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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

- OREGON STATE OFFICE
P.O. Box 2965 (729 N E. Oregon Street)
Portland, Oragen 97208

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 comments 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 final EIS
must be used in conjunction with the earlier draft statement which was
distributed to the public in April 1980.

This 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 1930.

The Management Framework Plan decisions on the action to be taken will be
based cn the analysis contained in the £1S, 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,
including 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.

William G.

Leavell
Oregon State Dire T
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IRONSIDE PROPOSED GRAZING MANAGEMENT

Draft ( ) Final (%) Fnvironmental Impact Statement
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management
1. Type of Action: Administrative (x) Legislative ()

2. Abstract: The Bureau of Land Management proposes to implement livestock
grazing management on 1,001,964 acres of public land in eastern 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 elimination of livestock grazing on 2,609 acres (1 allot-
ment). Implementation of the proposed action includes allocation of
vegetation to livestock, wild 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
(AlMs) in 151 allotments and an increase of 3,339 AUMs 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

c» Limit Downward Adjustments

d. Optimize Livestock Grazing

e. Optimize Wildlife, Wild Horses and Nonconsumptive Uses

4. Draft statement filed with EPA and made available to the Public April 28,
1980.

i1d






TABLE OF CONTENTS

Sm’EiARYOOOU.C.i'..c""'...Cl.l.‘.."...'0.0..00'0.00.'.l.'.o.ﬂl.l.tOC..

COORDINATIONANDCONSULTATIONQQOOOOOQQOOOQQIDOOCCOQQOD.i0......'00&'00.!

Response to Written COmMMENTS . e cccesrocneesrsssssssanssssssarasassses
Response to Hearing COMMENTS. . . sceeosseosocesssconstsoscccaseaseess

ERRATAOO.UOOOOC&io’t'oac'oaoooisoobc'0.00‘#0'0000'..i'tooottooo'tt‘coo.o

Chapter 2 Socioeconomic ConditionSesscssesscosssossscossossscsssssss
Chapter 3 Impacts on Economic CONAitiONS.ecoscocecescsssascosssscsses
List_ Of PreparerSecsscsssssssssacsascsceasasssssrssssrsaerssssssdsssns
References Citedecovesrcessssessscosssrsrsseosossrtssssosasasssasssssssoass







This envirconmental impact statement (EIS) describes and analyzes the
envirenmental impacts of implementing a livestock grazing management program
in a portion of the Baker and Vale Districts iz eastern Oregon. The proposed
action, the result of the Bureau planning system and public input, is the
preferred alternative. Five other alternatives are also described and
analyzed for environmental impacts.

The proposed action consists of vegetation allccation and implementation of
intensive grazing management on 172 allotments covering 914,005 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 planning decisions needed
for management, protection and enhancement of the rangeland resources. The
time frame involved would be 5 years for implementation and 18 additional
years to assess impacts. The proposal would thus cover a 15-year period from
the time actions are initiated.

The existing forage production of 127,216 AUMs would be allocated to live-
stock (107,020 AUMs), wildlife (7,619 AUMs), wtld horses (500 AUMs) and
nonconsumptive uses (11,977 AtMs). The allocation to livestock constitutes a
25 percent reduction from the 1978 authorized livestock use of 142,118 AUMs.

Livestock grazing would be reduced initially by 38,437 AUMs in 151
allotments. These reductions range from 1 to 3,264 AUMs by individual
allotment.

Livestock grazing would be increased by 3,339 AtMs in 51 allotments. These
increases range from 1 to 999 A®Ms by individual allotment.

Spring grazing would be implemented 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 alternatives to the proposed action were considered:

1. No Action - Under this alternative, there would be no change from present
management conditions. No additional range improvement projects or grazing
systems would be undertaken.



Ze Eliminate Livestock Grazing = This alternative would eliminate all
authorized livestock grazing from all public lands except tralling use. HNo
range improvements would be constructed.

3. Limit Downward Adjustments = This alternative weould limit initial down-
ward adjustments in livestock use to 20 percent of active gqualifications or
one-third of the adjustment identified in the proposed action, whichever is
greater. Reductions would be phased over 5 years. Range improvements would
be implemented throughout the S-year period with grazing sSystems implemented
as promptly as conditions permit. Additicnal reductions, not to exceed the
total amount In the proposed action, would be imposed if resource ohjectives
were not being met.

4e Optimize Livestock Grazing - This alternative would initially provide an
addirional 14,425 AUMs above the proposed actlion hy allocating less forage to
wildlife, wild herses and nonconsumptive uses. An additional 10,191 AUMs
would result from implementation of the range improvements in the proposed
action and the following additicnal Improvements: 26,292 acres sgeeding,
53,429 acres brush control, 2,850 acres juniper control, 345 miles of fence,
0.5 miles of pipeline, 1 spring and 6 guzzlers.

5. Optimize Wildlife, Wild Horses and Nonconsumptive Uses - This alternative
would result in 32,054 AUMs less for livestock than the proposed action by
allowing a maximum of 196 wild horses, allocating forage to support the
highest historic big game populations, limiting grazing systems to 40 percent
utilization of key specles and constructing 700 wmiles of fence to exclude
livestock from riparlan areas. N¢ other range I1wmprovements would he
constructed.

During the planning phase of the EIS, public input identified a major area of
controversy over planned reductions in livestock use based on RIM’'s
suitahility requirements. No AUMs were allocated to cattle on areas with
slopes greater than 50 percent, which accounted for major reductions on
several allotments. As a result of public input, Alternative 4 includes
encouraging sheep use on steep-sloped pastures, for an initial inerease of
6,909 AUMs above the proposed action.

Environmental Consequences
Vegetation

The wvegetation allocation, grazing systems and range improvements under the
proposed action and Alternatives 3 and 4 would Increase forage production and
residual ground cover, and improve ecesite condition. The 40 percent utili-
zation Of key species under Alternative 5 and no grazing under Alternative 2
would also lead to increases in forage production, ground cover and ecosite
condition. Overgrazing in Alternative 1 would 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
grazing, Overgrazing in Alternative 1 would cause deterioration of riparian
vegetation.

| Proposed Action|

e and Alt, 3 | Alt. 1 | Alt. 2 | Alt. 4 | Alt. 5
Ecosite | |
Condition | I
| |
Climax | 76,323 32,026 167,266 | 75,994 64,147
Late \ 278,371 137,467 266,556 | 360,749 206,443
Middle 299,987 254,036 342,486 | 299,891 296,440
Early i 126,377 357,529 20,750 | 44,424 214,028
|
Residual Ground | \ ‘
Cover ! | ,
AcC. Increasingf 667,663 0 1,000,423 | 667,663 | 851,145
Ac, Static | 49,474 1,000,423 0| 49,474 | 2,556
Ac. Dec reasing | 197,044 0 0 | 197,044 | 43,953
|
Vegetation | }
Production i \
AUMs 163,548 | 123,850 203,780 | 173,739 | 145,600
| | !
Riparian vVege- | | \ |
tation Trend | ! |
Ac, Improving | 402 116 | 1,541 | 109 1,497
Ac. Static 907 1,015 | 0 1,248 0
Ac. Declining | 114 317 | 0 | 108 0
Soils

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 miles with Alternative 4 and on 22 miles under
Alternative 1.

Water

Construction of range improvements would cause short-term increases in
sediment yield of less than 1 percent under the proposed action and
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Alternatives 3 and 4. Inthe long term, the increase in residual ground
cover would reduce sediment yield by 92.3 acre-feet per year {(ac=ft/yr) under
the proposed action and Alternatives 3 and 4, by 250.4 ac-ft/vr under
Alternative 5, and by 487.6 ac~ft/yr under Alternative 2. Overgrazing under
Alternative 1 would lead to an increase in sediment yield of 52.5 ac=f&/vr.
Runoff would remain the same under Altermative 3, and would decrease by 5,890
ac—ft/vr with the proposed action and Alternatives 3 and 4, ky 9,635 ac~ft/vr
with Alternative 5, and by 19,270 ac-ft/vr under Alternative 2.

Wildlife

here would be no substantial impacts te big game under the propesed action
and Alternatives 1 and 3. TLong term vegetation stagnatlon under Alternative
2 would reduce forage availahle to deer and elk. Forage competition between
deer and livestock for the fall "green up' would cccur on approzimately 5,000
acres each vear under deferred rotation and rest rotatlion in the proposed
action and Alternatives 3 and 4. The 700 miles of fence to he hullt along
ciparian areas in Alternative 5 would increase deer mortalitiss. @
residual ground cover would benefit upland game birds, other birds, other
mammals, repitiles and awphiblans under the proposed action and Al £

2, 3 and 5. Decreasss in cover frem overgrazing in Alternative 1 and
vegetative manipulation in Alternative 4 would decrease habitatr for these
animals. Increases 1in bank stability and riparian vegetation under the
proposed actlon and Alternatives 2, 3 and 5 would improve fish habitat. BRanl
stability and riparian vegetaticn would decling under Alternatives 1 and 4,
thus decreasing fish habitat.

Recreation

Total recreational use would increase by 208,060 visits per year under the
proposed action and Alternative 3, by 253,490 visits per year under
Alternative 2, by 224,700 visits per year under Alternative 5 and hy 132,460
visits per year under Altermative 1. Under Alternative 4, total recreational
use would increase by 71,140 visits per year hut hunting visitor use would
not increase significantly due to the loss of deer cover from vegetative
manipulation -

Cultural Resources

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

Visual Resources

The grazing systems and range Improvements would create visual contrasts
under the proposed action and Alternatives 3 and 4, but in the long term,
esthetics would improve as range conditicn improves . Overgrazing under
Alternative 1 would decrease the value of visual rescurces. The elimination




of grazing under Alternative 2 would improve visual quality. Alternative 5
would improve visual quality in the same manner as the proposed action but to
a greater extent.

Wild Horses

The construction of 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 construction of range improvements under the proposed action and
Alternatives 3 and 4 would decrease ecologically significant values by
destroying sage grouse habitat in one site (BA-31:Unnamed).

Energy Use

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

Socioceconomics

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 AUMs 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 bte reduced by approximately $358,000 annually. Compensating increases
due to construction projects would result in a net reduction in local
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 potential increases in hunting and fishing
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 AND 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
effects of 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-I 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 numbered. BIM responses immediately follow each of the
letters. Substantive comments identified in the oral testimony at the
hearings have been excerpted and/or parapharased for clarity and included
along with BLM'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 is 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
Director's Office, Bureau of Land Management, 729 N.E. Oregon Street,
Portland, Oregon, and at the Baker and Vale District Offices
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Each person,

Response to Written Comments

organization or agency that provided written submissions was

assigned an index number,

Letter Number

1.
9

3.

Agency, Organization or Individual

USDI, Bureau of Mines

Wild Horse Organized Assistance

USDI, Geological Survey

Richard J. Mangan

Roger W. Corrigall

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

USDI, National Park Service

Oregon State University, Rangeland Resources Program

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 Department of Fish and Wildlife

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region ¥

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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United States Department of the Interior

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
RESTON, VIRGINIA 22092

Response to comments in Letter 2

2-1 Two reservoirs woul d be constructed in the herd management area under
the proposed action and Alternative 3. These reservolrs are not MAY 27 1980
expected to draw down the water table, as they fill during the spring
runoff period. The reservoirs would be available to horses year-round.
Memorandum

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 To: State Director, Bureau of Land Management
viable. Although this herd is the only one In the EIS area, there are Portland, Oregon .
seven other herds in the Vale District that will be discussed In a MAY 30 1989

o /
future EIS. Through:)PlAssistant Secretary--Energy and Minerals

2-3  The 700 niles of fencing to be constructed under Alternative 5 From: Director, Geological Survey

(Optimze Wildlife, Wl d Horses and Nonconsumptive Uses) 1s proposed to R A R R .
inmprove wildlife habitat in riparian zones and reduce streambank Subject: Review of draft environmental statement for Ironside

erosion and sedimentation in streams. By not excluding livestock from grazing management program; Baker, Malheur, Grant and
these riparian zones, Aternative 4 (Qptinize Livestock Gazing) would Harvey Counties, Oregon

make an additional 905 AUMs available for |ivestock grazing. The final _ - -
decision can be nade from any conbination of levels of grazing use and/ We have reviewed the draft statement as requested in your letter of April 1.

or nunber of range inprovenents within the range of alternatives

anal yzed. Specific_Conenent

Of the 700 miles of riparian fencing proposed under Alternative 5, Page 2-17, Water Quality.

approximately 9.5 niles are In the herd management area. If construe— .

ted, these fences may cause injuries to horses until they becone The statement should address the occurrence of arsenic in the ground water of
accustoned to the fence locations. \Water gaps would be constructed so some of the aquifers at concentrations considerably above the 0.05-mg/1 level
the horses would be able to drink from the streans. recommended as a maximum by the Environmental Protection Agency. (See

Collins, C. A., 1373, Ground-water data in the Baker County-Northern Maleur
3-1 JCounty Area, Oregon: U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 79-695, 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.
b £
(WL

e Z ,&14/.—,}:

'Z"/""H' William :/Menard

Response to comments in Letter 3

3-1 O the wells sanpled by Collins (1979), five have arsenic levels higher
than 0.05 mg/1. Al five are located in the southeast portion of the
EI'S area. Two wells (in Allotments 101 and 201) are proposed in this
area. The water from these wells would be piped into the bottom of
stock water troughs, wth no fresh water accessible for hunman
consunpt i on.
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Bluebunch wheatgrass is slightlv affected by burning, with a
two-fold imcrease after twelve years over unbrurned control
plots. This is one of dominant climax species shown in Table
2-2;

Bortlebrusn squirreltale responds well to fire, increasing
dramatically in toe first 5-6 years after fire treatment.

It appears then, that the use of prescribed fire has the porential of
advancing the ecosite condition on more than 490,000 acres to meet the
stated objective of increasing long-term vegetation allocation to
livestock from 197,000 to 143,000 A.U.M.'s, I strongly recomnend that
your final E.X.S5. address the substantial benefits to be realized
tirough & Yarge scale range burning program, and that such a program
be implemented on the Ironside Management Area.

Sinceraly, p
A A
- .

A T

RICHARD J. AANGAW

Responses to comments in letter &

41

4

The percentages of the brush control methods were estimat = for
analysis purposes. See errata for page 1-25. The estimates were based
mainly on the costs and feasibility of each method anmé may change after
on~the—ground analysis on each project 1s done. The impacts of the
three proposed methods of brush control on the various resources are
discussed throughout Chapter 3 Environmental Covsequences in the DEIS.

Range improvements were proposed on the various allotments for any of

several reasons:

1. to improve the exlsting ecosite coandition or trend
2. to improve livestock distribution in an allotment
3. to increase forage productlon

4. to allow for the initiation of grazing systems

Site potential and project feasibility were also considered.

vhan 58
;v earl

Of the 172 allotments proposed for intensive managoment, le
which have no range improvements proposed are mostly in midd
ecosite condition. No range improvements are proposed In the
ments due to a varlety of reasons: they have low potential
improvements; resoutce values other than forage production ap
as historic values alony the Oregon Trail and iwportant
habitat {curlew nesting areas, deer winter range); they are combined
within other alletments in a grazing sysrtem; or all feasible improve-
ments have already been developed.

0f the 92 allotments proposed for nonintensive management which he
ecosite condition data (as shown in Appendix D), 66 are m ¥y in
middle or early ecosite condition. XNo range improvements are presently
proposed for the nonintensive allotments (3ee page 1-26 in the DEIS).
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55

57

5. Page 1-20 & i-21
I could net f£ind any justification for the 536% utildzation limit identified

wnder deferre?&otation and rest rotation graming systems, I realize there is
a large amount of controverasy and confliciting literature reports concerning
an acceptable level of utilisation, I have found from my own experience that
range improvement can be achieved with a 60% utilization level under deferred
rotation and rest rotation grazing systems,

6, Table 1-7, proposed range | Nprovenents
| would like tO see more rarge improvements and maintenence of existing seedings
identified for allotnent 218. REspecially if the BIM bellevs the proposed reductio
3% necessary, I 00 not see where 1.5 miles of fence and 2 reservolrs( neither
reservoi r holds water) could lead to nuch range improvement,

7. Page 1-28
| firmly believe it would be extrenely beneficial to again, eartag all ot ment
218, | would al so like t0 see much closer supervisien of the program than
vefore,

after reviewing the alternatives presented it would appear to me that alternative
4 with tho following modifications would result in the most beneficial and positive
ZXnmpacts

i) do not pgraze wildlife sxclosures

2) maintain a wlldhorss herd in allotnent 203

3) allocate forage to wildlife {big game)

The adverse inpact of alternative 4 upon riparian vegetation is, | feel, overstated.
The impzet of intensive grazing management upon reparian vegetation iz notfully
understood. This quickly becomes apparent through a review of the mest recent
Ziterature,

X also fool thet fencing creeks tO protect riparian arem will prove to te
unsatisfactory for the following reasons,
1) such fences till require constant maintenence and supervision
2) annual reconstruction W Il bvecome necessary at creak crossings
33 these areswill nost |ikely become ared of heavy livestock concentrations,
i ncreasi ng maintenence need8
4) trailing of livestock around exclosures moy increase | ocal soil erosion.

Response to commesnts in Letrer 5

5-1

5-3

5-4

ITosufficient data are available to determine the present condition
clagg for each riparian arvea. However, district cbservations support
the conclusion that the present vegetation condition of most riparian
areag is below 1ts ecosite poteantial. Consequently, most of these
areas can improve in ecosite conditiou. BLM analysis indicates that
grazing aystems which meat the physioclogical needs of woody riparian
plants will in most cases also meet the physiological oeeds of
assoclated herbacecus specles. Meeting the physioclogical needs of the
grazed specles, whether woody or herbaceous, will promote an increase
in the composition of these species and thus result in improved ecoslte
condition {upward trend).

Although it was possible to predict trend, it was not possible to
project future ecosite coandition, since the present condirion is not
available.

The estimate of direct dincome loss to which the comment refers
represents net Llocome to ranch proprietors and workers rather than
ranch gross income as calculated 1in the comment. See errata for
Impacts on Economic Conditions (page E~-23) for additional discussion on
the difference between gross income and personal income.

Page 3-2 of the DEIS indicates that ilmplementation of the proposed
action 1is an assumption and dependent upon a number of factors.
However, past experlence with similar proposals Indicates rthe forags
increases are attainable within the 15-year time frame.

The data used to develop the proposed grazing use levels {(for each
allotment) for Vale District and a portion of Baker District were
gathered in 1976 and 1977. For the balance of Baker District,
inventories ware done in the late 1950's and early 1960's. Because of
adverse climatic condizions, 1t was realized that the data would not be
reliable in some cases for determining the livestock forage allocation
although it would provide some other needed data. To offser this
deficiency, actual use and utilization studles were initiated in 1978
for both dilstricts. Simultaneocusly, many permittees in alletments
where conditions indicated that a reduction was needed agreed to
temporarily veduce their grazing use until the study results were
available. Experience indicates that a minimum of 3 years information
is necessary to determine long-term use adjustment. The results of the
chird year's studies will! be complled in the fall of 1980, Conse~
guently, even Cthough the planuing documents included the 1976-1977
inventory results, the final decision concerning stocking will rely on
all data available by the winter of 1980-81.
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Response to comments in letter 6

As stated on page 3~44 of the DEIS, that portion of the Oregon Trall oum
the National Register would uot bde significantly 1impacted by the
preoposed sction or alterunatives. Further, oo direct impacts would
saeur o pther known sites eligible for the Natiounal Register. Insofar
as  range improvements close to known historie sites disturb the
integrity of the setting, the Iinterpretive, educatiomal, recreational
and esthetic potential of these sites may slightly decrease. Page I-
states that standard procedures require preparation of a site specific
environmental assessment prior to implementation of range improvements
and Allotment Management Plan (AMPs). The livestock grazing and range
improvement programs are designed to avoid sites on or eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places. Where it 1is not prudeat ox
feasible to avold adverse effects, BLM will consulr with the Oregon
tate Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and will ‘develop mutually
acceptable mitigating measures. The Advisory Council will be notifled
of the agreed upon mitigating measures. If the BLM and SHPO cannot
agree on mitigating measures, BLM will request the Advisory Council's
comments, pursuant to 36 CFR Part  800.6. 1 procedure is in
accordance with the programmatic Memorandum of Agreement by and hetween
the BLM, Advisory Council on iHistoric Pr sation and the National
Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers, dated January 15,
1980,

The Final Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement (PMOA), vatified Jamavy
14, 1980, was not available in the dregon State Offfce in time to be
addressed in the DEIS. Cultural resocurces inventories were completed
at the appropriate planning stage. There was uno rveguirement for
appruval of inventory modification {as stipulared in the FMOA) at the
time of the inveantory. The third parvagraph on page 1-22 has been
modified. See errata for page 1-22.

As stated in 36 CFR Part 800.9, preparation of a DEIS may fulfill the
vequirements for reports and documentation under the National Historic
Preservation Act and Executive Order 11593. Further, circulation of th
DEIS constituted a request for comments from the Advisory Councll in
accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.4. See errata for page 1-22 and
response to comment H-2 for further clarification of BLM's intent to
comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966.

The BLM intends to comply fully with the provisions of 36 CFK Parv 800.
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environmental statement area. 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.

Loy'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 environmental
statement area. All of these reports indicated natural grasslands
would make up 1 or 2% of the environmental statement area. Tisdale,
Hironaka and Fosberg in 1969 published a map of potential (climax)
vegetation in Idaho. Examination of the area along the Oregon/Idaho
border 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~1 is generally scattered throughout the
environmental statement area and the northeastern extreme which was
clasgified as climax grassland by these ecologists is classified
as a mixture of G-l, G-2 and G-3 (which is essentially a mixture of
grassland and shrub-steppe). 2all of the conclusions relating to
impacts of grazing are dependent upon correct classification of the
rangelands. Was the rangeland classified correctly?

Our personal knowledge of the area and the published reports of the
aforementioned range ecologists leads us to believe most of the
areas classified G-~1 are in fact sagebrush-grasslands at climax. If
one accepts the data on associated species in the table on page 2-2
then there is no.Eastuca idahoensis in the areas classified as G-1.
Therefore, mogst of these areas would probably be classified as an
Artemisia tridentata/Agropyron spicatum habitat type (ecosite) with
sonme amount 0f bilg 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 welght 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.

Winward in his 1970 dissertation "Taxonomic and ecological relation-—
ships of the big sagebrush complex in Idaho" studied the Artemisia
tridentata subsp. wyomingensis/Agropyron spicatum habitat type.
This is essentially the same habltat type as 1s present on most of

Q
GO~

the environmental statement area which is currently classified as
G-1. He found the habitat type had an average sagebrush cover of
19% with a range of 14-22%. The lowest value he found after
surveying many areas in Idahc that were at or near climex was
larger than the highest value in the environmental statement for
any of the big sagebrush types in the various ecosites.
of this kind of difference will be digcussed later in the analvsis.

Daubenmire in his 1970 "Steppe vegetation of Washington" discusses
two habitat types that could relate to the areas classified G-1.

One is the Agropyron spicatum~Foa secunda {sandbergii) habitat type,
which is a true grassland and the other is the Artemisia tridentata/
Agropyron spicatum habitat type. The G-1 type could not be the
Agropyron spicatum-Poa secunda habitat type since the habitat type
does not contain Poa cusickii which is present in G-I and no natural
grassland in the Pacific Northwest has a shrub component in the

seral stages following retrogression. Therefore, the G-1 type must
be classified as a shrub-steppe or Artemisia tridentata/Agropyvron
spicatum habitat type. Daubemmire discussed the ecological status
OE this habitat type iIn great detail and pointed cut a number of
facts of real importance in understanding these rangelands. 1In
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 Artemisia
tridentata there was no relationship with coverage of any species of
perennial grass or with total cover of perennial grasses. He stated
"Thus the guantitative data for 14 excellent stands reveal wide
variation in Artemisia coverage, which appears rather definitely not
to reflect varying amounts of past grazing. WNeither does Artemisia
coverage correlate with any cther variable in the data." Daukenmye's
lifetime of work strongly suggested the interpretation of climax
vegetation for site G-1 (and perhaps the other G series) is in error.

Hironaka (1979 in "Basic Synecological Relationships of the Columbia
River Sagebrush Type, the Sagehrush Ecosystem: A Symposium at

Utah State University) discussed invasion of grasslands by sagebrush
in the Pacific Northwest. He stated, "There is no evidence that an
extensive grassland steppe was present in southern Idaho and adjacent
Oregon and that invasion by sagebrusgsh became widespread since the
advent of livestock grazing.” This often held misconception that
native grasslands within the sagebrush-steppe were invaded by
sagebrusgh as a result of overxgrazing was proposed by early scientists
who did not f£fully understand the role of fire in these ecosystems.
This is understandable as burned rangelands will often take on the
appearance of natural grasslands following a fire and stay in the
lower seral stage for many years. However, without a subsequent fire,

sagebrush will always re-establish and take its part in the communities

The table on page 2~2 indicates Artenisia tridentata is present at a
high level in late, middle and early successional stages, therefore
these must be sagebrush/grass habitat types with a significant
sagebrush component at c¢limax.

The importance
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interpretations? For example, some habitat types in climax condition
will have few seedlings establish in almost all years because of

climatic variations and inter—and intra specific competiticn.

Only someone who understands the ecosites being evaluated is gualified
to make judgements of probable trend and these range managers recognize

they will make some errors when they are at their best.

Page Bl-4 discusses forage production. The first two techniques;

ooular recennalisgance and actual uge/utilization will work within

neg/utarzalio

acceptable linmits although the limit of 50% utilization is not
subgtantlated. As long as year effects are considered, reasonable
agtimates of carrying capacity can be developed with actual use.

The_foraoe capacity based on annual rainfall is totally without
substance. For example, our file datatfor a 55.5 ha pasture indicates
+the following: vyield for a curlleaf mountain mahogany/Idaho fescue
community in 1974 was 68 kg/ha and 72.4 kg/ha in 1975; a rubber
rabbitbrush/bluebunch wheatgrass community hed 297.6 kg/ha production
in 1974 and 350.2 kg/ha in 1975; a basin wildrye-sandberg bluegrass
community had 128.3 kg/ha production in 1974 and 149.0 kg/ha in
1975, etc. We assumed the rainfall of about 12" annually was uniform
across the 55.5 ha. Annual forage yield is a function of site and
annual precipitation records cannot be used to predict yield or

carrying eapacity independent of knowledge of the site.

After careful study of the ecological basis for this statement, we
find a significant portion of it invalid and much of it impossible
+o interpret. We believe the environmental statement needs to be
redone, since the only way it canbe of use is if judgements as to
uses allocated are based on, correct definition and interpretation
of the ecological situation for this rangeland area. Oregon State
University Range Scientists will assist with the ecological studies

and interpretations from these if requested.

Sincerely yours,

Gl L g

William C.
Program Leadexr

eger A. H. Winward

<c: President Robert MacVicar
Dean E. J. Briskey

Associate Professox

Respouse to comments in Letter §

3-1

The table on page 2-2 of the DEIS has been changed to reflect some of
the following comments and a title {(Table 2-1 Ironside Ecosite Graups)
as shown in the Table of Contents has been added (Bee arrata for page
2-2). An explanation of the coantents of Table 2Z-1 and the technlques
used to gather the data is found on pages 2-5 through 2-8 of the DELS.

