon  97814

Kevin Kelly
Vice  President  and Manager
Economics and Corporate  Development
II .S. Bancorp

bc
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Respcxls” to comment* in Letter 11

11-L page l-22 of the DELS idcncifirs  those atmdard procedures and design
elements which would be adhered to in constrncting  ranjije improvemrnts
in the EIS area. See response  to comment 6-2 for further information.
iwrtgatton  measures, as necessary, will be developed Ln consultation
with the State Historic Preservation Office and Mvisory Council in
accordance with prucedurrx  outlined in the Programac?.c  Memorandum of
Agreement between the 8LM, Advisol-y  Council and National Confrrunce  Of
State Historic Presetvation  Officers, dated January ILI, 1980. See
errata for page l-22.

1244 NIYETEENTH STKFFT, NW l WASHINGTON. DC 20036 l (202)659-9510
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Are any studies pianced to inveni-ory, tkcn monitor nongame  wildlife

l-23 - Tzpleaenration
12-25  1 2 iv~-~ _-

P1ease explain t5a discrepancy  between the
lir~ar imnlementation  scke*S.e mentioned on pacje xiii, and the

(7 t3~ee-year pkrlod specified or. page l-28.

1
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Grazing systems similar to those proposed are in use now in the EIS
.aPzl. 'ihe proposed action would continue these grazing fiyatems in
al1.otnenta where resource obJectives  could be met wi.th the currdnl
sysren. Where the propoved  resource objectives cannot he met with the
present grazing s3ystem, a new o"e has bee" proposed (Refer to Table
I-6).

12-10 tie cunnot atiriume that the ~hsence  of a formal allocation of
veeetatio"  to wildlife will reduce wildlife oonulations. The alloce-. .
tion of livestock AIMS shown in Tab1e 1-2 is only R small part of the
total vegetation avnilnble. (See re*ponse to 12-8.) store total
vegetation is produced than is consumed by livestock. The balance ie
therefore available to wlldltfe. The vegetation allocation to live-
stock has bee" analyzed o" pages 3-25, 3-29, 3-31 and 3-36. The
wildlife  vegetation  allocation was calculated using big game popula-
tion numberv. I" allotmedtu  with no wildlife AUMs, big game "se il;
"egligible  or there is no significant forage confli.ct  with live-
stock. See response to comments 24-H and 24-10.

12--11 Sheep use is very mLnor in the EIS area. About 575 AlJMs, 0.4 percent
of the 1978 active "aa were used by sheep. This amount was felt to be
io3ig"ificd"t , so axrent levels of sheep use were not analyzed.

12-12 Livestock reductions are proposed on nrens where the ?rese"t use
exceeds the calculated grazing capacity. In addition, reductions are
proposed where insufficient forage is availnblr  to provide for the
deslred  level of allocntion  to wildlife, nonconsumptive usea or wild
horses. Unsatisfactory ecosite condition and/or downward  trend are
among the more importat indicators of improper stocking Levels and
&i-e always d consideration when establishing new livestock "so levels,
~easo"~ of use sod/or  grazing systems.

12-13 Livestock exeluslon  areas are us"nlLy  associated with rlpnrian zones
where rapid (Less than 5 years) wildlife hahi.tat  improveme"~  is the
mmagem~nt objective. Riparian  HreaS whFch have the vegetative
potential to greatly improve wLldLife habitat receive a high priority
tor exclusion. Several streams located in steep canyons were selected
hecause natural barriers could be used with relatively little new
fencing til exclude livestock. Sire specific inforrnatlon for each
exclos"re  CR" he obtained from the Vale and Baker DlstrLct Offices.

12-14 Dense vegetation  Ln exclosures may be accompanied hy decreased popula-
cions of some small m"mmeLs such as ground squirrels. Dense
vegetatio"  may hinder quail "nd chukar movement. None of these
impacts were judged to be significant. as stated on page 3-25, severe
livestock utilization "djacent  to exclosures  would result in degraded
wildlife habitat. Soil erosion from livestock trailing along
exclosure  fences co"ld occur. sot? errata for page 3-20.

The degree of utilizatton  Is measured each year in the ~rxad p~st:rr~
after the livestock have been removed. sevirn1 ;1re*3  Rn? cx Irc?cd for
measurement YU that a" aCC"r'dte reflection of the dPg:rec of ?zti:.i-
zatlo" may ho obtained. Utilization "ormally  varies co"rid%mbly
throughout a pas:ure or allotment due to diifcrtincre in pl&iat
composition, terrain artd artificial features, locatio"  of wnazr,
shade, salt blocks, etc.

Some control over the degree of utflizntion can he obtained thraugh
the placement ot salt, control of water and livastT>ck movement.
HOWW?K, the negative eifects  of locallsed  over-utilization CB" best
he offset by 1mpleme"tatLon  of a grazing eyatem whFch ,roriiles
periodi.:. rest to allow the heavily grazed plants an oppor!.untty  t.-~
regain vigor and rqruduce.

12-16 Xvestock (cattle) diet analyses indicate that in eariy siJrL"i,  cattle
co"s"me grasses .zLmost excluutveIy. CO"Z3fqW"tly, cattle ose durLiq
this perrod result.s in virtually  110 "se of the key woody &yecics.
H~scd on past expzrirnce, this system would ellow woody species to
increase on both ripariau  areas and on areas where woody sp~le:; have
been planted for wildlife use.

12-17 The graeLng system ultimately selected for a" allotment m"sc iirsr be
capable of uchieviny  resource ob.iectives  and second, must he ieaublc
for the permittee. On rnOSf aLlotme"ts, more than o"c gr..ai"t: systtiz,
will meet resource objectives. lhring the AYP developm.?"t and
consultation process, permittee  innnagement  needs arC considered, a"d
where possible, the grazing yytirem  selected will address those needs.

12-18 Tire number of cattle that could he placed on thi? rar!ge dire to tbc
additLo"nL  8,659 AOHs would he dependent on the lzngrh ot timr the
cattle would be grazing. For instance, assuming  a 5 mont!l grxzi.n>;
period, 1,732 cattle would graze 8,b59 AU&. At ttlis time, there is
"o way of estimating  how many iadividuals  would beneft1 froir. the I-auge
IloplZOVtZCUL?I~t  i>lTOjcCtS ilJ allocation of the forage incre.is?  will "ot
take plxe until after th?y occur. See responve  LO COnllCnt  12-52 fur
an estimate of the co6c uf and payment for thy improvanrats.

12-l') AL1 crucial habitats (See ~lossary definition PW' G-2) ara
"Lmporca"c". SmalL isolated hnbitnts nuch as a" avpe" grove would be
considered important even thoogh they have not hee" Ldeotified  <lb
crucial on HLM wildlife  overlays. Proposed projects withi" dcsignntc~d
crucial :DX.XB  may be completed when on-the-ground inspection showti an
overall heneflt for wildlife. For uxanp1<+: the seedIn>;  scheduled i~.ar
Alltomrnr. 202 is in crucial deer winter raogc;  however, the area KS
presently  a mns-rypr  0i bl.g sagebrush and set-di:,g would iiq~rove
spri."g forage for dcrr as long d6 sufficient ai;ebrush  is retained  for
winter food end cover.
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an un#rored pastura, t&y did not begin nesting ~ctlvitfes  in a grazed
pasture until almost 2 wwks after the sheep had been moved to a
diFf~f*=“1-  mnge. Cat-rle ran he ~+yrt~ii CC have R simllsr im?act.
(Reynolds, Timothy D. and Churlcs ii. Frost. 1980. me Resyo11se  of
Native Vrrtebratr. Populationa to Crested Wheatgrass  Plantiny and
Grarlng by Sheep. _In Journal of Range Pl*nagelnent N(2).)

Kit fox were not considered hecxuse  they arc not known to occur In tht?
EIS area. Their range begins about 60 miles south of thr F.IS area and
extends southward. The western sported frog ts considered sensitive
only West of the Cascadr Mountains. This frog tu common in eilstcrn
Oregon and is not likely to become endangered. Tne spotted frog would
be affected by impacts to rtparlan  habitat (page 3-25). The collared
lizard, leopard lizard, short horned lizard and pygmy rabbit are not
presently considered ~analtlve by tha EL?l.

Specie.s considered sensitive by BLM which occur in thti EIS area
Include the ferruvinous  hawk. Swalnson's  hawk and the low-billed~.,
curlew. Crested wheatgrass  seedings have been found to be beneftcial
to raptors (pnye 3-34). Approxiwtely 2,000 acres of low @x~.%'ing
anmu vegetatLor~ will he excluded from seeding?j  ti, preacrvc <adequate
curlew nesting habitat.

12-36 Condition and trend at each of 347 riparian  zones were estimated using
criterta  in Table 3-7 and on page 3-25. Resulting condition and trend
ilcreages  were rotaled and  appear in Table 3-H.

12-37 Crucial winter range is found on all or part uf the fnllowi.ng
allotments: 0102, lxo:, 0117, 0120, 0125, 0131, 014d, OZill, 0202,
0203, 0204, 0209, (,LLh, 0217, 0225, 1001, 1002, lGii4, 1006, 1015,
lii51, roii , iO49, 1061, 1 Xi, 1302, 1130, LOi),; , 2000, 2008, 2023,
?024, 2025, 2030, 2C,7, 2040, 2055, 208j, 2084, 2lL2, 2114, 2115,
Zllh, 2128, XIOL, 1002, 3w3, 30&l, 3005, JUOb, 3007, 1025, '1026,
3029, 5236, S304, 5311, 5313.

apt: ahowing the 1~catLon of crucial deer winter range are included in
the plmuin,: overlays avnilabia  for review at the Vale and Bkker
District Offices.

12-38 hb statad on pa~v l-25, important wildlife habitat would be excluded
from vegetative manipulation projwts  unless treatment vonld provide
direct wi,l.dlife unhancoment. 'Wbcn fenslhle, forbs and browse
p1iLatabl.e  to deer would ha seeded with gmso. Fences would ba
designed to :xllow  deer tn jump ~~ve.r or go under. New water
developments would improva summer distribution of deer. Prop‘Xed
wasam of use by catrlc were set to decrease  forage wmpetition.
Yodifted  rest rotation systems would decrratie  forage competition and
l.ncrcanc  browse production.
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13-l .secr  responsf to conlPLlent 5-4.

15% The Bureau recoynIsrs  that cheatgrass  has livestock forage value;
however, it is not Bureau policy to manaye for an annual @asa species
on sites capahlr  of p+oducing  perennial species.

i3-3 It Ls rece>g"i.zed that there are problem with rest rotation ~,raz.LW.
If other g:razlng  system wtll meet rescnrrce  objectives, they will be
considered in the deicCa3.m document.

13-4 It is n<,~ the purpose of the EIS co molyze all the proposed landuse
allocations in the MFP, just those that relate Lo livestwk grazing
(see pa&c: 1, Purpoac and Need l.n the DHS). see respunse  co COmmellt
18-6.

14-l

14-2

14



14-2 Crucial deer winter range is described in response fo comment X1-37.

14-3 Due to the large number of soil units found in the EIS area (86
descrlhed in Appendix H, Properties, (balities and Acreages of the
Soils in the Ironside XJS Area), the units were grouped in Appendix I,
Soil &its Shown on Figure 2-4, General Soils in order LO prcser1t  n
Lrgi.tde map. The groupings  on Figure 2-h are impact oriented; soils
that react similarly to un impact agent are grouped together. All
detailed re~ounx informat~ion  w(is collected and prevented in the Unrt
Kesourcc-  Malysis (UN) and wns used in 2rcpnring  the proposed Manage-
nent Framework Plan (XFP). These document-i were used in preparing the
EIS, an.1 are available fur public review  in the district offices.

14-4 A h<.rd inanngeruent  plan haa beon developed for the Hog Creek wild horse
herd and is availabLe  for public review in the Vale Mstrict  Office.

14-5 See ressonse to comment 12-6.

14-6 There are no plants found tn the EIS area presently listed as efther
thre;itencd or endangered under authority of the Endan@zred  Species
iict. The ;ilancs listed on Table 2-3 are the only species that have
either heen found or an? suspected to be in the EIS area that will be
WI the U.S. Fish and buildlife Service Notice aT Review List. All
official listings arc expected to come from this list. Both tlackclla
hicpida and Claytonin  megarhiza, which appeared on earlier m
lists, will Fir. rixommcaded  by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for
deletion from further consideration.

14-7 Little iookout Yountain inay contain the last remnant population Of
ahary-tailed  grouse in Baker County. Eio recent sightings have been
made. Proposed grazing  would not affect babltat tiignificflntly  because
there Is little public land In tha suspected  grouse area.

'- h carcexned citizens of the State of Oregon, we are ampell~l to wsmnd
"*C#i@ B.uwau of Land BQtnaRr?nr?nl;  Envixwrmntal  Iiqxcx Statement. wF1 take t?*

BLBd posj.tim of decrsaainf~  fo* availability.  We believe that sinea
at @rides have been n&e to inprove v conditicms. .*vl3xthem.
that further Improverrr?nts  are nee&dinthel%?Wson  bothBIMa@
to sq+xt populations of wildlife and livestock. We have Pdentb

t
;.':I,:~,,mw  cxirical z4lxew fox cumk3nt.3, .*;;$,  :..,..

tlimx livestock wing offers-the only practical  vmtative man-t tool;
& re;lect the d@ta used to set forqe production levels lisized in the Draft Irod-

1' $idB B.I.8.

p-f
-

I

Since this study was made, mxe accurate infonration has been collected and
"y *~amme* JZ?ecam of the long xange effects the draft E.I.S. will have on the
au.ltl.ple we user@ of the federal lands iwolved, we feel this current information
Md lx wed in s&t% fowe production levels for these lands.

I

A geners~l lack of mdersitanding is experienced after reviewing the ecor~&c
15-2 data pmmntet3 in the met E.I.S. It is difficult  to Mennine fmn the review

of lnfonr&ion ohs actual.  value rpined or lowed fmn the p-4 ctiow. 7he
vali&Lty of the econcmic data is al= question& in part based on: (1) tk ctur-
nticm of tit nlIowd to ucirs and BTN ~ttrr;nulel in the Vale TXstrict to reqxmd

to wixwnic data collwkion  requests. (2) 'Ille minimal ntm@cr of uxrs res-pondiw
to request for econanic wet infolrmtion.  (3) The lack of infomiaticw and mini-
mB1 effect shown to the local ksiness camnunity in view of mine reductions.
'lhemfore,  mxe 3x1 depth su~~ys Landiinfonmtion should he collected to deternine

the~ouseconcmiclossesthatwill  he eqxxiencedbyt&h  the ranch- and
buainees ccmrunity if @wzi.nF; reductions are jnitinted.

sines rk m llss cot cfeectivc?ly  preso:,ted  adeqizttp dGz=i 'ur, justify ck-
IZB?WW in fox-age allotmnt and in view of the serious ec~~&c consequences in
their pllpyx+sal,  w73 are convinced that the ran= practices used effectively e
lAep9st3decadw  shouldben&ntained. When reli&)le information is ObtailEwl in
the muse hy the Ii%%, we are cxxmtitted  to impxwinng the fora@? conditions for wild-
11fe and H~tock.

Byincrcas~redxwatp~tionwhether fmnKameorlivestock,  thepprotein
lleeds of nml can be mt. F'nxn al.1 estimates of pq3ulation gzwvth and fowl carpe-
titian beIxw+n man and anin~l, the ran@ repm+nts the single he& nltematiw  to
met the protein neds of the future. we axe anlv.inced  that our -titim
lxqmemlrthenrast re+qxmsibb  avanue pre8ently -1.

l% the untiim sumrt this position.
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In 1475, the DLM Regional Director  endorsed the procedures in "Managing ELO-
systems for Fish and Wildlife  in Eastern Oregon and Eastern Washington",  as
prepared by an interagency  wildlife  committee. This endorsement  also included
the statement that: "special  attention  for these riparian areas of critical
wildlife habitat is long overdue".

The benefits listed in the EIS from improved riparian vegetation  are significant
(page 3-363. Riparian vegetation  stabilizes  streambank.s, reduces silt loads,
decreases flooding, increases summer flows, reduces water temperatures,  and
generally improves habitat for terrestrial and aquatic life. Improved  riparian
habitat would also mean additional thermal cover and forage on deer winter
range, where current conditions  range from fair to poor (page 2-23).

The EIS points  out  that fencing riparian areas can have disadvantages,  specifi-
cally increased deer-fence mortalities  (page XVI). However, the statement
also indicates that fence to be built primarily on upland sites is not expected
to have significant  impact (page 3-30). The existing 1200 miles of fence on
lands within the EIS area have also not had a significant adverse impact on

16-3
I

big game (page 3-30). The CIS should clarify why fencing of riparian areas
will result in "increased  deer-fence  mortalities",  while existing and proposed

3
upland fences  have no significant  affect.

;f; &land Game Rirds_--

The FIS states t-hat mountain  quail are found primarily in woodland  ecnsitos
(page P-24)" Department  field surveys indicate that mountain quail formerly
were a,;sociated with riparian habitats in grassland  and shrubland  ecosites

16-4 1 within the EIS area. Restoration  of riparian habitat should allow this speciesto expand into its former range if a nucleus population remains.

Sa cdxw::h Control

Proper planning and coordination  with other agencies before initiating  sagebrush
control  can result in an acceptable  range management  procedure. However,
large s;rray  projects could result in a critical  cover deficit and habitat

16-5
I

destruction for many types of wildlife. The statement that "removal  of sage-
brush on approximately  50,000 acre s would allow for improved antelope  imovement"
(page 3-30) is not valid justification  for brush control.

We understand  that the Management  Framework Plan specifies sagebrush  spraying
will not occur on crucial  wildlife  ranges such as critical  deer wintering
areas and key sage grouse habitat. We support protection of these sensitive
areas.

Juniper Control

With only 11 percent of the entire EIS area classified as shrubland,  woodland
and brushland, trees are of high value to wildlife. The EIS states that
winter ranges  within the area are poor for deer, primarily because dense

16-6 jttjeqinal  CFYE~ i5 lacking (page Z-23).  Thinning  or clearing  of jUriil'i;i 0,; deer
win?.er range could have detrimental  effects on wintering  animals. The lack of
adequate  thermal  cover requires wintering  animals to utilize more of their fat
reserve to maintain  body temperature. The necessity  to expend added energy
lean result in reduced survival during periods of severe winter  weather.

Water Development-.-_

The EIS  incl;ldes  a discussion  on the development  of springs for livestock
water sources. The EIS states "the water that has previously  supported  small
areas of riparian vegetation  would be diverted  to livestock water troughs. In
:ome ca5es, this loss of water would cause the riparian vegetation  to die.
Fencing would protect any remaining  riparian vegetation  at sprinq sources and
would allow growth of new riparian vegetation on the overflow  areas." If
riparian vegetation  is protected  at the spring source, as well as the overflow
area, the impacts on wildlife  would be negligible. The Department  supports
these protective  measures, since loss of of small patches OF riparian ve9ctation
can have impacts  on wildlife  far in excess of that indicated  by the size of
the losi riparian  area.

Late Livestock  Grazing

16-7

Economic Conditions

Increased  competition  between livestock and wildlife  for forage, and reductions
in thermal cover and browse, as indicated in the EIS, could  reduce deer popu-
lations. The EIS, howetier, states hunting and fishing use will increase to
0990 (page 3-63).  The amount of recreation  is directly  influenced  by the
quality  of the experience,  which depends on success rates, the quality of the
game. and the regulatory restriction s which relate to resource  availability.
We would expect decreased  forage and cover for wildlife  to result in a reduction
in recre<ation. rather than an increase.

(page 3-59) the local personal  income related to hunting  and
to %a greatest  under the optimize  livestock  alternative

16-3

We understand  that the Framework Management  Plan states no cattle grazing will
bc allowed beyond October on crucial winter  ranges. Where ranges are crucial
for winter  wildlife use, reservation  of browse and fall regrowth for wildlife
use is essential. On ranges that are winter  wildlife  ranges, but that are not
determined  to be crucial, livestcck  use can be allowed after October  1, oro-
viding wildlife forage needs are met.

