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The Brothers Grazing Management Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
consists of the comments and to the draft EIS and a listing of 
text revisions. There fore, this EIS must be used in conjunction with 
the draft EIS which was in 1982. 

This EIS is not a decision document. The decision document, called the
 
Brothers Kangeland Program Summary will be prepared in consultation
 
with affected ranchers and issued in early 1983. If you wish to comment on
 
the prospective decision, please submit your comments by November 1, 1982,
 
to: Bureau of Land Management, Box 550, Oregon 97754. 

Management actions to be taken in the EIS will be based on the
 
analysis contained in the EIS, R rangts investment (benefit-cost) analysis of
 
proposed rangeland improvements, on both the EIS and the
 
Brothers Land Use Plan. In management feasibility and policy and
 
legal constraints as well as additional available will. be considered.
 

Thank you for your interest in public management programs in
 
the Brothers area.
 

Gerald E. Mngnuson 
District 
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BROTHERS GRAZING MANAGEMENT
 

Draft Final Environmental Impact Statement
 

Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management
 

1. of Action: Administrative Legislative 

2. Abstract: The Bureau of Land Management proposes to implement livestock 
grazing management on 1.1 acres of public land in central Oregon. 
Grazing management is proposed on acres; 2,003 acres are proposed 
for exclusion. Implementation of the proposed action includes allocation of 
vegetation to livestock, wildlife, and nonconsumptive uses; establishment of 
grazing systems; and construction of rangeland improvements. Vegetation 
condition would improve and forage production would increase. Overall 
watershed conditions would improve. Big game populations are expected to 
increase ODFW management objective numbers. Habitat for fish and wildlife 
in riparian areas would improve. 

There would be an initial increase in allocation to livestock of 9,780 
in 66 allotments and a decrease in allocation to livestock of 1,462 in
 
18 allotments for a net increase of 11 percent. In the short term, one
 
operator would have losses exceeding 10 percent of annual forage requirements
 
under the proposed action. Direct and indirect community personal income
 
would be increased by approximately $405,600 annually in the short term and
 
$1.5 million over existing conditions in the long term.
 

3. Alternatives analyzed:
 

a. Proposed action
 
b. Optimize livestock grazing
 
C.  Continue present management 
d. Optimize wildlife and watershed values
 
e. Eliminate livestock grazing
 

4. The draft statement was filed with EPA on April 29, 1982 and was
 
available to the public April 30, 1982.
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SUMMARY
 

This environmental impact statement (EIS) describes and analyzes the
 
environmental, social, and economic impacts of implementing a livestock
 

management program in the Brothers area of central Oregon. The
 
proposed action, developed through planning system using public input,
 
is the preferred alternative. Four other alternatives also are described and
 
analyzed.
 

The proposed action consists of forage allocation, implementat ion of grazing
 
systems, and range land improvements on 177 grazing allotments covering
 

acres of public land. The ive of the proposed action is to
 
maintain or improve ecological condition on al.1 allotments. The proposed
 
actions spans a 20 to 25 year period; up to 10 years for implementation and
 
10 to 15 additional years to achieve management objectives.
 

Existing forage production totals 89,104 the proposed action,
 
initial forage allocation would 087  for livestock, 5,331 for
 
wildlife, leaving 686 not allocated. The allocation to livestock
 

an 11 percent increase from the 1981 active grazing preference of
 
74,769 

Livestock grazing would be increased initially by 8,318 AUMs to reflect
 
current forage production. Increases for individual. allotments range from
 
6 to 1,095 Implementation of grazing systems and rangeland
 
improvements would result in future forage production of 177,357 It is
 
anticipated that this would be allocated to livestock (132,795 and
 
wildlife (7,427 The remaining 37,135 of forage production would
 
not he al located.
 

Rest rotation grazing would be implemented on 400,942 acres, deferred
 
rotation on 593,725 acres, rotation on 5,755 acres, short duration on
 
37,144 acres, winter grazing on 14,478 acres. Livestock grazing would be
 
excluded on 2,003 acres. An additional 13,530 acres would remain in rest
 
status.
 

Proposed rangeland improvements include: 391 miles of fence, 13 springs,
 
7 wells, 467 miles of pipeline, 25 reservoirs, and 2 waterholes. Vegetation
 
manipulation is proposed for 266,709 and would consist of brush control
 
on acres, juniper control on 97,733 acres, and preparation for
 
seeding on 58,855 acres by spraying, cutting, burning, or plowing. In
 
addition 80 wildlife 55 miles of stream rip-rap, 620 stream
 

acres of stream debris removal, and 120 bird nesting sites
 
would be as interrelated improvement measures.
 

Four to the proposed act ion were analyzed and summarized
 
below.
 

Al 1 . Optimize Livestock Grazing: In the long term, this
 
alternative provide than situation from
 

inn lowing 124,550 acres of seeding, 
289,500 acres brush control, 97,733 acres juniper control, and 470 miles 
of be no fencing in riparian 



areas. There would be 40 wildlife guzzlers, 14 miles of stream rip-rap,
 
155 stream structures, and 60 bird nesting sites constructed. The initial
 
allocation of forage for livestock would be 9,004 greater than the
 
existing allocation. The anticipated future available forage production of
 
214,015 would be allocated to livestock (201,777 and wildlife
 
(7,427) with 4,811 remaining nonallocated.
 

Changes in grazing systems would be similar to the proposed action.
 

Alternative 2. No Action: With this alternative, there would be no change
 
from present management conditions. Forage production would be allocated at
 
existing levels to livestock (74,769 and wildlife (5,331 with
 
9,004 remaining unallocated. Wildlife allocations are projected to
 
increase to 7,427 and unallocated forage is projected to increase to 
51,115 due to improving trend and productivity. new range 
improvement projects or changes in grazing systems would be undertaken. 

Alternative 3. Optimize Wildlife and Watershed Values: Initial livestock
 
forage allocations would be 26,256 fewer under this alternative than the
 
proposed action. This alternative is projected to provide 75,964 fewer 
for livestock than the proposed action by eliminating livestock from
 
allotments within deer and antelope winter ranges as well as sage grouse
 
nesting areas. In addition, no livestock grazing would be allowed on any
 
riparian area or on any area with critical or severe soil erosion hazards.
 
Rangeland improvements would include 349 miles of fence, 3 springs,
 
10 reservoirs, 5 waterholes, 58,204 acres of brush control, and 68,028 acres
 
of juniper. control. There would be 100 wildlife guzzlers, 69 miles of stream
 
rip-rap, 775 stream structures, 15 acres of debris removal, and 150 bird
 
nesting sites constructed under this alternative.
 

Rest rotation grazing would be implemented on 219,127 acres, deferred
 
rotation on 242,883 acres, rotation on 98,987 acres, deferred grazing on
 
29,881 acres, early spring grazing on 56,740 acres, spring-summer grazing on
 
60,426 acres, spring-summer-fall grazing on 7,885 acres, spring-fall grazing
 
on 9,246 acres, and winter grazing on 17,299 acres. There would be
 
293,919 acres where livestock grazing would be excluded and 18,586 acres in
 
rest status
 

Alternative 4. Eliminate Livestock Grazing: This alternative would eliminate
 
all livestock grazing from public lands (except during trailing). No range
 
improvements would be constructed.
 

The major environmental consequences analyzed in this document are summarized
 
below.
 

SOIL
 

The rate of soil erosion over the long term would decrease under all alterna­
tives. Alternatives 3 and 4 would show the greatest reduction. Short-term
 
erosion rates would increase under the proposed action and alternative 1 due
 
to temporary reductions in residual ground cover.
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Under all alternatives, there would not be a measurable effect on mean annual
 
water yield. Water quality would improve under the proposed action and
 
alternatives 3 and 4. Water quality and channel stability would not change
 
significantly under alternatives 1 and 2.
 

VEGETATION
 

The grazing systems and rangeland improvements under the proposed action and
 
all alternatives would change ecological condition upward, and hence,
 
increase available forage production. Through fencing and/or exclusion of
 
livestock, riparian vegetation would show a significant upward change in
 
ecological condition under alternatives 3 and 4; there would be some upward
 
change under the proposed action. Upward change in ecological condition of
 
riparian vegetation under alternatives 1 and 2 would be limited to areas
 
presently fenced from livestock, except for changes resulting from improved
 
grazing systems under alternative 1. Plant diversity would increase under
 
the proposed action and alternatives 3 and 4, but would decrease under 
alternatives 1 and 2. Residual ground cover would increase under the 
proposed action and alternatives 3 and 4. change would occur with 
alternative 2. With alternative 1, residual ground cover would be slightly 
decreased. 

The standard procedures and design elements of rangeland improvements would
 
prevent impacts to plants of special concern during construction or
 
implementation of these improvements.
 

WILDLIFE
 

Habitat diversity would have the largest increase in alternative 3 (17
 
percent). Alternative 4 and the proposed action would increase diversity 12
 
percent and percent, respectively. Alternatives 1 and 2 would each
 
decrease diversity 1 percent.
 

All alternatives would show some improvement and some decline in condition on
 
crucial deer and antelope winter ranges. Alternative 3 has the largest
 
improvement while alternatives 2 and 4 have the smallest improvement. The
 
largest decline in crucial deer winter ranges would occur under alternatives
 
2 and 4. Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in the most acres declining in
 
condition on antelope crucial winter range. Rangeland improvement projects
 
under alternative 1 would have the largest negative impact on crucial winter
 
ranges due to the reduction of juniper and sagebrush needed for forage and
 
cover.
 