The composition of Ecosite Group G-1, a composite of the Droughty
Rolling Hills (DRH) and the 3teep Droughty South {(5DS8) ecosites, has
heen recalculated and corrected on Table 2-1 (See errata for page 2-2).

Refer to corrected Table 2-1.

The ecosite groups displayed on Table 2-1 and shown on Figures 2-la and
2-1bh are a composite of information about two or morve ecosites. As a
result, it may mnot be totally representative of the individual
ceosites. The individual ecosites were classified using the mathod-
ology developed by the U.S. Soil Conservation Service. The classifi-—
cation system has been in use a number of years aund is widely accepted
and technically correct.

See corrected Table 2-1

[:2

See corrected Table 2-1.

The ecosite classification system employed in the Ironside EIS area
used concepts included in the S.C.S. National Range Handbook (NRH~1,
July 13, 1976). Fire as well as grazing by pative animals and insects
are considered to be a natural part of the ecosystem. The amount of
sagebrush {Artemisia tridentata) shown for each of the ecosite groups
reflects these influences.

The determination of ecosite condition was completed in 1978 using data
coliected by a number of range and soil specialists using the previous-—
1y mentioned wmethodology. Information concerning the soils and
vegetation of 34 individual ecosites identifed in the Ironside EIS area
i3 found in the district planning documents.

The information displayed in the EIS is a compogsite of the district

data, Because of the number of ecosltes, it was not possible to At
each separately. Congequently, the ecosites with sim ities,
particularly livestock forage production and species composition, were

combined into the six groups. The errors in species mposition
occurred during the process of combining the data and are not found in
the data used by district personnel to determine ecosite condition.




8-9

B-11

8-12

As menticned in response 8-8, the individnal ecosites were comhined
into groups om the baslis of similarity in specles composition and
Tivestosk forage production. A numher of other characterletics were
more divergent; consequently, ne attempt was made In the EIS to analyze
or predict changes for each of the ecoslte groups.

Appendlx 31 has baen corrected. See errata for page Bl-l.

‘The vegetation production dare &lsplayed in Table 2<1 were gathere
during 7 and reflect geveral vears of abmormally low precipitation.
Thiz wmroblom was recognized snd the districts have established actual
use and utllization studies to help them set stocking levels on a
number of allotmentz rather than relying on the 1977 survey results
when the final decizion was made. Nonetheless, this 1977 informatfon
was the best avallable when the planning documents were prepared and
do dfsaplay the relationship of producticn and dominant specles among
the six ecogite groups.

The apparent trend was a team effort invelving experlenced permanent
range persomel and range management students from accredired colleges
and universities.

The weakness of using annual precipltation as the sole coriterion was
well understood and the results of using this rechnique were not used
to support proposals for livestock use changes. As mentioned in
Appendix B, its use was limited to allotments composed of small or
scatterad ¢racts of public land intermingled with large blocks of
private land. On  these allotments, scheduled fo aonintensive
management, the results were used only to make an St{mate of forage
eroduction.

[
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Oregon State
Corvallis, Oreg
Jupe 24, 1980

My, Wiliiam Leavell
Oregon State Direchor
Bureanr of Land Menagement
P. 0. Box 2365

Portland, Oregon 97203

Dear Mr. Leavell:

The Society for Range Management wishes o take this opportunity to

comment. on the draft grazing environmental pact statement for the
Ircnside area in Oregon. The comment was prepared by members of the
Pacific Northwesht Section. We wish te emphasize at the outsen our
strong commitment to the intelligent and rational management of
rangeland resources regardless of ownership status. We recognize

that BLM has a commitment to manage rescurces for the benefit of

all people and tc help them better understand problems and opportunities
in resource managenent.

Because the economic analysis of the proposed action and the seveval
alternatives is not complete and because we know that others will be
commenting on economic rtions of the ES, nc substantive comments

will bhe offered. We would hope that the economic data would ke
compiled with realigtic cattle prices and cost ¢f production becauss
the prices received over the past 5 vears or s have varied widely
which in turn have governed the number of cattle maintained for breeding.

Page Bl~1l, Table middle column) percent compesition of Idaho fescuo
should be 7 not 17.

Page Bl-4. Forage production.

A, Actual use and amount or percent forage utilization are
probably the best wavs to assess and adjust overall stocking prassure
in both tiwme and space. Management decisicons based on the correct

ae of these technlques should ovide for a olose overall estimate
Qt the ount of grazing that unit will support. This any*oach
does have some short comings if, for example, grazing pressu iz not
distributed as uniformly as possible within and across sites in any
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.articular year. Animals consistently prefer the same species because
of a number of factors including stage of growth, relative abundance,
site, and weather which may also affect percent use on particular
gspecies. Forage production, of course, varies year to year within
and among sites which affects the amount of forage used at the same
stocking pressure.

Were these provisions considered when using this technique to arrive
at AUM production? If so, AUM's produced should be reasonably
accurate since the variation from site to site and year to vear

would have been included in the calculations. If not, we would
recommend that more close monitoring occur than might be done otherwisge
to determine the relative accuracy of adjustment.

B. Forage capacity based on precipitation. This is an
interesting table. From what data was it derived? What is the site
variation within each zone and what is the effect of ecological
condition? Numerocus examples could be cited where stocking rates
are 5 acres per AUM or better in the 10-12 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 AUM or more.
Thus, we would guestion the use of such a procedure without more
substantive data presented.

C. Since some inventory was done in 1976 and 1977 in both the
Baker and Vale Districts and both of these years were extremely
roughty in eastern Oregon (1977 the worst on record and in many
areas 1976 alwmost 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 B1-9 and 10. Techniques to set forage production
based on dominant site and condition where actual use/utilization
records apparently do not exist.

This technigue presupposes or assumes that management unit or pasture
boundaries are laid out in relation to site, that some particular
site is representative of the pasture, and that a particular condition
classof 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 envirommental 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—
entative of the whole. TIf this analygis 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.

9-7

9-3

B. Page Bl-10. The factor of 1.6 used for an improvement of
available forage for each increase in one condition class is revealing.
It is surprising that such a factor would be uniform amongecological
sites. It would be desirable to cite suppeorting data and this should
be done. In addition, some estimate of the variation that existed
among samples and among conditions within the same sites should be
presented.

Page 1-1. AUM's available. BAnalysis of figures in Table 1-1 and

1-2, 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 populationg are already at the
Oregon Dept. of Fish & Wildlife management goal {page 1-2). 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 improving 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 1-2 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 environmentel 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 1-2 shows 107,020 AUM's allocated to livestock and 11,977 AUM'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 AUM's or 25% overall to 107,000 AUM's

and a projected restoration of essentially the same number over 15
vears when almost 150,000 AUM's are currently being used by livestock
and wildlife gives rise to the logic of that level of reducticn as
necessary to accomplish an improving trend given the other range
improvements being planned.

Page 1-28 to 1-45. The proposed action and the 5 alternatives all
have merit for resource management/protection depending upon one's
perspective. SRM 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. FPor obvioug reasons, livestock producers will not be
receptive to an average 25% AUM reduction which the proposed action
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AR AYIDE

June 23, 1930

Oregon State Director
Bureau of Land Management
P.0O. Box 2965

Portland, OR 97208

Ovegon State Director :

I am an economist with U.S. Bancorp, parent company of United States Naticnal
Bank of Oregon. 1 was requested by the Joint Baker County Cattlemen's
Association and Baker County Chamber of Commerce Economic Impact Committee

to a

sist in assessing the economic impact analysis within the BLM "lronside

Grazing Management Impact Statement”.

In my judgement, the BLM analysis underestimates the economic impact of the
proposed action for the following reasons:

1.

2

Exclusive attention on net personal income as the indicator of economic
impact ignores the fact that"economic impact®is a multifaceted phenomenon.
The gross income effect, as 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

the cost of the proposed action. It is incorrect {o assert that the

nat income effect is the "true" measure of economic foss.

. Because ranching is a biological production process net ranch income

is an inappropriate indicator of ranching's impact on the local economy.
Ranch expenditures to maintain livestock continue, within the short
run, independently of ranch net income. This is accomplished by
increases in rancher indebtedness. Consequently, using net

ranch income as the base to which the multiplier is applied
underestimates the economic impact of AUM reduction. The historically
derived net ranch income per AUM underestimates ranching's confribution
to local economic activity. This effect is magnified by using average
persenal inceme in agriculture, table A-1, as a base from which net
income per AUM is derived. The year 1976 obviously pulls down
average personal income and consequently income per AUM,

. The effect of a reduction in sales on the net income of a business

activity in which fixed costs are important is not accurately measured

by multiplying the chonge in sales by the average total revenue.
Average net income per AUM multiplied by the change in AUM
underestimates the total change in net income because fixed costs creates
a divergence between average net revenue and marginal net revenue.

June 23, 198G

o
See 1T v, _ &

A 10% reduction in sales generates a 10% reduction in net income only
if average fixed costs plus average variable cost equals marginal cost.

To see this consider the following :

Let NR = total net revenue
TR = total revenue
TC = total cost

then
TR =P . G : P = price, 0 = Quantity sold
TC = TFC + TVC : TFC = total fixed cost

TVC = total variable cost

NR = TR - TC

Average net revenue = AR - TR - TC
- G [ Q

= PQ - TFC - TVC
[} Q Q

NR =P - AFC - AVC
Q

AFC = Average fixed cost

AVC - Average variable cost

Marginal Net Revenue = 3NR = ITR - STC
30 3 Q 3Q

Assume 3 P = 0 then INR =P - MC
¥a MC = Marginal Cost
AFC - AVC - P+ MC = -AFC - AVC + NC,

NR = I NR if AFC + AVC = M.

Q y O

In ranching it appears very likely that AFC + AVC ™ MC because of
high average fixed cost. This means that using the average net income
per AUM will underestimate the net revenue reduction resulting from
AUM reduction.
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mule
The mult

utilized impiicitly assumes that there are no
income generating inter-county transactions. Reduction of income
within Malheur county is expected t¢ have a negative effect on
Baker county income and similarly, veductions in Baker county
income will tend to reduce Malheur county income with a consequent
negative feedback to Baker county income. These income 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.

cerely,

£

Dennis E. Goodman
Economist
U .S. Bancorp

cc: Gordon Staker

bc

District Manager - BLM
P.0. Box 987
Baker, 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
U .S. Bancorp

Regponse to comments in Letter 14

-1

10-2

10-3

10-4

Eatimates of gross income and changes in gross Income have been incor—
porated ia the revised portions of Chapters 2 and 3 dealing with
economlc matters (pages E~7 through E-29). It is true that changes in
zhe income of the community are wore directly reiated o raw
sales and poarchases than to ranchers' net {personal) income,
parsonal income iz the propev measure of welfare or cconomic well-
bheing. Gross income L a mesyure of business activity which way, o¥
may net be profitable or contribute to well-being.

Increases in  rancher indebtedness 1in poor years are offset by
reductions in good years so that when both gross Income and personel
income are averaged to rvepresent normal values, the impact of rasching
on the local éccnomy can ba equally estimated from either value. Ranch
net income fluctuwates drastically from year Lo year, however, so what
is "wmermal” is often controversial. Impacts on gross sales and
personal income estimates ave based on F7-1979 data. Text reference
to Appendix M which included 1976 data has been deleted.

It is true that fixed costs {those that do uot vary with the amcunt of
prodection) cause average net epue per unit to vary with changes in
the amount of production. The messura, “recurn above cash costs,”
howaver, excludes most fixed costs from consideration so that an
average return above cash cost per unit may be considered a reasonably
stabla value for moderate changes in production. The text has been
revised to emphasize the restricted use of this measure, and the
significance of fixed costs toe raunch operations. With
conclusion of the marhematical presentation that AFC + AVCH> MC, since
average total cost {ATC) is the sum of average fixed cost {AFC) plus
average variable cost (AVC), the statement means that marginal cost
(M) is less than average total cost. This implies that the marginal
cost (the ceost of producing the Zast unit s0ld) would never exceed the
price regardless of bow much producticn should exceed ranch carrying
capacity. This is not true. It is true, however, that a loss in net
revenue (or net income) may be understated when taken directly in
proportion to the loss in production if there are significant fixed
costs inveolved. The concept of “return above cash costs™ was utilized
in order to make an analysis In the absence of representative data on
ranchera' fixed costs.

The income-generating effects of inter-county transactions were
considered minor. Their sxpected siight influence on the conclusions
did not warrant the substantial effort that would have been needed to
develop the data.
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155 COTTAGE STREET N.E., SALEM. OREGON 97310

June 22, 19280

Mr. Frank A. Edwards
Acting State Director
Bureau of Land Management
P. O. Box 2965
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Response to COMMENt* in Letter 11 e enae,’s o
SAFard, o ‘

-/  OF WILDLIFE rrset

11~1 Page 1-22 of the DEIS identifies those standard procedures and design
el ements which woul d be adhered to in constructing range improvements
in the EIS area. See response to coment 6-2 for further information
Mitvigation neasures, as necessary, will be devel oped in consul tation
with the State H storic Preservation Ofice and Advisory Council in
accordance with procedures outlined in the Programmacic Memorandum Of
Agreenent between the BLM, Advisory Council and National Conference Of
State Hi storic Preservation Officers, dated January 14, 1980. See .
errata for page |-22. ’ *—’ol,senl(::k

Fisld Repr

of Wildlif

Director
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de Grazing XManagement Environmental Impact 3tatement
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nage five

page four

12 20‘ and only 2%% of the site praparaticn by rangeland plow and burning TiscuSsion nas T E— San
- : P S . - e P P isce on has :
combined? What is the cost of the herbicide applications? of rhe final document sl emphasize
. . ) to wildlife, 1iwv >k,
1-26 - Mon Intensive Manacement An effort should be made

to derive the necessarv information on the ‘small tracts of public 12-29
land which are intermingled with the larger parcels. Have land

12-21 | exxchanges been considered to unify BLM's holdings and enable the

agency to better manage the entire area as ecological units?

areas. Also, in refersnce rd rhp maps,
no green for riparian zon

Page 2-8 - Threatened aund
is given on this topic. when known,
given, and directly correlated with allotments

saould be made immediately to id&ntify and protect the
plants from grazing and range "improvements.*

Inadequate information

1-27 - malloted Status Does "unalloted"” mean unused at the 1?_30
present time, but available upon request? If so, are there no i
12-22 | 1ands in the Saker and Vale districts alloted to wildlife or non-

consunptive uses because of their high value as a public resource”

Please clarify.

-5

3ndangered

This table should provide additional informarion
such as where the plants might be found, and whether thev are
forage plants, and if they might be killed by 2,4-D. If such
are found, or likely to be found in areas scheduled for spraying,
the spraying should not take place.

1-27 - Monitoring Which "representative" riparian zones will 1 -31
12-23 } ©e monitored® How are they sleected? 3hould not all areas be -
monitored regularly’”

12 2q|z1re any studies planned to inventory, then monitor nongame wildlife

o A - Water Quality What measures will be taken to decrease
poputations. 12-32 of contamination in the DEISZ area, particularly
ct to the high 1la cnunt, what relationship

1-28 — Implementation Please explain the discrepancy between the
12-25] 7 ive—vear implementation schedule mentioned on page xiii, and the
hree-year period specified on page 1-28.

ween livestock

o

Wildiife Since the topic will be considered at greater
the general comments, I'll make only a few specifiic remarks
section on wiidlife, e grouping of wildlife
gories entitled mule deer, pronghorn antelope, elk,
upland game birds, other amphibians and reptiles, and
unacceptable t the very least, a list should be prov
" ) , . ) includes the Species d in tkp £I3 aresa, qrouped bj
the Qroposed agtlon, there will be short-term reductions, but 12_73 which thp" are fouy -
long term increases in livestock AUMs. This table should specify :
the livestock use for short and long term for the proposed action,
12-27 | as it does for alternative four, which optimizes livestock use.

12_26I1¥avo the "improvements" in the proposed action already been
constructed? Please clarify,

e 1-11 Data on alternative 2 is excluded from the table. Why?

DU POSE
icator species
the area.

neise

. . . : . be chosan resant  certain hab
Under alternative fiva, the one which supposedly optimizes wildii

wild horses, and non-consumptive uses, still is characterized b,<

OCCU“ onl

disproportionately large allocation of forage to livestock, and lists
many allotments to which no AUMs would be given te wildlife., Please cludp 1ivestoct
H 1T S
explain. n and nro-prflon
lL-Bq
12—28| Pigure 7-1la and 2-1b (Ecosite Maps) What is the difference between
Grasslands 1,2, and 37 ’
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that, where appropriate, Wll preserve and

in thelr natural
e ‘ood and habitat
and domestic animals; and

for outdoor recreation and human

cartain pablic lan
condition; that will provi
for fish and wildli
that will provide
occupancy and use;

We strenuously object to the decision to allocate all of the proposed
increases in range productivity to iivestock, and Teel that this vio-
lates the letter and the spirit of several statutes governing the
managemant of federal lands. The proposal should set forth a plan
which assures that all uses receive equitable consideration, and
specify exactly how each use will be reconciled during monitoring

and -nad]u tment processes. As range conditions improve, a pro rata
increase in wildlife forage should accompany any proposed increases
for livestock.

Wiidlife should receive fop priority until livestock have reached

an equalized state, This is not unreasonable in view of the fact
that livestock have received a disproportionate share of the resource
for the last century, and wildlife has been adversely affescted as a
result. {(3See attachment B)

2iy ian Areas Although riparian areas are acknowledged to be

most valuable to wils fe, and constitute a minure fraction of
area covered by the I[ronside 2I3, none of the alternatives
propose management which will equately protect these areas., The
riparian habitats in both the cer and Vale districts ave admittedly
ser iously degraded and desperately in need of rest from cattle use.
Wetland and riparian areas must be recognized by BLM as
unsuitakle for any more than light, infreguent grazing. Corridor
fencing, while protecting the riparian areas, causes other problems
in obstructing herbivore migration and interfering with public access,
In particularly valuable, or exceptionally sSenic riparian areas,
catitle should be complete excluded.

A candid 405cviﬂ*30ﬂ of damage caused by cattle is attached (7). This
armation relat a nearby area. The material was taken from

ing
the Preliminary D South Fork of River Environmental
ASsessment.

Rancge Improvementsg The proposed "i
uenafit for a number of re;
land +to livestock, but
dlvarsw”'o‘ 1
_'J'“Opdr iz

provements” are of guestionable
sons:  They may enhance the value of the
for other uses by reducing the
imparing the i
animals whose

uored in our comm .
a clear hier: 3£ i) o: .Drovement tech-
can and should ¥ ntal an

wildlife ppfﬁpﬁc*LVQ

native

o)

rn-seedinq GE

vegetation is better and 1 ve than other "tools" like
herbicides. ¥When choosing Jd alternative methods,

the estructive method eq ] the

more destructi ones. This ste with the intent of PA,
FLPMA, and other laws, and it would help guide the discussion of

alternative management strategies.

The IEIS also completelv avoided an aconomic analvsis of the
12-49 § range improvements. They are extremely expensive, ? th in actual
dollars and energy consumption,

Jome improvaments encourage livestock to use
Lightly thaereby extending the danmage.
nse inva to reduced diversity, cove
1ife, unless eps are taken Lo assu
nts are de : sably balance tb ber 3
us A ca ul analvsis of the proposed

areas previously
Increased livestock

improvements
suggests that the primary purpese for them is to make ranching more

profitable or more convenient for the ranchers.

3 sion of wildlife in the DBEI3 was particula
It wag based on the assumption that "wilglife®
refers 0r1ma*11v to w‘lﬁ ungulate populations, and,
extent, game birds. ndreds of other species are X
i the Baker and Vale dl ricts, and were summarily ﬂlsmzased
in one paragrap s1v clumped under "other,v

We strongly encourage a mor
document, which rac
wildlifae populatiorn
n 1‘0*1 on aill wildl
12_50 habitat, status, etc. :
DQpartment of Fish and Wllﬁllfn biologists in tho are
HNature Conservancy in Portland, and from the
dregon State Tniversity (Dr. Robert Storm).

cr
from Creqon
a, from The
iology department at

the @conom" afthe
2COonRo: is Lpﬂndnqt upon pub
a much larger picture.

Als0 important 1s an analvsis of the rols of public land in bﬂef
12-51§ ¢ i Oregorn and thenation. Waht percentage of the <o
on public land?
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Gazing systems sinilar to those proposed are in use now in the EIS
area. ‘The proposed action woul d continue these grazing systems in
allotments where resource objectives could be net with the current
system. Where the proposed resource objectives cannot he met with the
present grazing system, a new one has been proposed (Refer to Table
1-6).

One cannot assume that the absence of a formal allocation of
vegetation to wildlife will reduce wildlife populations. The alloca—
tion of livestock AUMs shown in Table 1-2 is only a small part of the
total vegetation available. (See response to 12-8.) More total
vegetation is produced than is consuned by livestock. The balance is
therefore available to wildiife. The vegetation allocation to live-
stock has bee" analyzed on pages 3-25, 3-29, 3-31 and 3-36. The
wildlife vegetacion allocation wascalculated using big game popul a-
tion numbers. |" allotments With no wildlife AtMs, big game "se is
negligible or there is no significant forage conflict with |ive-
stock. See rasponse to comments 24-H and 24-10.

12—11 Sheep use is very minor in the EIS area. About 575 AUMs, 0.4 percent

of the 1978 active use were used by sheep. This amount was felt to be
insignificant, so current |evels of sheep use were not anal yzed.

12-12 Livestock reductions are proposed on areas where the present use

exceeds the calculated grazing capacity. 1In addition, reductions are
proposed where insufficient forage is available to provide for the
desired level of allocation to wildlife, nonconsunptive uses or wild
horses. Unsatisfactory ecesite condition and/or downward trend are
anong the nore important indicators of inproper stocking Levels and
are always a consideration when establishing new livestock "so |evels,
seasons of use aund/or grazing systens.

12-13 Livestock exclusion areas are usually associated with riparian zones

where rapid (Less than 5 years) wildlife habitat improvement is the
management objective. Riparian areas which have the vegetative
potential to greatly inprove wildlife habitat receive a high priority
for exclusion. Several streans |ocated in steep canyons were selected
hecause natural barriers could be used with relatively little new
fencing te exclude Iivestock. Sire specific information for each
exclosure can he obtained fromthe Vale and Baker District OFfices.

12—14 Dense wvegetation Ln exclosures nay be acconpani ed hy decreased popula-~

tions Of some sSnall mammals such as ground squirrels. Dense
vegetation may hinder quail and chukar noverent. None of these
inmpacts were judged to be significant. As stated on page 3-25, severe
livestock utilization adjacent to exclosures would result in degraded
wldlife habitat. Soil erosion from livestock trailing along
exclosure fences could occur. See errata for page 3-20.

12-15

12-16

The utilization level for each grazing system is one of the fa
be considered in measuring progress towards meeting the objec
each allotment. If the degree of utilization either exceeds or falls
below the desired level, this will dindicate a need for changing the
grazing system or the stocking rate.

atary Lo

The degree of utilization is measured each year in the grazed pas
after the livestock have been renoved. Several areas are gse lected
measur enent so that an accurate reflection of the degree of uwrili-
zation may ho obtained. Utilization normally varies considerably
throughout a pasture or allotment due to differences In plant
conposition, terrain and artificial features, location oOf water,
shade, salt blocks, etc.

Some control over the degree of wutilization can he obtained through
the placenent ot salt, control of water and livestock novenent.
However, the negative effects of localized over-utilization can best
he offset by implementation of a grazing system which provides
periodic rest to allow the heavily grazed plants an opportunity to
regain vigor and reproduce.

Livestock (cattle) diet analyses indicate that in early spring cattis
consume Qgrasses almost exclusively. Consequently, cattle use during
this period results in virtually no use of the key woody species.
Based on past experience, this systemwould altow woody species to
increase on both riparian areas and on areas where woody spacies have
been planted for wildlife use.

12-17 The grazing systemultimately selected for an allotnment musc £ivst be

12-18

capabl e of achieving resource objectives and second, nust he feasable
for the permittee. On most allotments, nore than one grazing system
will neet resource objectives. During the AMP development and
consultation process, permittee management needs are considered, and
where possible, the grazing system selected will address those needs.

Tire nunber of cattle that could he placed on the range due to the
additlonal 8,659 aUMs woul d he dependent on the lengrh of time the
cattle would be grazing. For instance, assuming @ 5 month grazing
period, 1,732 cattle would graze 8,659 AUMs. At this time, there is
no way of estimating how many individuwals woul d benefit from the range
improvement projects as allocation of the forage increase will
take place until after they oceur. See response to com
an estimate of the cost of and payment for the improvems

ALl crucial habitats (See glossary definition page G-2) ars
“fmportant”.  Small isolated hnbitnts such as an aspen grove would be
considered inportant even though they have not been identifisd as
crucial on HLM wildlife overlays. Proposed projects within designated
crucial areas may be conpleted when on-the-ground inspection shows an
overal | benefit for wildlife. For example: the seeding scheduled for
Alltoment 202 is in crucial deer wnter raage; however, the ares is
presently a mono-type of big sagebrush and seeding would improve
apring forage for deer as long as sufficient sagebrush is retained for
winter food end cover.



12-35

an ungrazed pasture, they did not begin nesting activities in a grazed
pasture until alnost 2 weeks after the sheep had been moved to a
different range. Cattle can be expacted to have a similar impact.
(Reynol ds, Tinmothy D. and Charles H. Frost. 1980. The Respouse of
Native Vertebrate Popul ationa to Oested Wheatgrass Planting and
Grazing by Sheep. In Journal of Range Management 33(2}.}

Kit fox were not considered because they arc not known to occur |n the
IS area. Thelr range begins about &0 miles south of thr EIS area and
extends southward. The western sported frog is considered sensitive
only West of the Cascade Muntains. This frog is comon in eastern
Oegon and is not likely to becone endangered. The spotted frog woul d
be affected by inpacts to riparian habitat (page 3-25). The collared
lizard, leopard lizard, short horned lizard and pygny rabbit are not
presently considered sensitive by tha BiLM.

Species considered sensitive by BLM which occur in the EIS area
Include the ferruginous hawk. Swainson's hawk and the lowbilled
curlew. (rested wheatgrass seedings have been found to be beneficial
to raptors (page 3-34). Approximately 2,000 acres of |ow growing
annual vegetation will he excluded from seedings to preserve adequate
curlew nesting habitat.

12-36 Condition and trend at each of 347 riparian zones were estinated using

criteria in Table 3-7 and on page 3-25. Resulting condition and trend
acreages were totaled andappear in Table 3-H

12-37 Crucial winter range is found on all or part of the following

allotments: (L02, 0L04, 0117, 0120, 0L25, 0132, 0148, 02001, 0202,
0203, 0204, 0209, (216, 0217, 0225, 1001, 1062, 1604, 1006, 1015,
1031, 1045, 1045, 1061, 1 301, 1302, 1330, 2004, 2006, 2008, 2023,
2024, 2025, 2030, 2037, 2040, 2055, 2083, 2084, 2112, 2114, 2115,
2116, 2128, 300L, 3002, 3003, 3004, 3005, 3006, 3007, 3025, 3026,
3029, 5236, 5304, 5311, 5313.

Maps showing the location Of crucial deer winter range are included in
the planning overlays available for review at the Vale uand Bakexr
District OFfices.