The Department  considers  rhe keating area to be crucial deer winter range. If
cattle were grazed in this area in the late fall or winter, very little of the
fall forage regrowth would be left for wildlife. However, it is our under-
standing that the Framework Management  Plan specifically  states that fall
livestock  qrazing will not occur on the critical Keating deer winter ral;ge
after September  30.



I (Alterndrive 4). It would appear that maximizing  iive:tock production would
16-9 reduce fish and wildlife  and pntentinl  recreation. The EIS should explain how

the income values related to bunting and fl5liing were conplrted  for all alrerna-
tives.

The follnwinq ~omnlent!; summarize Department concer"~ abou". the PrOQGSfd  action
ar~l/oi- the alternatives  preLen?cd in the US.

Forage Allocation

Thr proposed action allocates lO?,LIPij  AUMs of exi-tinq forage to liv&toLk and
7.&l9 AUMs to wildlife. rhe objcctivc  of the plan is to increase this annual
forage produrtr'on by 36.281 AUM: over the ten year period following fcli
implementation.  All increased forage production would be allocated  to livestock.
We recognize  that forage on slopes exceeding 5C percent are not allocated XG
lives%ck and therefore  could be utilizer;  by wildlife. however, most of the
crucial biq game winter range withi" the El5 area Is net sitna-?ed  in areas
with steep slopes. Mule deer populations

15-10 levels  for most of the EI'; area,

I

are generally at Dejiar:menr obj!xtive
bu? it is questioraaSIe  whether  adtiqtrate

forage I: c1urre"ti.y available  to carry deer in good condition  6" crucial

':
wintering  area5 in severe winters. Tnc Department xtiggests that to be in keeping

.b nith the multiple-use concept, a" equitable percentage  of increased forage
N production he nl1ocatrc! to wildlife. especially  on crucial  winter range.

Riprian Vegetation

16-11IstAm  cr;&riani  area d. _ d..
Tiip proposi-4  action in tlri! E!S calls for protection of 5.5 to 33 miles of

~"0" IrIo unon which section of the EIS ii consuited
l(~age C22'or I-36). Fish prc&ct;on would remain below potential  on 33.7 miles
of stream due ~0 liveCock grazing (page 3-39) and 271 miles of strcsmbarrk
worlid cnntinw tn ernde (page 3-19). Considcrinq  the requircmcnt;  of the
Federal Law1 Managcmen~  Pc1ic.y Act, the National  Clean Water Act - Srction 208,
and the National Environmental  Protection Act, the Department  reqxsts t5at
action be taken ho protect additional ri?arian areas.

5slfPrush Control-. ..-..- . . . - ._._.

The proposed action calls for the control  of sagebrush  on tract;,; i~tdll.irrg  up
to 64,309 acres (page 3-22). We understand tha: the FldndgemenC Framework PIa"
specifies caqebrush  zprayinq will not occlir  on crucial  wildlife  ranges, cuci!
as critical deer wintering areax and key sage grou:e habitat. ihe Oitparr.mcn t
wifhe: to emphssize  thee impor:ance  of this $rotective  action, iniludirlg the
lncation of sensitive  species and habitats.
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I The apparent choice is protect all riparian areas hy implementation  of Alterna-

16-15 tive 5, or protect almost no riparian habitat by selecting  the proposed  action.
The Department  suggests a more moderate  approach that would include fencing of
the watercourses  showing  the best potential for recovery and beneficial impacts.
We request the opportunity  to meet and identify sites.

Department  Recommendations

Forage Allocation-

1. Allocate  sufficient  forage to meet Oregon Department  of Fish
and Wildlife  management  objectives for big game, especially  on
winter range.

2. Allocate  an equitable  percentage  of increased forage to wildlife.

Riparian Vegetation

1. Place added emphasis on protection and/or restoration  of riparian
areas. The loss of forage resulting from fencing of watercourses
could be at least partially  offset by better livestock  utili-
zation of upland forage.

Sagebrush  Control

'1 . Sagebrush  control projects should be closely coordinated  with
Department  personnel during the planning and implementation
phases.

2. The sagebrush  spraying  program described as part of the proposed
action should be reduced, especially  in areas identified  as
important  sage grouse habitat, or in areas where big game
thermal cover has been reduced on winter range.

Juluer Control..-.___

1. Juniper clearing  or thinning  should not occur on crucial  deer
winter  range.

2. Range improvements,  including  the planting of trees, shrubs and
brush should be initiated  to provide needed browse and thermal
cover on winter  range.

Single Species Seeding

1. Rangeland  seedings  should include a variety of species to
provide ground cover, soil and water protection, as well as
wildlife forage. Seeding mixtures should be selected  after
consultation  with Department  personnel.

New Sprinq Deve-nts---- ..--._ _

1. Overflow areas
from livestock
water source.

Late Grazingby  Livestock

at new water developments should be protected
in a manner comparable  to that provided the

1. Where ranges are crucdal  for winter wildlife  use, browse and
fall regrowth should be reserved  for wildlife.

2. A coordinated  plan should be developed  among the ELM, 00134,
Forest Service  and private landowners  for managing range,  soil
and wildlife  resources in the Keating area.

CONCLUSION-----.

The Ironside  Grazing  Management  Environmental  Impact Statement  does not
appear  to adequately  address the multiple  use concept,  but the Department
understands  these concepts will be more adequately addressed  in the
proposed  action document  (the Management  Framework  Plan) and in individual
on-site  project analyses. We understandably  have difficulty in assessing
a proposed  action and its impacts when we do not have the complete  action
plan in front of us.

We request dn edrly opportulilty  to review Lhis action Plan and provide
additional  comments and recommendations. We also ask that the suggestions
in this review  be made part of the proposed action plan. Finally, we ask
for close and continuing  involvement  between your office and our field
staff in preparing  analyses and plans to implement  the proposed  actions.

" ,a&; : 1-i;. \.v-;1  .L ~--

/John R. Donaldson,  PhD
Director

jw
cc: Bob Thompson

Bob Stein
Warren Aney
Duane West
Dick HumphreyslGerry  Grover
Vie Masson/Bill  Hosford
Bill Olson
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16-3
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16-5

16-G

16-i

The p.IS utilfzes  the proposed Hanagement  Framework Plans WFP). SW2
Appendix A in the DEIS for a brief summary. The proposed XFPs are
avnilnble  for review in the Va1.e and Raker District Offices,
respective:y.

The decisionmaking  process that follows issuance of this Final EIS
will. culminate in issuance of n Rangeland Management Program Decision
Document in the spring of 1981. A draft of that document will be
released for public review and comment before the decision ts flnnl.

16-8 3ig game hunting use under Alternative I (continuation  of the existing
situation)  is projwted to incroahe  to 70,6:0 vtsits  atLributable  to
public land. TIii.s assumes an increase in Ilse relative ti2 II 25 por@ent
growth in thcl population of the State fron I$+,:'+  'CO 1550 :PurtLand
Scatc University  l976j. Under the. proposed acrion, recrrariona?.
visitation is projected Lo increase to 1990. However, due to
decreased forage and CGYtzK, incrzas~s  projected for big 6atnr
hunting use (07,lOi) visits/year attributable ta publlr. lctndj  would not
he al; great a5 would be uxprcted  under Nternctivc  1.

The 8tatBrent  on page. 1-2, "For the purposes of impact analysis, all
increased forage production will. he sl.located to livestock". was a"
assumption  made for impact analys-ls  BR stated. The decision  which
will follow this EIS will not allocate future forage production. At
the time additional forage becomes available, all other affected
resource values would be considered prior to making any allocation.

16-9 Table 3-Z has hez" changed (See Errata, page E-28) to rei1ecr a loi;5
in annual personal iniome under Alternative 4 (aiso illustrated in
Table 3-21). The revised ccnnomic section (?a@' X-26)  explains Ln
greater detail. how community economic impacts stemming from changea in
hunting  ond fishing use were derived.

See response to comment 12-5.

At least four small populations are presently found in the XTS area.
Mo@t of the quail habitat is proposed for rest rotation grazing which
in expected to result in slow jmprovement  of rfparian  vegetation.
Sfgniflcant  improvement to allow for expansion of habitat is not
expected. Impacts would be similar to those described for upland game
birds, page 3-31. of the DETS.

16-10 The severity of u winter could be measured by several factors I.e.,
length of winter, Lenyeratures,  snow depth, etc. Tlw fmpacc of these
factors upon deer numbers cannot he reduced sol&y hy having farage in
place. For example, adequate forage may he avaIlable,  but due to dwp
snows becomes unavailable: or dietary  nceda map ha fulfilled. hut
extended low temperatures may cause animal strews or mortality
regardless ui how much fordgt: la available. Therefore, an allocation
of forage for the average season and herd numbers was consfdered  to he
the most appropriate  base for determining deer for.++ allocutions.

16-11 Tahle l-4 states that 34 miles of $treams would be excluded from
livestock grazing. The 5.5 miles stated on page 3-36 in the DELS is
incorre.ct. and should be 6.1 miles. See errata  fur ~aee 3-36. Only

Spraying and subsequent seeding are proposed pr~mari1.y to improve 14.9 of the 34.2 siles of atreams to be rxcludkd-  provide fish
forage for livestock. IDproved movement for antelope would also habitat, and 6.2 miles proposed for exclwion  wuld have no impact on
result, but Is not the reason for the brush control. fish habitat (see Table 3-10).

Tsrge scale removal of mature juniper is not planned. The design
features for juniper control are listed on page l-25. OIW'W biologists
would he consulted in the planning and final layout of vegetative
manipulat-lon  projects to ensure that the needs of wintering a"fmRls
are considered.

16-12 5ee response to conment Lb-b.

16-13 See response to comment 9-9.

The proposed NFP recommends that fall grazing after September 30 not
be allowed in the Powder canyon Pasture of Allotment 2024. Large
numhers of deer often concentrate in this during the winter. The fall
"green up" of grasses on this area would be totally  available to deer.
Additional pastures would be connidered  for September 30 deferment
when heavy deer u8e is documented. As stated on page 3-29 of the
DETS, rest rotation and deferred rotation grsaim would result in
cnttl.e URB during November and December on approximately 5.000 acres
of the Keating deer tinter range. Large numbers of deer do not
concentrate in these pastures; consequently, relattvely  few deer would
he affected by forage competition.

16-15 The drclsivnmakers  hove rho option of choosing any level of ripdrlan
protection that falls within the range of alternatives analyzed (from
No kti,~* in Alternatfve  1 to tota: procectio"  in Alternatives 2 and
5).
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Frank A. Edwards, Acting State Director
Bureau of Land Management
Oregon State Office
P. 0. Box 2965
Portland, Oregon 97208

Dear Mr. Edwards:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has completed its review of
;;;; draft environmental statement for the Ironside Grazing Planagement

Time has permitted only a brief review, so our comments  are necessari-
ly general in nature We have been impressed by the completeness and
detail of BLM's grazing EISs, and we generally support the resource
protection measures proposed.

The 1978 Oregon Statewide Assessment of nonpoint  source water quality
problems shows that portions of the Malheur River and its tributaries,
especially Willow and Bully Creeks, have severe problems of sedimentation,
elevated temperature, and streambank erosion. To a significant degree,
these problems can be attributed to destruction of streamside vegetation
by livestock trampling. The proposed action will improve water quality
by reducing grazing on steep slopes and restricting access to riparian
areas. This will increase vegetative cover and reduce erosion. EPA
strongly supports these management actions.

We note that Alternative 5 produces more environmentally preferrable
results due to more extensive livestock exclusion from riparian areas.
We note from page I-44 that this greater exclusion would cause a reduction
of only 905 AUMs from the 107,020 AUMs available to livestock under the
preferred alternative. This appears to be a minor economic tradeoff to
obtain very significant environmental benefits. We therefore encourage
you to seriously consider a greater extent of livestock exclusion from
riparian areas, especially where water quality, and riparian and aquatic
habitat improvements would be greatest, and where conflicts with large
wildlife species would be least.

17

2

The labels of herbicide products containing 2,4-D generally require tha..
the herbicide be kept out of water. BLM is responsible for taking actions
necessary to follow this requirement. Careful monitoring should be used
to determine if buffer strip widths are adequate and corrective measures
should be taken where necessary.

The Environmental Protection Agency has rated this draft statement LO-l
(LO - Lack of Objections; 1 - Adequate Information).  This rating will
be published in the Federal Register in accordance with our responsibility-~
to inform the public of our views on proposed Federal actions under
Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, as amended.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this environmental statement.
If you have questions or would like to discuss these comments, please
feel free to contact me or Craig Partridge of my staff at ('206) 442-4011
or (FTS) 399-4011.

Sincerely,

gL> u.L,rt; G &~~4
Elizabeth Corbyn, Chief

\I

Environmental Evaluation Branch
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Orsnon  State Director
Bursau of LanQ Management
P-0. &I a65
Pertllmd, Oregon 97208

The Ironside EIS draft is an evil am& negetiro  de4unomt. It
should be aalled the Xronaidrgate; equal to Watarg@te. This
oovers up and conceals vital lnformatien  by:wimsian ud
suppressian.

I

Xhy have the utilization studies wkiah were done thesb past
18-1 two soars by the RLM not been entered into' this draft? Ia it

bsoauss these studies shcw an utilization cf 30% and an upward
trend in forage? The faot is the rancher sla4uld b4 rsoeiviw
an inorease in A.U.M~s instead of a reduation.

In the summary it states that "The existing forage producWsn
of 127,216 AUMM’s  would be allo4atsd: to livestock  107,020  AUM’a,
wildlife 7,619 AIJHts, wild horses 600 AtIM and nonuomsumptive
us4 11,977 AUM's; the allooation to livastoak aonstitues  a 25%

18-2 1
rsduation  from the 1978 authorized livsstock uas of l&2,118 X@3.U
This statement does not mention the voluntary non-us4 takam
that year of 1?-2C<, which distort48 the 25% redn4tfon  figure.

In Table l-2, the heading present livestock aotfve use MM's;
doesn't show tha full Class 1 licanse AlJM's for each allotment.
It already represents the 17-20% cut taken in 1978.

18-4
I

r%rtharmore  there is no nontion of cuts taken bj permiteea
in the 1950’~ and hOta and of the numbers of AUM'S in suspended
non-use already. This should be shown in the table and summary.
The livestock exolusion  ar%as or Riparian  area5 proposed
management include apnrexlmately  700 miles of fenoe of at least
ths coat of ~$1.4OO,OOC. This $1,400,000  would be better used

18-5 to develope whter away from these reparian iP*as. This wouw
qread aattle away from these sites and increase vegetation
in them. Fencing these meas would compound forage ua4 outsida
these areas causing more soil disturbenae  and erosion.

There also 1s no mention of off road aehiale use in this EIS. ’
18-6

I

What of tile vegetation disturbanca  aaused by ORV’aS What about
arosion  and dotrensnt  oause bj OW'S? In both maps 99% of BLM
is under intensive management and ORV have no plaaa in this
type of management;

Page 2
Orbgan  State Direrter, B-3!
POrtbnd, or4gbn

In tha eeonomia data there should be a total evaluation of
oosts of runninp  orsttle on the BLM. What of aattle theft,

Ian area not mentioned to its full extent. out of 135 bead
of oalves in 1979, fsur did not cou4 home. Thea4 calve5 were
4v4r 4 months aid, well in health, having all calfhaod
vaccination ahots possible. This very spring of 1980, -Tune 2,
I lost 2 oalves to a hit and run butcher. This hasn"t
addreooed a oow 1~s~ of 5 head In 1479, 3 head in 1978. %444
figures ara abova and baTand tizs n4rmal death loser during
calving and natural death Fn the herd (no 4ar44~8~4 were  found).

There is a seotion cf the ZXS that was n4v4r addressed  and
this should be titaled "Tha ps~ehalogical off'scts vn publi4
thinking in relation  to e attle operators on publio rang4 .I'

As an operatar I meet a number of these psbple tan the range
and in the towns. WC, in all sincerity, believe that t;hs
aattleman ha5 the least amoumt of r4aaon to be on tha range.
Thetss paople believe his cattle are ruining the country and
that all he (the eattloman) dees is sit back and count his
money. These peaple resent the cattlsmam, believing they
have the right to take hia cattle if they uish. sh4ot up signs,
ruin gates, neglect to shut gates and im -era1 444a1 to have
Eittle or no respect for.anyspo  who+mdkoa his 1lving.om t&a
range.

I baliera  that 010~ further malase betwaen the ranohcr and
the publio will con14 about due ta the inaccurate statsnents
on&rage utilication,  through the negleot  to include them in
the EIS.

?.'h4 RLM needs to address the EIS with ALL the available
information on hand. Utilization studi done by the HW in
the Dadt two years and to rawrite the %oonbmic  loss to the ar4a.
m4 44onbmic less to the area will b% far greatar th& believ48,
and stated.

I, as a ranoher and citiaen want a true and accurate Ironside
Crasing Xanagenent Znvironmental  Impact Stateaent.

Simoarslr. , 7~

Allotment 101 Alkali Spring
157 Sbr$pet wtm

4entinusd an page 2
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See response t* cement s-4.

The temporary non-use that was taken pending final determination of
stocking fates is shown on Table 1-3 for the Vale Distr'ict. These
reductions in livesLock  use (13,903 AU&) were accepted through
voLuntary  ngreemcnts  between ELM and the permittees. the of the
conditions was chat the agreements would remain in effect until an
Allotment Management  Plan (AW) is implemented (See errata for page
l-2).

Any reductions called for in the decisions that will be set forth in
the Rangeland  Management Program Decision Documantu or the decisions
that would implement AXPs would be mada from CLssu I preference, not
the present active livestock use shown on T.$ble 1-2 in the IJEIS.
These rrduccions would be identified as suspended non-use as required
by 43 CFR 4110.3-2(b).

The EIS analyzes the impacts of the proposed action and alternatives
as iompated to the exisrins  situation. The existing situation  for t:le
Ironside EIS is baaed upon 1978 data, as writfn~ of the EIS bq"n in
1979.

The existing livestock grazing for 1978 is shown in Table l-2. The
column  titled "Present LiveLitock Active Use" which consists of present
wtive use is @x~erally  leas than Class I preferrnce because of past
reducrions in livautock  use. HOWeVer, it Is not appropriate to
analyze impacttl of reductions which occurred over the j)ast lo-15
Y#!Zil-S. Thf.wfow , thrr,. il; ran need for the EIS i-n Ilsr rhe Class I
prefrrenca, which is not affected by the proposed action or any of the
alternatives. Se.2 response t* 18-2.

The active livestock AUHs shown on Table l-"L rzflect present condl-
tions and ilre the result of previous reductions. Following th<
earlier grazl.ng use ndjustnrelits  made In the Baker Dial-ict in tha
nid-1960's, many allotment boundary adjustments, land exchanges,
omhinations  ot allotments and other ndministrative  adjustments

occurred. As J result, 3 meaningful comparison between the present
active use and grazing use prior to these adjustments  would be
impossible.

See response to ccmnnent  5-6.

OICV xwz Is referred to on page 2-28 of the DEIS, and tha impacts oi
the livestock  grazing  management program upon GRV use are analyzed  on
pageri 3-40 through 3-42. The BLM. recognizes the problems associated
wLth off-road vehicle use. In some cases, multiple use trade-offs may
be necessary to acconodate  rising ORV use and Lncreasiny  demand for
oft:-toad  vehicle nra.ls. These trade-offs ard analyzed through the
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~~spome  to ~0mment.s  in Letter  19

20

19-l The text has been revised. see Errata, pages E-13, E-14 and E-23.

19-2 me text has been revised in an effort to clarify this matter. see
Errata, pages E-12 and E-20.



20-l SW2 rasp"nse to comment 5-4.

20-2 See response t* Cmment 15-L
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wildlife  habitat within the borders of the Ironside Area. MUCh
of the area today is better adapted for the enhancement  and
proAuction  of wildlife than it is for the production  of domestic
livestock. Man's needs for beef, etc., can easily be met on
terrain that is much more suitable  for that Purpose than is found
on much land in Ironside; but the same isn't true for wildlife.
what rationale is there in continuing  to place wildlife in a
ser:on&ry  role?

lis in the case of Riparian  Areas, the recommendations  in the
Management  Framework  Plans are with few exceptions excellent.
If actions are implemented  as recommended,  wildlife  will be
treated on this publicly  owned land, not as secondary to livestock
grazing but as a major natural resource.