Wildlife habitat condition in all stream riparian areas would improve in
 
alternatives 3 and 4. The proposed action and alternatives 2 and 1 would
 
improve habitat by 55 percent, 33 percent, and 21 percent, respectively. All
 
reservoir riparian areas would also improve under alternatives 3 and 4. The
 
proposed action and alternatives 1 and 2 would improve habitat by 7 percent.
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Fisheries habitat would improve on all streams with alternatives 3 and 4.
 
proposed action would improve 50 miles of fish habitat while 16 miles
 

would improve under alternative 1. Alternative 2 would improve fish habitat
 
on 25 miles and decrease fish habitat on an additional 20 miles of stream.
 

RECREATION
 

tmplementation of the proposed action or any of the alternatives would not
 
affect long-term visitor use levels more than + 3 percent. Implementation of
 
alternative 2 would have no effect on recreational activities. The proposed
 
action and alternative 4 would result in visitor use increases in most
 
activities. Alternative 3 would create increases in recreation use in all
 
activities while alternative 1 would result in decreases in all activities.
 

CULTURAL RESOURCES
 

tmplementation of the proposed action and alternatives 1, 2 and 3 would have
 
the potential for impacting unidentified cultural sites and the integrity of
 
some known sites. Alternative 4 would have no impact.
 

VISUAL RESOURCES
 

Kange improvements under the proposed action and alternatives 1 and 3 would
 
create visual contrasts in the short term that would diminish over the long
 
term. Under alternatives 2 and 4, visual quality would not change
 
significantly from present condition.
 

SPECIAL MANAGEMENT AREAS
 

Horse Ridge Research Natural Area would not be affected by the proposed
 
action or any of the alternatives. There are no existing or proposed Areas
 
of Critical Environmental Concern in the EIS ar'ea.
 

in forage availability for permittees would occur under the
 
proposed action (11 percent) and alternative 1 (23 percent). A decrease in
 
available forage for permittees would result under alternatives 3 and 4.
 
Under alternative 3 this would amount to a net loss of -2 percent. While
 
Forage losses under alternative 4 would be 100 percent of BLM-produced
 
forage, there would be a decrease of 11 percent of overall forage needs for
 
operators. 
  

Ranch values would be increased by $3.4 million under the proposed action and
 
$6.5 million under alternative 1. Alternative 2 would have no impact on
 

economic values. Alternatives 3 and 4 would reduce ranch values overall by
 
million and $2.9 million, respectively.
 

The increase in local personal income and employment would be the greatest
 
under alternative 1 and the proposed action.
 

Decreases would occur under alternatives 3 and 4. Alternative 2 would have
 
no impact on social conditions or economic values.
 



CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION ON THE DRAFT EIS
 

The draft Brothers Grazing Management Environmental Impact Statement 
(Interior DEIS 82-10) was filed with the Environmental Protection Agency on 

1982; the comment period ended June 30, 1982. 

Informal public meetings were held in Prineville, Oregon, May 25 and Bend,
 
Oregon, May 26.
 

Comments that presented new data, questioned facts or the adequacy of the
 
impact analysis, or raised questions or issues bearing directly on the draft
 
EIS were responded to in this final EIS. Several reviewers made resource
 
management recommendations. These recommendations, as well as all public
 
input, will be considered before the District Manager makes the final
 
decision and the Rangeland Program Summary is published.
 

A total of 27 letters were received in response to the draft environmental
 
impact statement and are reproduced in this final EIS. These are listed in
 
the order received.
 

Responses to Comments
 

All comment letters received were assigned an index number.
 

I Lawrence E. Nielson, PH.D.
 
E. Charles 

Marriner Orum
 
Craig R. Miller
 
Harney County Planning Commission
 
City-County Planning Department, Crook County and City of Prineville
 
Jeffrey Crook
 
Lane County Audubon Society
 
Pine Mountain Cattle Company
 

10 Wildlife Management Institute 
11 Pacific Northwest Drive Assoc. 
12 Bureau of Reclamation 
13 David L. Bowman 
14 Frank Lowe 
15 United States Forest Service 
16 Deschutes County Planning Department 

Lake County Planning Department 
18 Sierra Club.. Chapter 
19 Soil Conservation Service 

Intergovernmental Relations Division, Executive Department 
The Wilderness Society 
National Park Service 
Central Oregon Conservationists 
Pat Miller 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Oregon Wilderness Coalition 
U.S. Fish Wildlife Service 
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Science Consultant and Lecturer 
1-l historical features of these areas have been recorded in 

N.W Lynch Redmond. orspon 97750 District inventory files. on page 18 of1 9 8 2  
EIS, there would be cultural resource clearance prior to 

project work. Areas where there visible of roads 
would be excluded from project work. 

l-2 Public Act of established theM r .  E .  
grazing fee formula for livestock grazing on public lends andBureau of Lsnd rlsnnqement 

fee issue be evaluated by December 31, 1985. A study,Box 550 currently underway, is being conducted by Forest Service,OR 97754 
of Land Management, and Colorado State University, with a 

review by private appraisers. study will the current feeDear Mr. 
formula, comparable private lease and recommend 

I have read the “Brothers fee schedule for 1986 and subsequent 
mental Impact Statement” w i t h  c o n s i d e r a b l e  I n t e r e s t .  I very much prefer 


3. optimizes wildl i fe  and watershed values. 
  

On Map I  see proposed for  Juniper control  and 
  
I  am opposed to this  the large area southeast of  

the ares southeast of  Powell  Buttes.  and the area around 
  
the GI Ranch. f a m l l y  a n d  f r l e n d s  u s e  t h e s e  a r e a s  

t h e  f a l l .  and spring months for recreation.  An 
ant  f o r  t h e  c o n t r o l  a n d  tha t  these 
  

would undoubtedly destroy traces of  historical  pioneer roads 
  
I throuah these regions.  For example, are Huntington’s  and 

o t h e r s  t h e  area  s o u t h  o f  t h e  A i r p o r t .  The 
Lake went throuph the area southeast  of  buttes.  

or  pioneer roads went throuqh the GI area.  These 
i n c l u d e  a n d  t h e  Yreka  I  h a v e  b e e n  

these pioneer roads for 5 years and have found many 
of  them. traces and artifacts should not be disturbed 

b y  c o n t r o l  a n d  s e o d l n g .  Care should be used before 
any old junipers.  o f  then  are  t r e e s  o r  h a v e  i n i t i a l s  
and dates carved on blazes.  We have found blazes back to 

o n  

I a n o t h e r  is lrdlrectly r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  a b o v e 
  
report.  p u b l i c  l a n d s  t o  a l l  o f  u s .  P e e s  f o r  l i v e s t o c k 
  

I s h o u l d  h e  r a i s e d  t o  r e a l i s t i c  v a l u e s  s o  t h a t  t h e  r a n c h e r s  
the and any improvements made for benefit. p u b l i c  

should not  the ranchers.  I I  know about 
I 2 5  y e a r s  o f  m y  o n  a  a c r e  r a n c h  

e a s t e r n  

Sincerely yours.  

Lawrence Nielsen 



8035 NW Oxbow Drive 
Corvallis, OR 97330 
May 18, 1982 

Gerald E. Magnuson 
Prineville District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 550 
Prineville, OR 97754 

Dear Mr. Magnuson: 

Thank you for the opportunity to on the Brothers Grazing Management 
Program, Draft 

I reviewed the Draft with special emphasis on riparian zones. The Draft 
correctly emphasizes the importance of this zone to fish and wildlife. 

I have one question, one comment, and a suggestion. 

Question 

I 
With over 100 Public Stream Miles (Appendix I do not understand how 

2-1 there can be only 407 acres of riparian (stream) vegetation (Table 9). 

- - -

The proportion of area in Riparian Vegetation is miniscule. To 
correctly put amount of riparian habitat in perspective (for instance 
it amounts to less than of 1 percent of the public land in area. 
(743 of 

Suggestion 

I 

Table 22 indicates that under the proposed action, of stream riparian 
vegetation would remain in only fair or poor conditinn. In view the 
scarcity of riparian habitat as a resource and in view of its documented 
importance to wildlife and fisheries, I suggest that at least the acres 

2-2 of streamside riparian vegetation'receive the protection of Alternative 3. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

2-1 

2-2 

Inventor ies  which  conducted  on  the  100  mi les  o f  in c luded  
o f  the  l ength  and  width  a l l  ex i s t ing  r ipar ian  habi tat .  

o f  the  s t reams inventor ied  conta ined  r ipar ian  less  then  20 
cond i t i on  i s  throughout  Oregon  and  i s  

a  resu l t  o f  i r regu lar  f l ows ,  i r r igat ion  wi thdrawal ,  l i ves tock  graz ing ,  
and erosion. 

analys is  o f  proposed  act ion  revea led  that  the  o f  a  
minimum r ipar ian  condi t ion  o f  60  percent  o f  vegetat ion  potent ia l  
not he met on 31 percent of riparian vegetation. 

The Summary, t o  published early  i n  1 9 8 3 ,  w i l l  
address this and decision regarding future management. 