12-38 As stated on page |-25, inportant wildlife habitat would be excluded

from vegetative manipul ation projects unless treatnent would provide
direct wildlife enhancement. when feasible, forbs and browse
palatable to deer would ha secded Wth grass. Fences would ba
designed to allow deer to junp over or go under. New water
devel opnents woul d improve summer distribution of deer. Proposed
seasons of use by cattle were set to decrease forage competition.
Modified rest rotation systens would decrease forage conpetition and
inexease browse production.

12-39

12-40

12-43

Oregon laws and regulations provide the classifications of Oregon
wildlife. Wildlife is classified as game animals, protected wildlife
or unprotected wildlife As used in the DEIS3, small or nongame refers
to that category of unprotected wildlife uot classified as
animals. S$pecifically, in the EIS area this includes cottentails,
ground squirrels, jack rabbits and coyotes. Within the RIS area,
recreational hunting occurs for these species.

Pages 1-25 and 3-41 discuss relationships between livestock fencing
and recreation. Leasing or licensing for livestceck grazing does not
preclude use of the land by recreationists. However, 1f private land
must be crossed to reach public land, then public access could be
denied by the private land owner.

ALl public launds in the EIS area were examined in accordance with the
viswual resource inventory and evaluation procedures contained in the
anuals 1in the 8400 series (Visual Resource Management}. VRM
specify objectives for vigual quality management and allow for
difn,rlnk, degrees of modification in the basic elements (form, line,
coloxr and texture) of landscape features. VRM (lasg [ provides
primarily for natural eacoclogical changes. ﬁowever, it does not
preclude wery limited management activity. is  applied to
wilderness areas, some natural areas, wild portions of wild and s
rivers and other similar situations where management activities are
be restricted. HNo such areas sxlst in the Baker bistrict portion
the EIS area.

In March 19389, the Oregon State Director announced his proposed
decision for public lands in the EIS area included in the intensive
wildarne inventory. About 40,575 acres in 5 areas are proposed for
iociusion in wilderness study arcas. A final declsion will be aade oxn
these atreas in Fall 1980 following the 90-—day public comment period.
The intensive wilderness faventory and accompanving maps are avallable
in the Oregon State Office. More information concerning ecologilcally
sigaificant areas is avallable in Nature Conservancy (1%978) and
accompanying maps. Since these maps are readily avallable, they were
incorporated by reference, in accordance with CTE) Regulations 4U
Part 1502.21.

Reference numbers are those provided by the Oregon Natural Heritage
Program (Nature Conservancy 1978). While the majority of these
ceologically significant areas are unsurveyed and the elements
natural diversity unverified, the general locations of these areas, asg
glven in Nature Conservancy (1978), were usged to map the sites and
analyze the impacts to them. See response to comment 12-6.

The alternatives are arrayed from no livestock grazing to optimize
livestock grazing so that the impact analysis would cover all levels
of grazing use and range improvements. The decisioamakers have ths
option of choosing any level of use or number of range improvements
within the range of alternatives analyzed.
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Seeding mixtures will be determined on a site-specific basis (see page
1~2& in the DEIS). Generally, hoth forbs and grasses would be seeded
witrh the specific specles dependent on the rainfall zone cach seeding
is in, as well as other factors. Some browse species wmay also be
seededs Some common species that have been seaded in the past in the
EI3 ares are orchard grass, intermediate wheatgrass, nomad alfalfa and
clover.

Yast experience indicates most seeded areas, if properly managed, can
be maintained for 15 to 39 years without further land treatment.

Teble 3-7 lists the acres of livestock exclusion in riparian zones for
the proposal and alternatives. Alternative 2 eliminates all livestock
grazing from public lands; Alternative 5 excludes livestock grazing
from all riparian areas. Table 1-6 indlcates existing and proposed
livestock excluslon acreages for each allotment.

Transparent mylar overlays depleting the URA information have been
prepared and are available for public review in the discrict offices.

Economic analysis of the range improvements was not feasible in the
abgence of specific Information on their benefics. Each range
improvement will require justification by cost—benefit analysis prior
to construction funding. See response to comment 12-52.

The data requested are found in the Baker Resource Area Unit Resource
Analysis (URA) and the Northern Malheur Resource Ares URA. Overlays
and narratives are avallable at the Baker and Vale district Offices.
Current literature, BLY inventories, URAs and the Oregon Department of
Fish and Wildlife were econsulted prior to estimating impacts. In
accordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR part 1502.2), some material is
incorporated by reference and not included since it is otherwise
avalilable to the public.

tnder the proposed action, livestock would be grazing 107,020 AUMs. If
40 pounds of weipght were gained per AUM, beef production would be
4,280,800 pounds per year. About 50 perceat of the 4,280,800 pounds
of welght gain would convert to useable meat. The remalnder would
include carcass welght, etc. Therefore, red meav available for
consumption would be approximately 2,140,400 pounds. This would
amount Lo about 0.057 percent of the total U.5. commercial beef
production (37.22 billion pounds) in 1979. Using the above method-—
ology, approximately 4.7 pecrcent of the country's beef is raised on
public land (8,717,302 AUMs actual use in 1976).

The Baker and Vale Districts have estimated, for future budget
purposes, the cost of constructing the range improvements to be
approximately $2.75 million. This includes the money necessary for
survey and desizn and development work. The money to construct the
improvements would come from Jongressionally-appropriated funds and
the 50 perceat of grazing fees suthorized ander the Faderal Laund
Polley and Management Act £or range Improvement work. Tu the EIS
area, approximately $214,600 in grazing fees were paid in 1978,

It dis BLM polley to do rthe benefit-cost analysis at  the
development stage, which will follew the EIS. The range lumprov
are not yet site spzeific; 1t is uakaown whar all the costs snd
benefits would be ar this time. Some of the improvements may not be
constructed if other constraints apply after on-the-ground analysis

IS

{see design elements on pages 1-22 through 1-26 in the DIIS).

ed action and alrvernatives wera summarized in

n

Lmpacts of the propo

Table 1-10 of the 1

s

.
{1} No formal allocation of livestock forage to wildlife s necessary
because the livestock allocation has been reduced 233 AMs due to
steepness of slope. Competition between deer, elk aund livestock 1
not believed to be sigunificant in this allotment. Also see response
to comment 12-10.

{2) and {3) The fence would exclude livestock from approximately
niles of Deer Creek in order to improve riparian vegetation.

(%) The exact cost of the ilmprovements by alleotment are unknown at
this time. See response to comment 12-51.

{5) fimited funding allowed only a portion of the sureame in the EIS
area to be surveyed. Vegetaticn within the exclosuve will be compared
to adjacent grazed areas in order to monitor Improvemenz.

(6) See Appendix D 1in the DEIS for existing condition and trend by
allotment.

1} See response to comment 12-54 (1).

2} The ecologically significant section of the Burnt River is farther
downriver.

(3) and {4) See response to Comaents 12-18 and 12-5,

{58} Riparian vegetavion along 1.2 miles of rhe Burnt River is in good
condition because irrigation ditches make 1t inaccessible to Llive-
stock. Water quality for f£ish 1s poor due to irrigarion return
waters. BLM has no contrel over agricultural practices.

{7) See pages 3-30 and 3-34 in the DEIS.

{9y and (1) The unumber of cattle on this allotment is dependent
the time of year and length of time they are on the raags. Sea
response to comment 12-18.
{11) See response o comment 1

54 {6)

{1} The elk winter range 1is outside of the treatment arsa.
(2),{4),(6) Impacts to deer winter range were discussed on pages 3-30
and 3-31 of che DEIS. See response to comment 12-38 aad 12-19%
{3},{3}) Seedings bave generally beesn found to be beneficlal o
antelope. e page 2~23 of HELS.
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Response to comments in Letter 13

13-4

See response to comment 5-4

The Bureau recoguizes that cheatvgrass has |ivestock forage value;
however, it is not Bureau policy to manage for an annual grass species
on sites capable of producing perennial species

It Ls recognized that there are problemwith rest rotation grazinge.
If other grazing system will meet resource objectives, they will be
considered in the deicision docunent

It is not the purpose of the EIS co analyze all the proposed landuse
allocations in the Mrp, just those that relate to iivestock grazing
(see page 1, Purpose and Need in the DEIS). See response to comment
18-6

Alternative 4 provides for grazing of livestock exclusion areas 1 out
of 3 years.
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Response to comments in Letter 14

14-1

142

14-3

14-4

14-5

14-5

14-7

Impacts of seedings on animals are discussed on pages 3-30, 3-34 and
3-35 of the DEIS.

Cruci al deer winter range is described in response to coment 12-37.

Due to the large nunmber of soil units found in the EIS area (86
described in Appendix H Properties, Qualities and Acreages of the
Soilg in the Ironside EIS Area), the units were grouped in Appendix I,
Soi | units Shown on Figure 2-4, General Soils in order LO present a
legible nmap. The groupings on Figure 2-4 are inpact oriented; soils
that react simlarly to an inpact agent are grouped together. Al
detail ed resource information was collected and prevented in the Unit
Resource Analysis (URA) and was used in preparing the proposed Manage-
ment Franmework Plan (MFP). These document-i were used in preparing the
E13, and are available for public review in the district offices.

A herd management plan has been devel oped for the Hog Creek wild horse
herd and is available for public review in the Vale district Ofice.

The management of wild horses is established by Public Law 92-195. It
is illegal under this law to eliminate all wild horses.

See response to comment 12-6.

There are no plants found in the EI'S area presently |isted as either
threstensd or endangered under authority of the Endangered Species
Act. The plants listed on Table 2-3 are the only species that have
either been found or are suspected to be in the EIS area that will be
on the U8.$. Fish and wildlife Service Notice of Review List. Al
official listings arc expected to come fromthis list. Both Hackelia
hispida and Claytonia megarhiza, Which appeared on earlier preposed
[Tsts, Will be recommended by the U S. Fish and Wldlife Service for
deletion from further consideration.

Littl e fookour Mountain may contain the tast remmant popul ation O
sharp~vailed grouse in Baker County. No recent sightings have been
made.  Proposed grazing woul d not affect habitat significantly because
there {3 little public |and in the suspected grouse area.

P

concerned citizens of the State of Cregon, we are compelled to respond

o AR
T4 the Bureau of Land Management Environmental Impact Statement. We take excep-

thop to the BIM position of decreasing forage availability. We believe that since
# 1999's great strides have been made to improve range conditions. Nevertheless,
‘sdhowledge that further improvements are needed in the 1980's on both BIM amd
rivaty ranges to support populations of wildlife and livestock, We have identi-
Tred two critical aveas for ccoment.

8ince livestock grazing offers the only practical vepetative management tool;
we reject the data used to set forage production levels listed in the Draft Iron~

+ aide E.1.8.

Since this study was made, more accurate information has been collected and

maltiple use users of the federal lands involved, we feel this current information

»15“?,“ available. Because of the long range effects the draft E.I.S. will Have on the

1
152
1

ghould be used in setting forage production levels for these lands.,

A general lack of understanding is experienced after reviewing the economic
data presented in the Draft E.I.S. Tt is difficult to detemine from the review
of infomation the actual value gained or lossed from the proposed actions. The
validity of the ecorcmic data is also questioned in part based on: (1) the dur-
ation of time allowed to users and HIM persomel in the Vale Distriet to respond

to economic data collection requests. (2) The minimal number of users responding

to request for economic impact information. (3) The lack of information and mini-
mal effect showm to the local business commmity in view of grazing reductions.
Therefore, more in depth surveys and information should be collected to detemine

the serious economic losses that will be experienced by hoth the ranching and

business community 1f grazing reductions are initiated.

Sinee the BIM hes not effectively presented adequate data to justily de-
creases in forage allotment and in view of the serious economic consequences in
their proposal, we are convinced that the range practices used effectively during
the past 3 decades should be maintained. When reliable information is obtained in
the future by the HIM, we ave comitted to improving the forage conditions for wild-
lifte and livestock.

By increasing red meat pmduction whether from game or livestock, the protein
peeds of man can be met. From all estimates of population growth and food compe~
tition between man and animal, the range represents the single best alternative to
mpet the proteinneeds of the future. We are convinced that our recommendations
represent the most responsible avenue presently known.

We the undersigned support this position.
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16-5

Mr. William G. Leavell
June 25, 1980
Page 2

In 13979, the BLM Regicnal Director endorsed the procedures in "Managing Eco-
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 3-36). Riparian vegetation stabilizes streambanks, reduces silt loads,
decreases flooding, increases summer flows, reduces water temperatures, and
generally improves habitat for terrestrial and aquatic life. Improved riparian
habitat would alsc mean additional thermal cover and forage on deer winter
range, where current conditions range from fair to poor {page 2-23).

The EIS pointsout that fencing riparian areas can have disadvantages, specifi-
cally increased deer-fence mortalities (page XVI). However, the statement

also indicates that fence to bebuilt primarily on upland sites is not expected
to have significant impact {page 3-30}. The existing 1200 miles of fence on
Tands within the EIS area have also not had a significant adverse impact on

big game (page 3-30). The EI$ should clarify why fencing of riparian areas
will result in “increased deer-fence mortalities”, while existing and proposed
upland fences have no significant affect.

Upland Game Birds

The EIS states that mountain quail are found primarily in woodland ecosites
{page 2-24), Department field surveys indicate that mountain quail formerly
were associated with riparian habitats in grassland and shrubland ecosites
within the EIS area. Restoration of riparian habitat should allow this species
to expand into its former range if a nucleus population remains.

Sa ebrush Control

Proper planning and coordination with other agencies before initiating sagebrush
control can result in an acceptable range management procedure. However,

large spray projects could result in a c¢ritical cover deficit and habitat
destruction for many types of wildlife. The statement that “removal of sage-
brush on approximately 56,000 acres would allow for improved antelope movement"
(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 wildiife 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 EISarea 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

Mr. William G. Leavell
June 25, 1980
Page 3

16-6 IﬁhermaT cover s lacking {page 2-23). Thinning or clearing of juniper on deer

16-7

16-3

winter 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
can result in reduced survival during periods of severe winter weather.

Water Development

The EISidincludes 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
some cases, this Toss of water would cause the riparian vegetation to die.
Fencing would protect any vemaining riparian vegetation at spring 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 wildliife would be negligible. The Department supports
these protective measures, since loss of of small patches of riparian vegetation
can have impacts on wildlife far in excess of that indicated by the size of
the Tost riparian area.

Late tivestock Grazing

We understand that the Framework Management Plan states no cattle grazing will
be allowed beyond October on crucial winter ranges, Where ranges are cruciail
for winter wildlife use, reservation of browse and fall regrowth for wildlife
use i5 essential. On ranges that are winter wildlife ranges, but that are not
determined to be crucial, livestock use can be allowed after October 1, oro-
viding wildlife forage needs are met.

The Department considers the Keating area to be crucial deer winter range. If
cattle were grazed in this area in the late fall or winter, very 1ittle 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 grazing will not occur on the critical Keating deer winter range

after September 30.
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, however, states hunting and fishing use will increase to
1990 (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 regulatcory restrictions which relate to resource availability.

We would expect decreased forage and cover for wildlife to result in a reduction
in recreation, rather than an increase.

16-9 II" table 3-22 (page 3-53) the local personal income related to hunting and

fishing appears to be greatest under the optimize livestock alternative
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Mr. William 6. Leavell Mr. William 4. Leaveld
June 25, 1950 Jung
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ts that in addition o retaining juniper stands, winter
Tuding the planting of trees, shruds and brush are
dditicnal browse and cover in these sensitive areas.

(Alrernative 4}, It would appear that maximizing Tivest o-k production would

16-9 reduce fish and wildlife and potential recreation. The EIS should explain how
the income values related 1o hunting and fishing were computed for all alterna-
tives

The following comments summarize Department concerns about the proposed action
and/or the alternatives presented in the EIS. The proposed action
single species seedings would be avoided. However, on page )»1>, th~
that, based on existing seedings, cre { wheatgrass would comprise
t nt of the total compozition. The propesed action calls for the
The proposed action allocates 107,020 AUMs of existing forage to livestock and seeding of crested wheatgrass and depending on the site characteristics, other
7.619 AUMc to wildlife. The objective of the plan is fto increase this annval herbaceous o s on a tetat of 24,593 acres. fonsidering the acreage proposed
forage production by 26,281 AUMs over the ten year period following full for seeding, t Department stresses the fuportance of a variety of cies in
inplementation. A1l increased forage production would be allocated to livestock. :ding areas to provide ground cover for protection of seil and water as

Forage Allocation

We recognize that forage on slopes exceeding 5C percent are net allocated to well as wildlife food.

Tivestock and therefore could be utilized by wildlife. However, most of the

crucial big game winter range within the £1% area is not situated in areas the BLM has ted {page 1-26) that seeding mixtures would be determined on

with steep slopes. Mule deer populations are generally at Depariment objective a site cpecific bas using past experience and recommendation: of the Dregen
16-10 fevels for most of the EIS area, but it 1s questicnable whether adequate State Extension Service and Experiment Stations. MWe request that cur tocal

forage is currentiy available to carry dear in good condition on crucial habritat biclogists alse be consulted during the seed mixture selection process.

wintering areas in severe winters., The Department suggests that to be in keeping We would a? ed mixture include a browse species and

with the multiple-use concept, an equitable percentage of increased forage a nitrogen fixer, such as nomad alfal¥a,

production be allocated to wildlife, especially on crucial winter range.

Lste Liv

ck Grazing

Riparian Vegetation

The EIS proposed action states: Rest retation and deferred rotation grazing

The proposed action in the EIS calls for protection of 5.5 to 34 miles of would result in significant competition between deer and Jivestack for fall
16-11 Jstream {riparian} area depnd1ﬂg upon which section of rhe EIJ is Lonﬁhxted "grean-up® in allotwents near Kesting. The Department recognizes that a

{page 3-22 or 3-36)}. Fish production would remain balow potential on 33.7 miles probler curcently exists on the crucial Keating deer winter range where laie

of stream due to livestock grazing (page 3-39) and 271 miles of streambank fall 1iv ck grazing oocurring. e 3uqqe§t that a coordinated clanning

would continue to erode {page 3-19). Considering the requirements of the 16-13 feffort be initiated with participstion of private landowners and state and

Faderal Land Management Policy Act, the National Clean Water Act - Section 208, federal agenc o sclve this problem.

and the National Environmental Protection Act, the Department requests that

action be taken to protect additional riparian areas. Bestruction of Sage Grouse Habitat

Sagebrush Control Prezent sage grouse populations within the EIS area are very low and no hunting

o exists.  The Depariment of Fish
e proposed action calls for the control of sagebrush on tracts totalling up viahle population within the ro
t0 54,309 acres {page 3-22). We understand that the Management Framework Plan sework Plan would protect <ag grouse habitat by not allowing surface
specifies sagebrush spraying will not occur on crucial wildiife ranges, such i activities such , plowing, and spraying within {a} A two
as critical deer wintering areas and key sage grouse habitat. The Departmen i : g8 grouse stputting geeunds, {b) brood rearing a
wishas to emphasize the importance of this protective action, including the 3, i 100 Jrég of Tiving sage nesr wet meadows and
Tocation of sensitive species and habitats. {4y within water Langentratéan areas. However, the proposed
R 16-14 h?ternﬁifvp % and 4 wou?d destroy sege grouse habitat in at Tesst
- Control - irnamed:.  The Department que gns whether this astion can Ev
considering the curraest tus of sage grouse within the £IS area.

and Wildlife objective is to maintain a
& area.  We understand the Managemen?

The proposal & thin or clear 520 acres of juniper in the Durkee area {page 3-13)
16-12 fcould bave significant impact on wintering deer. Juniper control may not be
Justifiable, considering potential dmpacts on this crucial deer winter range.

wirtaoh optimizes wildiife, wild hovces, and nonconsumplive uses,
approximately 700 wiles of new fence to protect riparia
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Mr. William G. Leavell
June 25, 1930
Page &

The apparent choice is protect all riparian areas by implementation of Alterna-
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 cbjectives 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 Tivestock 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.

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, s0il and water protection, as well as
wildlife forage. Seeding mixtures should be selected after
consultation with Department personnel.

Mr. William G. Leavell
June 25, 1980
Page 7

New Spring Developments

1.  Overflow areas at new water developments should be protected
from livestock in a manner comparable to that provided the
water source,

late Grazing by Livestock

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

N

A coordinated plan should be developed among the BLM, O0FW,
Forest Service and private landowners for managing range, soil
and wildlife resources in the Keating area.

CONCLUSTON
The Ironside Grazing Management Environmental Impact Statement does not
appear to adequately address the multiple use concept, buf 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 an early opportunity to review this action plan and provide
additional comments and recommendations. We also ask that the suggestions
in this review be made part of the sroposed 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.

SincereTy{"
¢ JEN [
‘ = -
A L&\,\,\ﬁ . !\* ol b e

idohn R. Donaldson, Phi

Director
Jnp
cc: Bob Thompson
Bob Stein
Warren Aney
Duane West

Dick Humphreys/Gerry Grover
Vic Masson/Bi11 Hosford
Bi11 Olson
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The RIS utilizes the proposed Management Framework Plans (MFP). See
Appendix A in the DEIS for a brief summary. The proposed MFPs are
available for review in the Vale and Raker District Ofices,
respactively.

The decizionmaking process that follows issuance of this Pinal EIS
will. culmnate in issuance of a Ramgeland Management Program Deci sion
Docunent in the spring of 1981. A draft of that document wll be
rel eased for public review and comment before the decision iz final.

The statement on page 1-2, "For the purposes of inpact analysis, all
increased forage production will he allscated to livestock". was a"
assumption made for inpact analysis as stated. The decision which
will follow this EIS will not allocate future forage production. At
the tine additional forage becones available, all other affected
resource values would be considered prior to meking any allocation.

See response to comment 12-5.

At least four small populations are presently found in the EIS area.
Most of the quail habitat is proposed for rest rotation grazing which
in expected to result in slow improvement of riparian vegetation.
Significant inprovenent to allow for expansion of habitat is not
expected. Inpacts would be similar to those described for upland gane
birds, page 3-31. of the DEIS.

Sprayi ng and subsequent seeding are proposed primarily to inprove
forage for Iivestock. Improved novement for antel ope would al so
result, but is not the reason for the brush control.

Large scal e renmoval of nmature juniper is not planned. The design
features for juniper control are listed on page |-25. 0bpFW biol ogists
woul d he consulted inthe planning and final |ayout of vegetative
manipulation projects to ensure that the needs of wintering antmals
are considered.

The proposed NFP reconmends that fall grazing after Septenber 30 not
be allowed in the Powder Canyon Pasture of Allotnment 2024. Large
numbers of deeroften concentrate in this during the winter. The fall
"green up" of grasses on this area woul d be totally available to deer.
Addi tional pastures woul d be conasidered for Septenber 30 defernent
when heavy deer wuse is docunent ed. As stated on page 3-29 of the
DEYS, rest rotation and deferred rotation grazing would result in
cattle use during Novenber and December on approximately 5.000 acres
of the Keating deer tinter range. Large nunbers of deer do not
concentrate inthese pastures; consequently, relatively few deer woul d
he affected by forage conpetition.

16-8

16-9

Big gane hunting use under Alternative 1 (continuation of the existing
situation) i S projected to increase to 70,610 visiis attributable to
public land. This assumes an increase in use relative te a 25 percent
growth in the population of the State from 1974 ts 1993 {(Portland
State Universivy 1976). Under the proposed action, recreational
visitation is projected Lo increase to 1890. However, due to
decreased forage and cover, increases projected for blg game
hunting use ¢67,140 visits/year attributable ts public Zand) woul d not
he as great as woul d be expected under Alternative 1.

Tabl e 3-22 has been changed (See Errata, page E-28) to reflect a loss
in annual personal income under Alternative 4 (aiso illustrated in
Tabl e 3-21). The revised economic section {(page E-26})explains in
greater derail how community econonic inpacts stemming from changes in
hunting ond fishing use were derived.

16-10 The severity of a winter could be neasured by several factors |.e.,

length of winter, temperatures, snow depth, etc. The impact of these
factors upon deer numbers cannot he reduced solely hy having forage in
place. For exanple, adequate forage may he available, but due to deep
snows becones unavail able: or dietarv needs may ha fulfilled. hut
extended |ow tenperatures may cause animal stress or nortality
regardl ess of how nuch forage is available. Therefore, an allocation
of forage for the average season and herd nunbers was considered to be
the nost appropriate base for determ ning deer forage allocations.

16-11 Tahle 1-4 states that 34 mles of streams would be excluded from

livestock grazing. The 5.5 nmiles stated on page 3-36 in the DELS 1s
incerrect. and should be 6.1 mles. See errata fur sage 3-36. Only
14.9 of the 34.2 miles Of streams to be excluded provide fish
habitat, and 6.2 miles proposed for exclusion would have no inpact on
fish habitat (see Table 3-10).

16-~12 See response to comment 16~6.

16-13 See response to coment 9-9.

16-14 See response to comment 12-H

16- 15 The decisionmakers have the option of choosing any |evel of riparian

protection that falls within the range of alternatives analyzed (from
No Action in Alternative 1 to total protection in Alternatives 2 and
5.
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25 Juy 1980

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

your draft environmental statement for the Ironside Grazing Management

Plan 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 1-44 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. e 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.

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-1
(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, pleas

feel free to contact me or Craig Partridge of my staff at (206) 442~ 4011
or (FTS} 399-4011.

Sincerely,
Cloaberty Codonr

Elizabeth Corbyn, Chief
Environmental Evaluation Branch
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Rt 2
immtington, Oregem 97907
June 27, 1980

OregonState Director
Buresu Of Land Managenent
P.O. Bex 2965

Portland, Oregon 97208

The Ironmsids EIS draft is an evil and negetive dooument. |t
shoul d be ealled the Iromsidegate; equal (0 Watergates. This
sovers UD and conceal S vital informatien by omission snd
suppressien.

why have the utilization studies whick Were donethese past
18-1 t WO years by the BLM NOt been entered into' this draft? Is it
because these studies skew an utilization ef 30% sndanupward
| trend in forage? The faet i s the rancher sheuld be receiving
an inerease i N A.U.Mfs i nStead of a redustion.

In the sunmary it states that ™rhe existing forage produstien

of 127,216 AtM'swoul d_be alleeated: te livesteek 107,020 AUM's,

wildlife 7,619auMrs,Wi | d horses 600 auMtsand noncomsumptive

us4 11,977AUM's; the allooation to |ivastoak constitues a 25%

reduction fromthe 1978aut hori zed livestock use Of 142,118 AlM‘#.®
18-2 I This statement does not mention tme voluntary non-us4 takem

that year of 17-204, which distortes the 25% rednetien figure.

In Table |-2, the heading present livestock aetive USe AUM's;
18-3 §doesn’'t show the full Cass 1 license AUM's for eaeh al | ot ment.
It already represents the 17-20% eut taken in 1978,

Furthermore there i S N0 mention Of cuts taken by psrmitees
18-h in the 1950*sand é0ts and of the numbers of auMts in suspended
| non-use already. This should be shown in the table and sunmary.

Thel i vest oCK exelusion areas OF Riparian area5 proposed
management incl ude eporeximately 700 M| es of fenee of at | east
ths coat of #$1.400,000, This $1,400,000 woul d be better used
18-540 develops water aviay fromtheS€ reparian aeas. Tnix would
apread cattle away fromthese sites and increase vegetation

in them Fencing these a eas Woul d compound forage uas outaide
these areas causing nore soll disturbence and erosion.