IThe followinq sentence in the summary on wildlife  needs expLana-

I "Long term vegetation  stagnation  under Alternative  2
would reduce forage available  to deer and elk."

Wild Horses

Tba recommendations  made in the Management Framework  Plan for
Northern  Malheur adequately  solves the wildhorse  problem, if the
hourses AT? held to a maximum level of 50 head. In addition, re-
moving cattle from 25,505 acres in the Hog Creek Herd Management
Area will eliminate overgrazing and provide the protection  the
critical. deer winter range needs. An excellent  decision if im-
plemented.

According  to the EIS there are 270 permittees  who grazed 86,000
cattle in 1979. The total amount of forage authorized  in grazing
permits  amounted to about 14 percent oI the total annual forage
required  to feed these herds (9 percent in the i3aker District
portion  and 19 percent  in the Vale District  portion). The figures
reprcscn't  the dependence  upon public land for livestock grazing  of
these ranchers.

I In the Baker District the dependence can only be considered  minimal,
21-6 and if livestock grazing were completely eliminated  could it have

more than a minimal effect upon the economy of the region?

In the Mslhcur  District the effect of eliminating  livestock  grazing
is substantial  enough to continue  it in balance with the importance
of other public uses of the land and modified  to increase the pro-
duction  of the forage crop.

There is really no reason to eliminate  livestock grazing from
publ2.c land, if there is no need to exclude it to protect the land
from damage, Co rehabilitate  the land from overgrazing  and to
utilize the land for a more important  purpose of greater benefit
to a larger number of people, such as wildlife, watershed  and out-
doer recrention.

“RanCje  livestock graziny is and will continue  to
be an important use of Western  lands, and an important
segment of Western economy. However , the Western range
is and for sOme time has beendXi.nY~E6Eur-c-E:.---.
Kc face the i_jiiesticm of how-~f~~this--tr-ctn~--~hi.t~
yet usin<; the resource. Perhaps, bef0.m it is ton
late, we can gain through management  an q trend on
much of tlie Western range resource. Some of it seems
destined  to slip rapidly below the margin of economic
use. "

Maximum sustained  livestock production is dependent upon
maximum yields oE forage. Can maximum yields of forage be obtained
from land 80 percent of which is in unsatisfactory condition?
Likewise, doesn't economic conditions  rise or fall with the
sustained  production of its SOUL-CC of wealth - in this case for-
age which is in dqleted condition from years of mis-management
acd overgrazing?

Chapter I

Seasons of Grazing-_.-.*_

Table 1-2 discloses  that the "period of grazing"  in many cases
begins as early as March 1. From data in Table 1-5 Approximate
Growth Stage Dates For Key Speri.c"cr nc~ species is :listai!  .z.ci
stardny growth that early except wi!.low, which is ‘3 riparlan
species and shou1.d be protected from livestock  graziny.

Questions  - Are the periods of grazing proposed the result 0L‘
studies made of key plant yr-owth as related  to "range readiness"
or fixed to coincide  with the tradi.tional turn out dates of
pC!?Xlittt?eS? It: appears "tradition"  is followed, alttmayh  in tile
case of hllotment 201. named Allotment #2 the existing  period is
4/Ql-lo/31  and the proposed period is 3,'01-3  F-31. This case of
moving the seasons one month earlier  is doubly interasti.ng foi

21-7 it is proposed to make a reduction o:T 3,217 AUMs in this allot-
ment. Is the March 1 season to be authtxized  a trscic-off for
the heavy reduction in grazing use?

This seems to be an appropriate pi-ace to quote the findings  n::
the Squaw Butte Range Experiment Station  situated  30 mil.cs west
of Burns, Oregon on earLy spring grazing.

"Much has been said about increasing  range oroduction
by seeding crested wheatgrass and by sprayfing  -to kill
big sagebrush, but often the easins?- znd c:u.i.c:kest  way
to increasa  range production is to DELAY ?'s;RNQI?J? DATE.
This works until. early June turnout. Turnc~ut. date at
the present time is generally about the first of April.
(Traditional)
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cxrying capacity for iivestock  to be 6.14 acres per AUX or d
total of 4411 AUMs. The private land was estimated to have a
slightly higher carrying capacity of 6 acres per AUM. The record
disclcses that chentgsass, iin ~IUIU~~ hromegrans,and  indicator 04
poor (Early) range conditions  had replaced  the native qrasses
and was the dominant species below the 5,000 foot elevation on
the All.otmont. Many years 0-E overgrazing  and abusive range
practices  had seriously reituced the forage productivity  of the
area, but rule-of-thumb guesses  of carrying capacity placed it
at 3 ac:res per AUM. TheSeEOSe, the range survey projectec? a cut
of GO pescent in 3.ivestock. After many meetings with permittees,
the amount of cut was reduced  to 47 percent, which was to be
applied in 1953. However, a small group of permittees claimed
for various and real1.y indefensible  reasons that the 1952 survey
was inaccurate. They demanded  a re-survey and tc enforce their
demands they enlisted the help of Senator Morse and Congressman
Ullman, which they easily obtained. ‘lhese politicians  soon

forced the Bureau of Lnnd Management to agree to make another range
slxvcy . Four years of discussions took place in a vain attempt
by the I?LM to obtai.n  an agreement from the permittees  that they
would accept the fi.gures of the re-survey without  protest. The
1958 m-survey  covered 21,197 acres of federal land and estimated
the carrying capacity to be 3,922 AUMs of which 3,355 were to be
allocated  to livestock and 567 to wildlife. The grazing season
was cut from April 15 to Mayl. The reduction  in livestock would
be GO percent.

Table l-2 Management, Period of use and Vegetation  Allocation  in
the EIS discloses that the reductions in livestock grazing pro-
jected in the 1958 range survey still remai.n to be made.

The sad history of the Snake River - Sisley All.otment clearly
illustrates  the strength a small group o.E permittees  aided by
politicians  can successfully  thwart soundly conceived, carefully
prepared  plans of a federal agency.

Snake River - Sisley Creek
Range Survqs Grazing Capacities

F&.Zal Fossge Allocation in AUMs
Ia anrl l?rJ.vate Prod.AUMs Livestoc~~~~~e  Other____ -..-.---. ---

1952 27,056 17,106 4,411. 4,411
1958 21,197 - 3,922 3,355 567 -
1979 23,477 2,790 2,61.5 1,493 229 087

In the I.8 years since the 1952 range survey the Table shows the
drastic iir!->~: in forage production that has taken place. In 1952,
d-14 acres produced  one AUM, today it requires 8.97 acres, a drop
in production  of over 31 pcrccnt. Wouldn't it have been much more
prudent  for the ranchers to have taken the projected  reduction  in
19s3, to stop the ovesgrnziny  and to start rebuilding  tic: pro-
ductions which has been lost because of unparrelled  obstinacy

and lack of ciear thinking on the

The action to be taken on the Snake
1001 as dcscribed  in the RI.5 will
AUMs from the present active livestock
present  forage production. This 
percent. If Senator  McClure's Amendment
Appropriatxon Bill, limiting  1ivestoc:k
10 p,rrcent it will take seven years
estimated  today on this severely 
end of that period what will the
be after seven more years of overgrazing?

In this case and in dozens of others
filderal agencies have been stopped
actions by recalcitrant and mis-informed
the eqxnsivc delays Snake River-Sisley
CFLUS&, two competent  BLH field ofEicers
.for implementhy  1 i.vestoc:k  reductions
into transfers  to other positions
othc1r to a NCVJ&3 locsti.on. The 
transfers  upon personnel is a destroyer
the attitude toward solving  grazing
rather than the positive side.

- 

In conclusion, of the Snake River
the 151 allotments  scht&ulecl for 
imperative  that all of the owners
stand squarely  behind the ALM in 
It is obvious from recent past history
alune cannot accomplish a task of
help of the hundreds  of thousands
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Freder i ck  W.  Obermi l l e r
Hay  2 8 ,  1980 page 4.

I  a m  sure  we  w i l l  h a v e  m a n y  more  questions  as w e  c o n t i n u a  o u r
economic  study b u t  w o u l d  a p p r e c i a t e  your  t h o u g h t s  o n  t h e  a b o v e  o r
any o t h e r  m a t t e r  y o u  b e l i e v e  I s  a p p r o p r i a t e ,  p r i o r  t o  t h e  BLM*a
J u n e  4, 1QSO  public  h e a r i n g  d a t e . Please  g i v e  m e  a  call (523-4471)
If you  h a v e  a n y  qhlesttons  c o n c e r n i n g  the ahove.

V e r y  Truly  Yours ,

Ilandell  (‘. Buyer,  ,Jr., C h a i r m a n
,lornt  D~LA-IICC  Of C Eronomic
Impact Committee

CC: Mr.  hnnt  3 f;oorlmatl
?tr.  Hoh  Steward
Mr. klyron .Vi 1 es

Randeil  C. Guyer,  Jr.,  Chairman
Joint  BCLA-BCC  of C Economic  impact  Connitrfe
Baker  County  Chanter  of Commerce
Baker,  OR 9 7 8 1 4



Handel  I 6. Gaiyer,  Jr., Chairman
hint  BCLA-DLL  of C ironcmic  impact  ionbnittee
June  4. I$;“;0

P.andell C. Guyer,  Jr.,  Chairman
JoIn(.  BCLA-@CC  of C Economic  impact  Committee
JWE 4, 1380
Page 3
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MesSers. Edwards and Fullerton
Page TWO
June 26, 1980

The sixty (60) day review period endlng June 27, 1980 provided
inadequate time to thorouyhly  analyze  the 205 page document.
Comments from Western  Range Service  reviewers  are presented
separately due to the brief comment period allowed.
Additional  comments will he submitted  within the thirty
(30) day period following the Federal Register notice of
availab.ility announcing  the final EIS, so that they will
be available for BLM's preparation of the Rangeland Management
Program Document.

Please send copies of the Final Ironside  EIS and related
materials  directly to the hollowing  individuals  to provide
maximum  time for our response  to the Final EIS.

AL STENINGER
P-0. Box 1328
Elkn, Nevada 89801
(3 copies,)

WILLIAM  SCHROEDER
BOX 220
Vale, Oregon 97918

D. W. HEDRICX
Dean, School of Natural Resources
Humboldt State Universtiy
Arcata, CA 95521

LAMAR SMITH
6021 E. Eli Street
Tucson, AZ 84771

ROGER CORRIGALL
Westfall, OR 97920

We will meet with you in Portland, Vale, or on the allotments
if you desire additional  comments  that we may provide.

Sincerely,

Al Steninger

AS/db
Enc.

cc: William  Schroeder
WRS staff participants
WRS clients

COMMENTS ON IRONSIDE  DRAFT EIS
EY

Al Steninger

Successful Management Exists

Grazing management practices have existed for many years on
the five allotments  represented by Western Range Service.
Prior to the 1978 grazing season Interim  Allotment  Agreements
were completed  on four of the five allotments  formalizing
management activities.

Voluntary  reductions  in stockincr  rates ranging from 9 to 15%
were taken by the livestock pcrmittcc?s by reducing  l.ivestock
numbers and season oe use in 1978 and 1979. For the 1980 '
grazing season an additional 12% reduction  was voluntarily
taken by the Allotment Two (201) users by deferring turnout
two weeks and removing  livestock two weeks earlier  (April 1
to 15 and October  31 to 15).

Successful intensive  grazing  management systems are in
practice on four of the allotments.

TABLE I.

Interim  Allotment  Ayr-cement

Voluntary Chanqc In
Allotment Reduction season Intensive
Name Number of RUM's Of UseI__- Management

Alkali 101 *15it. NO Yes

Allot. Two 201 15-27x Yes YCS

Allot. Three 202 9 'r, Yes YCS

Buck Brush 218 14% NO YC3

Westfall 227 0% No NO

* Actual agreement provided for 11,355 RUMS (15x), not
10,492 AUMs (21%) as shown in Table 1-2 p l-3.

The Interim Allotment Agreements included  a cooperative
24-1 range study monitoring psoqr-am. Livestock  forage utilization

studies results for 1978 and 1979 document that the current
stocking rates are below the proper livestock  carrying
capacities.

-l-
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gransla::c?s  on about 8 percent of the
district. The additional  foraqe provided
by improvement  of range conditions  qave
the opportunity for flexibility  in
grazing use and further improvement  in
the untreated rancjrs. The district now
produces more rsnqe forage than livestock
harvest. The excess, however, provides
stability  against drought  and needed
cover and feed for wildlife". (p 94,
95).

* Harold f. Heady and James BartOlonle, 1977. The
Vale Rangeland  Rehabilitation  Program: The Present
Repaired in Southeastern  Oregon. USDA Forest
Service Resource Bulletin  PNW-70. 139 pp.

The Vale Proejct report was published  in 1977. In 1978,
additional reductions  of 13% in livestock grazing occurred  in
the Vale District  (p 2-41) an9 upon tr11 five subject allotments.
(l-3, l-4).

The proposed veqetation allocation oalls for additional reductions
nn the five allotments  of 218, for a total of a 31% reduction
from the qraz,ing preference  totals.

Table 3

Interim Agreement
Preference 1978-79 1980 Proposed

Allotments Number 1977 Allocation
AUMS % Active Reductions Active Reductions

AUMs % AUMs '6 AUMs a

Alkali 101 13361 100% 11355 151 11355 158 7481 44%

Allot. Two 201 8742 100% 7431 15% 6382 21% 4214 52%

Allot.. Three 202 12238 100% 11141 9% 11141 9% 9421. 23%

Buck Hrush 218 4324 LOO% 3704 14% 3704 14%' 3154 21%

Westfall 27-l 126 100% 126 0% 126 0% 107 15%

I
The proposed reductions in the forage allocation summary  in
Table 1-2 for the fiv-t allotmenrs  is not supportable by: (1)

24-4 The most current and reliable  field data (utilization); (2)
Apparent Trend data (EIS I;lppeJ_zix  U-ij; ok, (3; Gthei publishad
documents  concerning the Vale District and range research
investrgations.

Livestock grazrnq provides  the only practical  tool to manipulate
vegetation on the puhlzc lands. Grazinq treatments  most
often can bG successfully  applied without  instiqatiny  compli.c&xzci
management systems. Vegetation has been stimulated hy grazing
to be healthy, productive, and available  i.n desired quantities
and combrnations by employing  basic simple qrazinq systems.

I

We contend that such a program has been established on the
allotments. Future adjustments,  upward or downward, should

24-5 be determined from the ongoinq  coopcratlve  ranqe monitoring_ _pkoqxam set forth in the Interim Agi-cement,  not foraqe allocations
proposed  by the Uraft HIS.

HIS Categories Which Nt+d Suaort or Clarif;cstion.-- ".__...  __--..--

1. Grazing  Systems
Recommended utilrzation  levela are tco conservative
(page 1-13, 20, 22, 22).

Proposed grazinq systems for the five allotments
are too complicated and would not be cost effective
(Table l-6).

2. Monitoring and Manaqement Adjustments

A successful  proqrnm is in pr:actice  on the subject
allot.ments and should he contknued. The same
caution  expressed  (p l-271 for increases  should bo
diJ~~llG!d to ~HlUCtiO1~S.

3. Proposed Action and Al.ternative

Alternative Four appears to be the best option
basrA upon thr Summary Cornpar son (?'able l-10) .

The Interim Agreuwnts provide an implrmcntatnun
and management vehicle superior to lLstc?a options.

4. water C!ua11ty

Standards are being met under the current  mannyement
on the allotments.

5. Wildl.Lfe

24-G 1 Wildlife habitat and for-age has already  been
Total 38791 1008 33757 13% 32708 16% 24377 37%

-4- -5-
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24.

0. J"k<Jures presented in Table 1-2 indicate that forage
1s presently  under-allocated in 51 allotments and over-allocated
[by 30%) in 151 allotments. As stated on p 3-3 "The vegetation
allocation  (Tables  l-2 and l-11) inherent in the proposed
action and rhti alternatives determines  the degree of utllizatinn
of tha key species." It is also etatrd that "Under Alternative
1, utilizatron  of the kay specres would continue heavy to
extreme on 63 al.lotments". The 63 allotments are those where
signifi.cant  livestock  reduction  is scheduled.

-11. I- p
However no data-__

resent utilization  of key species is presented.

Data available  from other sources on Allotments  101, 201, 202,
and 218, all schedul.ed  for reductions, show that utilization
on key species during the 1378 and 1979 grazing season did
not averaye tn excess of levels agreed upon by the permittees
and BLM. ln some instances  use levels were substantially
lower than what is usually  considered  "proper",  which indicates
an underallocatzon  of forage. These data apply only to the
four allotments  listed and do not mean that the same conditions
exist on a11 other allotments  schedulrd for reductions.

2. Alternatlvr  3 differs from the prolxised action mainly
in the manner of implcmrntation. It represents  a much more
reasonable approach than the proposed action. The alternative
suggested at the public meetings  (p l-23), but rejected by
BLM, seems even more reasonable. The reasons why thcsc are
more reasonable approaches  are:

a. RHdllCti@r!S  scheduled  under the proposed action mzj
be phased over a 3-year perrod anyhow but the amount of reduction
is based solely on an invantory  of forage available. Range
fqrage inventories  are not precise methods of determining
carrying capacity. This fact is recognized  on p l-27 (last
paragraph) where a cautious  approach  to granting of increases--__
IS outlined. An equally cautious  approach to decreases  seems
warranted, gtven that they hcwa an adverse impact on economic
return.

5. Reductions  (or increases) based on monitoring of
the degree and patter-n of utilization, along with monitoring
of trend, are more reliable  than those based on inventory.
Some reductions  may be found to be unnecpssary.

C. There is no reason to believe that extreme urgency
in graxing reductions  is warranted. Data presented  jn the EIS
indicate that (1) range trendis upward or static on 85% of
the area (1, Dl-D5) , (2) Water quality generally meets State
standards (p 2-17) and (3) Wildlife  populations  are generally
at reasonable  levels and arther stable or increasing (p 2-23,
2-24).

3. Why Isn't Alternative 4 the pralerred alternative?
It is tke most dcsirak;la .T L --- - >~.LC:LUCLC~YC:  in terms of both short
and long-term economic  impacts (Table  l-1Oj  . The differences
in environmental Impact between  this alternative and the
proposed  action are relatively minor. Presumed  negative
impacts (compared to proposed  action) are ma~.nly on riparlan
zones and fish habitat an11 these are mostly .of minor degree.

I

Acreage in poor range condition  1s less uncr ALT. 4. Projected
declines  in deer and eik habitat (Table l-10) are not explained

211-12 but are hard to reconcile  with projected  increases  of income
from hunting and fishing.

A. There seems to be some confusion  about what i.s meant by
"ecos1tc" condltlor, and trene:

a. Apparently "ucosite" is a coined, new word whi.ch
refers to the cstablrshed concept  of a range site.

I

c. On pacje 2-6 it states "2cos~te condition is an

24-13
expression of the current  productivity  of an ecoaitc in relation
to its potential  productivity." This is not the same thing as
comparing species cnmpos i 1: ion. I%r o:;lnipl.o,  on 7 Z-2 annual
-vcgttatAx1  plGc;wLi.i,ll  .I’; beer,  ix> h! iriconsisrenri.y reiated to
condition, i.e. on some sites kt declin~:a; irum .:arly to climax
and on others it increases. averal I, there isn't much
relationship of produccrvity to ecosite condition (p Z-2,
p 2-5) - Veqotat1on cover al.50 does not change much in relation
to ecosite  conditi.on Cp 3-17).

-2- -3-
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7. on page 3-7 it states that "Some woody species . . . are
dr;miigai: -when yLair;d heavily in ihe fall because  stored food

24-23 reserves are lost". Are there any data to back up this
statement? Is there evidence  that fall regrowth  of key grass
species under a deferred  system would result in reduced  vigor
the following  year(p 3-7)?