ECM:ah 



3-I 	  The  range land  investment  (benef i t - cos t )  analys is  wi l l  be  one  o f  the  
major factors considered in decision on which improvements to 
construct  and  in  se t t ing  the  pr ior i ty  f or  spec i f i c  pro jec t  
implementation. Other  factors  to  cons idered  may  inc lude  present  
and  pro jec ted  eco log i ca l  cond i t i on  the  area ,  interagency  
coord inat ion  needs  and  the  pro jec t  bene f i t s  f or  protec t ion  o f  l i f e  or  

pro tec t i on  o f  cu l tura l  resources ,  improving or monitoring 
habi tat  for  threatened  or  endangered spec ies ,  improvement  o f  c r i t i ca l  
watersheds, 

2389 Floral Hill Drive 
Eugene, OR 97403 

May 24, 1982 

Mr. Gerald Magnuson 
District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. 80x 550 
Prineville, 97754 

Dear Mr. Magnuson: 

The E.I.S. for the Brothers grazing management program appears to be 
thorough, concise and well prepared. 

'The guiding principles for management of the range should be like the 
guiding principles of the Forest Service. Multiple use management to serve 
the greatest good for the greatest number in the long run. Following that 
vein I make four brief suggestions. 

(1) Alternative III should be followed, i.e. optimize watershed and wild­
life values. I believe that there would be more overall benefit from recrea­
tion and downstream water quality than squeezing a few more AUM from the 
range. 

is most important to maintain biological diversity of plants and. 
animals. Avoid large scale range conversion projects to single species of 
grass because it works against the principles of maintaining diversity. 

(3) Provide increased protection and improvement to riparion habitat. I 
don't believe that cattle should have unlimited use of the water courses. 
It appears that most of the streams are unprotected from cattle. 

(4) Range improvement work for the benefit of the rancher should be cost 
justified. The public really does not benefit by the government subsidizing 
the livestock industry. Only a small portion of the nations meat comes from 
the public range. It is not critical that the range be developed to full 
meat producing capacity. 

In Summary I think that the greatest benefit to the people will be to 
maintain the range in as near a natural condition as possible. 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the E.I.S. I hope this will 
be of some help. 

Sincerely, 
, 

R. Marriner Orum 



C r a i g  M i l l e r  
P.O. 6376 
Bend, OR 977% 

S i r s :  

I an in to the Brothers EIS. To 
consider the alternatives it is necessary to back to first 

Life is sustained by its 
oflife is directly the of its It 
necessarily follows measures which 

ultimately in the of m’s 
policy this in when it states that 
activities strive to protect scientific, scenic, historical, 

air and water and values". 
of life, and therefore deserves to be 

in aim. 

Historically livestock grazing, on public lands has a very few select
 
at the expense of tal 

lands, to popular is a valuable and not a
 
stockyard. Therefore on public should be to and
 
not over ~

is a it refers not to 
integrity but rather livestock 

and results in
 
not irqrovment. 

is seeding of crested which is nearly sterile in
 
of wildlife habitat (see Table 11 of EIS) and irrewrsibly dcmgrades
 

vegetation These activities accurately be called
 
"rangeland deterimations". Why seem to plant crested


on early-seral rather than native grasses which not only

4-1 

I would improve cattle but the ecological 
of the Why does seem bent on qnxyin~ chwicals 

health effects are poorly understood but certainly deleterious, 
will better (e.g. favor of forbs thereby enhancing
 

I Quality)?
 

of the aspects of the proposed alternative is its 
on riparian zone stability, diversity and 

can all attain virtually of their potential by 
cattle 0.27, of total lands being considered. Such 
met "consistent public support" with a absence of unfavorable­

Such result in surface water 
actually fit for hmm cammptfcn  again. habitat 

a of riparian habitat reach climax condition: As why 
(After all, is against optimized 

I habitat?) 

let carpare the 
Alternative 3 is the 

following energy runoff, water plant 
diversity and 
costs, riparian habitat, stability, fish habitat, wildlife habitat, 
recreation opporhmities, visual impact, cultural site 
resource and wilderness values! 
apparentareawherethe Proposed Alternative beats 3, and is in 
forage allocation. differences 

the 260,000 acres to rotation, deferred, early sprk. w~+&sun­
mtirelytothe rest 

rotation and deferred differences could be reduced still 
by early native grasses allowing 467,669 

acres in mid-seral condition  to advance maintained at late-seral and 
conditions. actions also the benefit of 

The proposed  alternative cater to 
use of of cattle at of 

not in the EIS 
as for somanyyears of such 

single use mentality (as as sacrifice of 
is contrary to stated BLM objectiws principles. 

65of the Brothers Grazing EIS the "Forpurposes 
of analysis it is be disturb&by

I
 livestock 
particularly wtp cmcentrate  their activities in wilderness areas are
 

affected. Not only do cattle disturb and interfere primitive
 
and solitude, essence of
 

wilderness Cattle detract the naturalness of an area, attract
 
flies are generally considered a nuisance by bikers, 

is to select Alternative 3 (optimize wildlife and
 
with the exceptions 

1. Seed early-seral condition 
2. Eliminate system to as discussed,
 
3. Eliminate and strew 

cattle is not to adequately 
4. cattle grazing fran all pending 

Specific aspects of alternative 3 which are particularly are:
 
1. area protection
 
2. protection of all riparian habitats to achieve of their 

3. few destructive 
4. of amtelqe winteriq rang-. 

mailto:optin@.ml~e%w!mmmtalquality


4-1 I ”  l ow ra in fa l l  areas  such  as  the  EIS area  crested  
has  prove”  to  be  re l iab le  spec ies  prov id ing  dependab le  ground  cover  
and  forage  for  both  wi ld l i f e  and  l ives tock .  In situations where 
seeding is recommended, the plant composition is such that any 
perennial bunchgrass, whether native or introduced, will improve 
forage and watershed conditions. Crested  i s  proposed  
because it can withstand earlier grazing use and allow a higher 
u t i l i z a t i o n  l e v e l  t h a n  n a t i v e  

From a”  eco log i ca l  s tandpo int ,  i t  would  be  des i rab le  to  seed  
nat ive  spec ies .  At  th is  t ime seed  avai lab i l i ty  and  cost  are  
proh ib i t ive .  In f requent  seed  crops ,  the  expense  o f  harvest ing ,  and  
less  than  opt imum germinat ion  contr ibute  to  th is  prohib i t ive  cos t .  

4 - 2  The District is committed to using fire as a management 
too l  wherever  poss ib le .  we  a lso  recognize  that  areas  do  
not  have  su f f i c i ent  understory  vegetat ion  to  carry  a  f i re .  There fore ,  
spraying would be more appropriate. 

4-3  Reservo i rs  are  man-made  s tructures  or ig ina l ly  des igoed  to  prov ide  
l ivestock  i n  away  f rom r ipar ian  Where possible we 
would fence reservoirs and pipe the water to water tank. 
es tab l i shed  reservo i rs  lack  th is  potent ia l .  

See comment response 2-2. 

4 - 4  This assumption is based on research studies conducted by 
Gibbs and Downing and Clark and listed in the references cited 
s e c t i o n .  

and 

The  Act  o f  1964  spec i f i ca l ly  permits  cont inuat ion  o f  
l i ves tock  graz ing  in  wi lderness  areas ,  where  es tab l i shed  pr ior  to  the  
e f fec t ive  date  o f  the  Act .  

Harney County Planning Commission 

OFFICE ,SOM. BUENAVISTA BURNS, OREDON 97720 

June 7, 1982 

Ms. Hover
 
Bureau of Land Management
 

P. 0. Box 550 
  
 Oregon 97754 
  

Dear Ms. 

I have reviewed the Brothers Grazing Management Program Environmental 
Impact Statement and have found no violations with the iiarney County 

P lan .  

S incere ly ,  

Caro l  J .  Coord inator  
County  

LIVESTOCK RECREATION 



Crook City of 
Bill Zelenka Director
 

Courthouse
 
Prineville, Oregon 

June 8, 1982
 

Prineville District 
Bureau of Land 
P.O. Box 550
 
Prineville, Oregon 97754
 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Brothers Grazing Management Program
 

Dear Sir:
 

have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
 
the Brothers Grazing Management Program and offer the following
 
comments.
 

For the most part, the proposed action is consistent with the
 
policies set forth in the county's Comprehensive Plan. There
 
are, however, several inconsistencies which shall be addressed
 
below.
 

note that under the proposed action "the objective . . is
 
to maintain or improve ecological condition;" that the rate
 
of soil erosion over the long term would decrease; . . . water
 

would and that there would be an increase in
 
habitat-diversity and available forage production for
 

livestock. Furthermore, the proposed action from the standpoint
 
of recreation, "would result in visitor use increases in most
 
activities." find these consequences of the proposed action
 
to be consistent with the neneral ranseland uolicies of the 

Plan as follows:
 

Rangelands shall be preserved and maintained for
 
rangeland uses compatible with multiple resource
 
management (p.49).
 

resource management implies simultaneous 
utilization of rangeland resources to result in a 
harmonious combination of the variety and uses of 
products the land is capable of yielding on a sus­
tained basis. 

Draft EIS, Brothers Management Program
 
Page 2
 

Uses include livestock grazing, recreation, wild­
life, watershed, and wood products. re­
source management does not necessarily imply all
 
uses being made simultaneously on one localized site.
 

to promote dominant use of for
 
special purposes may be required for specific loca­
tions when compatible with land capability. However,
 
multiple products and uses should be the output for
 
extensive areas of rangeland (p.164).
 