There also 1s no nention of off road wenicls use in this ©Is.
What of thevegetati on disturbance caused by ORV'a?\What about
18-6] erosion and detrement cause by ORV'a® |n both maps 99%ef BLM
i s under intensive managenent and ORV have ne plass in this
typeof managenent;

esentinued an page 2

Pags 2
Oregen 3tate Direster, BIM
Portlsnd, Oregon

In tha ecemomie data there should be a total evaluation of

an area not mentioned to its full extent. out of 135 kead

of oalves in 1979, feur did not coms hone. Theaecalve5 were
ever L MONths e1d, wel| in health, having all calfheod

vacci nati on shotspossible. ¥his very spring of 1950, June?2,

| lost 2 sslves t0o @ hit and run butcher. This hasn't
addressed a cow loss of 5 hemd in 1979, 3 head in 197_8. Teese
fi (lgur_es ars sbove and beyond theanermal death less during
calving and natural death in the herd {no sareesstswerefound).

~13;7:|costs of rumnning cattle ONn the BLM. \What of eattle theft,

There is a sestion of the IS that was never addressed and
this shoul d be titeled "The psyehological effeats VN publie
t hi nki Nng inrelatien te eattle opsratorsON publie rang4d ."

As an eperatsr | neet a nunber of these pssplesntherange
and in the towns. W, in all sineerity, believe that the
cattleman had5 the | east ameunt Of ressom tO be ON the range.
These people Delieve his cattle are ruining the country and
that all he (the asttleman) dees i s sit back and count his
money. These people resent t he cattieman, believing they .
have the ri gﬁt to take his eattle if they wish, sheot UpP Signs,
ruin gates, neglect to shut gates and inm eemeral seemtohave
iittle Or no respect for. anyone who mikes ﬁl'g 1iving on tiae
rangse.

I believe that omly further malaeebetwsen the ranohcr and

the publie Wi ll comeabout duste the inaccurate statements

?ﬁ fblrz-lage utilizatien, through the negleot to include themin
e .

The BLM needs t0 address the £1s with aALLthe available
infermation on hand. Utilization studiss done by the BIM in
the past two years and tO rewrite the econemic | 0SS t0 the area.
Thgauimtomdic less to the area Will be far greater thsm believed,
and stated.

|, as a ransher and eitiszen Want a true and accurate Ironside
Grazing Management Environmental | Mpact Stateaent.

3imeerely, Ny

Crveihe AML

Charlea A. Heltz (.

Al lotment 101 Alkali Spring
157 Striped Mim
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Response to comments In Letter 18

18-3

See response to comment S-4.

The tenmporary non-use that was taken pending final determ nation of
stocking rates is shown on Table 1-3 for the Vale District. These
reductions in livestock use (13,903 AUMs) were accepted through
voluntary agreements between ELM and the permittees. the of the
conditions was chat the agreenents woul d remain in effect until an
Al lotnent Management Plan (AMP) is inplenented (See errata for page
1-2).

Any reductions called for in the decisions that will be set forth in
the Rangeland Managenent Program Decision Documents or the decisions
that would inplenent AMPs woul d be made from Class [ preference, not
the present active livestock use shown on Table 1-2 in the DEIS.
These reductions would be identified as suspended non-use as required
by 43 CFR 4110.3-2(b).

The EI'S analyzes the impacts of the proposed action and alternatives
as compared to the existing situation. The existing situation for the
Ironside EIS i S based upon 1978 data, as writing of the EIS began in
1979.

The existing livestock grazing for 1978 is shown in Table i~2. The
columntitled "Present Livestock Active Use" which consists of present
active use IS generally leas than Oass | preference because of past

reductions in livestock use. However, it is not appropriate to
anal yze impacts of reductions which occurred over the past 10-15
years. Therefore, there is no need for the BIS ro list the Classz |

preference, which i s not affected by the proposed action or any of the
alternatives. See response to 18-2.

The active livestock AUMs shown on Table 1-2 reflect present condi-
tions and are the result of previous reductions. Fol | owi ng the
earlier grazing use adjustments made In the Baker nistrier in tha
mid-1960's, nmany allotnent boundary adjustnents, land exchanges,
ombinations ot allotnents and other administrative adjustnents
occurred. As a result, a neaningful conparison berween the present
active use and grazing use prior to these adjustments would be
i mpossi bl e.

See response {0 comment 5-6.

ORV use ig referred to on page 2-28 of the DELS, and tha inpacts oi
the livestock grazing management program upon GRV use are analyzed on
pages 3-40 through 3-42. The BLM recogni zes the problens associated
with of f-road vehicle use. I'n sone cases, multiple use trade-offs nmay
be necessary to accomodate rising ORV use and increasiag demand for
off-road vehlcle areas. These trade-offs are analyzed through the

Bureau planning system with numerous opportunities for public com—
ment. £ is not the purpose of this EIS to analyze the effects of ORV
use on the grazing program. However, the designarion of a A AR an

ORV park would be preceded by the preparation of an activity plan and
an environmental assessment, if deemed necessary.

Further, 1in accordance with Executive Orders 11644 and 11689, dated
February 8, 1972 and May 24, 1977, respectively, the BLM will monitor
the effects of off-road vehicle use on public lands under BLM juris-—
diction. This monitoring would provide objective data to analyze the
impacts of ORV use on other resources. On the basis of the informa-—
tion gathered, BLM may rescind area designations or may close such
areas or trails to the type of ORV causing adverse effects, until such
time as it is determined that such adverse effects have been elimi-
nated and that measures implemented to prevent future recurvence.
While it may not be an ideal situatiom, it is possible to have an ORV
use arvea within an allotment intensively managed for livestoock
grazing.

The enterprise budget data (Appendix L) includes pruvisions for cow
and calf death losses and herd replacement which are considered to be
representative of normal industry conditions. Modification of the
data to reflect, for example, an abnormal amount of cattle their would
require informatlon representative of the whole local industry. A BLM
effort to collect such information from Baker County was opposed by
the local industry.
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BAKER PRODUCTION CREDIT ASSQCIATION

on 97814

Box 698, Baker, Orag

braft BIM Ironside Graziog Man:
Envircnmental Impact Statement

Fortiand, Or. 97

invelved in making short and intermediate

tarm loans to the cattlemen

the area covered by the BLM JYvonside Grazing
Management Envirommental Tmpact Statement, Baker Production Credit Association

throwzh its Board of Directors t

¢s the fellowing peosition.

Arbitruary reductions in grazing ailotments

propoesed by the BEM in the
draft of April 1, 1980, will have a serious negative affect on the cattlemen

involved in the reductions. Most of the ranche

& horrow money on beth short
term and Iong term condivions to operate their ranches. since livestock income

iz received on a very seasonal basis. Reductions as proposed would reduce ti

overall carrying capacity of the ranches and consequently would severely impair

the repayment capacity of the ranches coperations with respect te borrowed funda.

Many of these vanch operaticns are alresady in 2 strained vesition with respect

te repayment capacity £ Toans.

rory a cultural standpeoint. u

seasonal use cthey ranch land

during a viwe

may be reduced by

IM permits when

wnly kanwn that Che overall carrying

inclading BLM, or srher permirn:

A primary

]

-2

L l'?aci:or in erminding the relative value of the deeded land,

We suppert the position of the Joint Baker County Livestock Association—

Baker County Chamber of Commerce

feonomic Tmpact Commirtee. The findings

of the above named committee

aross income affect are well

founded ag contrasted to the net income effect as used dn tl

BIM Grazing

Management Environmental Tmpact Statement drafit, The entire population

of the arvea studied and surrcunding communities will be affecred proportional
to the gross revenune lost as a result of the proposed grazing allotment

veductions,
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Response t0 comments in Letter 19

19-1

192

The text has been revised. See Errata, pages E-13, E-14 and E-23.

The text has been revised in an effort
Errata, pages E-12 and E-20.

to clarify this matter.

See

20-1

20-2

20

PUBLIC COMMENTS

IRONSIDE-GRAZING MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
June 25, 1980

Az concerned citizens of the State of Oregon, we are compelled to respond to
the Bureau of Land Managements Envirommental Impact Statement. We take exception
to the BLM position of decreasing forage availability. We believe that since the
1930's great strides have been made to improve range conditions. Nevertheless, we
acknowledge that further improvements are needed in the 1980's on both RBIM and
private ranges to support populations of wildlife and iivestock. We have identified
two critical areas £or comment.

Since livestock grazing offers the only practical vegetative managemeunt tool,
we reject the data used to set forage production levels listed inm the Draft Ironside
E.1.5. More accurate information has been collected and is available since this
study was made. Because of the long range effects the draft E.I.S. will have on the
multiple use users of the federal lands involved, we £
should be used in setting forage production levels for these lands.

A general lack of understanding is experienced after reviewing the economic
data presented in the Draft E.I.S. It is difficult to determine from the veview
of information the actual value gained or Yeost from the proposed actions. e
wvalidity of the economic data is also guestioned in part based on : (1) the dur-
ation of time allowed to users and BLM personnel in the Vale District to respond
to economic data collection reguests, (2} The minimal number of users respon
to request for economic impact information and {3} The lack of information and wmini-
mal effect shown to the local busin community in view of grazing reductions.
Therefore, more indepth surveys and infommation should be collected to determine
the sericus economic losses that will be experienced by both the ranching and
business community if grazing reductions are initiated.

Since the BIM has not effectively presented adequate data to justify de-~
creases in forage allotment and in view of the gerious economic consequences in
their proposal, we are convinced that the range practices used effectively during
the past 3 decades should be maintained. When reliable information is obtained in
the furure by the BLM, we are committed to improving the forage conditicns for wild-
life and livestock.

By increasing red meat production whether from game or livestock, the protei
needs of man c¢an be met. From all estimates of population growth and food compe-
tition between man and animal, the range represents the single best alternative to
meet the protein needs of the future. We are convinced that our recommendations
represent the most responsible avenue presently known.

We the undersigned support this positicn.

1 the more current information
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Ve, the undersigmed, support and endorse the views and opinions as presented
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Kesponse to comments in Letter 20

20-1  See response to comment 5-4.

20-2 See response to comment 15-L
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wildlife habitat within the borders of the Ironside Area. Much
of Lhe area today is better adapted for the enhancement and
of wil@dlife than it is for the production of domestic
Man's needs for beef, etc., can easily be met on

rain 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
secondary role?

As in the case of Riparian Areas, the recommendations in the
Management Framework Plans are with few exceptions excellent.

If actions arve implemented as recommended, wildlife will be
treated on this publicly owned land, not as secondary to livestock
grazing but as a major natural resource.

The following sentence in the summary on wildlife needs explana-
tion:

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

Wild Horses

The recommendations made in the Management Framework Plan for
Northern Malheur adequately solves the wildhorse problem, if the
hourses are 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.

Sogic JClOI"u'.‘)IUlC-J

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 of the total annual forage
required to feed these herds (9 percent in the Baker District
portion and 19 percent in the Vale District portion). The figures
represent the dependence upon public land for livestock grazing of
these ranchers.

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

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

In the Malheur 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
public land, if there is no need to exclude it to protect the land
from damage, to rehabilitate the land from overgrazing and to

: the land for a more important purpose of greater benefit
to a larger number of people, such as wildlife, watershed and out-
door recreation.

21-7 it is proposed to make a reduction

—f—

"Range livestock grazing 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 been a declining resour
We face the question OF how LG change this trénd while
yvet using the resource. Perhaps, before it is too
late, we can gain through management an up trend on
much of the Western range resource. Some of it seems
destined to slip rapidly below the margin of economic
use."

- Western Land Water Use

Saunderson

Maximum sustained livestock production is dependent upon

maxinum yields of 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 source of wealth - in this case for—
age which ig in depleted condition from years of mis-management

and overgrazing?

Chapter I

Seasons of Grazing

Table 1-2 discloses that the "period of grazing" in many case
begins as early as March 1. From data in Table i~5 Approx
Growth Stage Dates for Key Species,no speciss iz listed
starting growth that early except willow, which is a ripa
specres and should be protected from livestock grazing.

Questions - Are the periods of grazing proposed the result of
studies made of key plant growth as related to “"range readiness®
or fixed to coincide with the traditional turn out dates of
permittees? It appears "tradition® is followed, although in the
se of Allotment 201 named Allotment #2 the existing period is
4/01 10/31 and the proposed period is 3/01-1 0~31. This case of
moving the seasons one month earlier is donbly interesting for

of 3,217 AUMs in this allot-
ment. Is the March 1 season to be authorized a trade-off for
the heavy reduction in grazing use?

This seems to be an appropriate place to gquote the findings of
the Sguaw Butte Range Bxperiment Station situated 30 miles west
of Burns, Oregon on ecarly spring grazing.

"Much has been said about incrﬁaaing range producticn
by seeding crested wheatgrass and by spraylnq o kili
big sagebrush, but often the easiest hest wav
to increase range production is to DELAY TGRNOUT DAT
This works until early June turnout. Turnout date at
the present time is generally about the first of April.
{Traditional)
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carrying capacity for livestock to be 6.14 acres per AUM or a
total of 4411 AUGMs. The private land was estimated to have a
slightly highex carrying capacity of 6 acres per AUM. The record
discleses that cheatgrass, an annual bromegrass,and indicator of
poor (Early) range conditions had replaced the native grasses

and was the dominant species below the 5,000 foot elevation on
the Allotment. Many years of overgrazing and abusive range
practices had seriously reduced the forage productivity of the
area, but rule-of-thumb guesses of carrying capacity placed it
at 3 acres per AUM. <Therefore, the range survey projected a cut
of 60 percent in livestock. 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 really indefensible reascns 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 thev easily obtained. These politicians soon

forced the Bureau of Land Management to agree to make another range

sucvey. Four years of discussions took place in a vain attempt
by the BLM to obtain an agreement from the permittees that they
would accept the figures of the re-survey without protest. The
1958 re-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 60 percent.

Table 1-2 Management, Period of Use and Vegetation Allocation in
EIS discloses that the reductions in livestock grazing pro-
jected in the 1958 range survey still remain to be made.

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

Snake River - Sisley Creek

Range Surveys Grazing Capacities

Federal Forage Allocation in AUMs

Land Praivate Prod.AUMs Livestock Wildiife Othex
1952 27,056 17,106 4,411 4,411
1958 21,197 -~ 3,922 3,355 567 -
1979 23,477 2,790 2,615 1,499 229 887

In the 18 years since the 1952 range survey the Table shows the
drastic drop in forage production that has taken place. In 1952,
6.14 acres produced one AUM, today it requires 8.97 acres, a drop
in production of over 31 percent. Wouldn't it have been much more
prudent for the ranchers to have taken the projected reduction in
1953, to stop the overgrazing and to start rebuilding the pro-
ductions which has been lost because of unparrelled obstinacy

and lack of clear thinking on the

The action to be taken on the Sne
1001 as described in the EIS will
AUMs from the present active liwve
rresent forage production. This
percent. If Senator McClure's A
Appropriation Bill, limiting live
10 percent it will take seven yes
estimated today on this severely
end of that period what will 1
be after seven more vears of ovel

In this case and in dozens of ot
federal agencies have been stoppe
actions by recalcitrant and mis-:
the expensive delays Snake River-
caused, twoe competent BLM field «
for implementing 1 ivestock reduc
into transfers to other position:
other to a Nevada location. The
transfers upon personnel is a de:
the attitude toward solving graz:
rather than the positive side.

"Most livestock men do not
or the ecological concepts
appraisals of the forage s
suspected that they do not
understand. This fact thai
during the past 25 yeavs i
(1) congressional and othe:
business groups in all of 4
(3) western romantic cow-Ix
behalf is a final clinching
to resist curtailments even
who have most outrageously

In conclusion, of the Snake River
the 151 allotments scheduled for
inperative that all of the owner
stand sqguarely behind the BLM in
It is obvious from recent past hi
alone cannot accomplish a task o:
help of the hundreds of thousand:
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from the described needed changes in the livestock grazing
of the Ironside Area. In this undertaking OEC offers its
full support and such assistance as it can give to the BLM
officers assigned to the responsibility of implementing the
reductions in livestock grazing and other changes.

Sincerely,

P R T Ny
AR
Barl D. Sandvig

Oregon Bavironmental Council

L

EDS/4ah

cr:  Sen. Mark Hatfield
Sen. Bobh Packwood
Cong. Al ULllman

Response to comments in Letter 21

21-1

21-7

™y

=
i

@

There are 613,407 acres of private land within the allotments (see
page 1-1 of the DEIS). Private lands were not included in the soil-
vegetation inventory.

iands for which the are no data was given on page

An explanatfion
2-1, paragraph 5.

The proposed decision for watershed protecticn in the Nerthern Malheur
Management Framework Plan (page A2-3 in the DEIS) 1s dIncorrectly
stated and has been rewritten. See errata for page A2-3.

The caleulations for AUM reductions for steepuness of slope in each
allotment are available at the Baker District Office.

rowth the

Summer grazing by livestock results in abundant early grass
following spring. Likewise, moderate grazing by livestock stimulates
leader growth of bitterbrush Exisving deer and elk populativus are
dependent on early “green—-up” of grasses and good hrowse production.
Without livestock, grasses would becom: rank and provide less early
spring forage; browse production would decrease and any shrubs would
grow out of reach of deer in a few years.

The anticipated effect on the local economy of elimination of Live-
stock grazing from public land in Baker County is discussed In the
Economic Bection, Chapter 3. (See Errara) Personal income for Baker
County was $104,568,000 in 1978 (page E-8) compared to an estlmatad
$468,000 arttributable to all livestock grazing oa BLM lands in the
Kaker District (page E-28). Refer especially to the analysis of

3

impacts of Alternative 2 (Mo grazing).

.xson of use listed on Table 1-2 spans the period from the
earliest date that cattle are allowed to graze uatil the lavest date
graziang will be allowed. Under the proposed action, Allotment i
would have four grazing syste none of which would gpan the entire
pericd of use given in Table 1-2. ‘The change in season of grazing use
to March 1 is proposed te allow use of the spring grazi system on
riparian habitas for enhancemeat of woody species. Experience In che
EI3 area has shown early grazing to be bdeneficilal to key plant
spacies.

The

23

rructing the range improvements has uot

Dg

A benefit—cost analysis of con
vet been made. Cost estimates of the range Improvements woul
rough at this time since the exact project locations have not
See rasponse to comment 12

The spring and mod
expected o improve riparian ve ation.
and maintenance of the proposed fenc 1s one
COnS 4 by the de OIMAKET . Ses respon
reascns why range improvements were proposaid.

the factors

sommend A2
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436 AU x $246C = 41,046,408 22-1

A 50% reduction in the BIM privilege from 1480 AJUM.'s to 740 A ULM. 's
would reduce the capacity at least 740 ALUM 's / 12 mos. = 62 Al's
which would reduce the market value 62 AL x $24000 = $148, 800,

However the market value of the ranch has been reduced even further by the

fact that this ranch is no longer a well halanced operation, due 1o the

50% loss of spring range which will requive using the irrigated pasture earlier,
md feed hay longer to 200 cows of the herd. This per unit value of the

ranch would be reduced a minimum of $300 per unit or $130,800. The additional
hay required for one month in the spring until the irrigated pastures are

ready would require (200 hd. x 177 ton per mon 100 tony. 100 Ton @

$70.00 per ton or an anmual investment of $7, which equals $7,000/10%

cap rate or reduction in value of $70,000.

The total effect of g reduction in the BLM grazing privilege would be as

follows:

AU Reduction $148,800.00
Impairment of Ranch Balance 130,800.00
Additional Hay Requivement 70,000.00
Total Value Reduction to Deeded Property $3449,600.00

resents a reduction of §472. per AJUM. caused by the grazing privilege
cut, > example ranch used is dependent on the BIM grazing to the extent
of i8% of the total carrying capacity (RIM-AIM's - 1480 3

{Total AUN's - 5236)
A BIM reduction to a ranch that was move dependent on federal grazing, as
are many ranc in the area, would have a more significant effect on their
operation and market value.

This v

SUMMARY:

iion that the present balue of an AUM of grazing is approximately

1S study reflects a value of $65. per AM which is completely
¢ d on hay equivalent, market equivalent, deeded pasture rent

it or investment value represented to the total ranch operation.

per AUM value wxler todavs conditions and

1 becone

Response ro comments in Letter 22

The text has been revised to include the estlmate of the valae of

arazing privileges presented in the comment.

See page E~12 in Errata.
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Frederick W, Obermiller
May 28, 1950 page 2.
determining future eccnomic impact,

(%2} We believe that a rancher's motivation may not be the

23-71 | same as other businessmen., The BLM studv does not address this
questiun,

{(4) The study does nit address what may bhe the greatest
resource of all, the i1ndividual rancher, his family, his employees,
his business assoriates, etc.

(%} The BLM study Jdoes not adeguatelv address the economic
impact on the individual yancher,

(6) The BIM study is quite niarrow., It .18 to address other
econcmic questions such as:

(a) What is the best economic use of the range?

(h) 1s there & airect relationshkip hetween best economic
ase and hest range moanagement P

{¢) 1s removing livestock from the range the only alter-
native to range mprovements?

{d) What are the costs/henefits of alternative range

09-0

improvement programs cowpared to removing livestock?
{e} What is the rconemic potential of the range? What
we:ald he the econcmic impoct of resource increases?.
f0) what I8 the eranamic veine the range?  Ts it
the rapye in 108 uatersl state? 1« it the grass and

iy

brush?  Counld it he 11

cer resonree?
{g) What 15 the cost 1o the consumer of alternative uses?
{7) Thr BLY studv uses benerni econoamic data, Is this data
appropriate to uge foer Paker Countv?
{8) Won't the 31/ Baker tennty eecnomie study provide more
valid and complete Paker County evconomic imnaet information?
{%) The BiM economic information s based on an assumption
23“2 that the percentage of cattle sules t: annsal fara income can be
applied to County farming persenal net income te get ranching net

income, Is this assumption/relationahiy volid?

23-3

23-4

23-5

Frederick W. Obermiller

May 28, 1950 page %,

(10) The BIM study addresses founty economic effect, in

reality the economic effect is greater, in that ranchers alasn &

moniea in surrcunding counties, Should a reglonal effect be de
mined to make the sfudv more valid?

{11) The BIM atudy uses a general economic net income mul
In our case we are talking about loss of new dollars to Bakev
County since most cattle sales are to outsiders. It appears thai
Bince we are loosing all new money a higher than normal muliiplisr
should he used.

{12) The BLM study uses a net AUM loss in computing economiec

impact., The increases netted in this study are not related ex
for timing to the proposed cuts, We firmly believe the only i
economic impact 1s one measured against the total cut which is ov

12,000 aum's,

{12} The study does not adequately address the loss of jong-
and short-term horrowing potential as a result of aum cuts,

(14} Toe study does noet correctlyv represent the jocal economic

effect uf increased wildlife which we helirve is & verv minor
economic impact, Reduction will not alwavs result in ineressed
wildlife.

{1%) The BLM study calls for a 60-day comment period v Jups

27, 1980, VWe believe the complexitv of the stoedv requires a much
longer response period, particularly when there are significant
questions abnut the validity and completeness of the BLM stndy.

We have reguested an extension ts Janoarv 1, 14981,

(16) 1t would be our conclusion that the ahove questions

lead to anly one econclugion concerning the economic sections

BLM study., The study is totally inadequate and nnacceptable as is

and reguires complete revision by the BLM,
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Frederick W. Obermiller
May 28, 1980

I am sure we will have many more questions as we continua our
economic study but would appreciate your thoughts on the above or
any other matter you believe Is appropriate, prior to the BLM's
June 4, 1980 public hearing date. Please give me a call (523-4471)

it you have any gquestions concerning the ahove,

Very Truly Yours,

Randell C, Guyer, Jr.,, Chairman
Joint BCLA-BCC of C Economic
Impact Committee

cc:  Mr, Denni s Goodman
Mr. Bob Steward
Mr. MyronMiles

page 4.

Depanment of O[e 200

Agrt

Resoutte Economics | Unzversaty, Corvaliis, Oregon 97331

cultural and

June 4, 1380

Randel
Joint
Baker
Baker,

I C. Guyer, Jr., Chairman

BCLA-BCC of C Economic impact Committee
County Chamber of Commerce

OR 07614

bear Mr. Guyer:

toam ¢

esponding to your letter of May 28, 1980, asking for my professional
P g g ®

opinion on economic issues related to the BLM lronside Grazing Management

E1S.
are as

(1)

(2)

(3

My comments are keyed to the points enumerated in your letter. They
follows:

To calculate employment impacts using an /0 model, the effects on
household income in each sector of the local economy must be projected.
Dividing through by the average annual wage in each sector gives
caployment impacts in that sector. Summing over all sectors gives
toral employment impact In the iocal economy. 7o project changes in
Jeading business indicators {gross product, vaiue of production, baak
deposits, etc.) total transactions impacts must be calculated. o
short, net income projections are relevant for some purposes, gross
income for other, and the distribution of both net and gross impacts
among sectors of the local economy should not be ignored.

fn a static impact analysis, normal cost and return data for the cow-
calf sector {averaging over the cycle) should be used. There are
saveral ways of doing this. Pernhaps the simplest is to use current
costs and the average return over the cycle above costs as the means
of determining net income. A better approach is dynamic analysis
calculating cash flow and cost over the cycle as prices and herd
numbers change. However, the latter approach is complicated and ex
pensive, and probably bevond the capability of the Bureau given
time and monstary constraints.