24-241’.  . p l-32 why would the proposed  action have the '+I."
effect on coliforms  while ALT 3 has a "L" effect?

24-25  19. P 2-1 Are ecosite and ranqe site the same? Why not use
one word or the other?

24-26 1 10. p 2-22 If bobcats are "relatively common" why are they
being considered for T/E status?

24-27

24-28

11. I’ 3-12 "Plowing would reduce herbaceous  species to a
lesser deqrea than would spraying with 2,4-D". This may be
true of forbs but not qrasses.

12. p 3-17 "fibrous-rooted  perennial grasses". Is this
modifier  intended  to imply that there are non-fibrous  rooted
perennial qrassos or that arm-ual grasses are not fibrous
rooted?

24-zgk1 &aik-e be higher, not lower?In the 13th line from bottom of page - shouldn't

In the 10th lrnc f.rom bottom - no increase in
(cover)?  is expected.

24-33 115.  p 3-18 What is an "exclusion qrazinq  system"?

24-32

24-33

24-34

16. p 3-18 Under "Impacts to Riparian Veqetation"  it says
that allowing  woody species to increase will also benefit the
lremaininy herbaceous  species. HOW?

17. p 3-40 The assumption  is made that the proposed  action
will enhance  visual quality  and this will result in increased
visitor use. Is there any 2vidence that increased  visual
quality wzll cause an increase in siqhts~ers?_- Aren't questions
of access and gasoline  prices likely to be just as important?
Are these considered  in the projections  made?

18. p B 1-l If plant species composition  was determined
by clipping and weiqhing on "a statistical  sampling  bases"
why were no confidence  intervals reported  on such data? If
production by species was measured on a weight basis, why
were AUMs determined from Ocular Reconaissance?

24-35119.  p l-15,: Table l-6 The footnote L/ in the "Spring"
column heading apparently  doesn't belong there.

24-36120. p 3-5, line 7 Should be Table 1-6, not Table l-11.

24-37 121. p B l-l line 14 - composition in climax condition?--
24-38122. p B l-7, footnote 2/ - be utilized 75% of the time?- -
24-39123.  p D-l - Allotment number 501 should probably be 201.

--I-





summer or fall. At the time the animals art-. moved to the second field in
late May, crested wheatgrass  haa attained thr $rrater part of Its srnsonal
growth. Since it will take timr fur the animals to graze cff any great
qwnrity of herbage, growth will. continue, with n mininuq of disruptJon,
untIQ avil moisture becomes deflcienr. Grars"$;  mny conti.nut:  U"Li1 the
furhg:d is used ES the drslred dq:ce. The m.jur relw"" for leaving  any
quantity of forage in field two at the completinn  of grazing  is to provide
a residue of forage for the bcginnink: of grazing the following  spring.
Slnca growth 1s slow in early and mid-April, the limited nejl production of
creeted wheatgrass m"6t be au~wnted eilher wtch a standing residue of
forngo or oth& supplements uni.eus the size of the fields can' be easily
varil?d from year to year.

The division of the seeded nrea into three fields would make possible a
more effective  management progrnn~  for crested wheatgrass  than two fields.
'The main ndvantnnge  would be the greater flexibility in mrrking unagement
drcislons regarding  adjustman c>i nun~bes and Lhc length of tima supplements
would have LO be provided.

- I
indicated below.

2 Graze iron Nay x-25
unt.~I used.

3 Craze in late summer
or fill1 lfnvin~ 80~~:
forage for use in the
following spring.

Field B Field C

Graze from ?lay
X-25 until used.

Graec in late
6umnor or fall
lmving some forage
for use in the follow-
ing spring.

Graze in late summer
or fall lunving some
forage for use in the
following spring.

Grazt~  early in gruwiny
seaac-n LO May 20-25
and again in late
sulumClr or fall.

Craze early in growing
6easo" to May 20-25
and again in late
d"lixlkx or fall.

Graze from May 20-X
until used.

This petter" is yiniiiar  to thi- two field program except chat one field is
deft;rred  frum grazing nse during rhe Erowini: scaso" once in three years. AS
in the two field program, the field @xzed last in the fall wjll be the first
grazed the followin&  spring and 60 some herbnge Lihould remain (ZOO-300 pounds)
to provide a sufficitint qudntity  oi forage durlnfi the period of slow growth
in early April.

With this program, low foraye production because of poor growing condixions
can be partinlly eompensawd for by wvinp, the animals sooner rhn" the
indicutrd  dates. By the tl.me the third field in the rotation LS LO bc grazed,
annunl pfoduction  will gcoer~lly  bc known and arranarmrnts  can be made for
Jdditionul  grszing  land, purchase of ~upplcmencs, or sale of animals.
&tremely  close $razing  army bc practiced for n year or two without rxcrptional
hiirn~ co the gratis  stand but anlwl &~lns w1l.I bc L;acrificarl.  The sacriflcc:
oi an.irual  gain and g:ain per acre, however, may bc maze desirable than any
drasilc  reduction kn animal nurubera.
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24-41

24-42

Stocking rates under the two .md thrse field m~~~gerncnt  programs
would avera&? about one or one and one-h-rlf ncrv~ pzr nnimal  unit
mJnrh based on productjun  characteristics  at Point Springs.
Stocking rates on crested whcatgrnss  see&d rx,ge in iireali with
better develcpod  soils would very ljkely be higher than chose
currently bring uecd ZLC, Point Sprjngs.

Proper grnzing "se of crested whctltgrasa  under any of the programs
that may be developed can be dctermlned  by obsrrvlng  the change
or lack of chan$e that occurs in the vegrtnti<>n. Indications
of decrensing vigor and declining productivity ,lre dead center8
and frnk:ment:ntion  of' %ndividunl  plants of crested wheatgrass,
decreased frcqnency  of octurrence  iind an lncreesr in the nwnber
nnd frrquencty  of annual plant species. When stands are IWL
grued to capacity, an exceptional number of coarse, ungrnzcd
(wolf) plants occur.

There are numerous evidences of contradictions of the effects
rT grazing systems on various resource values. For example,
under spring or spring/fall  grazuxg, p 3-25, considerable improve-
ment can be expected in riparian conditions. under rest rotation.
however, improved habItat; durrnq the rest year is often loat
with severe livestock USC the following years.

The EIS fails to point out that the most Successful  grazing
system is the simplest one to reconcile  plant rqurrements  on
the one hand with those of animals on the other.

nppendix Ul-1 is an example of i.nconsi.stency  in Ziguring
composition allowable under SVIM rating. In this table,
Idaho Fescue has maximum composition by weight in climax of
22% yet inventory revealed 17% of which only 7 was accrpted
in rating, These data contained xn Column 1 are supposed to
be taken from comparahle sites in climax or near climax
condition, There is not in&cation  or substantiation for
these fiyures in the EIS.

However, all the42 t~yurcs are only a starting point. Accurate
*se figures, uejlization  data and trend are the only way uf
determining thi: reliabilzty  of the initial stocking proposed
in this or any other EIS.

In Appendix C under Monitoring procedures,  it is clearly
spelled out that key representative areas in each allotment
rill he used to measure utilization and trend. According to
these directions in paragraph !? "Decisions affecting future
stocking levels or changes in rhe ijrazu~q  system will consider
the trend :in ecosite  condition along with stockinq rates in
relation to the estimated carrying capacity, climatic conditions
and resplts of utilization studies."
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COMMENTS ON IRONSIDE  EIS
BY

Roger Corrlgall  *

Chapter  I

A. Grazing  Systems

24-43
I

1) Spring Grazing, Pg. 1-13. There is no need for two
years of initial rest on the five allotments  prior to implem-
entation  of the spring grazing treatment. It has long since
been established  that early spring grazing  will promote  improved
plant vigor and composition  of key species when the grazing
period ends while (1) there is still ample soil moisture to
allow the key species to complete their full growth cycle, and
(2) utilization  of native key species does not exceed moderate
use. Early spring grazinc~ has been used successfully  to (1)
decrease  competition  between annual and perennial  key species,
and (2) to promote increased vigor and composition of perennial
key species. A good example of this type of grazing  treatment
is pasture 1 of the Sands Basin Allotment,  Boise District,
Owhyee R~sour'ce  Area. This pasture is located  south of Marsing,
Idaho in a low precipitation  zone. Condition of the pasture is
goocl to excellent, as determined  by BLM modified SVIM range
survey procedure  in 1978. The pasture  has been grazed in early
spring every year for nearly ten years.

2) Deferred  Rotation Grazing, pg. l-20. The need for a
50% utilization  limit for those pastures  in early or middle
ccosite condition  is unwarranted. There is no reason 60%
utilization cannot be all.owrd in a pasture  presently  in early or
middle ecosite condition, if the pasture in question  shows a
static or upward trend. The range manager may also desire a
higher utilization in a pasture if his management goal is to
maintain present condition. The 50% utilization limit com-
L~lctnly eliminates  mdnagemont  fLcxibi.Lity. The EIS contains no
Justification  for this utilization  limit nor reasons for proposing
this type of grazing  system. A deferred  rotation  grazing system
will meet the objective  for improvement  of ecosite  condition.

3) Figure 1-3. Four pasture rest rotation  system. Why
be limited  to only one type of four pasture  system? An alterna-
tive four pasture rest rotation system to consider  would bc:

Year 1 - Graze June 1 through July 15: Followr full
year of rest (year- 4). Aids in seedling
establishment  by allowing  seedliny root
development.

* Roger Corrigall. B.S. Range Manayament. BLM empl.oyment over
six years in range managcmont. Now ranching  in Westfall, Oregon
area.

Year 3 - Graze July 15 through  Octobrr 31: Soed production
enhanced  by year 2 rr!c~rowlrh anri year 3 d,?termclnt.
I'rovidcs i;cGi tramp1 ing, i-cmoval of wolf plants
dnd plant vigor stimulation.

Year 4 - NO grazl.tq - Rest: Provide:;  for seedling elctob-
Li.shment, plant. vigor stimulation,  and litter
accumulation.

This type of system is superior  to the one identified  in the EIS
because r.t provides for nodrly 2 yoers of root development  of
seedlings  rather than 1 year and grazing from 6/l to 7/15 is
usually the most harmful 1::) ;;I ant vigor ; consequently,  if you
graze during this per god prior to tilt: fall grazing treatment
seed production  may not Lie js high as it could bc if grazing
occurred early, 4/lt to 51.~0  prior t.o the ?a11 grazing  tr-eat-
ment.

4) Table l-6, page l-15. To chanyr the grazkniJ system on
allotment  218 does not follow qood range management as it 1s
improving under the present grazing  system. Monitoring  and
management adjustments  - I doubt the BLM' s seriousness  when they
state that climate, ilctual use, and trend studies will be used

24-44 to maki: adjustmttnts .i.n the grazing system and stocking rate.
This is what we were told in 1978, but the EIS has disregarded
this information  and has proposed  an arbitrary reduction on
allotment 218 even tnouyh the utilization is within the levei
agreed upon.

Chapter Two

Ecosite  Trend b condition  - Trend over a s!lort period may
fluctuate  up and down from year to year due to climatic  fluc-
tuations. The only way to obtain an nccuratc r!:timot.e of trend
on a given pasture is ovrir a series of years, the more years of
data the more accurate  the results.

24-45 1 The EIS st .itemrnt  of trend boinq a recent change in ecos~te
condit.ion is confusing. Par dampie *ifovcr a five year
period the indLvidua1 annual trend readings  were up, down,
statl.c, up, and up, the overall  trend for the period would
probably  be determined as upward. When the results of a one
year observed  apparent  trend study found 52% of the area to have
no trend in a low precipitation year, it seems likely that over
several years of collecting trend data the re:;ults would show an
upwarij trc%nd over a large percent of this area as Stated in the
"SD+. Eorest Service Resource  Bulletin PNW-70 1977 by Harold F.
Heady and James Bartolome.
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BLM's stated policy has been to manage for multiple use of the
public lands. However,
ir, certain  CILCCL3

thr proposed  action promotes sinyle uses_-..__. at the elcpenac oi-ciw iiominanc  use, iivestock
grazing. If uses are to ba priovktizaci livestock grazing and
local economies  should be given greater consideration.

RespOnsea  to Letter 60. 24

24-1 lke figure 11,355 (AUMs)  includes both Allotments 101 ilnd :57 'or the
present livestock active use. The figure 10,4?2 (AUXs)  ia wxrrct for
Allotment 101 as shown on Table l-2 page 1-3 of the DELS.

'Ihe figures displayed in Table 2 of the comment letter includv the
Utilization  p@rcenta&e  in pastures heini: rested, nnd present dn
average of ntllizarion  in all pastures. This xrrhod  of utiliaarivn
cal.c~~l.ation  when applied to rest rotatinn systen!  sericnxs.ly  undtirstsces
the aeaaured  utilization and thus would not bu usafuJ. in dererminiog
proper stocking rates. Also the figures displayed in the reviewer's
Table 2 do not include adjustmenrs chat were made to correct
production for climntic  variations.

In additton, the information on Table 2 for the Alkali Allotment llil
is not correct becuuse  it applies CO Stripe Mtn. Allotment 157. Ihe
avera&?  utilization for Allotment 101 in 1978 and 1979 was 40 Percent
and 45 percent, respectively.

24-2 The Vale District intends to honor its commitment to the Intecim
A~reementa  by coni.inuing the exist lng management unt:1 AllotwIlt
Menagement  Plans (AXPs)  are implenented. The AXPfi will be developed
Lhrough consultation and coordination with the individual permittee.

The agreements were voluntarily  entered into by the peraittees  and
have been beneficial by slowing down declining range conditions in
some allotments  and improvln): conditions in several otbcru.

24-3 There was nu intention to prwrnt ~1 ney;nfivu OT poc;itive  tone in thr;
EIS. Expected impacrrj were presented impwXiRlly and quanziflrd
whenever polisihle.

24-4 (1) The utilization  data gilthered in 1978, 1979 and 19d0 were clot
available  at the time the proposed dcrion (including the reductions)
was developed. These data will be used, however, in making the tinal
decision.

(2) Appendix D shows 172, 506 acres to have 8x1 upward trend, 526,000
ant-es  static and 127,508 acres B downward trend. .An are‘3 may not be
in satisfactory condition even if the trend is stdtic. Presently
584,319 clcces in the ElS drew RI?? in early or ruiddle ecoa:tr
condition; m~nngement  objectives for the lmjority  of these .w.res  arc
for achieving  lace ecosite  condition. Sac colnment  5-4.

(3) See response to comment 24-48 concerning Heady and &rtulone
(1977).
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24-20 Kiparian  zxones w.sre rated subjectively  on their value for wildltfe
habitat (Tables 3-8, 2-6). Ecosite condition of vegetat10n  in
riphrian  zones has not been determined (See page 3-25 paragraph 2).
Terms related to ecologi.cal succei3sion  were used incorrectly  Ln the
methodology.

24-21 During the riparian  survey, certain stretchen  of certain streams
(totaling 6.37 miles) were inventoried for streambank  erosion. Causes
of erosion on those stretches were determined by observation during
the inventory.

24-22 No mcasurcments  were made of actual erosion in the ELS area. However,
the PSIAC method does relate to actual sediment yield through
conversion factors built into the rating system (SW Appendix 112, Page
H2-5 in the DEIS). The sediment yield information is most useful in
showing the relatLve differences between topography types by using
the same survey procedure over the EIS area. Erosion and sediment
yield are not the same thing. Erosion is the detachment and movement
of soil fra~mnente  by water, wind, ice or gravity. Sedimclnc  yield is a
measurement of sol1 material transported in 6treams.

24-23 Both of these conclusions are based on field observations. Grazing
use in riparLan areas using the deferred grazing system (late
summer/fall) results in extremely heavy utilization of the riparlan
vegetation. Grazing use under those condiriona  has resulted in low
vigor and virutnlly  no reproduction of the key woody species.

24-24 The coliforms column has been corrected for Alternatives 3 and 4.
See errata for page l-32.

24-25 The text h-5 beer. changed to rcplncc "mngc !:itc" with "econitc". see
errata  for page 2-1.

24-26 Hi8h fur prices have increased trapping pressure on bobcats. Trapping
cwld decrease present populations to a level which would require
protection through the Endangered Species Act.

24-27 The text on paye 3-12, paragraph 5 has been revised. See Errata.

24-28 No. This modifier is not intended to imply either.

24-29 Yes. The text has been corrected. See errnta for page 3-17.

24-30 'Ihe text has been revised. See errata for page 3-17

24-31 Tne text hw been revised. See errata  for pngt? 3-18.

24-32 Ttle grazing management systems proposed to meet the physiological
needs of woody species alL provide considerable rest during the
growing stiason. This form of @a?.ln~  also is advantageous to most of
the associnted  herbaceous  species. However  ) a significant increase in
conposition  of woody species would, Ln the long term, resu.Lt in
reduction of some herhaceous  species.

24-33 Megnnck  and Gibbs (1979) (cicad in the draft ELS) identified severdl
<ntcrenting  relationships herween the vlsitar, management  practices
and rhe visuoi  r~xource. They found that recreationiutu  do prrcelve
differences in the visual resource  and, as a result, form opinions and
miake decisions with respect to the:r use of the <wvironment.  ~1
majority (58 Lxxcent) Lndicsted  that their recreational  "se would bc
altered as management lntensi.ty increased or became more apparent.
i'urther, while some publics  (e.g., .anglers)  place a great emphasis  011
the visual resource, others (e.g., hunters) mny not. These data
provide support for the assumption that visual quality enhnnrement
would resuLt in increnscd  visitor use in certatn  activities.

Limited access to recreational opportunities would result in low
visitation to these site sprcifiz  areas. However, visitor  use
relocation would occur and effects of access on total area-wide
visitor "se would he relatively minor.

Gasoline pri.ce  increases may impnct  recreational travel. ikNevrr ,
such price I,ncreases lend recreationists  Co seek oppor~unltles  closer
to home. Becaure recreationaL  visitation occurring in Baker and
Malheur  Counties includes ahout 90 prrcent from residents  of Lhe
respective counties ((&&on Dcpar:mrnt  of Traosporta~ion  1976), energy
costs and availability are expecsd ta result in only a relocation of
some use to areas nearer hone--n relocation which would not atfcci.
total area-wide we. The magnitude of this relocation h'as unquanti-
finhlc and this was not incorporated into the recreational visitation
projections in Table 3-12.

24-34 Confidence levels were determined for each condition class for each of
the ecosites  surveyed. These levels k‘ere not given in the EIS since
the ccosites were grouped for analysis purposes. ALMS were determined
from ocula- reconnaianance  because the vegetation inventory was done
during a drou&t year. See response to commrnt 5-4.

The determinat<on  of production by weight as indicated in response LU
comment 5-3 was completed during a very unfavorable precipitation
year. Conuequatly, an ocular reconnnissnnce  inventory complerrd  in a
more normal. year was considered more reLiabie  for determining stocking
rates *

24-35 See errata for page 1-15.

24-36 See Orfata for pngr 3-5.

24-37 See errata for page Bl-1.

24-38 See errata  for pa+!+ Bl-7.
24-39 see errata  for page D-l.





- sincerelv.

25-1 See response to commt'nt 5-4.