The final decision process for the allocation of rangeland resources

should consider the specific policies outlined in the Comprehensive
 

which apply to the Brothers Area. The following

areas have been identified as natural areas: Gerry Mountain,

Powell Buttes. Buttes, G.I. Ranch, and Twelvemile Creek. It
 
is the policy of the county that for these areas, "agriculture,
 
grazing, forestry, parks and recreation uses shall be considered
 
consistent with natural/scenic values dependent on resource carrying
 
capacities" (p.117). Furthermore, "three areas of Crooked 
namely the 'palisades' below Bowman Dam. North Fork and South 
shall be protected" (p.117)
 

Protection of riparian areas would result in improvement to the
 
resource as documented in the Draft EIS:
 
"Through livestock exclusion and rest the ecological condition of
 
riparian vegetation would improve by two classes in the long term."
 

7.57).
 
"Livestock exclusion and rest allow all riparian plants to complete
 
their annual growth cycle and to increase in vigor and reproduction."
 
(BLM p.56).
 
"Fencing of riparian areas to exclude livestock would significantly
 
improve riparian ecological condition, therefore improving channel

stability and water quality." (BLM P.54).
 
Concerning quality problems, 'a contributing factor is lack of
 
sufficient vegetation to shade the stream and stabilize the
 
stream channels." (BLM p. 29). Although there is nothing specific­
ally set forth regarding riparian areas, the county's Comprehensive
 
Plan contains the policy that "fragile soils and formations
 
subject to high erosion shall be protected. Deve off-road
 
vehicle use, recreation, and shall be discouraged."


149) As the Draft EIS notes: public support was
 
expressed for protection and increased management of riparian habitat
 
Livestock operators did not express concerns regarding a significant
 
impact to their ranching operations." (BLM p.81). Under the Agricul­
tural Findings section of the Comprehensive Plan it is stated that
 
"problems of water quality and quantity are inseparable . and im­
proved land use and resource planning and management are an essential
 
ingredient to the maintenance and improvement of water quality and
 
quantity" (p.46). Streambank erosion problems are particularly
 
evident along Camp Creek and Sear Creek. From Table 9 in the Draft
 
EIS, Present Ecological Condition, it can be seen that over 702 of
 
stream riparian areas are in poor to fair condition.
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Draft EIS, Brothers Program
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While under the proposed action the riparian exclusion area
 
has been increased from 32 to 169 acres. this is only slightly
 
over 40% of the total stream area. We believe that
 
the critical situation existing along some of the streams warrants
 
total protection, and feel that the EIS should specifically locate
 
any proposed of riparian areas. Without a map indicating

proposed riparian exclusion areas, we cannot accurately address

the environmental consequences of this aspect of the proposed action
 

Finally, we note some inconsistencies in comparing the wildlife
 
habitat map of the Draft EIS 7) with the 
map in the Comprehensive Areas mapped for

crucial deer winter tend to correspond fairly well, the two
 
notable exceptions being along West Fork Camp Creek and east of

Hampton Butte. areas listed on the Comprehensive Plan map but not
 
on the Draft EIS map.
 

Several areas appear on the Comprehensive Plan map as crucial
 
antelope winter range that are not mapped in the Draft EIS. These
 
include areas southeast of Powell Buttes. northwest of Brothers.
 
and northeast of Gerry 

We appreciate this opportunity to be in the Bureau's
 
planning process. and will strive to maintain a high level of co­
ordination and cooperation in the planning and management of Crook
 
County's natural resources.
 

Sincerely,
 

Bob 
Planner
 

Attachment
 
Crook County
 
file
 



6-1 Riparian areas displayed on map 3 in the draft EIS. The map scale 
used  in  the  dra f t  EIS  prohib i ted  the  d isp lay  o f  proposed  r ipar ian  
fences .  Maps  o f  the  proposed  r ipar ian  fences  are  ava i lab le  f or  rev iew 
i n  t h e  D i s t r i c t  o f f i c e .  

6-2 Al l  data  used  in  the  o f  the  c ruc ia l  deer  winter  range  map  
developed in cooperation with the Oregon Department of Fish 

Wi ld l i f e .  Areas  re ferred  to  by  the  wr i ter  do  the  de f in i t i on  
o f  c ruc ia l  winter  range  hab i tat  l i s ted  in  the  dra f t  
However, they wintering for mule deer end 
ante lope .  

I 
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7-1 If designated by Congress as a wilderness area, the North Fork 
Wilderness Study Area would be managed in accordance with related 
dec i s i ons  in  the Rrothers  Land  Use  Plan .  Detai led  a l ternat ive  
management plans will be analyzed in the draft statewide wilderness 
EIS to be published early in 1984. 

7-2 This comment apparently addresses alternatives discussed in the 
Brothers Land Use Plan and not considered in this grazing management 
EIS. See Appendix A of the draft EIS for alternatives considered but 
not analyzed in this EIS. 

7-3 o f  ORV use  on  publ i c  lands  i s  beyond  the  scope  o f  th is  EIS .  
Specific management ions are contained in the 
Land Use Plan Feb., 1982) and Millican Valley ORV 
Management Plan (Published Dec., 1978). Copies of these documents are 
a v a i l a b l e  f o r  r e v i e w  i n  t h e  D i s t r i c t  o f f i c e .  

-__“~,_ -.-~~ 
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Box 	
Prineville, OR Brothers Grazing wanagement Program 

Impact Statement 

Dear Mr Magnuson,
 

have reviewed the DEIS. We suggest that the following issues
have not been sufficiently described or discussed in the draft.:
 

1.  Elaborate, but somewhat confusing justi­
fication given for eliminating junipers.
 The DEIS claims
 
not only cattle, but other animals benefit from increased pas­
ture. It is hard to see thia effect in the text or tables. 
Would there not be serious losses, for example. of 
dwellers? More specific information is needed, for the tables 
lump together the various species and there is over-lapping of 
hsbitat categories. The effects of cover loss on animals other 
than deer would be desirable.
 

An 
would be useful. 

These zones are less than of the public land 
the DEIS area. In Table 9, only 29% of the stream riparian 

areas rated good/excellent; only of the reservoirs are 
yet. in of the Alternatives, protection is not

extended to all riparian zones. It is not clear the se­
lection is made for protection or what the future of 

areas would be. 

When the DEIS talks about riparian zones, benefits are
 
considered for all wildlife. On the other hand, when
 
range "improvements" are discussed , the term wildlife seems
 
to mean big game. The interchangeable uses are confusing. 

fecta  of ct.uQubtocrestedw
a. on big game.
 On of the we shift of
 

spring use by livestock to crested wheatgrass 
seedings from native range would increase the 
availability and big game use of grasses and forbs 
in both seeded and native pastures..." 

Graeing DEIS 2. 

This statement needs some in view
 
of the fact that deer eat browse (bitterbrush and
cont.I A4 willow) The forage oroduced does not
 
seem be the type that 

b. on non-game animals. It is very difficult for
 
the reader to figure out exactly what is 
ing to particular species by reading Table 24
 
or the extensive Appendixes. The PEIS should
 

the of total populations which woul
'be lost by conversion for each affected 
Par examole. sage is an imoortant food for
 

pronghorn, deer, sage grouse, rabbits; sparrows, sage
 
thrashers and Brewer's sparrows depend upon sage habitat. Lizards
 
depend upon sage for cover and shade.
 

We also know that seedings have low habitat 
diversity, yet cwg is given credit for diversity. 
There wes no discussion of seeding native grasses. 
a controversial chemical. Some discussion of this is warranted. 

? As many allotments went
 
unsold in 1981. some justification is needed for increasing 
them. The birthrate is decreasing, population increase due 
to illegal immigration is about to be controlled, red meet 
is consumed less es food habits change. 
Our ranchers are not feeding hungry world. The is 
an importer of beef from poor countries like Costa Rica, while 
exporting beef to rich countries like West Germany and Japan. 

of the beef consumed in the USA is imported, but of the 
beef raised in USA is raised private lands. 

Kissing from the 
document are costs to the taxpayers for "improvements" as 
well as those for current management expressed as total, or 
per cow, or much taken in? How 
much flowed out? The decision document may weight costs and 
benefits. but the facts should be set out in this document. 
There should also be a comparison of grazing costs and fees 
between lands and other lands. 

specifies that 119 operations, involving 670
 
people, and an unspecified number of jobs (187 of which
 
would be lost in Alternative 4) are supported by the 
program in the Brothers erea. How meny of these jobs would
 
be jobs?
 

The use of the term "improvement" is confusing.
 
it is used to indicate vegetation's moving up
 

en scale. Sometimes, it refers to altering
 
en ecosystem (which may or may not be an improvement).
 
Cn repeated readings, it does seem clear that all of the im­
provements except fencing out cattle from streams increase grazing..
 



LCAS--3rothers Grazing DEIS 

The DEIS first states that the range is 
much improved since grazing was reduced in the 

and 60’s. Table 9 shows that only
 
of the EIS area is in good or excellent 

Moreover, half is said to be beyond re­
viving by natural methods. Isn’t it more likely


a - i i  would take more time than the is willing
 

“Watering are proposed to improve 
of 18) There is no
 

need to claim, as further discussion maintains,
 
ildlife benefits also. Deer, for example, do not benefit
 

artificial waterholes. On the contrary, native animals
 
until waterholes bring the cattle which trample the food
 
and cover. For example, big horn sheep were everywhere
 

in the arid west until the cows came.
 

Qur in to the oeed. A program to restore land
 
would reduce until the land can be seen to
 
be improved. -This be slow, perhaps even hundreds of years.
 