There are good indications in pricr research that many ranchers, per-
haps most, do not attempt to maximize annual profit. Conseguently,

a Jinear programming solution based on an annual profit maximization
assumption can generate projections about what should happen that differ
markedly from what actually will happen,

OSU is an Aflirmative Action Equal Empioyment Opportunity £Employers and
compiies with Section 504 of the Rehatilitation Act of 1973



Randel | €. Guyer, Jr., Chalrman Randell C. Guyer, Jr., Chairman

Joint BCLA-BLC of £ Economic impact Committee Joint BCLA-BCC of { Economic impact Committee
June &, 1680 June &, 1980
Page Z Page 3
{k} Forage, whether public or private, is an intermediate product. its impa actually is estimated depends on the purpose of the analysi fey
value is derived from the use, or uses, to which it is put. Normally, general | would recommend against calculating regional effects unles
the value derived through livestock production and saie yields higher directly affected operators are headguartered In other counties.
forage vaiues, Hence, the economically optimal allocaiion of forage
among eses and users normstly will ocate most or all forage to {11} There are different ways of deriving and using net income multipiiers.
domestic livestock operations. From an economic point of view, the It is not clear to me which approach was wsed in the draft EIS, but
appropriate frame of refereace for Torage management impact analysis i think the Grant County model coefficients were empioyed {see p. .
iz, therefore, the affected production units and consumption activities. If 5o, | believe the best available net income multipliers w
the BLM. It would be the gross value of lost calf sales, time
{4} No 1wo ranchers have exactiy the same type of operaticn, have the same that wouid represent the total net income Toss in Baker {ounty.
opportunities, face the same constraints, and share the same motives. 55-60 percent of this amount would be permittee loss. These pro
Conseguently, only through sn operator-by-operator analysis could im- fncarporate all of the simplifying and abstracting comments disc
pacts on the individual ranch operation be assessed.  Such aa approach in points {1} = {7) abvove.
realtiy by nov feasibie. lnstead, coperations are grouped by type, and
group averages are used in the impact analysis. The broader and more {32} The net AUM reduction is appropriate en the simplifying assumpt
necos are groups, the less precise are impact projections. it is not appropriate given the Baker County 05U study approach.
posed AUM losses and gains, and their associated impacts, both
{6}  The L1 addresses none of the issues raised here, which | suppose is ed, but considered separately rather than netted. The
understandasle given (ts purpose: To document the Impact of a proposed bution of gains and losses among ranching operaticons should be
change or changes without concidering other alternatives., The EIS is Both losses and gains should apply only o Yicensed AUM'
not concerned with the benefits and costs of range improvement programs
or management oprions orther than those specified as "alternatives analyzed'. (13} True.
{7} No wwo counties have the same economic structure. Thus, the impact of {ik) The relevant guestion is the contribution of wildiife to local
a given change {like reduced federal grazing) will vary from county to activity. {t is unclear wo me bow the local economic benefits to wi
county. The structure of a county can be approximated using nonlocal life were projacted.  The values do seem hi
data snd making certain assumptions, or it can be measured using tocal
data. ¢ jatrer approach is more costiy and time consuming, bur also {15) | think that the relevant questions are related more to the deci
is more accurate. implementation pericd than to the comment pericd, and the extent to
the BLM is willing to base decisions and lementation en the
{8) Because the ker County 05U study specificaily addresses all of the of information that is superior to that which appears in ti
problems and issues raised in {1 - {7} above, it will yield more
valid and accurate information un the local economic impact of the pro- {163 | have always argued that ¢ood decisions reguire good facts.
posed AUM reduction. Again, however, | should point out that the Bureau trying, in the course of the Baker County USU study, to
had neither the time, money, aor personnel to do the type of research up~to-date, reliable, and powerful basis for local econo
project which 9530 is doing in Baker County. making. Dur prior experience in Grant County and elscewhe

3t natural rescurce management and use dexisions will m
I am pot sure what this point references, Lot it is true that the relative gher fevel of focal acceptance if based on the type of
centribution of the ranching Industry to total agricultural income in will te collecting this susmer, and reporting 1o
Baker County varies from year-to-year. Tnis is <learly seen in tha interested parties thiz fall
county aqr tural statistics published by Stan Miles this Department.

o
P

Eohope this Jetrer respends 1o, rather than avoids, the qu
{10} The value s do tend to increase with the 1 of qeographic and the C(omnittee, Please let me know if further elaborat
aggregat The i industry multiplier for the State is, for needed.

erample, greater than the egquivalent Baker County mulviplier. Conseguently,
the regional impact of a federal grazing reduction in Baker County should Sincerely
be expected to esceed the Baker County impact. Whether or not the regional

‘Frederick W. Obermiiler
Associate Frofessor
Extension Resour

Specialist
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Responge to comments in hetrver 23

23-1 Studies bave indicated that profit is typlcally not the primary notive
keeping raschers in the ranching business. The following statement in
the Draft Owyhee Grazing Zavironmental Impact Statement {1984, page
3-i46) elaborates:

4 ranching lifestyle has been described by some 2s "one which will
help very few people to becowe rich bdur is a family-oriented
lifestyle which provides a good quality of life for those who
choose it.” in the 1970s, with high expenses and low beef prices,
ranchers have faced economic and sccial pressures which could bring
about changes 1n the industry. Economists (Martin 1968, Schultz
1970) tnink the 1livestock industry lags behind other sectors of
American agriculture in areas of managerial efficieacy and accep—
cance of innovation. Ranchers tead to make decisions based on
poveconomic motives, such as wmaintaining a way of 1iife. High
profir is frequently not their primary geal (Schultz 1970). It
would appear that maintaining the ranching way of life 1s more
important than maximizing profits (Martin 1968).

Schultz found that 86 percent of his sample of western livestoek
aperators viewed ranching as a way of life rather than a profit
making enterprise.

Grigsby (1976, cited in the Iromside DEIS), in his study of Harney
County, Oregon, also indicated that many of the ranchers hold on to
cheir operations because they derive some benefit not measured in
dollars {page 99).

23-2 The approach and asumptions stated In the comment were not ased in
developing any estimates. The comment may be based om & mislnterpre-
tation of Appendix M, which is not referred to in the revised text.

23-3 The impacts on individual ranchers were caleulated on the basls of
their total AUM loss. Communlty luwpacts were culated on the basis
of the net AIM loss because the increases are part of the management
action.

23-4 The text has been revised in am attempt ro ¢larify these impacts.

23~5 The economic impacts of wildlife-related recreation are based on
projections of recreatlon activity. The economic impacts have been
revised and their method of estimation explained in the text.

13-6 The study was cited without qualification in the DEIS as information
contradicting conclusicns reached in the preceding paragraph of the
nexte The ext Tas been revised im an attempt to clarlfy the
conclusion. Ses pages E-11 and 2-2

e

23-7 The

ext has been revised to a range of values. See page E-12 din
Errata

éL

STENINGER y

g2 Manageeant Coresirant

CERTIFPIED MATL

June 26, 1980
Number 681648

Frank A. Edwards

Acting State Director
Eureau of Land Management
Oregon State Office

P.0O. Box 1965

Portland, Ovegon 97208

SUBJECT: FRONSIDE DRAFT GRAZING
MANAGEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Attn: GERRY FULLERTON, IZIS5 TEAM LEADER

Dear Mr. Edwards and Fullerton:

Western Range Service represents clients who graze livestock
in the Vale District and who control all or the majority of

?he licensed grazing use in the following allotments included
in the Ironside Draft EILS.

Allotment Number Two (201)
Allotment Number Three (202}
Alkali Allotment (101}
Buck Bruch Allotment (218)
Westfall Allotment (227}

These five allotments represent 37% cof Vale District Active
AUMs computed for 1977.

The enclosed comments axe presented to the Bureau on bcehalf
of the following range user

Alkali Allotment Grazing Association
ricla Brothers

James Corxrrvigall

Becker Ranch, Inc.

Glanville Farms, Inc.

B. N. Glanville

Richard Jordan

Thomas Silvey
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Messers. Edwards and Fullerton
Page Two
June 26, 1980

The sixty (60) day veview period ending June 27, 1980 provided
inadequate time to thorcughly analyze the 205 page document.
Comments from Western Range Service reviewers are presented
separately due to the brief comment period allowed.

Additional comments will be submitted within the thirty

(30) day period following the Federal Register notice of
availability announcing the final EIS, so that they will

be available for BIM's preparation of the Rangeland Management
Program Document.

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

AL STENINGER

P.0. Box 1328
Elko, Nevada 89801
(3 copies)

WILLTIAM SCHROEDLR
Box 220
vVale, Oregon 97918

D. W. HEDRICK

Dean, Scheool of Natural Resources
Humboldft 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,

M T

Al Steningex

AS/db
Enc.

ce: William Schroeder
WRS staff participants
WRS clients

24-1

COMMENTS ON LRONSIDE DRAFT EIS

By
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 stocking fatesS ranging from 9 to 15%
were taken by the livestock permittees by reducing livestock
nunbers and season of 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 1
Interim Allotment Agreement

Voluntary Change In
Allotment

Reductaion Season Intensive
Name Number of AUM's Of Use Management
Alkali 101 *15% No Yes
Allot. Two 201 15-27% Yes Yes
Allot. Three 202 9% Yes YCS
Buck Brush 218 14% No Yes
Westfall 227 0% No No

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

The Interim Allotment Agreements included a cooperative

range study monitoring program. Livestock forage utilization
studies results for 1978 and 1979 document that the current
stocking rates are below the proper livestock carrying
capacities.
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Table 2

BIM Range Utilization Study Results
For Key Perennial Grasses

sllotment Name Number 1978 Utilizatj@n 1979 utilization
£ %

Alkali 101 6% 21%

Allotment Two 201 36% 46%

3llotmant Three 202 35% 35%

duck Brush 2138 39% 35%

nean 34% 24%

Maximum allowable utilization le
ranged from 50% to 65% utrilization, substantially above the
levels recorded. The studies did reveal an imbalance of
forage availability in Allotment Two. Spring forage abundance
was below levels available for summer and fall. The livestock
operators veluntarily took a turncut deferment of two weeks

in 1980 as a management adjustment to achieve seasonal

baiance of available forage and allow spring growth to

advance sufficiently prior to commencement of grazing.

els in the allotments

24-2

Apprarent trend studies conducted by ihe Bureau and reported 24-3
in the EI5 reveal that 5% of the Ironside EIS study area is

in a static to improving trend. Three of the five subject

allotments received Apparent Trend rvatings in the RIS. The

trend was static or upward on §%% of the 180,000 acres

containaed in the subject allotments.

National BLM Direc . Frapk Gregqg, and Division of Range
Management Chief, Maxwell T. Lieurance, have both publically
stated that no grazing capacity reduction will be impcsed
when the range is in a static oy improving condition.t/

Utilizarion studies conducted by BLM but not re ted in the
EIS combined with Apparent Trend data from the FIS provide
convineing evidence that the Interim Allotment Agreement
Program has b successful. Stocking levels are below the
proper capacity of the range and the grazing mar ement
systems are working satisfactorily.

fhe Interim Allotment Agreements with BLM provided the

following texms and conditions:
"v. additional Consic s
. This agreement is an interim management

measure that shall remain in effect

1/ Lieus Trasscript. Publiec Hearing with Washingteon D.C.
Repre ivegs of BLM, Nevada Cattlemen's Association, Elko,
Bevada. July 25, 1984,

until land use allocations are considered
in the Ironside Grazing Environmental
Impact Statement, and Allotment
Management Plan has been agreed to

and/or implemented., This agreement

will become woid at that time.

2. It is agreed that the terms acd
conditions of this agreement shall be
binding upon the permittees, their
respective heirs, executors, admin-~
istrators, successors in interest or
assigns.”

It is the hope and expectation of our clients that the Bureau

will honor their commitment to the Interim Agreements through

the Allotment Management Flan implementation stage. The additional
vears ¢f range study data preceding the AMP will provide the
guidance for fine tuning the existing intensive management
practices so that a comprehénsive AMP can be Judicicusly evolved.

Negative Tone of EIS

The Draft EIS
is harmful to

presents a basic premisc that livestock grazing
the vegetaticon and to all other interests and

us of the public lands. The proposed sclutions assume that
reduction of livestock grazing along with overly complicated

grazing management systems ave valid remedies.
The premise and assupptions are wrong.
can be harmful to the resource.
simple and flexible
cost~effective.

Cnly abusive overgrazing
Grazing treatments employing
management systems arve most beneficial and

A Positive Approach To Management

ion geonditions and livestock stocking was favorably
1ted for the Vale District when Heady and Bartolomsz/
for 197% as follows:

that the t
ict is elther
{p 93}

condition a
all the dist
improving".

nd of nearly
table or

om a vegetational standpoint the Vale
gram has been highly effective.

nse and nearly pure stands of
gebrush have becn converted to

Harcld P, Heady aund Jdames B
and Rehabilitation Program:
Oregon.  UIDA Porest Service |

139 pp.
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grasslands on about 8 percent of the
district. The additional forage provided
by improvement of range conditions gave
the opportunity for flexibility in
grazing use and further improvement in
the untreated ranges. The district now
produces more range 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 Bartolome, 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, 1In 1978,
additional reductions of 13% in livestock grazing occurred in
the Vale District (p 2-41) and upon the five subject allotments.
(1-3, 1-4).
The proposed vegetation allocation calls for additional reductions
on the five allotments of 21%, for a total of a 37% reduction
from the grazing preference totals.

Table 3

Grazing Reduction Summaries for Pive Allotments

Interim Agreement

Preference 1978-79 1580 Proposed
Allotments Number 1977 X X Allocation
AUMs g  Active Reductions petive Reductions
AUMs % AUMs % AlUMs %
Alkali 101 13361 100% 11355 154 11355 15% 7481 44%
Allot. Two 201 8742 100% 7431 15% 6382 27% 4214 52%
Allot. Three 202 12238 100% 21141 9% 11141 9% 9421 23%
Buck Brush 218 4324 100% 3704 14% 3704 14% 3154 27%
Westfall 227 126 100% 126 0% 126 D% 147 15%
Total 38791 100% 33757 13% 32708 1le% 24377 37%
Y

24-4

24-5

24-61

The proposed reductions in the forage allocation summaxy in
Table 1-2 for the five allotments is not supportable by: (1)
The most current and reliable field data (utilization}; (2)
Apparent Trend data (EIS Appedsix D-1j; or, (3) Other published
documents concerning the Vale District and range research
investigations.

Livestock grazing provides the only practical tool to manipulate
vaegetation on the public lands. Grazing treatments most

often can be successfully applied without instigating cemplicated
management systems. Vegetation has been stimulated by grazing

to be healthy, productive, and available in desired quantities
and combinations by employing basic simple grazing systems.

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

be determined from the ongoing cooperative range monitoring
program set forth in the Interim Agreement, not forage allocations
proposed by the Draft EIS.

1. Grazing Systems

Recommended utilization levels are tco conservative
{page 1-13, 20, 22, 22).

Proposed grazing systems for the five allotments
are too complicated and would not be cost effective
{Table 1-6}.,

2. Monitoring and Management Adiustments

A successful program is in practice on the subject
allotments and should be continued. The same
caution expressed (p 1-27} for increases should be
applied to reductions.

3. Proposed Action and Altexrnative

Alternative Fouxy appears toe be the best option
based upon the Summary Compari son (Table 1-10) .,

The Interim Agreements provide an implementation
and management vehicle superaior to listed options.

4. Water Quality

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

5. wildlife

Wildlife habitatr and forage has already been



i - -
TEUOZIAV fHOSON, ‘enontiv o AIARIBATHN uswobeuer ofiueyg a0
IRSERFOAY BUVTOOISY TRuanpbiuny siuvy TRTUA CTOITWE f 9 w

TRTIIRD Lg pasn afvand gitm DATITIDAWOD Ayaonitp
mﬂwdosmmwﬂmmyﬂwzoﬁuﬂﬂwmmwxuwmm;xm wwm&ouuo

A3 prrmnbax ses sheioy TrUoIITRPLR DN MoU 3us
PIROM SROIAY aTyulinsun uo
HOTIBDEPUT OU 812Xy E=li3:33) qI07 g

B E
IEUOTITPOR “BUSTLTIINS 2 J0U DINOM SpoIr afgplrnsan

2HUI0F SIsuM CBuizeik HOOZEBATT AOZ BIGEITHSUL DRUTWIDLOD

i 3 PRpeon

TIDTAAS L] ARyPd OYF IO STLAL JEou UL, (SIUBWSAVIS DU

pazTuborax 87 s1yl z-7 obed un tSRsaAny Xo/pue

Aq posn og Aew YSTUM gealy pad N ATore pdwon-uwyy-ssat

A2 BTARIINSUN UL eygqeitesr abeiog ST axeyy (s3no UOTIRTTIIIN

PUY BYIDZTAD ALTTTOR3Tng &g *9°7T) vorionpoaxd sherxoy zo

HOTIRTNOTED 513 U pRILpPTSUSY Usag Apeoife sy waazied burzeab

FTIIES BOUEG C2ATRD Geyy sBURX w3 3o siaed QUAAIIITY

DEN Avil $RSIOYPTTM puwr DITIPTTM IRYY ST JICIORI PaawrIel v

TRTIIND WOIF QWBAIIITD ST eousanzold AxwiaTp 1Tayl 2Tyl pusixe
PY3 01 UOTIEINESA STYL osn osTe dew STRUTUY I83Y30  *asn
saTxiumawosuoy o W DRIVHOTTL, 87 q0TIvIsbaA DUl JO wpg ueysm
BIOW BIOEZDIHYE  (UsTionpord [R303 10 2.f 03 PT ST UOTIONPOT
abraoz deya s93e3s At g~z d ug) a133wn Ag posn Araadoad st
IT UDYA HITS SUI U0 UTRHRI SoTo0 IAYIO TIR 30 sobeiuaniad
AaIwy pue satowds Asy FO uotaonpoad ay3 30 %0¢-ap avyl
SuESw STYL  C(perexb Atxedoad st SI0UM B SB 2HURI 2yl usym
saroads QueTd Yovs uo poastyse ssn jusorsd SUL ST I01DVI 2En
Tadord sULy I12M07 sT 21 Faroads oyquieted §s97 103 {%09-0%
ATTRnsn sT aojovy Y3 =210ads abrrioy Koy oul aog csaToads
UowR L0 siogoer 2sn asdoxd saysTTgRISe POYIDN 2OUBSS I RUUODDY
ABTRD0 Yy CBUTPWRTSTW PUR 109IX00UT ST S2EN DATIFLMSUOD
—UOU X0 s95I0Y ‘oI TIPIIM IDYITS O3 9pPw ST uoTreyshoa zo
HOTIVOOTTE® oU 1 9ATIRUADI|Y JPpun 1ey:s DOUDIDIUT DY e

TUHOTISIDAUOL WONS IYBW OF AR DAATIIRL OIOoM

slaquoy sueb HTg Moy xou ‘AR pur aoep ‘E285I0Y ‘aTiRavd uzamlag

POSN GOTIBT UOTHRIDAUOD IO UOTIPHIPUT DU §T 21243 *a3el Aue

¥ T5IF FIYR Ul suop ATiusgeddr cem e JADYIDUR TO SWAY O

PAEIADAUOD A{AD2ATP 24 10UURD TRurde FO PUTY DUC A0 pazeTnoTed

SWOV 243 snu3 pue (@133wd “H°2) Towrue FO puty uwBATE v oy

(¥ya) ayeauy pue (sans USTAIRZTYIAN} 83Tqey Hurzerd “{sand)

aousiazoxd fxeiarp orgroads eyl A0927I5X poyew ST Ag pajeran

~IR0 SRV JO IVQUDYU SYL G (g-T 2T9RL) FOATIVUWIDITR SROTIARA

93 IDpUD DITILTIM pur sasioy PTITM ‘YDOIEDATT O3 PHIROOTTV

DR 2T IOUUTW 3TIHY u1 DAITINLTeL (eRav) ohraog IOE | YOAY

“{e~T9d ‘¥-TH sobed) ‘PEiRuTwITR fem L Hutzerh yooasaATT

FO4 BTHEITONSUR gvaTe, U0 pasnpoad abeI0g  *poulsKH Axonusaur

FOURKSTRUUSGOMY I2TN00 oyl Lg ATisow PAUTHIDISD SeM unTy
~RIDTIR JOF ayqei{IirAr sbwioy HADOAS2ATT F0 junoww 2yg e

VOTIBRDOTIV UOTIWYIDDOA 1
U4 YUITHS xeumT g
Ag
SIH FUTSNGIT N SINIWHOD

Ut-t¢

b-t

8-t¢

TRWOLUT puUR UOTIONPOId [TUOTIBU Pur [Ronl sSounyus

pu® paxoaey 29 03 uworionpord yiiear orseq MoTEe prnom
ISUOTAITPUOD DTWOUDHD 155G 27 uy 3msax uortirsoddo
SZTWTUTH  :pTROM PRISHHNS UOTIROTITPOW IULBTTS oyL

TBUIBDUOD iseisnulus dsiaoy Aue [radsip
PINGUS €07 IUDWIOTIE 30O wale ¥221) Log UT sasioy
PTIM 2ARDT O3 p SATITUISITY IO UOTIBOTFIPOW Y

(1¥-1 =25ed o3

osuodsey) " (6L6T "Il ‘xBTiEnL 9eg) AUTIINDDO
UoTITUbEIS UOTIRIOHSA FO POOYITONTT U3 BHNPDA
Agexaus pue uamorb wsmoiqg DABTOUIZS PIROM saeold
29IYL AIDAD JO INO FUO SAANSOTORD SITIRITM IO
burzealb yooaswaTy ‘pue isedors desns ay3z butzeab
x03 doeys apraoid 03 s18TXD ashbuot ou Axrsnput
deays YooIsRATT 9HURI 9UYI {Jusmivexy uetzedrx

poob opraocad oa ojenbape ST Spiepuels Axryend
A93'M B3Rig pur (eiepal Aq poatnbax wotidsjord
uetIedII {pIlRDOT IR usaq ApeOITwR svy 9HeI0T auweh
H1g  :ArTeotzToeds ‘pojussoid sem ¥ SATIVHIDATY O
aaT31oadsasd anal AUYI IT ‘SISPISNUIUS DITIPITM puw
SISTTRPIUDWUOATAUD 0 32adgod YITM J09IT00UT ST {19
~¢ d) ¥ saryRUILlTY ioj s1oedul 3o uvorsnTou0D ayg

TEIOW HUTHIOU pur ,SWesip pue SaUSIM,

ST papawbax aq istw uostivduod ayg "saATIRUY

~ID9TP SROTARA DU IOpun shurTivy umowy Aypoiaoder
YITH DUOTR PIIngTIISIp air pusil UMOUN{UR 09 puw
UCTITPUOD UMOUNUR 07 O sabvazsy ‘aatawinoads ATybrty
ST {8~£ @TqeL) seuor uerxedrix ur IVITARY DITIPTIA

JO PUIAL PUBR UOTITPUOD Ut aHULYD JO SUOTSBTIUCD

“{32-2 ‘gi-z d) uorIENITE JULIIND
2u3 I\spun Iox papraoxd pue pareootie Airodoxd

Jo-1e

C-68




690

2111 |

c. Figures presented in Table 1-2 indicate that forage
15 presently under-allocated in 51 allotments and over-allocated
{by 30%) in 151 allotments. As stated on p 3-3 "The vegetation
allocation {Tables 1-2 and 1~11) inherent in the proposed
action and the alternatives determines the degree of utilization
of the key species." It is also stated that “Under Alternative
1, utilization of the key specires would continue heavy to
extreme on 63 allotments”. The 63 allotments are those where
significant livestock reduction is scheduled. However no data
on present utilization of key species is presented.

Data available from other sources on Allotments 101, 201, 202,
and 218, all scheduled for reductions, show that utilization
on key species during the 1978 and 1979 grazing season did

not average in excess of levels agreed upon by the permittees
and BLM. In some instances use levels were substantially

lower than what is usually considered “"proper", which indicates
an underallocation of forage. These data apply only to the
four allotments listed and do not mean that the same conditions
exist on all other allcoctments scheduled for reductions.

2. Alternative 3 differs from the proposed action mainly

in the manner of implementation. It represents a much more
reasgonable approach than the proposed action. The alternative
sugygested at the public meetings (p 1-29), but rejected by
BLM, seems even more reasonable. The reasons why these are
more reasonable approaches are:

a. Reductions scheduled under the proposed action may
be phased over a 3-~year period anyhow but the amount of reduction
is based sclely on an inventory of forage available. Range
forage inventories are not precise methods of determining
carrying capacity. This fact is recognized on p 1-27 {(last
paragraph) where a cautiocus approach to granting of increases
1s outlined. An egually cautious approach to decreases seems
warranted, given that they have an adversge impact on economic
return.

b, Reductions (or increases) based on monitoring of
the degree and pattern of utilization, along with monitoring
of trend, are more reliable than those based on inventory.
Some reducticons may be found to be unnecessary.

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

-2

24-12

24-13

24-14

3. Why isn' t Alternative 4 the preferred alternative?
It is the most de ble alternative in terms of both short
and long-term cconomic impacts (Table 1-10) . The differences
in environmental impact between this alternative and the
proposed acticn are relatively minor. Presumed negative
impacts (compared to proposed action) are mainly on riparian
zones and fish habitat and these are mostly of minor degree.
Acreage in poor range condition is less uner ALT. 4. :
declines in deer and elk habitat (Table 1-10) are not thlalnmﬁ
ut are hard to reconcile with projected increases of income
from hunting and fishing.

a. There seems to be some confusion about what is meant by
"ecosite” condition and tyend:

a. Apparently “ecosite" is a coined, new word which
refers to the established concept of a range site.

b. Beosite condition is determined by comparing
vegetation composition by weight to that of the climax
vegetation for the site. Trend is measured as toward or away
from the climax. (p G-3, p % 1-1, p BL-2, p 6, p 2-7). This
is in agreement (except for the woxd "ecogite") with the National
Range Handbook.

present

f=28 On page 2-6 it states “Eccsite condition is an
expression of the current productivity of an ecosite in relation
to its potential productivity." This is not the same thing as
comparing species conposition, For example, on p 2-2 annual
vegetation production 15 seen to beé inconsistently related to
condition, i.e. on scme sites i1t declines from early to climax
and on others it increases. Overall, there isn't much
relationship of productivity to ecosite conditien (p 2-2,
p 2-5) . Vegetation cover also does not change much in relation
to ecosite conditicn {(p 3-17).

d. Apparently then, the statement guoted above that
condition relates to productivity only has re ence to pro-
duction of forage celies.  Thus, on p 3-16 also p 3-15)
it states that "[oranL production is highly ndent upon
the composition of the key species and is thus also related
to ecosite condition. "This relationship is due to the key
Since forage

species being the preferred forage species".

preferences differ among animals, presumably the key species
would also differ (p G-4). It seems improbable that forage
production for all animale could increase with range cond*tiun,
rather some would increase and some would decre
Since “forage® was rclated to livestock (specifi
carrying capacity, it must be assumed that the >
species mentioned are tho for cattle. But the i5 no known
ecological reason why goo for cattle should
increase in percent composition a cecession proceeds
£from early stages to climax. Is ecosite condi N4 measure
of departure from climax oy of livestock forage productivity?

-3-



€. The same confusion enters into the rating sheet
for apparent trend {p Bl-3}. The sections on VIGOR and
SEEDLINGE menticn "desirable" and undesirable" plants.
Dasirable for what?

24-15 24-19

£, On p 3-11 it states that "In some areas where
shrubby species now dominate, little increase in herbaceous
key species would be expected within 30 to 70 ya2ars unless

.res or other actions cccurred to reduce the composition
of shrubs®, Was this considered in the projection of changes
in range condition and forage production under the various
alternatives? {e.g, Table 1-10).

24-16

d. If introduced perennial grasses are to be considered
equivalent to native grasses in determining ecosite condition,
why would a seeding only change from early to late ecosite

24-17

condition, not climax? (p. 3-15}.
5. Wildlife
a. "In general, the proposed action improves habitat

conditions, resulting in slight benefits to most species”
(p 3~23). The reason benefits are "slight® is apparently
because existing livestock use is not a Limiting factor
for big game {see p. 3~30, 3-31). Changes in vegetaticn

resulting from any of the alternatives would be agood for
{(p 3-31).

some small animals and bad for others.

b. In spite of the above conclusions there seems to
be a focus on detrimental effects of or zing by emphasizing
riparian zores. Although the imporxtance of riparian zones
is recognized, the discussion and data rresented on pages
3-25, 3-26 and 3-27 give the impression that wildlife
habitat and riparian zones are practically synonymous.

2-6

o Table shows acreages of riparian zones in
varicus conditions for wildlife habitat. On page 2-23 it
states that riparian zones used as travel lanes for elk are

24-13 Soften in poocr or fair condition. However on p 2-24 (and
elsewhere) the poor condition of riparian zones is attributed
only to cattle. It seems that damage by olk, wild horses
and even deer could also be implicated.