United States Department  ot‘thit  Interior

Refwencr:  ES 727 Y.E. 24th Avence
Portland, orr>::on  97232

.Tuly 2, 1980

To : State Director, Uurenu of Land ?Inn,leemcnt, Portlsnrl,
Oregon

Fr‘JQ : Acting Field Supervisor, PCsh and Wlldlifu  Service,
Portland, Oregon

Subject: Review of Draft Ironside Grazing  Mnna~ement  Environmcntnl
Impnct Statement (FTS)

Save Energy and You Serve America!
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V-l Robert Skinner
v-2 Dr. Gary E. Smith
V-3 Tom McElroy
v-4 Iiarry L. Smith

Response to Hearing Comments

Ontario Meeting

B-l
B-2
B-3
g-4

B-5
B-6
B-7
B-8
B-9

Randell C. Guyer, Jr.
Alvin Ward
Dennis Goodman
Spike Biggers
(Same as letter No. 19)
R.J. Steward
Gus Markgraf
Fred Phillips
Darrel  Thomas
Dwight Langley

v-5
V-6
v-7
V-8

Baker Meeting

B-10
B-11
B-12
B-13
B-14
R-15
B-16
B-17
B-18

hlichael L, Hanley Jr. IV
Phillip Kuhl J r .
Roger Fund&y
Ted L. Hollopeter

Truscott Irby
Ted McKinney
Walt Forsea
Fred Langley
Jerry McDonald
Bob Jones
Joe Barber
Dennis Quast
Ben Dunlevy
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Ontario Meeting

Hearing No. V-l

c0mme:1t
No. 1:

Response:

Comment
No. 2:

Response:

comment
No. 3:

Response:

comment
No. 4:

Response:

Corniient
NO. 5:

Response:

Response:

Permanent reductions are totally unnecessary until the trend, as well
as the present status of range conditions, is firmly established.

See response to written comment 5-4.

At no time did I fLnd reference made to Class I grazing privileges or
preference rights. This could possibly distort the picture of what
actron 1s real ly taken, because the c o m p l e t e  h i s t o r y  of prfor
reductions or increases is not presented.

See response to written comment 18-3

Apparently , or at least in some instances, proposed reductions were
made from the 1978 license figures which may or may not be the same as
Class I privileges. This could make actual reductions much more than
the stated 25 percent average.

See response to wri.tten  comment 18-3.

How would a 25 percent reduction in AL?Is reduce total forage require-
ments by only 3.4 percent, unless these permittees are almost totally
dependent upon the forage from other than BLM sources?

Permittees in the EIS area reported herds totaling 86,179 ani.maSs.
Multiplying this figure by the number of months in the year gives
annual requirements of 1,034,0110 AiJMs. Licensed forage amounted to
some  142 ,000  AiiXs o r  13 .7  per cent  o f  the  t o ta l , A 25 percent
reduction in BLM ALWs (trhich account for 13.7 percent of the total)
translates into a 3.4 percent reduction in forage from all sources.

The final EZS should contain a simple explanation of the projected
reduction or increase, in terms of livestock sales, multiplied by a
factor  to  obtain total  annual  monetary gain or  loss  to  the indi -
vidual, community, region and Xation.

The text has been revised in an efEort to make it easier to under-
stand.

The assumption that range improvements are a detriment to animals
other than domestic livestock is definitely incorrect, and has been
proven so.

Impact assessment indicated both beneficial and adverse impacts from
range improvements. See pages 3-30, 3-34 and 3-35 of the DE’IS.
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Hearing No. V-2

comment Since data on riparian vegetation trend are unavailable, (Table 3-l)
No. 1: how can a prediction that the riparian zone will either improve or be

threatened be made?

Response: See response to written comment 5-l.

Comment Can BLM prove that livestock even consume significant quantities of
No. 2: the key riparian plant species?

Response: The use, o f t en  heavy ,  o f r ipar ian  vege ta t i on  by  ca t t l e  i s  we l l
documented in range management literature and supported by diet
analysis studies and numerous field observations.

Comment With the absence of data, all speculative and presumptive statements,
No. 3: such as the fish habitat condition is presently poor because "Cattle

grazing removes vegetative cover" must be removed from this document.

Response: Comparisons of livestock exclosures with adjacent grazed areas have
demonstrated a severe impact to riparian vegetation from livestock
grazing (e.g., Chukar Park). See photographs on pages 3-28 and
Appendix B4-4. See response to comment 24-18.

HearFng No. V-3

Comment There is no reference made to Class I qualifications.
No. 1:

Response: See response to written comment 18-3.

Comment Allotment 102 Cottonwood has been under a voluntary reduction since
No. 2: 1978, so the 5,274 AUMs of "Present Livestock Use" represents a 29

percent cut in the carrying capacity that was there in 1977. There is
no reference made to this.

Response: See response to written comment 18-3.

Comment My suggestion to this committee would be to follow through on some of
No. 3: these utilization studies that we've been taking for the last 2 years.

Let's not just base this on a one-shot deal that was taken back in
1976 or 1977 when we had come out of what was considered a lo-year
drought in this period.

Response: See response to comment 5-4.

c-a5



Hearing No. V-4

Comment On Table l-2, it shows a proposed livestock adjustment of an increase
No. 1: of 999 AIMS in Allotment 402. The present active use in Table l-2

shows 428 AUMs granted in 1978 as Class II privileges. The other 428
ALMS were granted in 1979. Thus, the real net gain is only 571 ALNs.

Kesponse: According to Vale District records, 343 AU+% (Class II) were issued in
1978 in Allotment 402. These AbXs were included in the Present Active
Livestock Use (AL?%) in Table l-2. Xn 1979, 422 ALMS (Class II> were
issued in Allotment 402. The Proposed Livestock Adjustment given in
Table P-2 was compared to 1978 active use; therefore, the 422 AINs
granted in 1979 were part of the 999 ALW adjustment. The AUMs granted
as Class TP in 1978 and 1979 had been issued as temporary nonrenewable
use yearly for many years.

C0mmer1t The greatest imPact on grazing management is the proposed designation
No. 2: of the 3,030 acre West Canal Field near Lytle Boulevard as an off-road

vehicle park.

Response: See response to comment 18-6

Comment
No. 3:

This ORV designation is  in direct  conf l ict  with this  EZS, sfnce our
allotment is designated for intensive management, which is impossible
as we have already experienced this yenr.

1iespoKlse: See response to 18-6

Hearing No. V-5

Comment The sixth alternative in the Owyhee EIS was developed by and would be
No. 5: beneficial to, the livestock industry, BLM and multfple users.

Res-,onse:1 The sixth alternative prepared f o r  t h e  Owy-hee  ISIS varies only i n
methods of implementation from Alternative 3 of t h e  Ironside  EIS,
Since the minor deviations from Alternative 3 would not result in
different impacts than described for .Alternative 3 and the methods of
implementation could be adopted in the final decision if the present
grazing regulations are changed, the Owyhee a l te rnat ive  i s not
included in the Ironside EIS.

Hearing No. V-6

Comment t%o~ were areas picked for intensive and nonintensive management?
No. 1:

Kesponse: Intensive management was selected for virtually every allotment in
which public lands are a significant portion of the total. Intensive
management requires administrative control over the number and season
of livestock use. Intensive management is not warranted except where
it is needed to enhance other resource values.
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Hearing No. V-7

Comment
No. 1:

Response:

Comment
No. 2:

Response:

The economic section states "For every dollar generated at the farm
lWt?l, it produces 51 cents through the econouy." That 's  a  1 .51
multiplier, which seems extremely low. Most economists talk in terms
of 4 to 7 multiplier through the economy.

The transactions multiplier used in the analysis (which relates ranch
sales to total sales of all business) is 2.35 (not 1.51). The total
personal income generated among a l l  r es idents  o f  a  county  by  one
dollar of ranch sales is 51 cents.

The EIS states that any increase in ALJMs will be allocated to live-
stock grazing. Can I take this as a legal document? If we do have
any increase in ALXs, am I assured that we're going to get it?

The statement on page l-2 "For the purposes of impact analysis, all
increased forage production will be allocated to livestock" was an
assumption made for impact analysis as stated. The decision which
will follow this EIS will not allocate future forage production. At
the time add i t i ona l  f o rage  becones ava i lab le ,  a l l  o ther  a f f e c ted
resources values would be considered prior to making any allocation,
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Baker Meeting

Hearing No. B- 1

Comment
No. 1 :

c omme i: t
No. 2:

Response:

Commerlt
No. 3:

Response:

Ccmme  n t
ui 0. 4:

Response:

Response:

The draft EIS is incomplete and deceiving unless it includes both the
net and gross income economic impact information.

The text has been revised to show t’he impacts on gross income. See
Errata, page E-23.

The draft EXS uses only historical, nominal data which is not valid
for determining future economic impact in our agricultrual, economic
environment, The EIS must depart from traditional economic model to
present valid economic impact information. The effect of using those
low economic years in your model - the way your model is structured -
results in a lower economic impact effect.

H i s t o r i c a l  d a t a  a r e  t h e  m o s t  o b j e c t i v e  b a s i s  o n  w h i c h  t o  Mike
judgments about future events. The base period, 197?-1979, used for
the  es t imat i on  o f  impac ts  on  the  ca t t l e  indus t ry ,  i s  c ons idered
reasonably representa t i ve  o f conditions expected during the
implementation of the proposal. This judgement was provided by Kerry
Gee (EconoE?ics $ Statistics and Cooperatives Services, U.S.D.A*  f Port
Collins, Colorado, Personal Communication, March 1980) I

The only true economic impact the EIS can show would be one that shoxs
the total Baker County cuts of over 12,QOrd ,401s.

Th e increases in permitted grazing use are part of the management
action and must be taken into account in the impacts. The l o s s  ( o r
gain)  of  each rancher is  considered separately  in assessing the
impacts on individual ranchers,

Table l-l and l-2 uses 1978 livestock use to measure the A’LIN cuts.
Why was the 1978 level picked?

When preparation of the d r a f t  EIS b e g a n  ( f a l l  o f  1979), t h e  1 9 7 8
grazing records were the most recent records available for an entire
year. See response to written comment 18-3.

To be valid, the cuts should be measured against each unit’s Class I
privilege * Tke g r o s s  AlIN c u t s should then be used iii economic
information.

Acttve u s e  AUMs, rather than Class  I  privi leges,  were used as  a
baseline for measuring economic impacts for two reasons: (3) Class I
privileges consist of both active and suspended AU>&. .4c t ive ALJMs are
the only ones with economic value and available for grazing. (2)
Using Class I privileges for comparison to the proposed adjustments
would result in showing smaller impacts from either upward or downward
adjustments than if active AWs were used. (See response to comment
18-3.)
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Comment The draft EIS uses a general economic net income multiplier. We
No. 6: believe that this multiplier is too low in that we are taking a loss

f o r  new do l lars to Baker County, as most catt le sales a r e  t o
outsiders.

Response: The fact that most cattle are sold outside the county in which they
were produced is reflected in the multiplier. The multiplier was
developed for Grant County where similar conditions prevail.

Comment The draft  EIS does not  adequately  address  the loss  of  long and
No. 7: short-term borrowing potential as a result of ALPI cuts.

Response: The text has been revised in an effort to clarify these impacts, See
Errata, page E-2 1.

Comment What are the cost benefits of alternative range improvement programs
No. 8: compared to removing livestock? What is the economic potential of the

range ?

Response: See response to written comment 12-49.

Comment What is the relationship of wildlife use of private or ranch lands to
No. 9: cattle use of public lands?

Response: Except  for  Alternative 2 , i t  i s  no t  ant i c ipa ted  that  any  o f  the
alternative l e v e l s  o f catt le graz ing  on public lands would
s ign i f i cant ly  change  ex i s t ing  use  o f  w i ld l i f e  on  pr ivate  lands .
Elimination of livestock grazing under Alternative 2 could cause a
shift of wildlife use to public lands.

Comment There is no direct relationship between the percentage of BLM forage
No. 10: and dependence, because a very significant factor is the timing of the

feed.

Response: The bulk of permitted forage has a season of use of April through
October. The text has been revised to indicate that impacts presented
in terms of annual requirements can be multiplied by a factor of 1.7
(12 months/7 months) to approximate the impacts in seasonal terms for
those operations experiencing severe r e d u c t i o n s  i n forage
availabi l i ty . See Errata, page E-17.

Comment That “Public  lands are  responsible  for  about  0 .5  percent  of  total
No. 11: personal income in Baker County” (page 2-42) is not substantiated.

Response: The estimate of local personal income dependent on public land grazing
in Baker County was based upon A.ppendix  M of the DEIS. That analysis
treated all sources of grazing as equally productive of local personal
income. Should that assumption be in error by as much as + 50 percent
(which is believed to be unlikely) the percentage would razge from 0.2
percent to 0.6 percent. The text has been revised to clarify that
paragraph one of  page 2-42 of  the draft  referred to  publ ic  land
grazing only and did not include all economic uses of public land in
Baker County. See Errata, Chapter 2, Socioeconomics, page E-15.
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Comment
No. 12:

If a document of this significance and this type is to become public
record) it  is  extremely important  that  the qual i f icat ions of  the
preparers be known.

KtSpQW3e: While individuals have primary responsibility for preparing sections
0 an EIS, the document is an interdisclpk$nary  team effort. Intenlai
review of the document occurs throughout preparation. SpecLalists a t
the Distr ict ,  State  Off ice , and Washington Office level. both review
and supply information. The List of Preparers has been revised to
include disciplines and years of related experience. See Errata.

We are not sure how you got the alternativas, except that there are
certain a l t e r n a t i v e s ,  b y  l a w ,  t h a t  have to be included in the
document.

Response: The No Action alternative is requ-ired by 43 CYR Part 1502.65(d).  The
Eliminate Lives tack Grazing alternative is considertzd necessary  by the
Bureau as a resp cnse to the court action that requi.res  preparation of
the grazing rna:l~~g~2i!Xnt EISS D

Sentinlent at t h e  t w o  scsping m e e t i n g s  oppcssd  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e
Gptimize Wildlife, Wild Horses and ~~ot?ccsnsumpt~~ve  Uses  alternative ,
(Lower ~Level of ‘L!.vestsclc Grazing) Emeve r , cmments fri3m the Oregon
Environmental Council indicated that such an alternative should be
involved.

A summary o f  the  a l t e r n a t i v e s to be analyzed in the EIS and a
discussion of how they were derived from the scoping process was sent
from the Baker Xstrict Office on November 20 to everyone LT~Q attended
the scoping meeting in idaker.

Also see response to hearing comment B-5-5.

c 0111me  11 t An additional and quite practical alternative should be added to the
NQ. 14: study, and that alternative would be to maintain existing hivestock

graz ing  l eve l s ,  per f o rm j o in t  ind iv idua l  s i t e  evaluatiorr and  work,
jointly for range improvements including ad justed increased cattle
grazing usage,

RespoKlse: I t  would be  imposs ib l e  t o  ana lyze  the  inpacts o f  such  a  vague ly
defined alternative, For analysis purposes, an assumption would have
to be made either that there would be no adjustment in livestock use
(which woisld be the same as the No Action Alternative) or that the
full amount of the projected forage increase would be allocated to
livestdc (whjch would be simiPar  to  the Optimize Livestock Grazing
Alternative) 0 See response to written comment 12-44.



C0-inme11t With regard to Federal grazing, the analysis indicates that public
No. 15: grazing privileges do not exert a statistically significant effect on

the sale price of mountainous grazing land in the study area during
the time period 1970 to 1978. To absolutely refute this statement, we
will quote from page 3-33 of the BtM’s Owyhee Grazing Environmental
Impact Statement draft, written April, 1980 -- the same time as the
Ironside Statement., “As early as 1925, it was recognized that the
annual value of the Federal grazing privilege was being capitalized
into rancher property. It is argued that long use of the range in
connection wi th the early settlement of agricultural  lands has
resulted in capitalizing the values of public pasturage as part of the
values of the ranch,” reference USDA, 1925.

Xesponse: See response to written comment 23-6. The text has been revised to
include a reference to the Owyhee EIS (Errata, page E-12).

Hearing No, B-2

Comment Debt service capacity would deteriorate seriously if a given
No. 1: operation’s cash flow is reduced by a reduction in graziirg privileges.

Kesponse: Discussion of the impacts on debt service capacity has been modified
in the text. See Errata, page E-21.

Comment Public grazing privileges do exert a signif icant ef feet on sale of
No. 2: mountainous grazing land.

Response: See response to written comment 23-6.

i-lenring No. B-3

Comment In my opinion, the transactions multiplier, or what you’re referred to
No, 1 : as a “gross income multiplier,” is a valid measilre  of certain types of

economic activity, and that  to  present  a  balanced picture of  the
eConp JmiC consequences o f  your  proposed  ac t i ons  requ i re  that  you
include and consider as many economic measurement devices available.

Response: Estimates of gross income and impacts on gross income have been
incorporated in the revised text. See pages E-14 and E-23 in the
Errata.

Comment The income generated by that activity is not going to be picked up in
No. 2: your net ranch income figure. The base to which you apply the

multiplier is too low -- that the transactions approach would tend to
reduce the negative bias that’s put into place by using net ranch
income per ALN,

Responsf?: The multipliers used in est imating catt le  production impacts  are
applied to gross income (sales), not net income.
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C0IUlllellt h regional multiplier analysis is needed rather than County,
No. 3:

Response: See response to written comment 23-2.

Comment There is an implicit assumption that runs this way: You reduce the
N’o. 4 : num3er  of ALXs by “x” percent. That leads to an “xl’ percent reduction

in catt le .

Response: See response to comment B-1-10.

Hearing No. B-5

Csimme11t None of the recommendations made at the public hearings held in Baker
No. I: County appp?r as alternatives in the EIS.

Response: Sentiment at the Baker scoping meeting favored analysis of only three
a l t e rnat ives  in  add i t i on  t o  the  proposed  ac t i on . ThGse three
alternatives were: 1) Optimize TLivestock  Grazing, 2) Shift to Sheep
L:se on Steep Slopes and 3) Limit Downward Adjustments to Ten Percent
of Active  Use Annually. The optimize Zivestock alternative csntains
al l  o f  the elements which were recommended at the Baker scoping
meeting. It was decided that the shift to sheep use on steep slopes
could be best handled as an element of the Optimize Liwstock  Grazing
alternative rather than an individual alternative.

The Limit Downward Adjustment alterna tive was described differently in
the EIS than proposed at the scoping meeting. It was felt that such a
slow phase-in of any reduction, if it is determined to be needed for
resource protection, would not provide reasonable  protect ion of
resource values. ?Zhe Limited Downward kljustement Alternative  in the
EIS would provide such reasona3le  protecton.

Comment It has been stated that the “30 Action” alternative was required by
No. 2: the Ccrnrt  . In developing this alternative, it has been done on the

premise that no range improvements would he made. I s  t h i s  a  f a i r
interpretation of the Court’s directive? Improvements were being made
continuously on range lands in this area up to the time of the Court’s
action) and were then suspended while the EIS was being prepared.

ReSpOilS62: The reason for excluding improvements from consideration in this
alternative is not directly related to the agreement approved by the
Court. The No Action alternative is included in the EIS because it is
required by Courxil  on Environmental Policy Regulations, 40 CFIi Part
1502,14(d), not by the Court. RLM interprets  this  requirement as
limiting the alternative to present levels of use. Thus, it was not
considered appropriate to include an assumption about additional range
improvements.
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Comment Analysis indicates that considerably more than 39 permittees would
No, 3: have reductions exceeding 10 percent of the allotinent. If the 10

percent is related to some other base, the statement is, at best, mis-
leading in the framework of discussion of allotments and percentage
reductions.

Response: The statement in the text refers to permittees'  losses in terms of
their annual forage requirements (number of animals in herd times 12
(months) equals annual requirement-s in AU&), not in terms of the AlXs
in the BLM allotolent.

Comment Why are active qualified AU?& not used in determining the reductions,
No* 4: rather than the 1978 use?

Response: See response to written comment 18-3 and Hearing response B-1-7.

Commen:c Why should the total reductions in some allotments be reduced by
No. 5: increases in some other allotments? The reductions are a part of the

new proposed BLM plan, and the increases are not. They are primarily
the result of inprovements  made 10 to 15 years ago.

Response: Both the grazing use increases and decreases included with the
proposed action and outlined in the Ironside EIS are a result of past
grazing management actions, However, no economic impact occurs until
an adjustment in livestoc'k use is made. The purpose of the EIS is to
assess all changes (impacts) that are likely to occur as the result of
the adjustments as well as other phases of the grazing management
program to he implemented as part of the proposed action.

Conment: Another point that has been totally ignored in the draft statement is
* 0.Y 6: the manager's manipulative options to use domestic livestock grazing

to improve range vegetation toward managenent objectives. The draft
needs revision to remove the livestock grazing bias and recognize the
managerial benefits of domestic livestock grazing.