When range is degraded, “improvements” should not be substituted
 
for reductions. “Improvements” at the public expense
 
increase the subsidy to and cause a loss of other
 
uses of the land, which belongs to all the public.
 

There should be no piped water , no foreign grasses and no planned
 
devastation of junipers. All riparian zones should be fenced. 
Further deterioration of the range (deterioration for 
not just be prevented, even if more than of the 
ranchers’ grazing needs in Springtime cannot be met. There 
should’be no forced production of forage; that might mean 
term dollar return to few would be sacrificed for a restoration 
of 

Very truly yours.
 

Jane 
President
 

Conservation Committee
 

8 - l  Any  habi tat  a l terat ion  wi l l  benef i t  spec ies  whi le  be ing  
detr imenta l  to  o thers .  The removal of juniper can increase edge 
e f f e c t  a n d ,  consequent ly ,  hab i tat  d ivers i ty  whi le  a t  the  t ime 
adverse ly  a f fec t ing  those  in  the  area  dependent  on  jun iper .  

Table 24 shows the acres of proposed habitat changes due to rangeland 
improvements. Under  the  proposed  ac t ion ,  percent  o f  the  jun iper  
h a b i t a t  t y p e  i s  i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  h a b i t a t  a l t e r a t i o n .  

See for page 18. 

8 - 2  Natural fires no longer juniper for two reasons. F i r s t ,  i n  
many f i re  i s  suppressed  for  the  protec t ion  o f  o ther  va lues  such  

air quality as result of urban expansion in and around Bend 
and Redmond. Second, lack  o f  understory  vegetat ion  in  much  o f  the  
juniper community keeps natural from spreading. 

8 - 3  See  responses  2 -2  end  4 -3 .  

8 - 4  improvement projects affect many species including big game. 
However, because of the economic importance and anticipated interest 
in  b ig  game spec ies ,  they  were  s tressed  in  some areas  o f  the  
Table  24  and  Appendix  in  the  dra f t  EIS  address  a l l  w i ld l i f e  spec ies  
that would be affected by rangeland improvement projects. 

8 - 5  Studies on mule deer show a dietary preference for green grasses and 
o f  approx imate ly  85  percent  in  the  spr ing ,  70  percent  in  the  

summer, 35 percent in the fall,  and 20 percent during the winter. 
(See  re ferences  c i ted  sec t ion ,  draft EIS, for works by Klebenow, 
Knowles ,  and  There fore ,  browse  i s  par t i cu lar ly  
important  dur ing  ha l f  o f  the  year .  Management to increase available 
green  forage  c r i t i ca l l y  important to  b ig  f o r  rebu i ld ing  l os t  
fat reserves, fawn development, and milk production. 

8 - 6  To  es t imate  the  percent  o f  the  populat ion  that  cou ld  be  los t  would  
require  extens ive  sampl ing  and  data  co l l ec t ion  on  the  to ta l  populat ion  
for  a l l  337  spec ies .  Appendix in the draft EIS provides a 
comparison  between habi tats  each  o f  the  wi ld l i f e  spec ies  in  the  
area .  Table  24  o f  the  draf t  EIS  a l lows  compar ison  o f  spec ies  ga ined  
o r  

8 - 7  Crested wheat grass not analyzed in the EIS as increasing 
d i v e r s i t y .  Refer  to  the  f i rs t  paragraph on  page  59  o f  the  draf t  EIS  
f o r  d i s c u s s i o n .  

See comment 4-l end 4-2. 



a - a  Although  the  proposed  ac t ion  and  a l ternat ive  1  ca l l  f o r  in i t ia l  
increases  in  f orage  a l l ocated  to  l ives tock  graz ing .  the  ac tua l  
l ives tock  in  the  Brothers  area  could  be  substant ia l ly  l ess  than 

pro jec ted  in  tke  dra f t  EIS .  BLM the maximum allowable 
use on allotments within the area baaed upon forage surveys, 

s t u d i e s ,  u s e ,  knowledge of the area, and multiple use 
ind iv idua l  permit tee  determines ,  wi th in  those  

l imi ts ,  the  ac tua l  amount  o f  use  dur ing  the  graz ing  per iod .  

Ac tua l  graz ing  use  wi l l  vary  depending  upon  ind iv idua l  l i ves tock  
operat ions ,  market  condi t ions ,  economics ,  and  other  fac tors  beyond the  
control of BLM. For  example ,  in  74,670 o f  f orage  
were  ava i lab le  f or  sa le  and  on ly  percent  o f  the  
ava i lab le )  were  ac tua l ly  so ld .  Ind iv idua l  a l l o tments  in  one  year  
wi l l  vary  f rom tota l  (no  graz ing )  t o  fu l l  use  wi th in  BLM 
estab l i shed  l imits .  

a-9 Pro jec t  wi l l  be  d i sp layed  in  the  HPS.  
and 3-1. 

see  responses  1 -2  

None  o f  the  jobs  pro jec ted  to  be  los t  i f  a l ternat ive  4  were  
implemented are BLM jobs. 

a - i i  Unless  there  i s  a  natura l  seed  vegetat ion  in  
condition will not improve within a reasonable time-frame through 
grazing management or exclusion alone. 

Studies by McLean and Tisdale end showed 
that  at  least  20  and much  40  years  o f  complete  rest  would  be  
required  f or  ear ly -aera l  e co log i ca l  cond i t i on  to  complete ly  recover .  
Management objectives would not be realized within planning period 
o f  th is  document  wi thout  vegetat ion  

Also ,  see  text  rev is ion  for  pages  and 139.  

The  addi t i on  o f  ar t i f i c ia l  water ing  fac i l i t i es  has  been  bene f i c ia l  in  
increas ing  d i s t r ibut ion  and  populat ions  o f  b ig  game spec ies ,  inc lud ing  
big horn sheep. Oregon Department of Fish end Wildlife actively 
supports  the  addi t ion  o f  water ing  fac i l i t i es  an  important  wi ld l i f e  

for  both  game and spec ies .  



0xX0-9
 

9 - l 	  Smal l ,  s cat tered  parce ls  o f  pr ivate  land  somet imes  inc luded  in  
RLM-managed parce IS. amount  o f  th is  interspersed  pr ivate  land  
var ies  throughout  the  

June 16, 1982
 

M r .  G e r a l d  E .  
District Manager
 
Bureau of Land Management
 
District Office
 
P.O. Box 550
 
Prineville, Oregon 97754
 

D e a r  M r .  M a g n u s o n :  

We, of the Pine Mountain Cattle Company, have received the
 
draft of the Brothers Grazing Management Program, and in
 
accordance with your request, would like to advise you that
 
after reviewing the five alternative range management pro­
grams, we agree with the proposed action recommended under
 
Appendix B, page 83.
 

We feel that the 740 could be reached in a little
 
less time than you are recommending. However, since the
 
BLM portion of our total range program is rather minor, we
 
don't feel it is critical, presently, to have the time frame
 
shortened. However, we would like to be in the position to
 
review it with your people.
 

The other factor that is important to remember is that in 
practically every instance, deeded land is interspersed with 
BLM land without the benefit of for some of the 
small parcels.
 

I would like to compliment those responsible for the environ­
mental impact statement because I feel that there was, obviously,
 
a great deal of effort put into the project, from which this
 
very valuable information was received. Please advise us if you

need additi.al information.
 



 Wire Vermont Ave.. N.W.. Warhmglon,  D.C. 

June 15, 1982 

Mr. Gerald E. 
Manager
 

Bureau of Land Management
 
Post Office Box 550 
  

9 7 7 5 4 
  

Dear Mr. 

The Wildlife Management Institute is pleased to comment on BROTHERS 
GRAZING MANAGEMENT PROGRAM, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT. 

We have had the opportunity to review several Grazing Management 
p lans  prepared  under  the  a l l o tment  c lass i f i cat ions  o f  M,  I ,  and  C .  The  
Brothers  p lan  prepared  pr ior  to  th is  c lass i f i ca t ion  i s  much  bet ter  f or  wi ld ­
l i f e  than  the  new system which ,  in  e f fec t ,  wr i tes  o f f  much  habi tat .  

We  are  concerned  about  in i t ia l  f orage  a l l ocat ions ,  up  11  percent  
f o r  l i v e s t o c k .  Wi l l  the  wi ld l i f e  increase  be  su f f i c i ent  f o r  l ong  term needs ,  
not  on ly  in  quant i ty ,  but  in  qual i ty?  Also ,  a "  exp lanat ion  i s  needed  why  
37,145 is not now used. iii) 

The  acreage  o f  l i ves tock  exc lus ion  i s  shown,  but  not  mi les  o f  f ence  
on  r ipar ian  areas .  lack confidence that grazing systems alone can improve 
the  cr i t i ca l  r ipar ian  habi tat  to  the  degree  pro jec ted ,  espec ia l ly  the  shrubs .  
More fencing and/or a better description of planned management is needed. 

How can you state what grazing systems will be followed when 
are not prepared or negotiated with the permittee? 

Deer winter range will improve on only 13,000 more acres than the 
present program. This  i s  not  enough improvement .  (Table  26 )  Al ternat ive  3  
should be the goal on winter range. 

Who  wi l l  do  the  Who  wi l l  wr i te  AMP's?  There  i s  no  
assurance, that in a declining economy, money and personnel will be available 
to  do  the  moni tor ing  on  which  the  p lan ' s  success  depends .  21)  

some specific comments follow: 

Page 4, The decision. Again the BLM may use another alternative or 
combinat ion  the  f ina l  dec i s i on .  We ob jec t .  The  dec i s ion  should  be  c l ose  to  
the  pre ferred  a l ternat ive  in  the  f ina l  EIS  or  another  pub l i c  rev iew i s  needed .  