4. It is difficult to understand how the projections
of condition and trend shown in Table 3-8 were made. The
present trend of 50% of the riparian ave "unknown" and
the condition of 364 a is also Now if the

a is
"unknown”,

effects of present man ment (i,e. are largely
unknown, how can cause and effect relationships that allow 2437
projections into the ture be established? How can those
24—19Iare\s presently classified "unknown" condition be projected
as anything but "unknown"? What does it mean to say that

2u-21],

in the future 317 acres would have an unknown trend under
Alrernative 1 but only 8 acres under Alternmative 27 On
what basis are acres transferred from the unknown categoxy

o poor, good or xcellent condition?
e. Criteria for Evalunating Wildli Habitat in Riparian
Zones (Appendix B4) appear to mix up several Aiff

concepts. It is stated that "The
ware based upon the variance from
current successional stage". This statement doesn't make

much sense. It implies that each "suace ional stage” has

a different "potential climax". If the teria are supposed

to be based upon departure from climax, then the rating

system given {p B 4-1 and in photos on B 4-3, and B 4~41%

does not adequately serve this purpose. The rating system
confused cendition, trend and utilization. For instance,

vhe phrases "successions progressing or stable~ and " rassing
cr nearly so" refer to trend, not condition. The references

to seedstalks, hedging, grass "clipped", "mown appearance”

ete. relat to current utilization and, while this may be
related to wildlife habitat value, it is not a rating o
“variance from potential climax”. The photos likewise may
reprasent a progression of habitat desirability
in no way, measure condition relative to a potential.
Toterntial has to be defined on a site basis and these
rly different sites representing differences in
tiow, probably altitude, and soil type. For instance,
photo of excellent condition (b 4-3) rvepresents a
riverwash with abundant noisture for trees, while the one
in "poor" condition (B 4-4} is a moderate testured alluvial
s0il with completely difference moisture relationships and
potential plant community. {The inclusion of cattle in
thisg ture i1s an attempt to bias the reader).

criteria for the ratings
potential climax of the

are

the
gravelly

£. In summary, the statements on wildlife are backed
up by wvery little data and the int ctation of such of this
data presented is guestionable.
u. Erosion

a. How was 1t termined what percen

:rosion was from livestock or other causes
for almost
{pp B 2~-4) ave
Yet thess facto:
-3} . Iz thers any

tite, ron ¢l

e

total
erosion® and “channel
wrially "dry-lapbed”
show the interaction b

T
and actnal eros

€0k

the same thing?
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7. On page 3-7 it states that "Some woody species . . . are
danagad when grazed heavily in the fall because stored food

=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)2

24,24'8. p 1-32 Why would the proposed action have the "+L"
effect on coliforms while ALT 3 has a "L" effect?

24-25 L9- p 2-1 Are ecosite and range site the same? Why not use
ne word or the othexr?

24-25 IlD. p 2-22 If bobcats are Yrelatively common" why are they
- being considered for T/E status?

11. p 3-12 r"pPlowing would reduce herbaceous species to a
24-27 | 1essér degree than would spraying with 2,4-BY. This may be
true of forbs but not grasses.

13. p 3-17 “fibrous-rooted perennial grasses". Is this
2W-78 moedifier intended to imply that there are non-fibrous rooted
~Z perennial grasses or that annual grasses are not fibrous
rooted?

24,29 13. p 3-17 In the 13th line from bottom of page - shouldn't
- s0il moisture be higher, not lower?

9u~30!14' p 3-17 In the 10th line from bottom - no increase in
- total ground (cover}? is expected.

24-31 llS. p 3-18 What is an "exclusion grazing system"?

16. p 3-18 Under "Impacts to Riparian Vegetation™ it says
24~32 | that allowing woody species to increase will also benefit the
remaining 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
24-33 visitor use. 1Is there any evidence that increased visual

of access and gasoline prices likely to be just as important?
Arxe these considered in the projections made?

1. p B 1-1 1If plant species composition was determined
by clipping and welghing on "a statistical sampling bases”
24-34 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?

-

quality will cause an increase in sightseers? Aren't questions

24_35'19. p 1-15, Table 1-6 The footnote 1/ in the “Spring”
column ‘heading apparently doesn't belong there.

24-36 120. p 3-5, line 7 Should be Table 1-6, not Table 1-1l.
24-37121. p B 1-1 line 14 - composition in climax condition?
24-38122. p B 1-7, footnote 2/ — be utilized 75% of the time?

24-39023. p D-1 - Allotment number 501 should probably be 201.
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sumer or fall. At the tine the animals are moved te the second field in
late May, crested wheatgrass has attained the greater part of its seasonal
growth. Since it will take time fur the animals to graze cff any great
quantity of herbage, growth will continue, wich a minimum of disruption,
unti} soll moisture becomes deficient. Grazing may continue until the
furage 1s used ES the desired degree. The mujor reason for leaving any
quantity of forage in field two at the completion of grazing is to provide
a residue of forage for the beginning of grazing the follewing Spring.
Since growth is slow in early and mid-April, the |imted new production of
crested wheargrass must be augmented eitherwith a standing residue of
forage or other suppl enents uniess the size of the fields can be easily
varied from year to year.

The division of the seeded area into three fields woul d make possible a
more effective nanagenent program for crested wheatgrass than two fields.
'The main advantange would be the greater flexibility in making management
decisions regarding adjustment of numbers and the length of time supplements
woul d have to be provided.

The sequence of grazing in a three [ield program would follow the pattern
i ndi cated below.

Year Field A Field B Field C
1 Graze early in
growing season to
May 20~25 and again

Gaze from May
20-25 until used.

Graze in late
summor or fall
leaving some forage

in tate summer or for use in the fol | ow
fall. ing spring.
2 Graze iron Nay x-25 Graze in late summer Graze early in grow ng

ytil used. or fall leaving some season to May 20-25
forage for use in the and again in late
following spring. summer or fall.

3 Craze in late summer Graze early in growing Graze from May 20-25
or fall leaving some seascen to May 20-25 until used.
forage for use in the and again in late
following spring. summer or fall.

This petter" 4s similar to the twoe field program except that one field is
deferred from grazing use during the growing season cnce | N three years. AS
inthe two £ield program the field grazed last in the fall will be the first
grazed the following spring and so some herbage should remain (ZOO 300 pounds)
to provide a sufficlent quantity oi forage during theperiod of slow growth
in early April.

With this program, | ow forage production because of poor grow ng conditions
can be partinlly compensated for by moving the animals sooner rhn" the
indicated daves. By the time the third field in the rotation is to be grazed,
anoual production Will generally be known and arrangements can be made for
additional grazing |l and, purchase of sepplements, or sale of aninals.
Extremely close grazing may be practiced for a year or two without exceprional
harm to the grass stand but anlwsl galns will be sacrificed. The sacriflce
of aniwal gain and gain per acre, however, may be more desirable than any
drastic reduction in ani mal numbers.

- 3-

24-41

24-42

Stocking rates under the two and three field management programs
woul d average about one or one and one-half acres per animal unit
monith based on production characteristics at Point Springs.
Stocking rates on crested wheatgrass sesded rauge I N areas W th
better develeped soils would very likely be higher than chose
currently being used at Point Springs.

Proper grazing use of crested wheatgrass under any of the programs
that may be devel oped can be determined by observing the change

or lack of change that occurs in the vegetation. Indications

of decreasing vigor and declining productivity are dead centers
and fragmentation of individual plants of crested wheatgrass,
decreased frequency of occurrence and an increase in the number
and frequencty of annual plant species. When stands are not
grazed to capacity, an exceptional number of coarse, ungrazed
(wol f) plants occur.

There are numerous evidences of contradictions of the effects

of grazing systenms on various resource values. Yor exanple,

under spring or spring/fall grazing, p 3-25, considerable inprove-
nment can be expected in riparian conditions. under xrest rotation.
however, inproved habitat during the rest year is often lost

with severe livestock wuse the following years.

The EIS fails to point out that the nost successful grazing
system is the sinplest one to reconcile plant requirements on
the one hand with those of animals on the other.

Appendix Bl-1l is an exanple of inconsistency in figuring
conposition allowable wunder 8VIM rating. In this table,

I daho Fescue has maximum composition by weight in clinax of
22% yet inventory revealed 17% of which only 7 was accepted
in rating, These data contained ain Colum 1 are supposed to
be taken from conparahle sites in climax or near climx
condi tion, There is not indication or substantiation for
these figures in the BS.

However, all the.e rigures are only a starting point. Accurate
uge figures, utilization data and trend are the only way of
determning the reliability of the initial stocking proposed

in this or any other EIS

In Appendix € under Monitoring Procedures, it is clearly

spelled out that key representative areas in each allotment

will he used to measure utilization and trend. According to
these directions in paragraph 5 "Decisions affecting future
stocking levels or changes in the grazing system will consider
the trend in ecosite condition along with stocking rates in
relation to the estimated carrying capacity, climtic conditions
and xresults of wutilization studies.”
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COMMENTS ON IRONSIDE EIS
By
Roger Corrigall *

Chapter I
A. Grazing Systems

1) Spring Grazing, Pg. 1-13. There is no need for two
vears 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 so0il 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 grazing 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. Agood example of this type of grazing treatment
is pasture 1 of the Sands Basin Allotment, Boise District,
Owhyee Resource Area. This pasture is located south of Marsing,
Idaho in a low precipitation zone. Condition of the pasture is
good 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. 1-20. The need for a
50% utilization limit for those pastures in early or middle
ecosite condition 1is unwarranted. There is no reason 60%
utilization cannot be allowed 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~
rletely eliminates management flexibility. 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 be:

Yeaxr 1 - Graze June 1 through July 15: Follows full
year of rest (year 4. Alds in seedling
establishment by allowing seedling root
development.

* Roger Corrigall. B.S. Range Management. BLM employment over
six years in range management. Now ranching in Westfall, Oregon
area.

24-64

24-45|

Year 2 -~ Graze April 16 throagh June 1: Ending grazing by
June 1 allows regrowth and improved vigor during

Year 3- Graze July 15 through CGotober 31: Seed production
enhanced by year 2 regrowth and year 3 determent.,
Provides seed trampl ing, removal of wolf plants
and plant vigor stimulation.

Year 4 - No grazing - Rest: Provides for seedling estab-
lishment, plant vigor stimulation, and litter
accumulation.

This type of system is superior to the one identified in the EIS
because it provides for nearly 2 years of root development oOf
seaedlings rather than 1 year and grazing from 6/1 to 7/15 is
usually the most harmful to pl ant vigor ; consegquently, if you
graze during this per itod prior to the fall grazing treatment
seed production may NOU be as high as it could be if grazing
occurred early, 4/16 v 5/30 prioxr to the fall grazing treab-
ment.,

4) Table 1-6, page 1-15. To change the grazing system on
allotment 218 does not follow good range management as it 1s
improving undex the present grazing system, Monitoring and
management adjustments - I doubt the BLM' s seriousness when they
state that climate, actual use, and trend studies will be used
to make adjustments in the grazing system and stocking rate.
This is what we were told in 1978, but the EIS has disvegarded
this information and has proposed an arbitrary reduction on
aliotment 218 even though the utiligation is within the level
agreed upon.

Chapter Two

Ecosite Trend & condition - Trend over a short period may
fluctuate up and down from year to year due to climatic fluc-
tuations. The only way to obtain an accurate estimate of trend
on a given pasture is over a series of years, the more years of
data the more accurate the results.

The EIS st atement Of trend being a recent change in ecosite
condition 1s confusing. For example, if over a five year

period the individual annual trend readings were up, down,
static, 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 results would show an
upward trend over a large percent of this area as stated in the
UShA Forest Service Resource Bulletin PHW-70 1977 by Harold ¥.
Heady and James Bartolome.
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BIM's stated policy has been to manage for multiple use of the
public lands.
in certain areas at the e

grazing. If uses are to be prioritized livestock grazing and
local economi¢s should be given greater consideration.

S

LL=D

However, the proposed action promotes single uses
ense Ofhe dominant use, livestock

Responses t0 Letter No. 24

24-1

The figure 11,355 {(AUMs) includes both Allotnents 101 and 157 for the
present livestock active use. The figure 10,492 (AUMs) is correct for
Allotnent 101 as shown on Table |-2 page 1-3 of the DEXS.

The figures displayed in Table 2 of the comment letter include the
utilization percentage in pastures being rested, and present an
average of urilizavion in all pastures. Thig method of wutilization
calceulation when applied to rest rotation system serilously understates
the measured utilization and thus would not be useful in determining
proper stocking rates. Also the figures displayed in the reviewer's
Table 2 do not include adjustments chat were made to correct
production for climatic variations.

In addition, the information on Table 2 for the A kali Alotnent 1061
is not correct because it applies to Stripe Mn. Alotnent 157. The
average Utilization for Allotment 101 in 1978 znd 1979 was 40 percent
and 45 percent, respectively.

The Vale District intends to honor its commitment to the Interim
Agreements Dy continuing the exist ing management wntil Allotument
Management Plans (AMPs) are implemented. The AMPs will be devel oped
through consultation and coordination with the individual permittee.

The agreenents were veoluncarily entered into by the permittees and
have been beneficial by slow ng down declining range conditions in
some allotments and improving conditions in several others.

The grazlng management practices as described in the sgreements would
be considered in the development of AMFs. See response to written
comment 1&-2.

There was no intention to present a negative or positive tone in the
El'S. Expected impacts were presented impartially and gquantified
whenever possibla.

(1) The urilization data gathered in 1978, 1979 and 1980 were not
available at the tine the proposed action (including the reductions)
was devel oped. These data will be used, however, in making the final
deci sion.

(2) Appendix D shows 172, 506 acres to have an upward trend, 526,000
acres static and 127,508 acres a downward trend. An area may not he
in satisfactory condition even if the trend is static. Presently
584,319 acres in the EIS area are in early or middle ecosite
condi tion; management objectives for the majority of these acres are
for achieving | ace ecosite condition. See comment 5-4.

(3) See response to comment 24-48 concerning Heady and Bartulome
(1977).
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24-20

24-21

24-22

24-23

Riparian zones were rated subjectively on their value for wildlife
habitat (Tables 3-8, 2-6). Ecosite condition of vegetation im
riparian zones has not been determined (See page 3-25 paragraph 2).
Terms related to ecological succession were used incorrectly in the
met hodol ogy.

During the riparian survey, certain stretches of certain streams
(totaling 6.37 mles) were inventoried for streambank erosion. Causes
of erosion on those stretches were determ ned by observation during
the inventory.

No measurements were made of actual erosion in the ELS area. However,
the PSIAC nethod does relate to actual sedinent yield through
conversion factors built into the rating system (see Appendi x B2, Page
B2-5 in the DEIS). The sedinment yield information is nost useful in
showi ng the relative differences between topography types by using
the same survey procedure over the RIS area. Erosion and sediment
yield are not the sane thing. FErosion is the detachnent and novenent
of soil fragmeuts by water, wind, ice or gravity. Sediment yieldis a
measurenment of sofl material transported in stresms.

Both of these conclusions are based on field observations. Grazing
use 1in riparian areas using the deferred grazing system (late
sumrer/fall) results in extrenely heavy utilization of the riparian
veget ation. Gazing use under those conditions has resulted in |ow
vigor and virutally no reproduction of the key woody species.

24-24 The coliforms col utm has been corrected for Alternatives 3 and 4.

24-25 The text hag beer. changed to replace

See errata for page I|-32.

‘range site™ with "ecosite". see
errata for page 2-1.

24-26 High fur prices have increased trapping pressure on bobcats. Trapping

could decrease present populations to a |evel which would require
protection through the Endangered Species Act.

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

24-28

24-29

No. This nmodifier is not intended to inply either.

Yes. The text has been corrected. See errata for page 3-17.

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

24-31 The text has been revised. See errata for page 3-18.

24-32

The grazing nanagenent systens proposed to neet the physiol ogical
needs of woody species all provide considerable rest during the
growi ng season. This form of grazing al so is advantageous to most of
the associated herbaceous speci es. However, a significant increase in
compositrion of woody species would, in the long term result in
reduction of sone herbaceous species.

24-33 Mepanck and G bbs (1979) (cited in the draft EIs) identified several
interesting rel ationshi ps between the visitsr, management practices
and the visual resource. They found that recreationists do perceive
differences in the visual resource and, as a result, form Opinions and
make decisions with respect to their use of the environment. A
majority (58 percent) indicated that their recreational use would be
altered as managenent intensity increased or became nore apparent.
Further, while some publics (e.g., anglers) place a great emphasis on
the visual resource, others (e.g., hunters) mmy not. These data
provi de support for the assunption that visual quality enhancement
would resultinincreased visitor use in certain activities.

Limted access to recreational opportunities would result in low
visitation toe these site specific areas. However, visitor use
relocation woul d occur and effects of access on total aresxwide
visitor use would he relatively ninor.

Gasoline price increases may impact recreational travel. However,
sach price increases |end recreationists CO seek opportunities cleser
e hone. Because recreational visitation occurring in Baker and

Malheur Counties includes about 90 percent from residents of the
respective counties (Gregon Department Oof Tramsportation 1976), energy
costs and availability are expected to result in only a relocation of
some Use to areas nearer hone--n relocation which would not affect
total area-w de use. The magnitude of this relocation was unquanti-
fiable 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 were not given in the EXS since
the e¢cosites were grouped for analysls purposes. AiMs were determined
from ccular reconnaissance because the vegetation inventory was done
during a drought year. See response to comment 5-4.

The determination of production by weight as indicated in response ta
coment 5-3 was conpleted during =a very unfavorable precipitation
year. Consequently, an ocul ar reconnaissance inventory completed in a
more nornal. year was considered nore reliable for determ ning stocking
rates .

24-35 See errata for page 1-15.

24-36 See errata for page 3-5.

24-37 See errata for page Bl-1.

24-38 See ervata for page Bl-7.

24-39 See errata for page D-1.
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24~50 Up to 60 percent Livestock use iy proposed in seedings to promote deer
and antelope usa {See pages 1-29, 1-21). Increased “green~up” for big

gane from Iivestock grazing is stated on pages 3-29 and 3-30. See
response to comment Zi-35. June 34U, 1980
25~51 As stated on page 3-25, vegetative condition cammot always be equated
with habitat condition, espacially in riparian zones. See response Lo
comment Y-15. Bureau of Land Management
Vala District
2442  Appendix Bl-l has been corrected. See Errata. Vale, Oregon 97918
26~43 The 2 years of rest prior to laitiation of spring grazing is designed Gentlemen,

to allow the woody riparian species an opportunity to recover vigor.

oY as a response to the draft alternatives on

I am writing this lev razing in

2444  See response Lo comment 5-4. the 1o Digtricot of the Bureau of Land Manacement. 8 a past S emuloyee
of the district {1961-67), the son of a BLM permit user and long time cattle
24~45 Trend is a measurement of change in species composition over a period raiser of the Vale area and a professional biclogist who ialized in sage-~
of time. Trend for an area is calculated by comparing the key specles brush steppe eccliogy, I feel that I ¢an speak with soma deyree of knowledye
composition measurad when the study plot was established with the concarning the grazing usage on the district. 1 might mention that this lst
present  species composition. Usually a wvalid trend indication is written on bebalf of my father, Foy Blackburn - Permin No. 105
requiras 4-5 years between measurement Trend is not calcnlated by
averaging several annual trend estimates. in reading your draft BIS with listing of alternatives, several areas need

clarcificavion.
26~466  Sec response to comment 5—4.
Pirst, your methodology for establishment of baseline data on AUM carrying
53,

24-47 As indicated in Appendix C, each pasture In each allotment contains at capacity, I feel can be seriously cuestioned. Since when does the Bursau use
least one key area. If conditions warrant, more would be estabiished. only one year, that year being the worst drought experienced by the North e
Basin in 20 years (1978}, as base for determining AUMZ Y that the using
24~48 About 62 percent of the public lands covered by the Ironside EIS are 25-]1 § of 1973 is totally invalid just as using 1980, & very web year would have been.
jocated in the Vale District., Heady and Bartolome (1977} also state: Perbaps a base of 5 to L0 vears should have been
“the northern part of the district needs additional rehabilitation”
{p. 46}, and "lthere is a} ... lack of forage to satisfy obligated Algo, in regard to the gra ractices . 105y,
demand  in the northern resourcs area, espeacially around Vale and I remember when the land, now sold, was

- ime,

surndin

mit has haan over
with the domd

ontario” (p. 135). This 1s the area covered in the EIS. The Vale : up for grasing.
Project concentrated rehabilitation work on  the sites with the che domd
greatest potentlal for improvement. ‘The wnorthern resource area had and Fe
fewer sites with high potential than the southern part of the gr A to the pois
district, which consequently received the majority of the treatment. species being Fromu

As you wel
that it now h

The vegetation survey data in the EIS reflect this difference in managenent is need 1

potential (and thus In condition) in the Vale District and include that are suggested in It should x hat 1978

the Baker District survey data {nst covered by the Vale Projectj. the last vear that the Wil ¥ Asgociation o unit for
ing.  SC not only wer deought conditions bnt the

£ overgrazing. I mighi
ation o cha

year of an 2
at my father wor for yeaars trying o
i more in line with the range
e for thres months so

ity but

allotme
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analysis, the only area that I can sgee where the goals of the BIM

and my father differ on the management of the area are kill the brush and let
native grasses return snder lower grawing pressure (pre-1978 levels, current
1979-80 level or slightliy lower 20%} vs. kill brush, reseed and reduce grazing
level until seeding becomes established, thusly, working an economic impact on
cattle growers involved. I can see why with the same end goals, a compromise
cannot be worked out. Keep in mind that grazing practices have alveady changed
and that the Willowcreek area number 105 is showing the change for the better.

Thank you your time.

Sincerely,

NN
il ) Lok
th‘le'l./JBlackburn

Response to comments Letter 25

25-1 See response to comment 5-4,

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Division of Ecological Services
Pertland Field O0ffice
Reference: ES 727 %N.E. 24th Avenue
Portl and, (regon 97232
July 2, 1980

MEMORARDUM

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

From : Acting Field Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife Service,

Portland, Oregon

Subj ect: Review of Draft Ironside Grazing Management Environmental
Impact Statenent (¥IS)

We have made a cursory review of the subject draft as requested and
have the following comments for vour consideration.

General Comments

The statement describes the proposed action and alternatives fairly
well. Although some of the expected iImpacts are Ffairly general in
nature they seem reasonable censidering the large land area involved.
The efforts te give at least some quantitative information on the
present condition of fish and wildlife habitat are commendable.

We are concerned with the range of alternatives that are presented for
consideration. While the no action alternative is required under
Council of Environmmental Quality (CEQ) guidelines, most of the remain—
ing alternatives are extreme positions which could not reasonably be
implemented without elther severe econowic consequences or completely
unacceptable damage to the natural resources of the area. BSince the
statement mentions in at least two sections that a continuation of
current conditions (under the no action alternative) has vesulted in
overgrazing and range deterioration, only the proposed action and
alternative number 3 (limit downward adjustments) appear to have any
chance of being implemented. Perhaps a wider range of alternatives
would pive decision-makers a more reasonahble set of options to conslder
for implementation.

Save Energy and You Serve America!
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Response to Hearing Comments

Ontario Meeting

Robert Skinner V-5
Dr. Gary E. Smith V-6
Tom McElroy v-7
Harry L. Smith V-8

Baker Meeting

Randell C. Guyer, Jr. B--10
Alvin Ward B-11
Dennis Goodman B-12
Spike Biggers B-13
(Same as letter No. 19) B-14
R.J. Steward R-15
Gus Markgraf B-16
Fred Phillips B-17
Darrel Thomas B-18

Dwight Langley

C-83

Michael L. Hanley Jr.
Phillip Kuhl Jr.
Roger Fundley

Ted L. Hollopeter

Truscott Irby
Ted McKinney
Walt Forsea
Fred Langley
Jerry McDonald
Bob Jones

Joe Barber
Dennis Quast
Ben Dunlevy



Ontario Meeting

Hearing No. V-I

Comment
No. 1:

Response:

Comment
No. 2:

Response:

comment
No. 3:

Response:

comment
No. 4:

Response:

Comment

NO. b5:

Response:

Comment
No. 63

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 | f£ind reference made to Class | grazing privileges or
preference rights. This could possibly distort the picture of what
action 1s really taken, because the complete history ¢f prior
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 written comment 18-3.

How would a 25 percent reduction in AUMs 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 animals.
Multiplying this figure by the number of months in the year gives
annual requirements of 1,034,000 AUMs. Licensed forage amounted to
some 142,000 AUMs or 13.7 percent of the total, A 25 percent
reduction in BLM AUMs (which account for 13.7 percent of the total)
translates into a 3.4 percent reduction in forage from all sources.

The final EIS 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 Nation.

The text has been revised in an effort 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 BEIS.

C-84




Hearing No. V-2

comment
No. 1:

Response:

Comment
No. 2:

Response:

Comment
No. 3:

Response:

Hearing No.

Comment
No. 1:

Response:

Comment
No. 2:

Response:

Comment
No. 3:

Response:

Since data on riparian vegetation trend are unavailable, (Table 3-1)
how can a prediction that the riparian zone will either improve or be
threatened be made?

See response to written comment 5-I.

Can BLM prove that livestock even consume significant quantities of
the key riparian plant species?

The use, often heavy, of riparian vegetation by cattle is well
documented in range management literature and supported by diet
analysis studies and numerous field observations.

With the absence of data, all speculative and presumptive statements,
such as the fish habitat condition is presently poor because "Cattle
grazing removes vegetative cover"” must be removed from this document.

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.

V-3

There is no reference made to Class | qualifications.

See response to written comment 18-3.

Allotment 102 Cottonwood has been under a voluntary reduction since
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.

See response to written comment 18-3.

My suggestion to this committee would be to follow through on some of
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.

See response to comment 5-4.



Hearing No.

Comment
No. 1:

Kesponse:

Comment
No. 2:
Response:

Comment
No. 3:

Response:

Hearing No.

Comment
No. 5:

Response:

Hearing No.

Comment
No. 1:

Response:

V-4

On Table I-2, it shows a proposed livestock adjustment of an increase
of 999 AUMs in Allotment 402. The present active use in Table 1-2
shows 428 AUMs granted in 1978 as Class Il privileges. The other 428
AUMs were granted in 1979. Thus, the real net gain is only 571 AlMs.

According to Vale District records, 343 AUMs (Class Il1) were issued in
1978 in Allotment 402. These AUMs were included in the Present Active
Livestock Use (AUMs) in Table 1-2. In 1979, 422 AUMs (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 AUMs
granted in 1979 were part of the 999 AUM adjustment. The AUMs granted
as Class IL in 1978 and 1979 had been issued as temporary nonrenewable
use yearly for many years.

The greatest impact on grazing management is the proposed designation
of the 3,000 acre West Canal Field near Lytle Boulevard as an off-road
vehicle park.

See response to comment 18-6

This ORvV designation is in direct conflict with this EIS, since our
allotment is designated for intensive management, which is impossible
as we have already experienced this year.

See response to 18-6

V-5

The sixth alternative in the Owyhee EIS was developed by and would be
beneficial to, the livestock industry, BLM and multiple users.

The sixth alternative prepared for the Cwyhee EIS varies only in
methods of implementation from Alternative 3 of the 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 alternative is not
included in the Irocnside EIS.

V-6

How were areas picked for intensive and nonintensive management?

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
level, it produces 51 cents through the economy.” 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 all residents of a county by one
dollar of ranch sales is 51 cents.

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

The statement on page 1-2 "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 additional forage becomes available, all other affected
resources values would be considered prior to making any allocation,
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Baker Meeting

Hearing No. B- 1

Comment
No. 1:

Response:

Comment
No. 2:

Response:

Comment
No. 3:

Response:

Comment
No. 4:

Response:

Comment
N{) . 5 H

Response:

The draft £18 is incomplete and deceiving unless it includes both the
net and gross income economic impact information.