Responsie: Tne text recognizes the benefits to vegetation of controlled livestock
grazing. See discussion of the various grazing systems on pages 3-5
through 3-10. Specific resource objectives will be developed for each
allotment and listed in the Allotment Management Plan. See response
to written comment 12-9.

Comment. I f  b ig  game is  to  be increased, what provision has been made to
NO‘ 7: protect the property of the private land owners from further intrusion

by additional game numbers?

Response: Big game numbers are not expected to increase s ign i f i cant ly  as  a
result of the proposed action or alternatives (see pages 3-30, 31 of
the DEIS).
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C0mme11t
No. 3:

B e c a u s e  the proposed adjustment would be temporary and, for most
permittees, fu l ly r e s t o r e d  i n the long-rur?) no eXtL-WrdiK1aE-y
dif f iculty in servic ing exist ing debt , (page 3-51) is not only mis-
leading, i t  i s  f a l se .

Kespons  e : T& referenced statement was in error and has been deleted from the
revised text.

Comment One of  the majcr fai l ings of  the draft  is  the lack of  just i f icat ion
No. 9: for, or even comment as to the reasons, for the massive cuts proposed.

Kesponse: Grazing use adjustments are made to balance forage use with forage
production while maintaining or improving other resource conditions to
a sat is factory level . Suitability adjustment is csnly one of many
steps in arriving at a proper grazing use level when a range inventory
has been completed. When valid range studLes indicate that
suitability adjustments or any other factors may lead to incorrect
StOCk-lTlg rates, t h e  m a n a g e r  h a s  t h e  f l e x i b i l i t y  t o  b a s e  inFtFal
stocking rates on these studies,

ccxllment Slopes in excess of the SD-called  50 percent  -- actueP1y  a 22 If2
No. IO: degree -- are suitable for grazing in Baker County:, They have b e e n

grazed for many years. Use of the slopes have not, as a general ruPe2
created undue amounts of erosion or overuse of ripa-,?-+ an areas and the
ranges are in an improving trend*

Response: See response to written comment 12-3.

Comment T h e r e !  arc? illSUf  f iCiC2Ili- SCitZFit.ifiC s tuddes ;irese:1t9;8 in the draft
Ko. 11: document to support management assumptions and proposals for riparian

areas. Until adequate studies are completed, the  on ly  l og i ca l
alternat:lve to riparian zone management at this tFme is status quo.

Response: llistrict observ-at ions reveal. that  man3 riparian areas in the L3Z(~T3Sid~
ELS area are in unsatisfactory condition and much below their produc-
tive potential. Although insuff1cient data are available to determine
their ecological condition, present experience concernTng the impact
of various livestock grazing systems is  suff ic ient  te! include act ions
which would improve riparian areas. See response to hearing comment
V-2-3.

Comme-il t On the assumption that Baker County would have approximateby  k0,450
N o .  I’: reductions, net, is the economic loss concluded to be $75,000? If s o ,

this is not a valid conclusion. The process of using assumptions and
averages does not produce results which have very much relatfonsht;)  to
the facts.

Kespons e: The  t ex t  has  been  rev i sed  t o  de l e t e  r e f e rence  t o  Appendi:=: M. The
short-term impact of the proposed action in Baker County from the loss
of  10,539 ALMS would be an annual  loss  of  $456,000 in total  gross
income (sales) and a loss of $98,000 in personal income.
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Hearing No. B-6

Comm2nt
No. 1:

Resporlse:

Comment
No. 2:

Response:

Comment
No. 3:

Response:

Comment
No. 4:

R.esponse:

There is a strong relationship between fire, grazing and sagebrush
which needs much more r e c o g n i t i o n  t h a n  given i n  t h i s  statement*

The relationship between grazing and fire and their effect on species
composition Ffas recognized in several sectivns starting on page 3-3 Fn
Chapter 3 of the Ironside DEIS.

There are different animals that can be grazed at different periods of
time to suppress different species of plants. The statement should be
written SO that these options are open to the manager.

See respcnse  to written comment 12-44. Alternative 4 provides for
encouraging sheep use on steep-sloped pastures. Also ,  allocatisns to
wildlife vary from the AUMs necessary to support the highest historic
b ig  game  popuat i ons  in  A l te rnat ive  5  t o  no  a l l o ca t i on  t o  W i l d l i f e  i n

Alternatives 1 and 4.

Why were three different methods used to gather baseline data for this
study?

The EIS and planning documents relied on the most current and accurate
data  ava i lab l e  a t  the  t ime  they  were  prepared . As mentioned
previously, whenever better information becomes available it will be
used to evaluate resource conditions and make appropriate management
changes.

I f  condit ion and trend studies  exist , i t’s  b e t t e r  i.nformation  than
survey data to use to reallocate livestock use or cause the manager to
make an adjustment.

See response to written comment 5-4

Hearing No. B-7

Comment
No. 1:

There is no reference to any increase or any damage or anything,
referring to wildlife like it does to livestock.

Response: The purpose of the EIS is to address impacts from livestock grazing,
no t  w i ld l i f e . See response to comments B-1-13, B-5-8, B-8-2 and
B-12-1.
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RCZSpGKlSe: The purpose of the EXS (see Purpose and Keczd in the I:!ELS)  is to
analyze only the impacts caused by the livestock grazing program. Cm
page 2-12 in the DEIS, natural causes are acknowledged as a cause of
streambank erosion.

Cmla1ent Hisw can you want to cut this 38 percent on the riverg and yet you
No. 2: still want to import elk down there, into that zone?

Response: Small numbers of elk that have caused problems on private lands
elsewhere have been trapped and released by ODFW in Allotment 3006.
These additional. elk have not affected proposed livestock reductions
because the few animals involved have not significantly increased
existing elk populations in this allotment. The elk transplants were
discontinued in 1979.

Conment 1-n Table 2-5, you state that there are elk on the Table Rock Allot-
No. 1: ment, Number 1016. Our family has used this allotment since the early

19cKl’S) and to the best of my knowledge ) there has never been any elk
there.

Response: Table 2-5 was in error. See Errata.

Table 2-7 states that there arerl’t any fish in Dixie Creek in Allot-
ment  103 9. The stream has a history of having fish and then having a
flash flood taking them out. The fish then cone back, and the next
flash flood takes them out again,

XeSpOKlSe: While flash flooding perFodically has an impact on the fish in this
stream, proposed livestock exclusion along 1 zile of public land would
result ir; a nore rapid recovery after these flash floods.

Coinruent The more cattle we take off, the more wild fires we’re going to have.
No. 3:

Response: No signif icant changes ip~ wi ldf ire  occurrence are  expected to  be
caused by the proposed action. Although more vegetatior! would remain
after  grazing in som areas,  more o f  the  total  vegetat ion would be
pereniafal  species and, overall,  less would be sagebrush and annual
plants. Perennials remain green longer than annuals and are not as
susceptible to fire as sagebrush overstory/annual understory areas. In
additfon, an analysis  of  f ire  occurrence records covering a period
before and after livestock reductions indicated that cliKnate
conditions and other factors such as access, type of f i r e  fYLghting
equipment and human activities were the primary factors in the number
and size of wildfires,
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Co11mk?nf-, On the Table Rock Alkotme:lt  1 Nrnmbe  r 1016 ) you indicate the trend as
No. 4 : downward. This allotment is proposed for a 50 percent reduction. I

can remember what it looked like 30 years ago, and there is no way to
compare the difference nowe ,Thirty  years ago, when the cattle went
off in the fall, it was as bare as this floor, 95 percent of it.mi3 ay,d we don’t use oze-third  of it in our rotation system, We leave
grass in bot’h of the other pastures, primarily the early use pasture.
And, this doesn’t make sense to me.

RespoLIse: Trend was determined by use of existing photo-trend plots in accord-
ance with BLM manual procedures and observed apparent trend write ups.
See Appendix Bl, pages 131-2 and Bl-3 in the DEIS. Since there were no
data taken on condition and trend 30 years ago, it would be difficult
to compare conditions between the two points  in  t ime except  by
observation. The data in Appendix D display the present existing
c,ondition  and trend.

Hearing No. 11

Comment I, believe that we are going to have to have some real thorough trend
No. 1: studies before these cuts should be implemented, especially these big

cuts without a lot of data to back them up.

Response: See response to writteri  comment 5-4.

Hearing No. 14

Comment
No. 1:

Response:

The general soils map is nothing but a general geology map. There’s
no way you can relate the Appendix “Properties, Qualities and Acreages
of Soils in the Ironside EIS Area,” to  this  so-cal led general  soi ls
map, The other thing was on wildlife. Where is the critical range,
and how many animal unit months is the BLM proposing to put on these
areas?

The response to comment 12-35 lists the allotments where crucial range
occurs. A l l o ca t i on  o f  l i ves tock  AUMs i s  l i s t ed  in  Tab le  l - 2 .  The
soi ls  and wildl i fe  maps are avai lable  for  viewing in the distr ict
o f f i c e s . Also see response to written comment 14-3.
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Hearing No. 15

COm~~Klt As ELM gets into femF11g of streams like Deer Creek which has few
Pk. 1: f i sh , E hope they wil.l. keep in  mind  some  k ind  o f  test bene f i t

relationship on these improvements) because as taxpayers, 1 think it(s
extremely important, so that we don’t wind up in a situatiorr where
each fish may cost us a few hundred dollars.

Response : Fencing, which is intended to mitigate t?‘le adT;erse  impacts of grazing,
is  proposed for  2  miles  of  Eeer Creek. Trsut spawn in the lower
0 ne-half mile e Numerous other spec-ies  as well as fish would benefit
from improved habitat. Streambank erosion and sedimentation wsiuld
also decrease.

Comme~lt You have grossly underestimated the economic impact, I.&Sk  year, I had
No* 1 : g ross  sa l es  o f  $50,000 o f  ca t t l e ,  my  bes t  year . 1 h a d  an  o p e r a t i n g

cost of $37,000, including $l.?,tXIO in purchase of hay, because the
grasshoppers ate up all my hay, If you cut me 34 percent, I would
have made nothing and would have had a net l o s s  of about $1,5!311  East
year. Thatfs  the economic impact on myself,

Response: The impacts  are  est imated in terms of  normal  condit ions. The
circumstances described in this comment are presumed to be abnormal.

Comment I  think that t h e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i s  b a s i c a l l y  f a u l t y  i n  allotment
No. 2: 1006, where there is a substantial acreage that would be in the

late ecosite condition.

Response: The classification may be in error in certain places in the various
allotments. In Allotment 1006, the proposed ALPI reduction is based on
suitabi l i ty  (steep s lopes) , not  on the ecosite  c lassi f icat ion. Al1
existing information and neg data will be used in making the f inal
decision,

Comment The 50 percent slope cut, taking in no consideration of the exposure f
No. 3: of the soil., the surrounding areas, is just a lazy man’s way of doing

i t .

Response: Refer to response for hearing comment E-5-10 and B-5-11.
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ERRATA

P a g e

l-2

l - 4

1-5

l-10

1-14

1-15,

1-22

~%ird paragraph, third sentence. Change to read: These reductions
were made by ELM range permittee agreement and will remain in effect
until the Allotment Management Plans (AMPS) are implemented.

Table l-2, Allotment 1001 "Existing Period of Use" column. Change to
4/23-9/22.

Table l-2, Allotment 1302 "Other Lands (acres)" column. Change to
2, 700‘

Table l-3. Allotment 218 includes Allotment 227.

Add to Table 1-5:

Sedge
(Carex §JJ),-

Kentucky bluegrass
(Poa pratensis)

4/15 6/20 8/l 10/15

4/10 6/10 7/1Q lo/a5

l-16, 1-17 and 1-18 (Table 1-O). Delete l-/ from the spring grazing
system.

Add to third paragraph:
Xhenever  evidence of historic or prehistoric occupation is identified
during BLM a c t i v i t i e s , special  s u r v e y s are undertaken to determine
possible conflicts in management objectives. In addition, a Class III
(complete) cultural resources inventory is required on all areas to be
subjected to  ground manPpulation a c t i v i t i e s  o r  t h e  a l i e n a t i o n  o f
t i t l e . This is accomplished in the pre-planning stage of a project
and the results analyzed in the envlronnental assessment addressing
the action (BLM Manual 8108, Culturai Resources Management).

If cultural remafns are discovered, the project could be relocated or
redesigned. I f  the project  cannot  be  moved,  a  data recovery or
salvage program will be completed before construction.

Every e f f o r t  w i l l  be  made  t o  avo id  adverse impacts to  cu l tura l
resources. However, where that is not possible the RLM will consult
with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory
Council on Historic  Preservation in accordance wtth the Programmatic
Memorandum of Agreement by and between the Bureau, the Councfl and the
National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers, dated
January 14, 1980, which sets f o r th  a  procedure  f o r  deve lop ing
appropriate mitigative measures.
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1-25

1-28

1-32

2-l

2-2

2-e

2-20

2-34

3-2

3 -3

3-5

3-12

3-17

Change first sentence of the last standard procedure on the page to:
Most 3rblsh control would be by chemical means with approximately 2 5
percent by burning,

Seventh line -under “Implementation of the Proposed Action”. Change
to: It is expected that dec i s i ons  t o imp1 ement the proposed
adjustments would be issued prior to the 1982 grazing season*

See corrected Table l-10

Second paragraph under Vegetation. Cnange  second sentence to :  In
addition, there are 14 smaller ecosites comprising approximately
31,000 acres.

See corrected Table 2-I.

First sentence under Ecosite Condition and Trend, (Tnange to :  Ecosite
condition is an expression of the current plant composition of an
ecosite in relation to its potential camposition.

Table 2-5, Allotment 1016. Delete  “X” under elk. Add “X” under
antelope.

Socioeconomic
to E-16.

Last sentence

Conditions has been rewritten. See Errata, pages E-7

in first paragraph of Impacts on Vegetation. arangE to:
Where a decrease in key species  occurs  on grassland ecosites ,  an
increase  in ywoody species such as big sagebrush, particularly
Artemisia tridentata ssp. tridentata and Artemisia tridentata ssp.~~ I^g - -
vaseyax, would be expected. On ecosites where Artemisia tridentata
ssp. wyom+ngensis is the predominate variety, little increase in big
sagebrush would occur.

Last paragraph before Impacts t5 Vegetation Composition. Change
second sentence to: The shrubland ecosite would not change greatly
because of the limited impact on livestock grazing on this ecosite.

Second paragraph, second sentence. Change to : Table l-h shows the
acres to be included under grazing systems for  the alternatives
(Proposed column for the proposed action and Alternatives 3, 4 and 5;
Existing column for Alternative 1).

Last sentence 04 page. Change to : Plowing would reduce herbaceous
broadbeaved species  to  a  lesser  degree . . .  .

F’ourth paragraph, second sentence. Change to: Also, s tand:ing vege ta-
tion reduces wind velocity near the ground surface and helps retain
soil moisture and keeps the soil temperature lo-der.

F i f th  kmragraph, F i r s t  s entence . Change to: In the Clover Creek
Allatment, no increase in total ground cover is expected. ee .
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Wildlife Habitat Condition- - -
Deer  (crncFa1  acres)

Improving
ktarioratfag

AnMape  ( a c r e s )
Improving
Ikteriorathg

Elk (acres)
ImpIXWi!%g
TJeteriurat  f ng

Ri yriar, Zones (acres)
Excellent
GOOd
Fair
P00r

Birds, small mammals, reptiles
hphibi3RS
Fish (stream miles)
EXCelll?IIt
God
Fair
Poor

Recreation,-----;I----To tar visLtor  Ilie--
(visitdyr)

Cultural  Resourc;rs-

Visual Resources (contrast)1___-----

WlLd  tiorses  (tiumbers)

Enerfiy L:se
B i l l i o n  Eru’s co-sswed

Alt.  2
Eiininate
Livestock-~I

3-E

Ait. 3
L imt t ed
Ad justiTcLt

+L

lilt. 5
s p t in! I. 7, e
@thee- - -

m
- - - S.3 22 336 53 336

192,7x 186,810 192,700 173,430
- - - tt NC ffi
1,041 949 1,094 553

18b,8:0

9i-k

Alt.  4
Optimize
Livestock

+t

26

186,8!0
+t

949

183,065
4-8

791

17,493 76,323
179 246
2821845

278 371
2991987

301,474 126,377
- - +t

127,362 163,548
- - - tL
- - - NC

32,026
137,467
254,036
357,529

,23,,;4,
-L
NC

167,266
266,556
326,486

20.750

76,323
278,371
299,987
126,377

tL
163,548

+L
xc

75,994 64,147
299:8Yl  36!1  749 206 2963440  443

44,424 214,028
+L tM

173,739 145,600
-L tH
-L tL

- - -
- -

I- 5, ccc
26,I)c;O 158,060

- - -
- - -

55,030
5,009

36,lIOO
- - -

- I -
- - -

- - -
31,mo

55, GO0
5,000

36,000
- -

55,000 171,000
30,000 3,wo

42,000 - - -
- - - - - -

- - -
-^- 1,%24

18,000
- - -

48
290
313
721

I-m
- - -

18, occ - - -
1,000 19,000

109 72
564 344
232 308
544 711
tL -L
tt 34

381
1,151

195
-et
434

.5 2.9 .5 8 .3
8.3 a. I 1.3 11.2

33.2 34.8 41.1 41.2
29.0 25.2 32.1 10.4

IQ9
564
232
544
tL
CL

2 .9
8.1

34.8
25.2

6, COO 11,000
12,000 2,01)0

50 381
361 1,151
329 1
674 195
-L i-v.
34 -tM

1. 4 a. 3
7.4 11.2

33.2 41.2
29.0 10.4

530,640

- - -

738,70$

-L

-L

50

-L

663,300

NC

-L

b3 50

784,130 738,700

NC -L

tL -L

50 50

SC -L

601,780

+I

-M

0

- - - NC

755,340

-L

tL

196

NC

- - - 173,292 13,000 3,619 172,751 291,7!2 88,235

- - - li!irnk. ilak./3nk. 76/76 i!tink. 3/L ZA!‘cink.
36,lCO -78/+20 @hK I
23,500 -X8/+17 Oiihk.
7,&x f2 80 /!I oil2
5,0<)!2 o/+3 O/O

-1,435!-1,396
-1,435/-1,435

0 /c
c/t:39

+1 l?/CPO t22641~74 -513/-668
-168/+17 -216;tlYY -685/-b85
+280/o i-460/0 t172/0

G/-a C/-125 o/t17
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3-18

3-20

3-36

3-42

3-46

3-48

3-49

A2-3

Bl-1

Bl-l

81-4

BI-7 Footnote 2: Change 57% to 75%.

D-b Change Allotment Number 501 to 201.

Second  piragraph wider Impac t s  t o  aiparian vege ta t i on ,  f i r s t  l ine
should be: The spring and modified rest rotatiun graziI?g systems and
exclusion would also be.. E

First paragraph. Add the following after line 5: Increased erosion
would occur along the fence lines due to trailing by livestock.

First sentence under Vegetation ALlocation. Change 5.5 miles to 6,l
lllilf2S.

See revised Table 3-12.

Table 3-13, VRH 6, delete Allotment 217.

Table 3-14, Energy Consumption (1,0013,000  B t u ’ s> assoc-iated -xith
changes in huntirg and fishing use, Alternative 3, change 1,765 to
2,306.

Impacts on Economic: Conditions has been rewritten. See Errata, pages
E-17 to E-29,

Delete first sentence of proposed decision under watershed protee-
tion. Replace with: Deduct useable livestock. forage AUMs from 35,700
acres unsuitable fo,r grazing due to steepness of slope and/or distanc,e
from water.

Fourth paragraph under Determination of Eeosite Condition and Trend,
f i r s t  l ine : Replace “of the plants” wLth “of a plant species”.