DEDICATED TO WILDLIFE SINCE 

Mr. Gerald E. June 15, 1982 

Page 10. Why is some forage now unallocated? 

Page 18, Design elements. What  wi l l  be  the  s i ze  and  d is t r ibut ion  
of seedings and spray areas? This  i s  g ive"  a f ter  fashion  on  Page  31 ,  hut  

10-6 

there  i s  no  l ocat ion .  We would like to see the pattern of present planned 
I range improvements since these are the things that change diversity. 

4 2 .  Pr ior i t i es  in  management  and  conf l i c t  reso lut ion  on  
cr i t i ca l  winter  range  should  be  es tab l i shed .  

Page  43 ,  Recreat ion .  I s  not  the  b lack  obs id ian  f rom 
10-9 Glass  rare?  

Page 56, Right Column, 4th Paragraph. This statement on grazing and 
r ipar ian  areas  i s  good .  I t  substant iates  our  ear l ier  remarks .  

Page 57. Rangeland improvements will allow cattle grazing in areas 
the animals currently do not reach. This  i s  o f ten  detr imenta l  to  wi ld l i f e .  
This should be pointed out in the water development paragraph on Page 61: 

Page 75, First Paragraph. Improvements on 25 percent of the area 
wi l l  be  detr imenta l  to  cover .  This should be mitigated. 

These remarks have been coordinated with William B. Morse, the 
Inst i tute ' s  Western  Representat ive .  

Daniel A. Poole 
President 

DAP:lbb 



10- l 	  The  increase  f or  wi ld l i f e  spec ies  i s  based  on  the  recent ly  es tab l i shed  

a l located  to  b ig  game are  based  on  pro jec ted  
long- term populat ion  leve ls  and  on  the  seasonal  d ie tary  needs .  

The 37 ,135 re ferred  to  on  page  i i i  o f  the  dra f t  EIS  are  
projected for long term in the proposed and would be 
a l located  to  the  watershed  resource  and  wi ld l i f e  
habi tat  va lues .  

A tote.1 of 70.9 miles of riparian fence would be constructed under the 
proposed action as shown in Appendix D of the draft EIS. 

While all BLM riparian areas would be excluded from livestock under 
a l ternat ive  3 ,  f ences  may  exc lude  more  then  just  r ipar ian  areas .  
i n c l u d e s  o c h e r  w i l d l i f e  o r  c r i t i c a l  s o i l s  a n d  
there fore ,  cannot  be  quant i f i ed  as  mi les  o f  r ipar ian  fence .  A 
o f  96  mi les  would  be  exc luded  (Tables  20  and  25  o f  the  dra f t  
EIS) ,  a long  wi th  336  acres  o f  reservo ir  r ipar ian  vegetat ion  (Table  
22 the draft EIS). 

We  agree  graz ing  sys tems  a lone  wi l l  not  s ign i f i cant ly  improve  
r ipar ian  habi tat ,  except  wi th  ear ly ,  short  durat ion ,  and  ro tat ion  
systems 56  o f  rhe  draf t  EIS) .  S ince  res t  ro tat ion  and  de ferred  
rotation are the predominant grazing systems proposed under 
a l ternat ive  (Table  4  o f  the  draf t  EIS)  we  pro ject  that  21  percent  o f  
the  s tream r ipar ian  vegetat ion  wi l l  improve  (Table  22  o f  the  
EIS)  under  th is  a l ternat ive ,  l ess  than  wi th  a l ternat ive  2 .  The  
pro jec ted  improvement  o f  55  wi th  proposed  i s  due  
main ly  to  add i t i ona l  exc lus ion .  

The  graz ing  systems proposed  re f lec t  the  best  o f  the  
invo lved ,  but  i t  i s  t rue  may  occur .  

Fo l l owing  the  Dis t r i c t  Manager ’ s  dec i s i on ,  which  wi l l  be  pub l i shed  in  
the Rangeland Program Summary, will  occur the 

Che  l ivestock  operator ,  and  ocher  part ies  be fore  a”  
AMP will be developed on given Coupled with the fact 
that some proposed rangeland improvements may not be cost-effective as 
determined  by  range land  investment  analys is ,  the  
graz ing  may  be  d i f f erent  than  or ig ina l ly  proposed .  
changes of nature would be addressed in the Rangeland Program 
Summary 

Once AMP is implemented, in tens ive  wi l l  be  used  moni tor  
changes  in  eco log i ca l  I f  these  s tudies  show chat the 
implemented grazing system is not meeting the objectives of AMP, 
then a change in grazing system may be indicated. Again, this would 
be addressed in RPS update document. 

10-4	 Monitor ing  i s  a ”  in tegra l  o f  program.  BLM technical 
specialists, in cooperation with the livestock operator and other 
i n t e r e s t e d  w i l l  w r i t e  a n d  w i l l  c o n d i t i o n  o f  

range land  to  determine  i f  management  ob jec t ives  ident i f i ed  in  the  
are  be ing  met .  I f  management  ob ject ives  are  not  be ing  met ,  

indicated by the monitoring programs, grazing end period of 
use would be revised. 

covering the procedural implementation of NEPA 
require  the  dec i s ionmaker  cons ider  a  fu l l  o f  

a l ternat ive ;  pr ior  dec i s ion  on  Che  proposa l  CFR;  Part  
This will be done. Under NEPA decision fall anywhere within 
the  range  o f  a l ternat ives  analyzed  in  the  dra f t  EIS .  I f  the  dec i s i on  
would  dev iate  substant ia l ly  f rom the  pre ferred  a l ternat ive  in  i t s  
allocations among competing resources, another  pub l i c  rev iew wi l l  be  
furn ished  be fore  the  dec i s ion  i s  made  f ina l .  

IO-6	 The  unal located  forage  re ferred  co  in  paragraph 2 ,  page  10  o f  the  
draft EIS is mainly on land where grazing does now occur, 
pr imar i ly  f or  lack  o f  a  permit tee .  rapid suburban expansion of 
the Bend-Redmond has fragmented many grazing allotments leaving 
isolated, unfenced public land in the midst of many small, 
pr ivate ly -owned  parce l s .  Grazing on th i s  pub l i c  land  i s  no  l onger  
feasible in many instances. 

Also ,  see  response  R-g  

10-7	 The exact location of rangeland treatments will be determined 
f o l l owing  s i te - spec i f i c  consu l ta t ion  wi th  resource  and  
modi f i ed  accord ing  to  resource  va lues  invo lved .  Map 4 of the draft 
EIS shows potential treatment areas. A” environmental 

which will specify the treatment area and method will be prepared 
prior to any treatment. 

See  text  rev is ion  page  lg .  

for management on crucial have been established and 
are  i n  rev is ion  for  page  18 .  

10-Y	 “mahogany”  obs id ian  found et  Glass  i s  indeed  rare .  I t  
would  not ,  however ,  be  a f fec ted  by  vegetat ion  
a l locat ion  or  graz ing  systems .  No rangeland projects are proposed 
for the area where this obsidian has been found. 

IO-10 	  Some proposed water would result in livestock use of 
current ly  areas .  However, as pointed on page 61 of the 
dra f t  EIS ,  we  fee l  that  wi ld l i f e  wi l l  bene f i t  through  increased  
ava i lab i l i ty  o f  water ,  addi t ional  and  improvement  o f  
ex is t ing  habi tat  through l ives tock  d is t r ibut ion  



W A S H I N G T O N  I D A H O  

June 17,1932 

Box 550 
97754 

Mr. 

I thank you for the quick in the on the 

Grazing I have spoken Region 6 of our He 

a copy draft: he is with the feels that the 

on very aaceptable to a 

I will then accept his and 

the to the notion. 

Sincerely 

Memorandum 

To: Prineville District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, 
P.O. Box 550, Prineville, Oregon 97754 

From: Regional Director, Boise, Idaho 

Subject: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Brothers Grazing 
Management Program, Bureau of Land Management, Oregon 

We have reviewed the subject statement and have no objection to its 

content. Thank you for the opportunity to 

Regional Environmental Officer 



4450 
Eugene, OR 97405
 
June 1982
 

Prineville District Manager
 
Bureau of Land Management
 

BOX 550
 
Prineville, OR 97754
 

Dear Sirs:
 

In response to the Brothers Grazing Management Program
 
EIS, I must first say that I'm very pleased with the informa­
tion provided and the form of the study itself. As a user
 
of public lands, it is very encouraging to see the BLM moving
 
so clearly toward multiple use land management. There are a
 
few areas I would like to comment on, mainly the management
 
of riparian areas, cultural and historical sites, monoculture
 
seedings, the proposed action and alternatives, and the need
 
for a complete cost-benefit analysis released for early
 
comment.
 

In these times of tight fiscal management throughout the
 
federal government, I think that a thorough cost-benefit study
 

1 should be made and opened to comment before any further
 
action is taken so that we have an adequate information base
 

I	 to make decisions from. In a process such as Brothers, where
 
you are preparing to invest a great deal of energy to
 
replenish overgrazed land, such a study would be very helpful
 
in planning for maximum returns to the public. The numerous
 
benefits of a multiple use management plan should be clarified
 
before any decisions are made.
 