The text has been revised to show the impacts on gross income. See
Errata, page E-23.

The draft EIS 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.

Historical data are the most objective basis on which to make
judgments about future events. The base period, 1977-1979, used for
the estimation of impacts on the cattle industry, is considered
reasonably representative of conditions expected during the
implementation of the proposal. This judgement was provided by Kerry
Gee (Bconomics , Statistics and Cooperatives Services, U.83.D¢4¢ , Port
Collins, Colorado, Personal Communication, March 1530} .

The only true economic impact the EIS can show would be one that shows
the total Baker County cuts of over 12,000 AUMs.

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

Table I-1 and 1-2 uses 1978 livestock use to measure the AUM cuts.
Why was the 1978 level picked?

When preparation of the draft EIS began (fall of 1979}, the 1978
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% Class 1
privilege . The gross AUM cuts should then be used in economic
information.

Active U S e AUMs, rather than Class | privileges, were used as a
baseline for measuring eccnomic impacts for two reasons: (3) Class L
privileges consist of both active and suspended AiUMs. Ac t ive AUMs are
the only ones with economic value and available for grazing. (2)
Using Class | privileges for comparison to the proposed adjustments
would result in showing smaller impacts from either upward or downward
adjustments than if active AUMs were used. (See response to comment
18-3.)
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Comment
No. 6:

Response:

Comment
No. 7:

Response:

Comment
No. 8:

Response:

Comment
No. 9:

Response:

Comment
No. 10:

Response:

Comment
No. 11:

Response:

The draft EIS uses a general economic net income multiplier. We
believe that this multiplier is too low in that we are taking a loss
for new dollars to Baker County, as most cattle sales are to
outsiders.

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.

The draft EIS does not adequately address the loss of long and
short-term borrowing potential as a result of AUM cuts.

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

What are the cost benefits of alternative range improvement programs
compared to removing livestock? What is the economic potential of the
range ?

See response to written comment 12-49.

What is the relationship of wildlife use of private or ranch lands to
cattle use of public lands?

Except for Alternative 2, it is not anticipated that any of the
alternative levels of cattle grazing on public lands would
significantly change existing use of wildlife on private lands.
Elimination of livestock grazing under Alternative 2 could cause a
shift of wildlife use to public lands.

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

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 reductions in forage
availability. See Errata, page E-17.

That “Public lands are responsible for about 0.5 percent of total
personal income in Baker County” (page 2-42) is not substantiated.

The estimate of local personal income dependent on public land grazing
in Baker County was based upon Appendix 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 range 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 public land
grazing only and did not include all economic uses of public land in
Baker County. See Errata, Chapter 2, Sociceconomics, page E-15.
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Comment
No. 12:

Response:

Comment
No. 13:

Response:

Comment
NQQ 14

Response:

If a document of this significance and this type is to become public
record) it is extremely important that the qualifications of the
preparers be known.

While individuals have primary responsibility for preparing sections
of an EIS, the document is an interdisciplinary team effort. Internal
review of the document occurs throughout preparation. Specialists at
the District, State Office, 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 alternatives, except that there are
certain alternatives, by law, that have to be included in the
document.

The No Action alternative is required by 43 CFR Part 1502.153{d}. The
Eliminate Lives tock Grazing alternative is ccnsidered necessary by the
Bureau as a respcense to the court action that requires preparation of
the grazing management BEISs,

Sentiment at the two scoping meetings opposed discussion af the
Optimize Wildlife, Wild Horses and Nonconsumptive Uses alternative,
(Lower level of Livestock Grazing) However, comments from the Oregon
Environmental Council indicated that such an alternative should be
involved.

A summary of the alternatives to be analyzed in the EIS and a
discussion Of how they were derived from the scoping process was sent
from the Baker District Office on November 20 to everyone who attended
the scoping meeting in Baker.

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

An additional and quite practical alternative should be added to the
study, and that alternative would be to maintain existing livestock
grazing levels, perform joint individual site evaluation and work
jointly for range improvements including ad justed increased cattle
grazing usage,

It would be impossible to analyze the impacts of such a vaguely
defined alternative, For analysis purposes, an assumption would have
to be made either that there would be no adjustment in livestock use
(which would be the same as the No Action Alternative) or that the
full amount of the projected forage increase would be allocated to
livestock (which would be similar to the Optimize Livestock Grazing
Alternative) . See response to written comment 12-44,
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Comment 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 BLM'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 with 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.

Response: 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: operationl cash flow is reduced by a reduction in grazing privileges.

Response: 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 fect on sale of
No. 2: mountainous grazing land.

Response: See response to written comment 23-6.

Hearing No. B-3

Comment In my opinion, the transactions multiplier, or what youte referred to

No. 1: as a ‘gross income multiplier,” is a valid measure of certain types of
economic activity, and that to present a balanced picture of the
econumic consequences of your proposed actions require 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% put into place by using net ranch
income per AUM,

Response: The multipliers used in estimating cattle production impacts are
applied to gross income (sales), not net income.
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Comment
No. 3:

Response:

Comment
No. 4:

Response:

Hearing No.

Comment
No. 1:

Response:

Comment
No. 2:

Response:

A regional multiplier analysis is needed rather than County,

See response to written comment 23-2.

There is an implicit assumption that runs this way: You reduce the

number of AUMs by "x" percent. That leads to an "x" percent reduction
in cattle.

See response to comment B-1-10.

B-5

None of the recommendations made at the public hearings held in Baker
County appear as alternatives in the EIS,

Sentiment at the Baker scoping meeting favored analysis of only three
alternatives in addition to the proposed action. These three
alternatives were: 1) Optimize Livestock Grazing, 2} Shift to Sheep
Use on Steep Slopes and 3) Limit Downward Adjustments to Ten Percent
of Active Use Annually. The optimize livestock alternative contains
all of 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 Livestock Grazing
alternative rather than an individual alternative.

The Limit Downward Adjustment alternative 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 protection of
resource values. The Limited Downward Adjustement Alternative in the
EIS would provide such reasonable protecton.

It has been stated that the "No Action” alternative was required by
the Court . In developing this alternative, it has been done on the
premise that no range improvements would he made. Is this a fair
interpretation of the Court3 directive? Improvements were being made
continuously on range lands in this area up to the time of the Court3
action) and were then suspended while the EIS was being prepared.

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 Council on Environmental Policy Regulations, 4¢ CFR Part
1562.14(d), not by the Court. BLM 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
No, 3:

Response:

Comment
No* 4:

Response:

Comment
No. 5:

Response:

Comment:

NO. 6:

Response:

Comment
NO“7:

Response:

Analysis indicates that considerably more than 39 permittees would
have reductions exceeding 10 percent of the allotment. 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.

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 AtMs), not in terms of the AUMs
in the BLM allotment.

Why are active qualified AUMs not used in determining the reductions,
rather than the 1978 use?

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

Why should the total reductions in some allotments be reduced by
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 improvements made 10 to 15 years ago.

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 livestock 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.

Another point that has been totally ignored in the draft statement is
the manager's manipulative options to use domestic livestock grazing
to improve range vegetation toward management objectives. The draft
needs revision to remove the livestock grazing bias and recognize the
managerial benefits of domestic livestock grazing.

The 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.

If big game is to be increased, what provision has been made to
protect the property of the private land owners from further intrusion

by additional game numbers?
Big game numbers are not expected to increase significantly as a

result of the proposed action or alternatives (see pages 3-30, 31 of
the DEIS).
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Comment
No. 3:

Response:
Comment

No. 9:

Response:

Comment
e I.O:

Response:

Comment
No. 11:

Response:

Comment
No. 12:

Kespons e:

Because the proposed adjustment would be temporary and, for most
permittees, fully restored in the long-run, hno extracrdinary
difficulty in servicing existing debt, (page 3-51) is not only mis-
leading, it is false.

The referenced statement was in error and has been deleted from the
revised text.

One of the majci failings of the draft is the lack of justification
for, or even comment as to the reasons, for the massive cuts proposed.

Grazing use adjustments are made to balance forage use with forage
production while maintaining or improving other resource conditions to
a satisfactory level. Suitability adjustment is only one of many
steps in arriving at a proper grazing use level when a range inventory
has been completed. When valid range studies indicate that
suitability adjustments or any other factors may lead to incorrect
stocking rates, the manager has the flexibility to base finitial
stocking rates on these studies,

Slopes in excess of the so-called 50 percent =-= actually a 22 1/2
degree -- are suitable for grazing in Baker County. Thev have been
grazed for many years. Use of the slopes have not, as a general rule,
created undue amounts of erosion or overuse of ripari an areas and the
ranges are in an improving trend.

See response to written comment 12-3.

There! ara insufficient scientific Studies presented in the draft
document to support management assumptions and proposals for riparian
areas. Until adequate studies are completed, the only logical
alternative to riparian zone management at this time is status quo.

District observations reveal that many riparian areas in the Ironside
EI3 area are in unsatisfactory condition and much below their produc-
tive potential. Although insufficient data are available to determine
their ecological condition, present experience conceraing the impact

of various livestock grazing systems is sufficient te include actions
which would improve riparian areas. See response to hearing comment
V-2-3.

On the assumption that Baker County would have approximately 10,450
reductions, net, is the economic loss concluded to be %75,0007 If so,
this is not a valid conclusion. The process of using assumptions and

averages does not produce results which have very much relationship to
the facts.

The text has been revised to delete reference to Appendiz M. The
short-term impact of the proposed action in Baker County from the loss
of 10,589 AUMs would be an annual loss of $456,000 in total gross
income (sales) and a loss of $98,000 in personal income.



Hearing No.

Comment
No. 1:

Response:!

Comment
No. 2:

Response:

Comment
No. 3:

Response:

Comment
No. 4:

Response:

Hearing No.

Comment
No. 1:

Response:

B-6

There is a strong relationship between fire, grazing and sagebrush
which needs much more recognition than givean in this statement.

The relationship between grazing and fire and their effect on species
composition was recognized in several sections starting on page 3-3 in
Chapter 3 of the Ircnside 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 response to written comment 12-44.  Alternative 4 provides for
encouraging sheep use on steep-sloped pastures. Also, allocaticns to
wildlife vary from the AUMs necessary to support the highest historic
big game popuations in Alternative 5 to no allocation to wiaie i
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 available at the time they were prepared. As mentioned
previously, whenever better information becomes available it will be
used to evaluate resource conditions and make appropriate management
changes.

If condition and trend studies exist, it*% better information than
survey data to use to reallocate livestock use or cause the manager to
make an adjustment.

See response to written comment 5-4

B-7

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

The purpose of the EIS is to address impacts from livestock grazing,
not wildlife. See response to comments B-1-13, B-5-8, B-8-2 and
B-12-1.



Hearing No. B-8

Comment What are the effects of these water spouts on the riparian zones?
No. 13

Response: The purpose of the EIS (see Purpose and Need in the DEIS) is to
analyze only the impacts caused by the livestock grazing program. On
page 2-12 in the DEIS, natural causes are acknowledged as a cause of
streambank erosion.

Comment fiow can you want to cut this 38 percent on the river, 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 ODFVW 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.

Hearing No. B-9

Comment In 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
1900's, and to the best of my knowledge , there has never been any elk
there.

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

Comment Table 2-7 states that there areun't any fish in Dixie Creek in Allot-

No. 2: ment 103 9. The stream has a history of having fish and then having a
flash flood taking them out. The fish then come back, and the next
flash flood takes them out again,

Response: While flash flooding periodically has an impact on the fish in this
stream, proposed livestock exclusion along 1 mile of public land would
result in a more rapid recovery after these flash floods.

Comment The more cattle we take off, the more wild fires wete going to have.
No. 3:

Response: No significant changes in wildfire occurrence are expected to be
caused by the proposed action. Although more vegetation would remain
after grazing in some areas, mcre of the total vegetation weuld be
perennial 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 fire occurrence records covering a period
before and after livestock reductions indicated that climate
conditions and other factors such as access, type of fire fighting
equipment and human activities were the primary factors in the number
and size of wildfires,
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Comment
No. 4:

Responsa:

Hearing No.

Comment

No. 1:
Response:
Hearing No.

Comment
No. 1:

Response:

On the Table Rock Allotment , MNumbe r 1016, you indicate the trend as
downward.  This allotment is proposed for a 50 percent reduction. |
can remember what it looked like 3¢ years ago, and there is no way to
compare the difference now. Thirty years ago, when the cattle went
off in the fall, it was as bare as this floor, 95 percent of it
Today, we don?t use one-third of it in our rotation system, We leave
grass in both of the other pastures, primarily the early use pasture.
And, this doesnt make sense to me.

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 Bl-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 time except by
observation. The data in Appendix D display the present existing
condition and trend.

11

1 believe that we are going to have to have some real thorough trend
studies before these cuts should be implemented, especially these big
cuts without a lot of data to back them up.

See response to writtern comment 5-4.

14

The general soils map is nothing but a general geology map. There3
no way you can relate the Appendix ‘Properties, Qualities and Acreages
of Soils in the Ironside EIS Area,” to this so-called general soils
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. Allocation of livestock AUMs is listed in Table I-2. The
soils and wildlife maps are available for viewing in the district
offices. Also see response to written comment 14-3.



Hearing No. 15

Comment As BiM gets into fencing of streams like Deer Creek which has few

Noo 1: fish, 1t hope they wil.l. keep in mind some kind of cost benefit
relationship on these improvements) because as taxpayers, I think it's
extremely important, so that we dont wind up in a situation where
each fish may cost us a few hundred dollars.

Response : Fencing, which is intended to mitigate the adverse impacts of grazing,
is proposed for 2 miles of Deer Creek. Trout spawn in the lower
0 ne-half mile . Numerous other species as well as fish would benefit
from improved habitat. Streambank erosion and sedimentation would
also decrease.

Hearing No. 16

Comment You have grossly underestimated the economic impact, Iast year, | had

No. 1: gross sales of §30,000 .. cattle, my best year. L... an.........
cost of $37,000, including $17,00¢ in purchase of hay, because the
grasshoppers ate up all my hay. If you cut me 34 percent, | would
have made nothing and would have had a net loss of abeut 31,300 East
year. That's the economic impact on myself,

Response: The impacts are estimated in terms of normal conditions. The
circumstances described in this comment are presumed to be abnormal.

Comment I think that the classification is basically faulty in 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 AUM reduction is based on
suitability (steep slopes), not on the ecosite classification. ALl
existing information and new data will be used in making the final
decision,

Comment The 50 percent slope cut, taking in no consideration of the exposure ,
No. 3: of the soil, the surrounding areas, is just a lazy man3% way of doing
it.

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




1-5

1-10

1-14

1-15,

1-22

ERRATA

Third 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 1-2, Allotment 1001 "Existing Period of Use" column. Change to
4/23-9/22,

Table 1-2, Allotment 1302 "Other Lands (acres)" column. Change to
2,700,

Table 1=3. Allotment 218 includes Allotment 227.

Add to Table 1-5:

Sedge 4/15  6/20 8&/1 10/15
(Carex spp)
Kentucky bluegrass 4/10  6/10 7/10 10/15

(Poa_ pratensis)

I-16, 1-17 and 1-18 (Table 1-6). Delete 1/ from the spring grazing
system.

Add to third paragraph:

Whenever evidence of historic or prehistoric occupation is identified
during BIM activities, special surveys are undertaken to determine
possible conflicts in management objectives. In addition, a Class 11l
(complete) cultural resources inventory is required on all areas to be
subjected to ground manipulation activities or the alienation of
title. This is accomplished in the pre-planning stage of a project
and the results analyzed in the environmental assessment addressing
the action (BLM Manual 8108, Cultural Resources Management).

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

Every effort will be made to avoid adverse impacts to cultural
resources. However, where that is not possible the B3LM will consult
with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO} and the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation in accordance with the Programmatic

Memorandum of Agreement by and between the Bureau, the Council and the
National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers, dated
January 14, 1980, which sets forth a procedure for developing
appropriate mitigative measures.
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2-2

2-6

3-5

3-12

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

Seventh line wnder “Implementation of the Proposed Action”. Change
to: It is expected that decisions to impl ement the proposed
adjustments would be issued prior to the 1982 grazing seasorn.

See corrected Table 1-10

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

See corrected Table 2-1.

First sentence under Ecosite Condition and Trend, Change 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 Conditions has been rewritten. See Errata, pages E-7
to E-16.

Last sentence in first paragraph of Impacts on Vegetation. Change to:
Where a decrease in key species occurs on grassland ecosites, an
increase in woody species such as big sagebrush, particularly
Artemisia tridentata ssp. tridentata and Artemisia .tridentata ssp.
vasevana, would be expected. On ecosites where Artemisia _tridentata
ssp. wyomingensis is the predominate variety, little increase in big
sagebrush would occur.

Last paragraph before Impacts tc 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 1-6 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
broadleaved species to a lesser degree...

Fourth paragraph, second sentence. Change to: Also, standing vegeta-
tion reduces wind velocity near the ground surface and helps retain
soil moisture and keeps the soil temperature lower.

Fifth paragraph, First sentence. Change to: In the Clover Creek
Allotment, no increase in total ground cover is expected. ».
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Table 1-10 Summary Comparison of

Impacts of the Proposed Action and the Alternatives

Alt, 2 Alt. 3 Alt, 4
Significant Existing Proposed Aln. 1 Eliminate Limited Optimize
_Resourse Situvation Action No Action Livestock Ad justment Livestock
S
TErosion -— +L -L H L 4L
Streawmbank erosion
(miles improving) 53 22 336 53 26

Water

Runcff (ac—ft/yr) 192,70¢ 186,810 192,700 173,430 186,810 186,810
Coliforms T + NC Hi +L +L
Sediment yield (ac-ft/vr) 1,041 949 1,094 553 949 949
Vegetation

Ecosite condition

Climax 17,493 76,323 32,026 167,266 76,323 - 75,904

Late 179 246 278,371 137,467 266,556 278,371 299,8360

Middle 2821845 299,987 254,036 326,486 299,987

Early 301,474 126,377 357,529 20,750 126,377 44,424

Residual greund cover - + ~L Hi +L +L
Forage production (AiLMs) 127,362 163,548 123,850 203,780 163,548 173,739
Ripardian T +L -L +H +L -L
T&E Plants T NC NC +Hi NC -L
Wildlife Habitat _Condition

Deer (ecrucial acres)

Improving i 55,030 — 5, ccc 55, 600 55,000

Detericrating - 5,000 26,0060 168,000 5,000 30,000

Antelope (acres)
Improving - 36,000 -l- .- 36,000 42,000
Deteriocrating ot oo oo 31,600 - i
Rlk (acres)
Improving T 18, GO0 T —_— 18,000 6, 000
Deteriorating —— 1,000 19,000 1,424 T 12,000
Riparian Zones (acres)

Excellent 48 109 72 381 109 50

Good 290 564 344 1,151 564 361

Fair 313 232 308 232 329

Poor 721 544 711 195 544 674

Birds, small mammals, reptiles i +L -L +H{ +L -L
Amphibians T +L M M +L =
Fish (stream miles)

Excellent .5 2.9 o5 8.3 2.9 1.4

Gond 8.3 a.l 1.3 11.2 8.1 7.4

Fair 33.2 34.8 41.1 41.2 34.8 33.2

Poor 29.0 25.2 32.1 10.4 25.2 29.0

Recreation

To tat visitor use--1990

(visits/yr) 530,640 738,700 663,300 784,130 738,700 601,780

Cultural Eesources T -L NC NC -L !
Visual Resources (contrast) -L -L +L -L -
Wild Horses (numbers) b3 50 50 50 50 0
Ecologically significant areas T -L NC NC -L =
Energy Use

Billion Btu's coasumed T 173,292 13,000 3,619 172,751 291,712
Sociceconomics l/

Permittees losing more than

20% of forage needs S 11/Unk. Unk. /Unk. 76/76 1/Unk, 3/1
Local personal income: (§1,000)

Total 36,100 ~78/+20 Ofunk. -1,435/~1,396  +112/420 +H244/+74
Grazing 23,500 =358/+17 0/Unk. =1,435/-1,435  —~168/+i7 ~216/+199
Construction 2/ 7,600 4+280G/0 0/0 0/0 +280/0 +H60/0
Hunting & Fishing 5,000 0/+3 n/o 0/+3% 0/+3 0/-125

Note: . NC = no change from exristing situation. Where

n
pre

nerease s shown by +, decreage by
vent gquantification, anticipated

slt. B
OpPeintze
Qther _

m
336
183,065

1
791

64,147

W 296,440 13

214,028
+M
145,600
+H
+H,

171,000
3,000

11,000
2,000

381
1,151

195

8.3
11.2
41.2
10.4

755,340
-L
+L

196

NC

88,235

28/Unk.

-513/-668

-683/-683

+172/0
O/+17

ingufficlent data
changes are expressed using Low (L), Medium (M) aund High (H).

1/ Sceiseconomic impacts are shown separsted by a slash for the shert term and long term respectively, Personal in-
come (at annual rates) is in thousands of 1977-79 dollars, and all are shown as changes from the existing situa-
tion which vepresents the total personal income attributable te that activitity in Baker and Malheur Countiles.

2/ Total economic impact for construction assumed to occur over a S=year period.
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3-18

3-20

3-36

3-42

3-46

3-48

3-49

A2-3

Bl~1

B1-1

Bl-4

BI-7

D-b

Second paragraph under Impacts to Riparian vegetation, first line
should be: The spring and modified rest rotaticn grazing systems and
exclusion would also be.. .

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 6.1
miles.

See revised Table 3-12.
Table 3-13, VkM I, delete Allotment 217.

Table 3-14, Energy Consumption (1,000,000 Btu ”~ s) associated with
changes in hunting and fishing use, Alternative 3, change 1,765 to
2,306.

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

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

Fourth paragraph under Determination of Eeosite Condition and Trend,
first line: Replace “of the plants” with “of a plant species”.

On the table, change ldaho fescue from 17 to 7 in column 3.
Last word, second line in the paragraph following the equation (ending

with x = 100 AUMs at 50% utilization) should begin a new paragraph:
Forage production based on annual rainfall..

Footnote 2: Change 57% to 75%.

Change Allotment Number 501 to 201.

E-5



Table 3-12 Estimated Visitation for Hunting and Fishing--1990 1/
Visits/ Year

2/

Recr eat i onal Proposed Action Alternative 1 Alternative 2  Alternative 3  Alternative 4  Alternative 5

Activity BLM Total BLM BLM BLM BLM RIM
Fi shing 60, 910 405,700 51,840 64, 800 60, 910 46, 660 62, 200
Hunt i ng

Big Game 67, 100 181,760 70,610 67, 100 67, 100 63, 500 67,100

Upl and Gare 29, 100 55,790 25,280 34, 800 29, 100 24,000 31,600

Wat er f owl 2,500 20,050 2,000 2,800 2,500 2,000 2,600
TOTAL 159,610 63,300 149,730 166,500 5,610 136160 T63.500

fes

o 1/ Visitor use data are not available to quantify visitor use changes for other activities.

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 University 1976). Projected
use to 1990 may, in fact, be lower than Indicated. Oegon Departnent of Transportation (1976) forecasts a 17
percent increase for recreational visitation in Ml heur County from 1975 to 1990.

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



CHAPTER 2 SCCICECONOMIC CONDITIONS

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 populaticn mainly dependent on cattle, forest
products and field crops. The regfon is served by a major east-west highway
(I-84) and a main line 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 within the EIS area, so data for the two counties
are considered reasonably representative of conditions in the vicinity of the
proposed action although, the EIS area (Figure I-1) 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 42,700 (Portland State University
s e 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 counties, 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

Baker County Malheur County
Annual Rate Annual Rate
Pear Population of Change Population of Change
1960 17,295 22,764
1970 14,919 -1.5% 23,169 +0,2
1975 15,700 +1.0% 24,200 +0.9
1979 16,600 +1.4% 26,100 +1.9

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

The social and attitudinal characteristics of the population appear to be
similar to those discussed by Grigsby (1976) for adjacent Harney 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” ¢ independence, rugged individualism, adaptability, practicality, and
enjoyment of the variety of types of labor and direct contact with nature
which ranching provides . Ranchers believe their experiences, values and
attitudes are often at odds with “big government,” which, as they generally
perceive it, neither 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 1is also a general feeling that
rangeland resources should be utilized without abuse, but primarily to serve
the needs of the local livestock industry.
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Income

Personal income in 1978 amounted to $104,568,000 in Baker County and
$162,328,000 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 Information
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 since 1972.

Personal income, including labor and proprdetors income, is a measure of .
economic welfare, but it does not directly measure business activity, or
gross income. While no estimate of annual gross income in these counties is
available, it is judged to be in the range of 3 1/2 to 5 times the size 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 Malheur County
Year Labor Proprietors Total Labor Proprietors Total
1872 1,352 6,637 7,989 6,355 12,589 18,944
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

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 population.
Unemployment rates averaged about 7.2 percent in 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 Fecrce and Employment, 1976-78
(Average number of workers during the 3-year period)

Baker County Malheur County State Total
Percent Percent Percent
ltem Number of Total Number of Total Number of Total
Civilian labor force 6,500 100.0 10,940 100.0 1,129,000 100.0
Unemployment 470 7.2 6¢0 6.3 85,670 7.6
Employment 6,030 92.8 10,250 93.7 1,043,330 92.4
Proprietors 1/ 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/ Derived 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 smaller
proportion of total employment than that for the State. Lumber 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 (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1977},
there were 551 farms and ranches in Baker County and 1,317 in Malheur 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 agricultural sales from 1973 through 1978.
These amounts represent the total annual production value, or gross income of
agriculture. Most of the value of oreduction inm Baker County is in
livestock; crop value exceeds livestock value in Malheur County due to
substantial production of field crops and fresh vegetables in the
northeastern part of the county.
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Table 2-14 Value of Agricultural Products Sold, 1973=1978
(Thousands of Dellars)

Baker County Malheur County
Year Livestock Crops Livestock Crops
1973 15,627 2,464 29,247 61,894
1974 10,455 4,065 27,043 58,122
1975 12,400 4,029 29,519 56,361
1976 11,104 3,496 30,906 54,484
1977 9,740 3,662 32,920 48,846
1978 14,701 4,104 48,088 55,341

Source: Oregon State University, Extension Service, Commodity Data Sheets,
1979

The business of livestock production creates additional local sales activity
(grass income) through the purchases of ranchers and their business
associates. A portion 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 Miller 1980). Applying these ratios to Baker and
Malheur County livestock sales figures, 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 millicn En
Raker County and $24.7 million in Malheur County or about $32 million in
total.

Economic Significance of Public Rangeland Resouyrces

The following sections describe the economic importance of public rangeland
resources in terms of: users’ forage needs, ranch property values, and
financial viability; and local income and local employment dependent upon
public land grazing, wildlife and recreational uses.