On the table, change Idaho fescue frcm 17 to 7 in column 3.

last word, second line in the paragraph following the equation (ending
+?Lth x = 100 Auks at 50% utilization) should begin a new paragraph:
Forage production based on annual rainfall.. . .
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Table 3-12 Estimated Visitation for Hunting and Fishing--1990 'I-/
Visits/Year

21
Recreational Proposed Action Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alt.ernative  3 Alternative 4 Alternative 5

ActPvity BLM Total BLM BLM BLH BLM RT,Y ..-

Fishing 60,910 405,700 51,840 64,800 60,910 46,660 62,200
Hunting

Big Game 67,100 181,760 70,610 67,100 67,100 63,500 67,100
Upland Game 29,100 55,790 25,280 34,800 29,100 24,000 31,40n
Waterfowl

TOTAL T5$% 7?i2-$%M l.6-@% ?T-&$% l$g# T&$i
m

L/ Visltor use data are not available to quantify visitor use changes for other activities.d-

2/ Visitor use projections to 1990 under a continuation of the existing situation are based upon an estimated 25
percent Increase in the population of the State from 1974 to 1990 (Portland State TTniversIty 1976). Projected
use to 1990 may, in fact, be lower than Indicated. Oregon Department of Transportation (1976) forecasts a 17
percent increase for recreational visitation in Malheur County from 1975 to 1990.

Source: Derived from Bureau planning documents, visitor use projections and professional estimates.



The EIS area is located in a part of eastern Oregon comprising most of Baker
County and the north portion of Malheur County. This rugged and semi-arid
region supports a rather sparse population mainly dependent on cattle, forest
products and fPeld crops. The regfon is served by a major east-west highway
(I-84) and a main 1Pne railroad, but is isolated by its location of more than
300 miles from the major markets of western Washington and Oregon.

The discussion of economic and social conditions is based mainly upon county-
wide data for Baker and Malheur Counties. About SO percent of the population
of the two counties resides wfthln the EIS area, so data for the two counties
are considered reasonably representative of conditions in the vicinity of the
proposed act ion although,  the EIS area (Figure l - l )  consists  of  only 41
percent of the total land of these two counties.

Population and Social Attitudes

The 1979 population of the two counties was 4 2,700 (Portland State Unfversity
1 979) l As shown in Table 2-11, the population of Baker County declined
between 1960 and 1970 causing a net loss in the combined population of the
two count-Les,  but during the Last decade, the populations of both counties
have shown moderate upward trends.

Table 2-11 Population Trends, Baker and Malheur Counties, 1960-1979

Pear
1960
1970
1975
2979

Baker County Malheur County
Annual Rate Annual Rate

Population of Change Population of Change
17,295 22,764
14,919 -1.5% 23,169 +0.2
15,700 +1.0x 24,200 +0.9
16,600 +1.4% 26,100 +1.!3

Source: U.S. Bureau of Census 1972; Portland State University 1979

The soci.al. and attitudinal CharacteristEcs of the population appear to be
similar  to  those discussed by Crigsby (1976)  for  adjacent  Barney County.
That stndy showed that the ranching sub-culture perceives itself as charac-
terized by the traditional strengths and values associated with the “pioneer
spirit” :i independence, rugged individualfsn,  adaptability, practicality, and
enjoyment of the variety o f types of labor and direct contact with nature
which ranching provides e Ranchers believe their experiences, values and
attitudes are oftem at odds with “big government,” which, as they generally
perce ive  i t , ne%ther  understands nor shares their  values and interests .
Bureau planning documents for the EIS area indicate similar ideas and atti-
tudes among the local population. There is also  a  general  feel ing that
rangeland resources should be utilized witb,out  abuse, but primarily to serve
the needs of the local livestock industry.
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Income

Personal  income fn 1978 amounted to  $104,568,000  in Baker County and
$162,328,800  in Malheur County. Income per capita was $6,588 and $6,396
respectively, as compared with a statewide average of $8,076 (U.S. Department
of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economics fnEormation
System (REIS) April 1980).

Low or negative net income for farm/ranch proprietors has contributed to low
per capita income levels in recent years. Table 2-12 shows farm income
trends sfnce 1972.

Personal income, including labor and proprdetors income, is a measure of .
economic welfare, but  i t  does  not  direct ly  measure business  act ivity ,  or
gross income. Khile no estimate of annual gross income in these counties fs
available, it is judged to be in the range of 3 l/2 to 5 times the sdze of
personal income based on a study for Grant County (Bromley 1964) which showed
a ratio of 3.74.

Table 2-12 Farm Labor and Proprietors Income, 1972-78
(Thousands of Dollars)

Baker County
Labor Proprietors Total
1,352 6,637 7,989

1973 1,756 9,076 10,832 8,552 26,465 35,017
1974 1,749 4,785 6,534 8,837 27,737 36,574
1975 2,212 1,314 3,526 11,275 13,505 24,780
1976 2,286 -41 2,245 11,587 10,455 22,042
1977 3,158 -2,065 1,093 16,116 -3,820 12,296
1978 3,292 1,959 5,251 16,778 7,807 24,585

Malheur County
Labor Proprietors Total
6,355 12,589 18,944

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, REIS,
April 1980.

Economic Activity

In recent years (1976-1978), the civilian labor force of Bake.: and Malheur
Counties  has averaged 17,440 workers  or  42 percent  of  the populatton.
Unemployment rates averaged about 7.2 percent 9n Baker County and 6.3 percent
in Malheur County.

Self-employed proprietors make up an above-average proportion of the work
force in these two counties as indicated in Table 2-13. This is mainly due
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Table 2-13 Average Civilian Labor FGrce and Employment, 1976-78
(Average number of workers during the 3-year period)

Baker County Malheur County State Total
Percent Percent Percent

Item Number of Tot,al Number of Total Number of Total
Civilian labor force 6,500 100.0 10,945 100.0 1,129,OOO 100.0
Unemployment 470 7.2 690 6.3 85,670 7.6
Employment 6,030 92.8 10,250 93.7 1,043,330 92.4

Proprietors L/ 1,580 24.5 1,580 14.4 107,700 9.5
Wage and Salary 4,440 68,3 8,670 79.3 935,630 82.9

Manufacturing 680 10.5 1,720 15.7 205,230 18.2
Nonmanufacturing 3,760 57.8 6,950 63.5 730,400 67.5

1,' Der ived  as difference between total employment and wage and salary
employment.

Source: Oregon Department of Human Resources, Employment Division, 1977-1979

to the importance of agriculture and the number of farm/ranch proprietors in
the area.

As shown in the table, manufacturing employment in both counties is a smal.ler
proportion of total employment than that for the State. T,umber  and wood
products makes up most of the manufacturing employment in Baker County, while
food processing is the principal manufacturing activity in Malheur County.
Construction employment over the 3-year period averaged about 160 in Baker
County and 350 in Malheur County, or about 3 percent of the combined labor
force in the two counties.

According to the 1974 Census of Agriculture (lJ.S. Bureau of the Census 1977),
there were 551 farms and ranches in Baker County and 1,317 in Yalheur County
in that year. A high proportion of these farms and ranches were engaged in
cattle production--Baker, 469; Malheur, 902. Farms and ranches were large on
the average--Baker, 1,452 acres; and Malheur, 1,122 acres.

The two counties are important cattle-producing areas, accounting for about
20 percent of cattle herds in the State in 1978. There was a total of 94,000
cattle in Baker County and 200,000 cattle in Malheur County -In 1978.

Table 2-14 shows the value of agrfcultural sales from 1973 through 1978.
These amounts represent the total annual production value, or gross income of
agriculture. Most of the value of nrot!uction in Baker County is in
l i v e s t o c k ;  c r o p value exceeds livesto& value in Malheur County due to
substantial production of f i e ld crop5 and fresh vege tab les  in the
northeastern part of the county.
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Table 2-14 Value of Agricultural Products Sold, 197%I.978
(Thousands of kllars)

Year

1973
1974
1975
1976
1977
1978

Baker County Malheur County
Livestock Crops Livestock Crops

15,627 2,464 29,247 61,894
10,455 4,065 27,043 58,122
12,400 4,029 29,519 56,361
11,194 3,496 30,906 54,484

9,740 3,662 32,920 48,846
14,701 4,104 48,088 55,341

SOU.CC@: Oregon State University, Extension Service, Commodity Data Sheets,
1979

The business of livestock production creates additional local sabes activity
(grass income) through the  purchases  o f ranchers and their  business
associates. A port ion of  this  gross  income is  earned by individuals  as
personal income. Estimates of the relationships of ranchers' sales to total
gross sales and to personal income generated have been developed for Grant
County (Obermiller  and Mil ler  1980). Applying these ratios to Baker and
MaSheur County l ivestock sales  f igures, the total gross income generated
locally by livestock producers in 1978 is estfmated at about $35 million in
Baker County and about $115 million in Malheur County.

Local personal income generated by these transactions was $7.6 mflblon En
Raker County and $24.7 million in Malheur County or about $32 mill-Ion fn
total .

Economic Significance 0~s Public Rangeland Resoqrces

The following sections describe the economic i m p o r t a n c e  o f  pub l i c  t-angel-and
resources in terms of: usersl forage needs, ranch property values, and
f inanc ia l  v iab i l i ty ; and local income and local employment dependent upon
public land grazing, wildlife and recreational uses.

Dependence of Users on RLM Grazing Permits

About 270 permbttees with 86,179 catt le (or  eqraivalent)  held grazing permits
f o r  p u b l i c  l a n d s  i n  t h e  EXS a r e a  i n  19790 The total authorized forage
amounted to 13.7 percent of the total annual. herd forage requirements for
these herds (9.0 percent in the Baker District portion and 19.3 percent in
the Vale District portion).

Table 2-15 shows the average dependence on forage from public lands for
permhttees within each size group classified by herd size. T h e  degree of
dependence on licensed forage is slightly hfgher for the smaller herd size
classes than for the larger sfze classes in the ET8 area as a whole.
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Size of Herd 21 Number

Under 100
100---399
400---999
1,000 & Over

Total

Under 100
100---399
400---999
1,000 & Over

Total

Under 100
100---399
400---999
1,000 & Over

Total

Table 2-15 Permittee Dependence on Licensed

Permittees

45
77
43
4

169

19
49
22
11

101

64
126
65
15

270

Percent Percent
of Total Number of Total

26.6
45.6
25.4
2.4- - -

100.0

BAKER DISTRICT
1,900 4.0

15,488 33.1
24,053 51.4
5,361 11.5
46,802 100.0

18.8
48.5
21.8
10.9
100.0

VALE DISTRICT
734 1.9

8,526 21.6
12,407 31.5
17,710 45.0
39,377 100.0

23.7
46.7
24.1
5.5

100.0

EIS AREA
2,634 3.0

24,014 27.9
36,460 42.3
23,071 26.8
86,179 100. 0

2/
Herds --

Forage, by Herd Size L/

3/
Laublic Lands -

Amount
(AUM.5  >- -

Percent Percent of
of Total Requirements

2,679 5.3 Il.8
22,464 44.2 12.1
23,638 46.5 8.2
2,035 4.0 3.2
50,816 100.0 9.0

2,170 2.4 24.6
25,824 28.3 25.2
34,438 37.7 23.1
28,907 31.6 13.6
91,339 100.0 19.3

4,849 3.4 15.3
48,288 34.0 16.8
58,076 40.9 13.3
30,942 21.8 11.2
142,155 100.0 13.7

_1! Data pertains to livestock operators holding forage permits from BLM
Forage on National Forest and State lands is not covered.

within the EIS area.

2/ Livestock herds other than cattle were converted to cattle equivalents in terms of forage
requirements.

2/ Represents active AU& currently licensed. Licenses for 214 AU% on lands in Vale District are
administered by and included in data for Baker District.



In 1975, livestock use was reduced by 13,903 AuMs in the Vale District
posti5n (see Table l-3). Mtnor increases of 421 AuMs occurred the same year.
Table 2-16 shows licensed forage and degree of dependence pr-Lor to these
changes.

Table 2-16 Dependence on Licensed Forage Prior to 1.978 Adjustments 1,

Herd Size

Under 100
loo---399
400--4399
1,000 & Over

Total

Under 100
loo---399
400---999
1,000 & Over

Total

Under 100
loo---399
400---999
1,000 & Over

Total

I/’ Represents acttve  AUMs in 1977 prior to reductions of 13,903 AID& cited in
Table l-3 and increases of 421 AUMs. Distribution by herd size and cal-
culations of percent of annual requfrements  based on data in Table 2-15.

Amount Percent Percent of
(AUMs  > of Total Requfrements

BAKER DISTRICT
2,679 5.3 11.8

22,464 44.2 12.1
23,638 46.5 a.2

2; 035 4.0 3.2
50,816 l o o . 0 9.0

VALE DISTRICT
2,314 2.2 26.3

29,130 27.5 28,5
40.180 38*3 27.0

15.6
22.2

ETS AREA
4,993 3.2 15.8

51,594 33.2 17.9
63.818 41.0 l.4.6
35; 232 22.6 12.7

155,637 1oo.o 15.0

BIN Grazing Permits and Ranch Property Values

The Bureau of Land Nanagement does not recognize grazing permits as vested
property rights ; however, de facto effects on prfvate asset valuation may- -
occur * Based on RLf? staff reports of interviews with parties to real estate
transactions involving 3,000 AUNs in RIM grazing permits during  X977-79, $65
per AUM was the composite valuation. These four sales were judged to provhde
the most  realable evidence of  the e ight  reports  avai lable  as  e ither  the
purchaser or seller personally reported their detailed appraisal.

Estimates of  the values placed on grazing  permits  associated wftk ranch
properties when sold have varfed widely from the estimate of $65 per AEM
g iven ab eve l A recent study of ranch sales in Grant and katf.kha Counties
found no statist ical ly  valfd evidence that  publ ic  grazing r ights  af fected
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ranch sales values (Winter 1979) * However ) grazfng pefdts have s o l d  a t
prices ranging from $22 to $55 per AlI in southern Idaho according to the
Owyhee Grazing Management DEIS QIJ'SDI, BLM 1980). In publ5c testimony, a
Baker County rancher stated that he was wflling to pay $150 per AK>! for
publie grazing rights in hfs  neighborhood (Publfc Nearfng  on Tronside EZS,
Baker, Oregon, June 4, 1980)* Also, an op1ni.m that the current value of
grazing rfghts to be $400 per ALIM was received in comment on the DEES (letter
22).

Financial VZabllity of Ranch Enterprises

In this discussion, reference is made to three terms which may requi.re
explanation, overall carrying capacity, debt service capacity and debt load.
Overall carrying capac$ty  is the herd size whith can be prudently maintained
on the forage sources which a ranch has available. It is a concept used by
lenders in appratsing  a ranch for loan purposes. D e b t  serv-lce capaeZty  i s
the amount of money regularly avaFlabke (cash flow) to the rancher which
could be used to make %ntereet and princfpal payments if any debt were
incurred. It represents the maxi-,um amount of debt for which the rancher
could meet the payments. The debt load is the relative size of debt payments
ammg other costs.

The ability of ranch enterprises to survive the adjustments which a4ght be
required by a loss of grazhng privileges is related to their ability to make
the necessary payments on additional debt. A ranch free of debt fs able to
borrow zore to make necessary adjustments Pn operations, but also (initially
at  least ) , has no fixed debt payments to be Eade if ranch operations must be
scaled down. The greater the proportdon of fixed costs such as debt payment
in a ranch budget , the more inflexible the operatton  becomes because a
certain level  o f  operation must  be  sustai,ned in  order  to  cover  the f ixed
c o st s l Differences in debt loads (per unit of carrying capacity) account for
a major part of the differences in overall costs among ranches of the same
SiZC3.

In the absence of information on existing debt loads, this discussfon  focuses
on the debt service capacity of a ranch i n  total rather than on any capacity
remaining after current debt service needs are met.

As a means of measuring debt service capacity, ranch budget information
(presented in Appendix L) on income and expenses is used to develop estimates
Of "return above cash costs" for several ranch herd size classes. Return
above cash cost is the amount of money avarilable after paymemt of cash costs
(See Appendix I,) to cover the support of the rancher's household, replacement
of capital equipment (depreciation), and repapent of interest and principal
on intermedfate  or long-term loans.

The estimates are presented in Table 2-17. A sepresentatfve ranch in the
Baker Wstrict portion of the EIS area with less than 100 cows, for example,
is estimated to have about $5,000 left out of the average year's receipts to
cover household expenses, depreciation and non-short-term debt. This amount
divided by annual forage requirements (12 x herd size) fs the return above
cash cost per AIM.
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Table 2-17 Average Return Above Cash Costs Attributable to Forage
from Public Land and to All Forage Sources L/

(1977-79 average prices)

Herd Size

Under 100
LOO---399
400-- -999
1,000 or more
All sizes

Under 105 $13
loo---399 10
400 ---999 12
1,000 or more 8
A l l  s i z e s  2/ 10

All sizes

Amount Amount per ranch
per AL! Public land A l l  source%

BAKER DISTRICT P@RTION

$10
8
8
9
9

VALE DISTRICT PORTION

EIS AREA

$10

$ 600 $ 5 , 0 0 0
2,400 19,000
4,900 60,000
4,500 140,000
2,600 29,000

$ 1,500
5,000

' !,OOO
J,OQO
9,000

$ 5,000

$ 6 , 2 0 0
20,000
83,000

147,000
44,800

$ 35,0(!

l-/ Based upon estimates of average "Return Above Cash Cost"
E.S.C.S. (Gee 1980). (Appendix L)

developed by

L/ For condittons  prior to the 1978 reductions, average return In the Vale
District portion of the EIS area would be $10 per AT% aand SlO,O@C per
ranch from public land forage.

Return above cash cost is a gufde to the effect of grazing permit reductlcns
on ranch operations, but its defects need to be kept in mind. First, it does
not take into account the dffferentfal effects among individual ranchers tith
different debt loads. Second, It does not reflect the changes in average
costs (and returns) which may occur with substantFa1  changes in the level of
operations. That is, if operations are reduced, and costs are not reduced
proportionately, then average cost per unit increases and return above cash
cost per unit will decline.

Local Income and Employment Effects

The gross income, or sales, of ranchers holdPng BLM grazing permits  in the
EIS area is estimated to have been about $19 million annually on the average
for the years 1977-1979. These estimates represent price condit-lons during a
period which fncluded the high beef prfce years, 1978 and 1979. Gross income
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for Baker Distrfct  permittees in the EIS area was about $10.0 million, and
gross irlccme for those f.n the Vale Distrfct about $9.2 m~319on. Based on the
estimated multiplfer effect of the industry in Grant County (Obermiller  and
Miller 198O),  the total gross income generated among all businesses fn these
c#untZes by these ranchers' dealings amounted to about 524 million annually
in Raker County and $22 m,-611-L#n Pn Malheur County.

Estimates of local personal income derived from the beef raising activities
of ranchers who hold grazing permits are presented in Table 2-18. Based on
1978 personal income levels, beef production accounted for $7.5 million, or
7.2 percent of Baker County income, and Sh6.0 million, or 9.9 percent of all
ranchers and of Malheur County income. The $5.15 million generated by
permittees in the EIS area In Raker County amounted to 4.9 per cent of Baker
County income, and the $4.75 million in Malheus County amounted to 2.9 per
cent of that county's income. The portion of their forage derfved from
public lands was responsible for about 0.4 percent of the total personal
income In Baker County and 0.6 percent in Malheur County.

Employment in livestock and other local industries attributable to grazing
public lands is about 150 workers. This estimate was made by dividing the
income estimates Fn Table 2-18 by 1978 average annual earnings in covered
employment in Raker and Malheur c#unt$es ($9,676) (Oregon Employment
Division, 1979, 1980).

Hunting and Fishing Income

A portion of the local economic activity is dependent upon  the wildlife and
f ish found in the area* Wildlife habitat on public lands accommodated 39
percent of big game hunting, 45 percent of upland game hunting, 10 percent of
waterfowl hunting and 13 percent  of fishing activity . Recreation use
(hunting and fishing) is the basis for economic analysis of wildlife. (See
Recreation, Table 2-8.)