As a hunter, fisherman and biologist, I am very concerned
 
with the of riparian areas. As you know, erosion
 
is a continuing world-wide disaster. The destruction of
 
wildlife habitat and subsequent loss of species is another
 
major problem facing us. The progressive action you've taken
 
toward protecting areas such as Camp Creek is thus very
 
encouraging and I urge you to protect all of the riparian
 
areas in the Brothers area from the disastrous effects of even
 
limited grazing. Our wildlife in general are in trouble, but
 
waterfowl and sensitive fish are in terrible shape and need
 
all the habitat possible.
 

A very serious blunder that people are making all over
 
the world is the switch from diverse ecosystems to vast 
cultures which require high energy input, and are increasingly
 
susceptible to parasites. While using fire and mechanical
 

Prineville District Manager
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means (rather than dangerous herbicides) to clear Juniper and
 
Sagebrush is a great idea, I can’t emphasize strongly enough
 
my opposition to the seeding of exotic species such as crested
 
wheatgrass. Aside from the fact that it is a non-native mono­
culture, the EIS shows just how drastically such seedings
 
affect wildlife. I feel that replanting native bunchgrasses
 
that would be useful to varied wildlife as well as cattle
1 3 - 2  

I would be a much more intelligent strategy. 

As a resident of several Western states, I've been
 
fortunate enough to find several artifacts and undisturbed
 
historical sites on public lands. We have a rich heritage of
 
both Native American and European Settler backgrounds, and I
 
trust that when you make any decisions you will consider the
 
uniqueness of these resources and their importance to students
 
and laypersons now and hundreds of years in the future.
 

Considering the management of the various resources I've 
mentioned, and the relatively small amount of forage that 
would no longer be available to the area's individual live­
stock operators, I can only request that you move toward 
Alternative 3 or a management strategy similar to it. The 
close proximity of the Brothers area to urban areas, as well 
as the many educational and recreational opportunities the 
area offers indicate that the wildlife, watershed, scenic, 
and cultural-historical resources maximized in Management 
Alternative 3 are increasingly valuable to the majority of the 
public now and will be more so in the future. Furthermore, 
soil compaction and erosion, wildlife and destruction, 
and visual, historical, and-cultural resource destruction are 
all problems mainly created (in this case) by overgrazing. I 
cannot see any sense in further altering the landscape at 
great public expense in order to produce more for even 
more grazing. This is just moving a step further from a 
stable system. Overgrazing is responsible for the present 
poor condition of public lands; more grazing is not, for the 
present, any part of a viable rehabilitation program. 

I hope you will consider this as you continue the
 
excellent work you've started in the Pineville District.
 

Sincerely,
 

David L. Bowman
 

DLB:pd
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14-1 Under  the  proposed  ac t ion ,  4  mi les  o f  p ipe l ine  and  3  o f  p ipe l ine  
with watering troughs, are proposed for 5074 and 5080, 
r e s p e c t i v e l y .  The  proposed  water  pr ivate  ad jacent  or  
wi th in  the  a l l o tments .  

14-2 Deta i led  in format ion  wi l l  be  ava i lab le  s i te  p lans  are  
prepared. As suggested ,  be  more  heav i ly  than  
o thers ,  depending  on  the  resource  va lues  in  a  par t i cu lar  

14-3 Table 21 on page 55 of the draft EIS general idea of how much 
jun iper  be  removed  in  re lat ion  the  tota l  amount .  There are 

about  383 .500 acres  in  the  EIS area  
the nroposed approx imate ly  26  percent  o f  the  

juniper in EIS area would be removed. As on  page  o f  the  
draf t  EIS proposed  contro l  methods  inc lude  burn ing ,  cut t ing ,  and  
chaining. m e t h o d  o f  c o n t r o l  w i l l  b e  i d e n t i f i e d  o n  

b a s i n  d u r i n g  



Paci f ic  S . W .Slates 
of Northwest 3 6 2 3  

P o r t l a n d ,  

1950 

nf Land 

P r i n e v i l l e ,  9 7 7 5 4  

S i r :  

Thank  you  for  the  oppor tun i ty  to  the  Draft Envirommtal 
far the Crazing Program. 

W e  no  to  o f fe r  in  our  of  exper t ise  or 
  

Sincere ly ,  

COURTHOUSE ANNEX, ROOM PHONE 
BEND, OREOON 9,701 

June 25, 1982 

Gerald E. 
Dist r ic t  Manager  
P r i n e v i l l e  D i s t r i c t  
Bureau of Land Management 
P.O. Box 550 
Pr inev i l l e ,  OR 97754 

Dear Mr. 

A review of Draft Brothers Grazing Management Program EIS has 
been  completed  by  our  o f f i ce .  

We find the Preferred Management Alternative outlined within this 
document  to  be  cons is tent  wi th  the  resource  po l i c ies  o f  the  

County Comprehensive Plan. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this management program. 

S incere ly ,  

John E.  D irec tor  

c c / f i l e  
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Lake County Planning and Building Office 

L A K E C O U N T Y  C O U R T H O U S E  

June 24, 1982 

Gerald E. Magnuson 
Prineville District Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 

BOX 550 
Prineville, Oregon 97754 

Dear Mr. Magnuson: 

This is in response to your draft Brothers Grazing Management Program 
Environmental Impact Statement, 1982. The Statement has been reviewed 
in conjunction with Lake County's Comprehensive Plan. 

Those federal lands in Lake County administered by the Prineville District, 
Bureau of Land Management, are limited to the extreme northeast corner of 
the County. 

The area planned Range and is zoned, Agriculture Use. The County's Range 
Plan classification "designates areas suitable for and desirable to be 
maintained for grazing and other activities related to livestock operations, 
and associated employment and food production, all of which are important 
factors in the economic well-being of the region. Range areas are comprised 
primarily of public or private, improved or unimproved rangelands, and may 
include forested acreages and/or cultivated farmlands. Ranch improvements, 
water sites, wildlife and various other types of recreation, for 
instance, hunting, hiking, etc., and aggregate and mineral extraction, are 
often associated with range operations. It is intended that Range-designated 
areas will the same degree of protection from encroaching incompatible 
uses as Agriculture-designated areas." (Page 6, LAKE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN, May, 1980). The proposed action would be within the intent of the 
County's Plan. 

The County's rangeland inventory shows an existing 124 on these federal 
lands. Map 4, Potential Rangeland Treatment Areas, would indicate that 
some brush control and/or potential seeding is planned for the area which 
should improve or increase rangelands in this area. 

Other inventory includes a natural area, U.S. Highway 20 which 
is recognized for grasslands and appears to coincide with an existing 
livestock area (Map The Exclusion area designation in 
addition to Bureau policy would provide protection for this natural area. 
While not on the County's inventory, natural area inventory completed by 
the Nature Conservancy also lists Glass Butte and the Glass Butte area as 
natural areas. 

Agriculture, grazing and recreation uses are considered consistent with 
natural, scenic and open space values dependent on resource carrying 
capacities. 

A timely conversion of forage to deer, elk and antelope use as proposed 
is consistent with Plan policy. 

Other inventory discussions in the Statement, i.e. endangered plants and 
wildlife species, cultural resources, paleontological resources, etc., do 
not provide site locations to determine impacts to known sites. Bureau 
planning processes and legal requirements of Federal law will require the 
Bureau to identify these resources and mitigate impacts as land disturbfng 
activities are undertaken. Such mitigation will address County Plan policy 
whith provides protection for these resources. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Statement. 

Very truly yours, 

Cannon 
Director 



. . Oreqon Chapter 

June 	28. 1982 

Gerald E. Magnuson
 
District Manager
 
Bureau of Land Management
 
P.O. Box 550
 
Prineville. OR 97754 
  

Dear 	Mr. Magnuson: 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Draft Brotners 
Grazing Management Program Environmental Impact Statement, I found tne 
EIS to be clearly written, in particular, I appreciated tne maps and 
tables comparing the proposed action and alternatives, However, we 
have comments on several of the sections. 

Wilderness 

The Grazing EIS treats the Wilderness EIS process in a cursory 
manner. We would like to see addressed now the two relate. In 
particular, there are major rangeland improvements proposed for tne 
Wilderness Study Areas (WSA), including pipelines, fences, etc... It 
is not enough to state that the Interim Management Guidelines will be 
followed. There should be a discussion of exactly how proposed 
land improvements, as well as changes in forage allocation and grazing 
systems, will the 

Wildlife 

We commend the stated intent of BLM to protect and monitor 
riparian systems. We also how critical it is that this 
monitoring program is implementd and changes made in the grazing 
systems as warranted. 

Considering the expected increase in forage production and 
proposed ranqeland improvement projects. it will be crucial to the 
health of wildlife in the area that thfs monitoring program be carried 
out. 

We would like the EIS to address the expected carrying capacity 
of the range under each alternative, for wildlife and grazers. This18-2 should be part of a discussion on how wildlife habitat will be protected, 

Inot simply numbers of 

Oregon Chapter 
Sierra Club 
page 	

Rangeland Improvements 

The "standard procedures" are generally good, though again, we 

I?MUPM~ thrt be and carried out. 
This section should also be integrated with the Wilderness EIS process. 

Benefit/Cost Analysis 

The benefit/cost analysis is not complete. It only shows the 

Ibenefits and costs to those who operate ranches on BLM lands. It does 
not discuss issues such as the cost of grazing in riparian areas and 
consequent necessary mitigation, soil erosion. or on wilderness 
characteristics. Nor does it adequately discuss the cost of range 
imp rovements proposed in the EIS. This section should be more 

Visual Resources 

The discussion of visual resources is inadequate. Moreover, we 
I believe there is too much land included in VRC III and IV. 