Dependence of Users on BLM Grazing Permits

About 270 permbttees with 86,179 cattle (or equivalent) held grazing permits
for public lands in the EIS area in 197%. 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
permittees within each size group classified by herd size. The degree of
dependence on licensed forage is slightly hfgher for the smaller herd size
classes than for the larger size classes in the EIS area as a whole.
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Tabl e 2-15 Pernmittee Dependence on Licensed Forage, by Herd Size 1/

113

Pernittees Fbrds-% Licensed Forage on Public Lands —
Per cent Per cent Amount Per cent Percent of
Size of Herd 2/ Nunber of Total Nunber of Tot al (AUMs)_ of Total Requi renents
BAKER DI STRI CT
Under 100 45 26.6 1,900 4.0 2,679 5.3 11.8
100---399 77 45.6 15, 488 33.1 22, 464 44.2 12.1
400---999 43 25. 4 24, 053 51.4 23,638 46.5 8.2
1,000 & Over 4 . 2.4 5,361 11.5 2,035 4.0 3.2
Tot al 169 100.0 46, 802 100.0 50, 816 100.0 9.0
VALE DI STRI CT
Under 100 19 18.8 734 1.9 2,170 2.4 24. 6
100---399 49 48.5 8,526 21.6 25, 824 28.3 25.2
400---999 22 21.8 12, 407 31.5 34, 438 37.7 23.1
1,000 & Over 11 10.9 17,710 45.0 28, 907 31.6 13.6
Tot al 101 100.0 39, 377 100.0 91, 339 100.0 19.3
El S AREA
Under 100 64 23.7 2,634 3.0 4,849 3.4 15.3
100---399 126 46.7 24,014 27.9 48, 288 34.0 16. 8
400---999 65 24.1 36, 460 42.3 58,076 40.9 13.3
1,000 & Over _15 5.5 23,071 26. 8 30, 942 21.8 11.2
Tot al 270 100.0 86, 179 100. 0 142, 155 100.0 13.7

1/ Data pertains to livestock operators holding forage permts from BLM within the EIS area.
Forage on National Forest and State lands is not covered

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

3/ Represents active AUMs currently licensed. Licenses for 214 AUMs on lands in Vale District are
adm ni stered by and included in data for Baker District



In 1978, livestock use was reduced by 13,903 AlMs in the Vale District
portion (see Table 1=3)¢ Minor increases of 421 AUMs occurred the same year.
Table 2-16 shows licensed forage and degree of dependence prisr to these
changese.

Table 2-16 Dependence on Licensed Forage Prior to 1978 Adjustments 1/

Amount Percent Percent of
Herd Size (AUMs ) of Total Requfrements
BAKER DISTRICT
Under 100 2,679 53 11.8
100--~-399 22,464 44.2 12.1
400==-999 23,638 46.5 a.2
1,000 & Over 2: 035 4.0 3.2
Total 50,816 loo.0 9.0
VALE DISTRICT
Under 100 2,314 2.2 26.3
100=-==399 29,130 27.5 28.5
400-~-995 40,180 38.3 27.0
1,000 & Over 33,197 31.7 15.6
Total 104,821 100.0 22.2
EISAREA

Under 100 4,993 3.2 15.8
100--=399 51,594 33.2 17.9
400---999 63.818 41.0 1.4.6
1,000 & Over 35; 232 22.6 12.7
Total 155,637 100.0 15.0

1/ Represents active AUMs in 1977 prior to reductions of 13,903 AUMs cited in
Table 1-3 and increases of 421 AUMs. Distribution by herd size and cal-
culations of percent of annual requirements based on data in Table 2-15.

BIM Grazing Permits and Ranch Property Values

The Bureau of Land Management does not recognize grazing permits as vested
property rights ; however, de facta effects on prfvate asset valuation may
occur . Based on RBIM staff reports of interviews with parties to real estate
transactions involving 3,000 AUMs in RIM grazing permits during X977-79, $65
per AUM was the composite valuation. These four sales were judged to provide
the most reliable evidence of the eight reports available as either the
purchaser or seller personally reported their detailed appraisal.

Estimates of the values placed on grazing permits associated with ranch
properties when sold have varied widely from the estimate of $65 per AUM
given above. A recent study of ranch sales in Grant and Umatilla Counties
found no statistically valid evidence that public grazing rights affected
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ranch sales values (Winter 1979) . However, grazing permits have sold at
prices ranging from $22 to $55 per AUM in southern Idaho according to the
Owvyhee Grazing Management DEIS (USDI, BLM 1980). In public testimony, a
Baker County rancher stated that he was willing to pay $150 per AUM for
public grazing rights in hfs neighborhood (Public Hearing on Ironside EIS,
Baker, Oregon, June 4, 1980). Also, an opinion that the current value of
grazing rights to be $400 per AUM was received in comment on the DEIS (letter
22).

Financial viability of Ranch Enterprises

In this discussion, reference is made to three terms which may require
explanation, overall carrying capacity, debt service capacity and debt load.
Overall carrying capacity is the herd size which can be prudently maintained
on the forage sources which a ranch has available. Tt is a concept used by
lenders in appraising a ranch for loan purposes. Debt service capacity is
the amount of money regularly available (cash flow) to the rancher which
could be used to make interest and principal payments if any debt were
incurred. It represents the maximum amount of debt for which the rancher
could meet the payments. The debt load is the relative size of debt payments
among Oother costs.

The ability of ranch enterprises to survive the adjustments which might be
required by a loss of grazing privileges is related to their ability to make
the necessary payments on additional debt. A ranch free of debt is able to
borrow mecre to make necessary adjustments in operations, but also (initially
at least), has no fixed debt payments to be made if ranch operations must be
scaled down. The greater the proportion of fixed costs such as debt payment
in a ranch budget, the more inflexible the operation becomes because a
certain level of operation must be sustained in order to cover the fixed
wa.s. o 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
size.

In the absence of information on existing debt loads, this discussion focuses
on the debt service capacity of a ranch . 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 available after payment of cash costs
(See Appendix L) to cover the support of the rancher's household, replacement
of capital equipment (depreciation), and repayment of interest and principal
on intermediate or long-term loans.

The estimates are presented in Table 2-17. A sepresentatfve ranch in the
Baker District 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) is the return above
cash cost per AUM.
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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)

Amount Amount per ranch
Herd Size per AUM Public land All sources

BAKER DISTRICT PCRTION

Under 100 $10 $ 600 $ 5,000
100-~-=-399 8 2,400 19,000
400---999 8 4,900 60,000
1,000 or more 9 4,500 140,000
All sizes 9 2,600 29,000

VALE DISTRICT PORTION

Under 100 $13 $ 1,500 $ 6,200

100~---399 10 5,000 20,000

400---999 12 11,000 83,000

1,000 or more 8 1,000 147,000

All sizes 2/ 10 9,000 44,800
ETISAREA

All sizes $10 $ 5,000 $ 35,000

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

2/ For conditions prior to the 1978 reductions, average return In the Vale
District portion of the EIS area would be $10 per AM™ aand $10,000 per
ranch from public land forage.

Return above cash cost is a gufde to the effect of grazing permit reductions
on ranch operations, but its defects need to be kept in mind. First, it does
not take into account the differential effects among individual ranchers with
different debt loads. Second, It does not reflect the changes in average
costs (and returns) which may occur with substantial 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 holding BILM 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 conditions during a
period which included the high beef price years, 1978 and 1979. Gross income
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for Baker District permittees in the FIS area was about $10.0 million, and
gross imcome for those in the Vale District about $9.2 millfon. Based on the
estimated multiplier effect of the industry in Grant County (Cbhermiller and
Miller 15803, the total gross income generated among all businesses in these
counties by these ranchers' dealings amounted to about 524 million annually
in Raker County and $22 million in 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 $16.0 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 Malheur 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 in Table 2-18 by 1978 average annual earnings in covered
employment in Raker and Malheur counties ($9,676) (Oregon Employment
Division, 1979, 1980).

Hunting and Fishing Income

A portion of the local economic activity i1s dependent upon the wildlife and
fish 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 in 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 attributable to hunting and fishing.
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Table 2-18 Local Personal Income Generated

by Livestock Production of All Ranchers =

and of Ranchers Holding BiM Grazing Permits
(1977-79 average prices)

BLM Remittees

Income Public All Sources All
Herd Size per AUM Land, 2/ of Forage Ranchers
BARER DISTRICT PORTION BAKER GO.
Under 100 $16 $ 30,000 $ 200,000 4/
100---399 9 210,000 1,710,000 4/
400~~~999 9 220,000 2,660,000 4/
1,000 or more 9 20,000 560,000 4/
All sizes 9 $470,000 § 5,150,000 57,500,000

VALE DISTRICT PORTION MALHEUR CO,

OO0 00000000 00C0G0™000000

Under 100 $12 $ 30,000 $ 100,000 _-’i/
100---399 12 310,000 1,230,000 _1_+_/
400=~=999 12 410,000 1,760,000 é_/’
1,000 or more 8 230,000 1,650,000 _l_;_/
All sizes _3_/ 11 $970,000 $ 4,750,000 $16, 000,000
EISAREA ¢ BOTH COUNTIES
¢
TOTAL 3/ $10 $1, 440,000 $ 9,900,000 ¢ 823,500,000

1/ 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” sector developed by Oregon State University for
Grant County (Obermiller and Miller 1980).

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

3/ Based on conditions prior to the 1978 reductions, county personal income
would amount to $11 per AUM and $1,100,000 in total for public lands in
the Vale District portion of the EIS area.

4/ Data not available.
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CHAPTER 3 1IMPACTS ON ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

Introduction

Economic effects of the proposed action and alternatives are expressed in
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 fishing.

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
grazing would be shared by all users in each allotment in proportion to their
current active privileges in that allotment. Table 1-11 shows existing
livestock use (Alternative 1) and the amount of use proposed for each
alternative except Alternative 2,which would permit no livestock use. To find
the effect on the iadividual permfttee, the pereent change in livestock AUMs
for the allotment was calculated and that percentage was applied to the
permittee's active AUMs in the allotment.

For example, the initial effect of the proposed action in Allotment 101 is a
reduction of 3,011 AMs (7,481 - 10,492) which, when divided by the existing
use (10,492 AmMs), amounts to a 28.7 percent reduction. Assuming the
permittee had 1,800 AUMs of active use in Allotment 101, the reduction would
be 287 AuMs, 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, April through October) 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 their herd
forage requirements for each alternative, Summary informatica on the effects
measured from 1977 public forage levels in the Vale District are also shown
in these two tables.

The average change in dependence on public forage would range from a gain .«
1.9 percent to a loss of 13.7 percent of annual forage requirements for the
different 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.

E-17



Table 3-15 Average and Maximum Change ian Dependence on Public ¥orage at Initial Implementation of Alternative Actilons 1/
(Change in licensed forage expressed as percent of amnual forage requirements.)

2/ Alt. 2 Elim. Lvstk. Alt. 3 Limit Adj. Alt. 4 Optimire Livestock Alt. 5 Optimize Other
Short Term Long Term
Average  Maximum Average  Maximum Average  Maximum Average Maximum  Average Maximum Average Maximum
Herd Size Change  Gaim Loss Change  Gain Loss Change Gain Losgs Change  Gain Loss Change Gain Loss Change Gain Loss

BAKER DISTRICT PORTION

Under 109 ~-1.4 +13 ~-19 ~11.8 0 =42 ~0.5 +13 -8 +0.1 +5 -5 +3.1 +15 -1 ~ 4.3 +7 -8
100mw-399 -3.1 + & -28 -12.1 2 =42 -1.5 -4 =9 ~1.9 + 7 -i8 +1.5 413 -14 - 5.9 +2 =34
400---599 ~1.7 + 3 -14 - 8.2 0 -32 -0.6 +3 -4 0.0 + 3 =10 +1.0 +14 -6 - 3.5 0 ~18
1,000 and over +0.4 + 1 0 - 3.2 0 -11 =0.4 +1 0 +0.5 + 1 Q +1.8 + 6 0 - 0.4 0 -1
All Sizes -1.9 +13 -28 - 9.0 0 -42 -0.8 +13 -9 ~(.6 +7 -18 +1.3 +15  -14 - 3.9 +7 —-34
VALE DISTRICT PORTION
Toder 10 ~2.9 +15 -5 ~24.6 0 -58 -1.0 +15 -25 ~0.9 +18 -2 +7.35 423 -23 ~10.5 +8 -31
100---399 =62 + 9 -22 -25.2 G -58 ~2.6 +9 -9 ~3.5 +H0  -19 +he8 +62 19 -11.3 0 =29
AG50w 95 =76 + 3 -26 -23.1 0 ~54 -3.6 +3 -1 -5.9 + 8  ~24 +1.9 +20 ~15 ~-12.8 0 -31
1,000 and over ~3.9 0 -~16 ~13.6 0 =50 ~Ze0) 0 -7 -2.5 +2 ~13 +2. +19 - 4 — 6.4 0 -22
All Sizes ~5.2 +15 =26 -19.3 0 -58 -2.2 +15 =25 -3.7 +18  -23 +2.7 2 ~23 - 9.6 +8 -31
1477 base 3/ -8.1 -22.2 ~5.5 ~6.6 -0.2 -12.4
EIS AREA

Toder 100 -1.8 +13 -25 ~15.3 0 =538 -0.7 +15 25 -0.2 +13 =23 +4e3 +23 -23 ~6.0 +8 =31
100~-=39% ~3.8 + 9 -28 ~16.8 0 ~58 -1.9 +9 -9 -1.9 +10  -19 +2.7 +62 ~19 -7.8 +2  -34
400---959 -3.7 + 3 -26 -13.3 0 ~54 ~1.6 +3 =11 -2.3 + 8 ~24 +1.3 +20 15 ~6.6 o =31
1,000 and over -2.7 + 1 =16 ~11.2 0 =50 ~-1.5 +1 -7 ~1.9 +2 =13 +.9 +19 -4 -5.0 0 =22
ALl Sizes ~3.4 +15 -28 =13.7 0 -58 =1.6 +15 =25 -2.0 +18 =23 +1.9 +62 =23 6.5 +8 -34
1977 base 3/ -4.7 ~15.1 ~-2.9 -3.3 ~-0.6 -7.8

1/ Imformation is not avallable for Alternative 1, No Action.

2/ Bata for the proposed action represent short-term Ilmpacts. Over the long term, the average change in dependency from the existing situation would be
a loss of G.6 percent in the Baker District, a gain of 0.9 percent in the Vale District portion of the EIS area and an overall gain of 0.1 percent.
Average changes by herd slze class caunot be estimated.

3/ Average change for all ranches as measured from licensed forage levels in 1977. Maximum gain and loss have not been determined.
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The number of permittees Losing 1¢ percent or more of their annual forage
requirements under the various alternatives would range froem 6 to 130, Those
Losing more than 20 percent of their annual resquirements would range from 1
te 76. At initial implementation of the proposed action, a reduction in
forage from public lands of 10 percent or mere of their total forage
requirements would occur for 39 permittees who hold 32 percent of the
currently authorized AUMs. Eleven of these would lose more than 24 percent of
their annual requirements. These permittees, as a group, would suffer 58
percent of the short-term net reduction of AUMs,

In the long term, wunder 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
existing amounts would be 7 percent. Some permit tees would experience
permanent reductions of their grazing privileges under a any of the
alternatives.

Effect on Ranch Sales Values

At a market price of $65 per AUM (the highest value based on actual
transactions presented in Chapter 2}, any reduction of public grazing
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 to a lesser
degree.

The reduction in ranch valuation in Baker and Malkeur Counties attributable
to the proposed action might initially be as high as $2.3 million (35,098
AUMs a t $65/AUM). The loss would be recovered over time as 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 wi th increased grazing privileges would have
increased value.

The ef fect of changes in grazing privileges on real estate values under

alternative actions when valued at $65 per AUM would range from an overall
loss of $4.3 million for Alternative 5 to a gain of §l.7 millicn 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 on public land create forage surpluses in the
off-season which can be used to offset the public season loss (Obermiller
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 lcst 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 coamercial value of an AUM was $5.80 (USDA, Eccnomics, Statistics
and Cooperatives Service, July 1979). Since the demand for forage exceeds
supply during critical growing periods, the option of purchasing or leasing
pasture is currently neither widely available nor generally feasible,

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

The losses {or gains} in return above cash costs wnder the
and each alternative for the average rancher in each b
in the EI8 arvea are 3-17, Changes fn ~
costs” are considered o represent change:
rancher®s net {income
methods would occur

mMLUOT chistges L proau

The table shows that over the short-term, rancher® in the Baker District
portion would have an average loss of about $533 annually in return above
cash cost or net income uander the proposed action. Average change in return
above cash cost for the alternative actions would range from a loss of 82,4

if no BLM grazing were permitted to a gain of $380 over the long ter: |f
Livestock grazing were optimized . The amount of loss (or gain) would vary
for different herd size classes. Ranchers with herds of 1,000 or more cows
would have the largest changes in most casas,

Similarly, Vale District 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 woculd have their borrowing
capacity reduced by their loss of grazing privileges. Since borrowing
capacity is based on the overall 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
operation. 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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Berrowing capacity would be affected in proportion to the change in overall
carrying capacity of the ranch. For ranchers with existing debt, the effect
on any remaining additional debt capacity would be multiplied. Some ranchers
might not be able to borrow additional funds, Ranchers who sold their
propercies would receive a sales value reduced by the de facto value of the
grazing privileges lost, however, they might obtain the wvalue of any
prospective increase in grazing privileges in offset to the reduction.

Effect of Forage Reductions on Local Income

Ranchers” adjustments to forage lesses would reduce the income of others in
the community as well as their own. Livestock production and sales would be
reduced resulting in reduced purchases from others for related goods and
services . The end result would be a cumulative loss estimated at $2.35 of
local gross income and 31 cents of local persona?. income for every dolliar
change in beef sales by ranchers dependent on public grazing {0bermiller and
Miller 1980) .  Using the ranch budget data contained in Appendix L, changes
in the value of beef sales wers estimated for each county and converted to
county income estimates by using these factors.

The effect ran the aunual gross income of ranchers and on all. local business
for each alternative is estimated as follows:

Baker County Malheur County
Alternative Ranchers . ALl Industries Ranchers All Industries

Proposed Action:

Short Term $-190,000 8§ -456,000 $ -504,000 §-1,210,000

Long Term - 61,000 -143,000 + 96,000 + 225,000
No livestock use -911,030 -2, 180,000 -1,880, 000 -4,510,000
Limited adjustment -74, GO0 -182, 400 -253,000 -602 , GO0
Optimize livestock:

Short Term -57,000 -137,000 =364,000 -873,000

Long Term +131,000 +3 13,000 +257,000 +615,000
Opt. other uses -397, 000 -950,000 -93 5,000 -2,240,000

The estimated changes in county income resulting from ranch production
adjustments are shown in Table 3-18 for Baker County, Malheur County, and the
two counties combined. The table includes the estimated income changes in
Malheur County which would occur as measured from a 1977 base in Vale
District,

Effect on Ranching Sector Income

Table 3-19% presents the effect of existing grazing (total and public) upon
personal income of all Bi¥ permittees and their employees.
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Table 3-18 Change in Local Personal Income from Grazing
at Initial Implementation of Alternative Actions 1/
(Thousands of 1977-79 dollars)

Baker Malheur Roth
Condition _or Action County County 2/ Counties
Existing Condition:
Total for BLM permittees 3/ $5,150 $4,750 $9,900
(4,750
Total for BLM share of forage 4/ 465 967 1,435
(1,100}
Change due to alternative action:
Proposed action:
Short term =98 =260 =358
(=408
Long term =30 +47 +17
( =96}
Limited adjustment -39 -139 -163
(=270}
Optimize livestock:
Short term -29 -187 ~216
(-3303
Long term +67 +132 +199
( =10}
Optimize other uses: -204 -481 ~685
(-620)

_1/ Estimates of county personal income (and changes) in this table are based
on the total sales estfmates contained in the ranch budgets. Sales
totals were multiplied by the direct and indirect coefficient of payments
per dollar of export sales to household by the “Dependent Ranching”
sector In the input-output study for Grant County (Obecmiller and Lester
1980).

_2/ Amounts shown in parentheses in this column reflect conditions prior to
the adjustments in active grazing permits made in Vale District in early
1978.

3/ Represents total personal income (including that of the ranchers)
generated In the county by the economic activity (sales and purchases) of
ranchers holding BLM grazing permits.

_4/ Represents the portion of county income attributable to BLM forage based
on its portion of total forage requirements for BLM 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 1/
(Thousands of 1977-79 dollars)

Baker Malheur Both
Condition or Action County County Counties
Existing Condition:
Total for BLM permittees 3/ 3,100 3,000 2/ 6,100
(3,000)
Total for BLM share of forage 4/ 282 585 867
( 664)
Change due to alternative action:
Preferred action:
Short term -59 -157 -216
( -241)
Long term ~18 +28 i-10
( -58)
Limited adjustment -24 -78 ~-102
( -163)
Optimize livestock:
Short term -18 -113 -131
( -199)
Long term +41 +80 +121
( =6
Optimize other uses: -123 -290 -413
( -374'9

_1/

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 multiplied by the direct requirements
coefficient 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 conditions prior to the adjustments in
active grazing permits made in Vale Distriet 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=10 shows the impacts on the construction industry resulting from the
alternative scticus. The value of construction was estimated on the hasis of
1976 unit values of improvements shown in Table 3-14 (energy use). The
impacts shown represent amounts accumulated over a several vear peried
assumed to be 5 years.

Table 3=20 Impacts of Censtruction on Local Personal Income and Employment

Value of Personal

Construction Income Employment
Alternative (1976 prices) (1978 prices) (work vears)
Proposed action $2,024,000 81,400,000 140
Alternative 1. No action none none none
Alternative 2. Eliminate livestock none none none
Alternative 3. Limit adjustment 2,024,000 1,400,000 140
Alternative 4. Optimize livestock 3,439,000 2,300,000 237
Alternative 5. Optimize other 1,295,000 860,000 89

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

These impacts were estimated using the differences in visits (Table 3-12)
expected from changes in BLM management. The Raker and Northern Malheur
Planning Area Analyses were consulted for estimates of expenditures per day
by each type of activity, 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 (CPI~-
Wy. 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 Miller 1980, draft).

Personal income generated locally by hunters expenditures in Grant County
were found to amount to about 35 percent of expenditures. This ratio was
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 discussed in the recreation section, recreation on public lands is
expected to increase in the absence of any BIM action. The impacts 3s shown
in Table 3-21 are measured as the difference in 1990 between the income and
employment generated by recreation under the conditions created by the
alternative action and the amounts generated without any BLM action. These

differences are considered representative of the annual long-term impacts of
the action.
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Table 3-21 Impacts of Hunting and Fishing on Public Lands
on Local Personal Income and Employment 1/
(1990 conditions, 1978 price levels)

Difference in Annual Difference in
Alternative Personal Income 2/ Employment 2/
Proposed action $ 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

1/ 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),
wildlife-related recreation 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 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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Tabl e 3-23 Local Enployment Related to Livestock Grazing, Range |nprovenents, and Hunting and Fishing
(Short termlong termchanges in terns of full tine equival ent jobs?

At. 1 Alt. 2 At. 3 At. 4 Alt. 5
Exi sting Proposed No Elimnate Limited Optimize Optimize
Situation Action Action Li vest ock Adj ust ment Li vest ock O her
Tot al N/A -8/-1-2 0/Unk. -148/-144 +12 /42 +27/+8 -53/-69
Li vestock G azing
ElS Area 2,429 ~37 /42 0/Unk. ~148/-148 -17 /42 -22 /421 -71/~-71
Baker 775 -10-3 0/Unk ~48/-48 -4/ -3 ~3/+7 -21/-21
Val e 1,654 -27 /45 0/Unk. -100/-100 -13/+5 ~19/+14 -50 /-s0
Range | nprovenent
Construction 1/ N/A +29/0 0/0 0/0 +29/0 +49/0 +18/0
Hunting & Fi shing 512 0/0 0/0 0/+4 0/0 0/-13 0 /42

1/ Total enploynent is assumed to occur over a 5-year period.



wWhile fndividuals have primary
interdisciplinary team effort.
aration.

Neme

Primary Besponsibility

LIST OF PREPARERS

regponsibllity for preparing sections of an EIS, the document is an
Tn adéition, interacal review of the document occurs throughout prep=
Spectialists at the Digtrict, State Office and Washington 0ffice levels of the Bureau both
review the analysis and supply information.

Contributions by individual preparers may he subject to
revision by other BLM specialists and by management during the Internal review process.

Discipline

Rerated Professional
Experience

Lisa Blackbura

John T. Booth

Stanley G. Detering

Cerry PFullarton

LeoDs Hamilton

Jeanne Jehnsgon

Righard Nawa

Joseph Ross

Vern Schulze

Reon Smith

Climete, Alr Quality, Soils
Water Resources, Geology,
Topography and Wild Horses

Socivoeconomics

Yeonomics

Team Leader

Technical Coordinater/Bditoer

Editorial Assistant

Wildlife

Recreation, Cultural
Resources, Wilderness,
Ecologically Significant Areas,
Visual Resources and Energy.

Vegetation

Team Manager

Range Management/
Soil Sclence

Economics

Agricultural & Regional
Econcmles

Range Conservation

Geography

Administrative Secretary

Zoology

Recreation

Range Management

Forest Management

lyear, (Range Conservationist) USFS
1-1/2 years (Soil Scientist) BLM,
Burns, QOrege;
2-1/2 years {Environmental Protection
Speclalist) BLM, Portland, Oreg.

22 year5 (Economist}

2-1/2 years (Regicnal Feoncnist) BLM

7-1/2 years (Regional %eenomist} Corps
of Engineers

2-1/2 pears {Zconcmist) Federal
Reserve Bank of San Francisco

6-1/2 years (Econcmic Analyst) Wash.
Dept. of Commerce

3 years (Tax Analyst) Wash. Tax
Commis s fan

17 years (Econoumist)
7 years (Regional Feenemist) BLM
6 years (Lecturer, Assistant
Professor, Research Associate)
4 years {Research Assistant)

18 years, BLM {(Raunge Conservationist
Natural Resource Specialist,
Environmental Specialist!

10 years, (Dutdoor Recreation Plamner,
Envircnmental Protection
Specialist)

4 years, BLM (Secretary, Editorial
Assistant)

6 years (Wildlife Bislogist)
2 years BLM, Elko, Nev.:
2 years ELM, Portland, Oreg.;
2 years Cocperative Wildlife Research
Lab., Scuthers Tllinois Univ.

5 years (Forestry Techuician, Biological
Information Speclalist, Outdoor
Recreation Planner}

15 years BLM (Range Conservationist)
years Prineville, Oreg.;

years Baker, Orege.;

years Winnemucca, Nev.}

years Salt Lake City, Utahs
years Portland, Orege.

NN N

22 years BLM (Forester, Outdoor Racreation
Planner, Supervisory Environmental
Protection Specialist)



ADDITIONAL REFERENCES CITED

Biggers, Spike
1980. Manager, Baker Production Credit Association, Baker, Oreg.
Personal communication, August 1, 1980

Bromley, D.W. , G.E. Blanch and H.H. Stoevener
1968. Effects of Selected Changes in Federal Land on a Rural Economy.
Station Bulletin 604, Oregon State University, Agricultural Experiment
Station, Corvallis, Oreg,

Brown, William G., Farid H. Dawes and Joe B. Stevens
1973. The Oregon Big Came Resource: An Economic Evaluation. Special
Report 379, Oregon State University, Agricultural Experiment Station,
Corvallis, Oreg.

U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic
Analysis Division.
1980. Regional Economic Information System. Washington, D.C.

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management

1980. Owyhee Grazing Environmental Impact Statement. Draft and Final.
Eoise District Office, Boise, ldaho.

1980. Official Report of Proceedings, Public Hearing Re: Ironside
Environmental Impact Statement. June 4, 1980, Baker, Oreg.

E-31