In 1975, about $1.5 million of $153.4 million I.n personal earnings income for
Baker and Malheur Counties was attributable to expenditures of hunters and
anglers  in the EIS area. Expenditures related to hunting and fishing on
public  lands in the EIS area accounted for approximately 3800,000 (or 26
percent) of the local personal income so generated. Adjustment of this
amount to 1978 price levels indicates that the dollar amount of personal
income generated would be $1 million out of a total of $4 million in local
income attri,butable to hunting and fishing.
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Herd Size

Under 100
100 ---399
400---999
1,000 or mclre
All sizes

Under 100
100 ---399
400---999
1,000 or more
A l l  s i z e s  y

TOTAL 2/

Table 2-18 Local Personal Income Generated
by Livestock Production of Al% Ranchers 11
and of Ranchers Holding BLM Grazing Permits

(1977-79  average prices)

Income
per AL%

$10
9
9
9
9

$12
12
12

8
11

$10

BLX Remittees
Public All Sources
Land,  2/ o f  Forage

BARER DISTRICT PORTION

$ 30,000 $ 200,000
210,000 1,710,000
220,000 2,660,OOO
20,000 560,000

$470,000 $ 5,150,OOO

VALE DISTRICT PORTION

$ 30,000 $ 100,000
310,000 1,230,OOO
410,000 1,760,OOO
230,000 1,650,OOO

$970,000 $ 4,7.50,000

EIS AREA

$1,440,000 $ 9,900,000

c
c A l l
c Ranchers
c
c BAKER GO.
c
c

4/
3
-9
5

$16';ooo,ooo
c
c BOTH CC?UNTIES
c
c $23,500,000

a/ Based upon "Total Value of Sales" from Gee (1980) and the estimate of
direct and indirect household income per dollar of export sales by the
"Dependent Ranching" sec to r  deve l oped  by  Oregon S ta te  kniversity for
Grant County (Obermiller  and Mller 1980).

2/ Income attributed to public land represents proportion of total income
generated equal to public forage proportton  of total permittee forage.

3.i Based on conditions prior to the 1978 reductions, county personal income
would amount to $11 per AUM and $l,lOO,OOO in total for public lands in
the Vale District port-lon  of the EIS area*

qr Data not available.
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Introduction

Economic effects of the proposed action and alternatives are expressed -Ln
terms of effects on: annual forage needs of users (permittees); ranch sales
values; ranch income and operating adjustments;  and local  income and
employment from grazing, construction of range improvements and recreational
hunting and ffshing.

Effect on Users Forage Needs

The effects of the proposed action and alternatives on the forage needs of
individual ranches was calculated in the following way. For the purposes of
analysis, the assumption was made that downward adjustment of permitted
grazfng would be shared by all users in each allotment in proportion to their
current  act ive privi leges in that allotment. Table l-11 shows existing
l i ves to ck  use  (Alternatbve  1) and  the  amount  o f  use  proposed  f o r  each
alternatfve except Alternatfve  2,which would permit no livestock use. To find
the effect on the dlndividual  permfttee, the pereent change in livestock AL%s
for the allotment was calculated and that percentage was applfed  to the
permittee's active ATUP!!  in the allotment.

For example, the initial effect of the proposed action in Allotment 101 is a
reduction of 3,011 ALMS (7,481 - 10,492) which, when divided by the existing
use (10,492 AL&is), amounts  to  a  28.7  percent  reduction. Assuming the
permittee had 1,800 ALMs of active use in Allotment 101, the reductfon would
be 287 ALP&, or 28.7 percent of the present holding. The effect of other
alternatives was calculated in the same way.

Public lands grazing use is analyzed here in terms of the annual forage
requirements of ranchers, and does not take account of seasonal. require-
ments. In seasonal terms, impacts on public land forage (based on its most
common season of use, Apr-tl through Octoberj  would be about 1.7 times the
impacts given in annual terms, and the effects of adjustments would be
magnified in the same way.

Table 3-15 shows average and maxImum change in dependence on public forage by
herd size for alternative actions. Table 3-16 shows the number of permittees
who would experience losses in excess of 10 (and 20) percent of thedr herd
forage requirements for each alternative, Summary informatic-1 on the effects
measured from 1977 publis forage levels in the Vale DistrZct are also shown
in these two tables*

The average change in dependence on public forage would range from a gatn of

1.9 percent to a loss of 13.7 percent of annual forage requirements for the
differlent alternative actions. Changes would not be uniform among
permittees. Assuming that adjustments in each allotment were apportioned
among affected permittees on a pro-rata basis, changes in licensed forage as
a percentage of annual forage requirements depending on the action taken
would range from an Increase of 62 percent to a loss of 58 percent for
individual ranchers as shown in Table 3-15.
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The number of permittees Losing II,,  percent or more of their annual forage
requirements under the vario~~s alSernatives would range from 6 to 130, Those
losf.ng more than 20 perceat of their annual requ$rements  would range from I.
to 76. At initial implementation of the proposed action, a reduction in
f o r a g e  f r o m  p u b l i c  l a n d s  o f  10 p e r c e n t  o r  more  o f  t h e i r  t o t a l  f o r a g e
KC?~Ui~C?EKltS w o u l d  occur f o r  3 9  permittees w h o  h o l d  32 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e
currently authorized Auks. Eleven of these wor;ld lose more than 213 percent of
their annual requirements. These permittees, as a group, tjould suffer 58
percent of the short-term net reduction of XWs.

In the long term, under the proposed action and -Alternative 3, licensed
forage would be increased over the existing amount by one-tenth of 1 percent
of current forage requirements. Under Alternative 4 ,  the increase over
CZKLStii~! nmoLK1ts would be 7 percent. Some permit tees ~wmld experience
permanent reductions of t h e i r  g r a z i n g  p r i v i l e g e s  urzder  a  a n y  OE t h e
alternatives.

Effect on Ranch Sales Values.-.

At a market price of $65 per AUM ( t h e  h i g h e s t  v a l u e  b a s e d  o n  actual
transnctions presented i n  C h a p t e r  21, a n y  r e d u c t i o n  o f  ptlb3ic g r a z i n g
privileges included in an appraisal. or sale of a base property would reduce
the total asset value by an equal (or Lesser) amount. Reductions -which were
considered only temporary might affect real. estate values t o  a  l e s s e r
degree.

The reduction in ranch valuation in Baker and Nalheur Counties attributable
to the proposed action might initially be as high as $2.3 mil l ion (35,o98
XUMs a t  $65,‘AL%i). The loss would be recovered over time ;is licensed forage
increased, but individual ranches might have permanently lowered value, and
individuals who sold during a period of temporary grazing reduction might
suffer some loss. Ranches wL th i n c r e a s e d  grazFng p r i v i l e g e s  Kould hnve
increased value,

The ef feet of changes in grazing privileges on real estate values under
alternative actions when valued at $65 per AC!M would range from an overall
loss  of  $4.3  mil l ion for  Alternative 5  to  a  gain of  $1,7 mEllion for  the
long-term results of Alternative 4.

Effect on Ranch Operations and Income-_”

Xdjustment of ranch operation in response to a reduction in permitted grazing
could take several forms. One method of adjustment would be to cut the herd
in proportion to the change in annual forage requirements. This method
assumes that part of the remaining forage can be utilized to fill the gap in
requirements during the grazing season. Herd reductions to accommodate
reductions in grazing o n  p u b l i c  l a n d  c r e a t e  f o r a g e  s u r p l u s e s  i n  t h e
off-season which can be used to offset the public season loss (Obermilber
1980).
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A second method might be to purchase hay or grain to maintain the same herd
size. According to the ranch budget data (Appendix L) the loss in “return
above cash cost” (‘See Chapter 2 > using this means of adjustment would be
approximately twice as much as would be 1~s.t by reducing herds in proportion
to annual forage requirements.

A third method would be to purchase or lease additional pasture. The average
March J-978 commercial  value of an AI.31 was $5.80 (USDA, ECORQ~~CS,  Statistics
and Cooperatives Service, 3u6y 1979). Siace the demand for forage exceeds
supply during critical growirig periods, the option of purchasing or leasing
pasture is currently neither wide1 y available nor generally feasible,

For ~mc?at ranchers whose forage loss was less than 10 percent of their annual
requirements , a herd reduction proportlnnal to  the  loss in annual  require-
ments would be the most likely response to a forage lass.

The table shows eh3t over the short-term, rapp:Pp-yr.e...ri-  _ 5 in the Baker Distr ict
portion would have an average loss of about S53U annually in return above
cash cost or net income under  rhi; proposed action. Average change in return
above cash cost for the aLternative  actions would range from a loss of $2,400
if no BiX grazing were permitted to a  g a i n  o f  $380 o v e r  t h e  l o n g  tezm  i f
Livestock grazing were optimized e T h e  a m o u n t  o f  l o s s  ( o r  g a i n )  w o u l d  v a r y
for different herd size classes. ~amhers with herds of 1,000 or more cows
would have the largest changes in most cases*

Similarly, Vale Ijistrict ranchers in the EIS area would ‘have an average loss
of $1,510 per ranch for the short-term under the proposed action. Losses (or
gains) for each of the other alternatives are also shown.

In ‘addition to these income losses, some ranchers wou.ld have their borrowing
capacity  reduced by their l o ss  o f  g raz ing  pr iv i l eges . Since borrowing
capacity  is  based on the overal l  carrying capacity  of  the ranch (Biggers
1980>, the effect on borrowing capacity would depend on the lenders judgment
concerning how the ranch carrying capacity was affected.

Ranchers with forage losses exceeding 10 percent of their annual require-
ments (Table 3-16) would probably realize economic losses proportionally
greater than their forage losses. Assuming that a herd reduction equal to
the change in annual forage requirements would satisfy seasonal needs, the
effect on average cost would be influenced by the change in the size of the
opera tl.on. The costs of making a seasonal redistribution of forage would be
higher. Average costs would be higher also because the fixed costs (land,
equipment etc.) would be distributed over fewer animals. Income would be
more than proportionally reduced, and a loss might be incurred,
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j&J tfrowing capacity would be affected in propsrtkorl to the change in overall
carrying capacity of the ranch. For ranchers with existing debt, the effect
on my rmaining additional debt capczcity rmuld be multiplied. Some ranchers
iYIi8ht W3t be able to borrow additional funds, Ranchers who sold their
proper.,r,ies would receive a sales value reduced by the de facto value of theI____
graaing p r i v i l e g e s  l o s t , however-, they might obtain the value of any
psuspective increase in grazing privileges in offset to the reduction.

Effect of Forage Reductions on Local Income.--

Ranchers’ adjustments to forage losses would reduce the incone of others in
the sc.2l~meznity as well as their c)kJ. Livestock production and sales would be
r&zluced  result ing in reduced purchases from others fo,r related goods and
services * The end result would be a cumulative loss estimated at $2.35 of
1 (:>a?. gross  income and 51 cents  of  local  persona?.  income for  every doliar
change FG beef sales by ranchers dependent on public grazing (Obermiller  and
;*‘lil;jer  k98i’) B Using the ranch lx~~gat data contained in Appendix L, changes
in the value of beef sales were estimated Ear eadx county and converted to
county irw.cx~~e  estimates by using these factors.

The eEfect ran the amual gross incme of ranchers and on all. local business

Baker County
Aiterna  tive Ranchers ALL Industries-.-~~m”p-.l- - -

Proposed Action:
s ho r t Te L-Ill $-190,000  $ -456,Oca
Long Term - 61,QOQ -143) 0e0

30 livestock use -911,030 -2 3 180,000

Limited adjustment -74, ooa -182, cl00

Optimize livestock:
Short Term -57,COC -l37,000
Long Term +131,000 -t3 13,000

Opt. other uses -397, eee -950,000

Malheur County
Ranchers All Industries

$ -504,000 $-1,210,oee
+ 96,XK! + 225,000

-1,%%0,000 -4,51Q,@N

-253,000 -602 p 008

-364,(X0 -873,0(>0
-+257,0013 -l-615,000

-93 5,000 -2,240,000

The est%mated changes hn county income result ing from ranch production
adjustments are shown in Table P-18 for Baker County, Malheur County, and the
two cmmties combined. The table includes the estimated income changes in
Malhem County which would occur as measured from a 1977 base in Vale
DiStriC”,.

Effect on Qnching Sector Income

Table 3-19 presents the effect of existing grazing (total and public) upon
personal income of all BLM permittees and their employees.
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Table 3-18 Change %n Local Personal Income from GrazFng
at Initial Implementation of Alternative Actfons  L/

(Thousands of 1977-79 dollars)

Condition or Action

Existing Condition:

Total for BLM permittees  ZJ/ $5,150 $4,750
(4, SSO!

Total.  Ear BLM share of forage 4, 465

Change due to alternative action:

Proposed action:
Short term

Long term

Limited adjustment

Optimize livestock:
Short term

Long term

Optimize other uses:

-96 -260
(-400)

-38 +47
( -96)

-39 -139
(-270)

-29 -187
(-3303

+67 +132
( -10)

-204 -481
(-620)

Roth
Coumties

$9,900

1,435

-35%

+a7

- 1 t; 8

-216

-+I99

-685

I/ Estimates of county personal -Imcome  (and changes) in this table are based-
on the total sales estfmates contained in the ranch budgets. S%lC!S
totals were multiplied by the direct and indirect  coef f ic ient  of  pay~sents
per dollar of export sales to household by the “Dependent Ranching”
sector In the input-output study for Grant County (Obermlller  and Lester
1980).

2/ Amounts shown in parentheses in this column reflect conditions  prior to
the adjustments in active grazfng permits made in Vale District in early
1978.

2Z.r Represents t o t a l  p e r s o n a l  i n c o m e  (includhng t h a t  o f  t h e  r a n c h e r s )
generated In the county by the economf c activity (sales and purchases) of
ranchers holding BLM grazing permits.

41 Represents the portion of county income attributable to ALERT  forage based-
on its portion of total forage requirements for BIX permittees.
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Table 3-19 Change in Direct Personal Income of the Ranch Sector
from Grazing at Initial Implementation of Alternative Actions i/

(Thousands of 1977-79 dollars

Conditl.on  or Action

Existing Condition:

Total for BLM permittees 21

Total for ELM share of forage 4,'

Change due to alternative action:

Preferred action:
Short term

Long term

Limited adjustment

Optimize livestock:
Short t2r-m

Long term

Optimize other uses:

I/-

2/-

3/

41-

Baker

3,100

282

-59

-I 8

-24

-18

+41

-123

Malheur Both
County Counties

3 ,000  2/
(3,0001

585
( 664)

-157
( -241)

+28
( -58)

-78
( -163)

-113
( -199)

+?I0
( -6)

-290
( -374'9

6,100

867

-216

i-10

-k.? 02

-131

+121

-413

Estimates of direct personal income in the ranching sector (and changes)
in this table are based on the total sales estimates contained in the
ranch budgets. Sales totals were mul,t:iplied  by the direct requirements
coefficfent of payments per dollar of export sales to households by the
"Dependent Ranching" sector in the input-output study for Grant County
(Obermiller and Lester 1980).
Numbers in parentheses reflect cortdicions  prior to the adjustments in
active grazing permits made in Vale D:Lstrict  in early 1978. All other
columns reflect present conditions.
Represents direct personal income of ranchers and employees generated in
the county by the economic activity (sales and purchases) of ranchers
holding BLM grazing permits.
Represents the portion of income of the ranching sector attributable to
BLM forage based on its portion of total forage requirements for BLM
permittees.
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Other Effects

Table 3-20 shows the impacts on the const~uctEon  industry resulting from the
alternative actfons. The value of construction was estimated on the basis of
1976 unit values of improvements shown in Tabhe 3-14 (energy use). The
impacts  shown represent  amounts accumulnted over  a  several  year perfod
assumed to be 5 years.

Table 3-20 Impacts of Constructfon  on Locab Personal Income and Employment

Alternative

Value of Personal
ConstructSon Income Employment
(1976 prices)_ (1978 prices1 (work vears)

Proposed actfon $2,024,000 $1,400,00c 140
Alternative 1. No action IlORe RORFZ none
Alternat-Lve 2. Eliminate livestock IlORe none ROlli?
Alternati.ve 3. Limit adjustment 2,024,OOO 1,400,000 140
Alternatfve 4. Optimize lIvestock 3,439,OOO 2,300,OOO 237
Alternative 5. Optimize other 1,295,OOO 860,000 89

Communfty  economic impacts 3 t emmfng from changes in hunting and fishing
recreation are expressed as changes in local personal fncome and jobs created
by the local expenditures of recreationists.

These impacts were estimated using the differences in vlsita (Table  3-12)
expected from changes in EL?? management. The Raker and Northern Malheur
Planning Area Analyses were consulted for estimates of expenditures per day
by  each  type  o f  a c t i v i ty , and for the mix of species hunted within the
categories  “Big Came” and “Upland Game”. These expenditure estimates were
adjusted to 1978 price levels using the Portland Consumer Price Index (CPT-
WI ’ To estimate the effect on local personal income, the distribution  of
hunter expenditures presented in The Oregon Big Came Resource: An Economic
Evaluation (Brown, Nawas and Stevens 1973, Table 25) was used with the 1977
input/output table for Grant County (Obermiller  and Wilier 1980, draft).

Personal income generated locally by hunters expenditures in Grant County
were found to amount to about 35 percent of expenditures. ThFs r a t i o  w3s
used to estimate personal income. The number of jobs gained or lost was
estimated by dividing the income estimate by the average annual wage in 1978
($9,676).

As  d i s cussed  fn the  re c reat i on  sec t i on ,  r e c rea t i on  on  pub l i c  l ands  i s
expected to increase in the absence of any BLM action. The impacts 3s shown
in Table 3-21 are measured as the difference in 1990 between the income nnd
employment generated by recreation under the condit ions created by the
alternative action and the amounts generated without any BLX action. These
differences are considered representative of the annual long-term impacts of
the act&on.
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Table 3-21 Impacts of Hunting and Fishing on Public Lands
on Local Personal Income and Employment L/

(1990 conditions, 1978 price levels)

Alternative
Difference in Annual Difference in
Personal  Income 21 Employment 2'

Proposed actPon $ 3,000 0
Alternative 1. No action 0 0
Alternatfve 2. Eliminate livestock 39,000 4
Alternative 3. Limit adjustment 3,000 0
Alternative 4. Optimize livestock -125,000 - 13
Alternative 5. Optimize other 17,000 2

l/ Impacts are measured as the difference between "with" and "without" con-
ditions in 1990; that is, the difference between conditions expected to
result from the alternative action and those expected if no action were
taken.

2,' In the absence of any change in BLM management (no action alternative),
w i ld l i f e - re la ted  rec reat i on  in  the  EIS  area is  expected to  generate
$5 million in local personal income in 1990 (1978 prices) and 512 jobs.

Summary of Economic Impacts

Permittees  having losses  in excess  of  10 percent  of  their  annual  forage
requirements would probably experience major business adjustments. Those
having long-term reductions of such magnitude would suffer serious permanent
losses . The number having losses  of  more than 10 percent  of  grazing
requirements are:

Alternative Short term-_I_ Long term

Proposed action 39 Unknown
Alternative 1. No action Unknown Unknown
Alternative 2. Eliminate livestock 130 130
Alternative 3. Limit adjustment 6 Unknown
Alternative 4. Optimize livestock 26 8
Alternative 5. Optimize other 69 Unknown

The impacts of alternative actions on local personal income and employment
are summarized in Tables 3-22 and 3- 23.
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Table 3-23 Local Employment Related to Livestock Grazing, Range Improvements, and Hunting and Fishing
(Sh0rt term/long term changes in terms of flu11 time equivalent jobs?

Total

Livestock Grazing
EIS Area

Baker

Vale

Range Improvement
Construction L/

Hunting & Fishing

IJ Total employment

Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4
Existing Proposed No Eliminate T,imited Optfmize
Situation Action Action Livestock Adjustment Livestock

N/A -8/-I-2 O/&k. -148/-144 +12/+2 +27/+8

2,429 -37/+2

775 -lO/-3

1,654 -27/+5

O/lJnk.

O/LJnk

O/&k.

-148/-148 -17/t-2 -22/+21

-48/-48 -4/-3 -3/+7

-lOO/-100 -13/+5 -19/+14

N/A +29/O o/o o/o +29/o +49/o

512 o/o o/o o/+4 o/o o/-13

is assumed to occur over a 5-year period.

Alt. 5
OptPmize
Other

-53/-h?

-71/-71

-2l/-21

-50 /-so

+-18/O

o/-t2
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