Thank you for our comments. We look forward to 
hearing from you and participating further in thls process. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Kyle 
BLM Issues Coordinator
 
3235 N.E. 23rd Avenue
 
Portland, OR 97212 
  

cc:	 Don SAGE
 
Oregon Wilderness Coalition 
  
Portland Audubon Society
 
The Wilderness Society
 



.,, ,,, ,, ,, ,, ,,,, ,,,, ,,

18-1 The Brothers Land Use Plan identifies management decisions for all 
uses of RLM-administered lend except grazing management and 

document and decisions will be included in the Wilderness 
a l ternat ives  wi l l  be  ana lyzed  in  wi lderness  EIS  scheduled  f or  
publ i cat ion  in  1984 .  

By policy, no changes in forage allocation and grazing systems can be 
made which would impair WSA suitability for designation wilderness. 

are  no  s ign i f i cant  impacts  to  wi lderness  f rom forage  a l l ocat ion  
or changes in grazing systems in the Brothers EIS area. 

18-2 I t  i s  the  respons ib i l i ty  o f  the  Oregon  Department  o f  F ish  and  Wi ld l i f e  
w i l d l i f e  n u m b e r s  a n d  p o p u l a t i o n s .  r o l e  i s  

manage  habi tat  f or  wi ld l i f e .  If,  in the future, ODFW determines 
change these management objective numbers the BLM will re-evaluate 
f orage  a l l ocat ion .  

18-3 Economic analyses are not complete at this time. 

Mit igat ion  
analys is .  

are  inc luded  in  each  range  investment  (bene f i t - cos t )  

See  response  3 - l .  

Visual resource management classes have been established in accordance 
with BLM guidelines. S i t e - s p e c i f i c  i n f o r m a t i o n  i s  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  
rev iew in  the  Pr inev i l l e  D is t r i c t  o f f i ce .  

1220 S. W. Third Avenue 
16th 
Portland, 97204 

August 2, 1982 

Gera ld  E .  Dis t r i c t  
Bureau of Land 
P .  5 5 0  

Oregon 37754 

Dear Mr. 

We have reviewed the Draft Brothers Grazing Managevent Frcgram,  EIS. 

quest ions  we  had ,  and  o f  c lar i f i ca t ion  have  d i scussed  
w i t h  a n d  o f  y o u r  s t a f f  W e  t h e r e f o r e  
no  fur ther  o f f e r .  

Thank for the to review this 

, 



OREGON PROJECT NOTIFICATION AND REVIEW SYSTEM 

STATE CLEARINGHOUSE 
Relations Division
 

, Salem, Oregon,
 97310
 
STREET 97310 Number: 378-3732
 

IJuly 1, 1982
 

Mr. Gerald 

Box 550 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW PROCEDURES
 

If you cannot respond by the above return date, please
 
OR 97754
 call to arrange an extension at least one week Prior to the
 

Subject: Draft 
Grazing Program ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
 

STATEMENT
 

Impact This project has no significant environmental impact.
 
for Oregon 

The environmental impact is adequately described.
 
referred to the appropriate agencies. 

of Fish Wildlife the Parks and P.s#Xdtion  Division We suggest that the following points be considered in the
 
offered enclosed addressed preparation of a Final Environmental Impact Statement.
 

No comment. 
we will to receive of final as required 

of 
Remarks
 

Sincerely,
 

A-95 



OREGON PROJECT NOTIFICATION AND REVIEW SYSTEM 

STATE CLEAR I 
Inter Relations Division 
155 zottage St NE , Salem, Oregon,
 97310
 

, Number: 

T 4 T F 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW PROCEDURES
 

If you cannot respond by the above return date, please 
call to arrange an extension at least one week prior to the 
review date. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REVIEW
 
DRAFT STATEMENT
 

( This project has no significant environmental impact.
 

The environmental impact is adequately described.
 

( 	 We suggest that the following points be considered in the 
preparation of a Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

( No comment. 

Remarks 

Attached. 

Department of fish and Wildlife 
S.W. MILL STREET, P.O. BOX PORTLAND, OREGON 97208 

June 24, 1982 

Gerald E. Magnuson
 
Prineville District Manager
 
Bureau of Land Management
 
P.O. Box 550
 
Prineville, OR 97754
 

Dear Mr. Magnuson: 

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife has reviewed the Brothers 
Grazing Management Program Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The 
Department's comments and recommendations are listed below: 

Sagebrush and Juniper Control 

Juniper control and sagebrush spraying, unless properly designed, could 
be detrimental to wildlife by removing important values (i.e. thermal 
cover, hiding cover, travel lands edge effect, etc.) Sufficient detail 
is not given in the that will allow as assessment of these activities 
as to their impact on wildlife. 

Livestock Exclusion in Crucial Areas 

The states (Chapter 2, Page 11, Alternative 3) "Livestock use 
would be eliminated from allotments within deer and antelope winter 
ranges as well as sagegrouse nesting areas. "This practice is not 
necessarily a good management practice for wildlife. Grazing to reduce 
aftermath and provide green feed can be more beneficial than non-use,
 
particularly on deer and antelope range. Rather than eliminating live­
stock use in this alternative, we recommend grazing systems designed to 
benefit wildlife forage. 

Riparian Vegetation 

The DEIS notes the importance of these areas by stating "Riparian habitat 
is used by more thrn 85 percent of the wildlife species found in the EIS 
area." 

Table 6, page 16, states that rotation grazing is probably the least 
damaging to riparian woody plants. However, the proposed action lowers 
rotation acreage from 121,164 to 5,755. Riparian vegetation will suffer 
increasing impacts from grazing due to the increase in and the change 
rrom rotation to rest rotation grazing. 



Gerald E. Magnuson 
June 24. 1982 

Table 4, page 13; the proposed action has 169 acres of stream riparian 
habitat listed for exclusion presumably by fencing. This action is 
encouraged and we an increase in fencing of this critical 
riparian habitat. 

C o m p e t i t i o nForage 

The draft EIS suggests (page 64) that spring, spring/fall, and spring/ 
summer grazing systems would result in forage competition between big 
game and livestock and short duration grazing would result in spring 
competition between big game and livestock. Alternative 3 (Wildlife) 
shows 134,297 acres (Table 4) these grazing systems. Although this is 
not the preferred Alternative, why so manv acres given to 

if this is in direct conflict with 

ORV Use 

Page 1 of the states: "Allow off-road vehicle use on public 
lands unless unacceptable adverse impacts would occur to other multiple 
use values." What criteria of yardstick is used in defining unacceptable 
impacts? 

The Department is concerned about ORV use around Prineville Reservoir 
because of the fragile nature of soils, their slowness to revegetate and 
steepness of slopes. Runoff from these disturbed soils also carry clay 
particles that remain in suspension in the reservoir and Lower Crooked 
River, resulting in poor fish productivity. 

We recommend ORV use be prohibited in the Prineville Reservoir area 

We ask for close and continuing involvement between your office and our 
field staff in preparing the final EIS and in implementation of the 
Management Program. 

2 0 - l  As used in the EIS, public land refers only to BLM-administered land. 
State and other federal recreation areas would not be impacted by BLM 
grazing management. There fore ,  they were not discussed. 

20-2 See  response  B-1  and  text  rev is ion  for  page  18  

20-3 We agree  that  l ivestock  graz ing  can  be  benef i c ia l  to  many  spec ies  o f  
w i l d l i f e .  The  removal  o f  l ives tock  in  a l ternat ive  3  was  f rom cruc ia l  
winter range areas and not from spring, fall, and summer 

20-4 One  a l lo tment  in  the  EIS  area  wi th  26  acres  o f  r ipar ian  vegetat ion  i s  
grazed  under  rotat ional  system.  Although the proposed management 
f o r  t h e  a l l o t m e n t  i s  r e s t - r o t a t i o n ,  a l l  26  acres  would  be  
excluded under the proposed action. 

20-5 The grazing systems you referred to do not conflict with game as 
much as your comment indicates. Al ternat ive  3  proposes  293 ,919  acres  
o f  exc lus ion ,  much  o f  i s  b ig  habitat  forage  
compet i t i on  i s  o c curr ing .  A l l  areas  o f  s ign i f i cant  va lue  for  
wi ld l i f e  (winter ing  areas ,  r ipar ian  areas ,  sage  grouse  nest ing  areas )  

proposed  for  exc lus ion  under  a l ternat ive  3 .  

20-6 This quote is taken from the Brothers Land 
Brothers Grazing Management EIS summary. 

Plan summery, not the 

The  c r i ter ia  used  de f ine  acceptab le  impacts  are  conta ined  
in  the  management  gu ide l ines ,  ava i lab le  f or  rev iew in  the  
P r i n e v i l l e  D i s t r i c t  o f f i c e .  



21-2 

Northwest 

30. 1982
 

Mr. Gerald E. 
Dist r ic t  Manager  
Prineville District
 
Bureau of Land Management
 
P. BOX 550
 
Prineville, Oregon 97754
 

MT. 

We the opportunity to comment on the Brothers Land Plan and
 
Grazing EIS. We have comments on several topics listed below.
 

Wilderness Program Recommendations 

We believe all the wilderness areas in the Brothers area are suitable for 
designation. While some boundary modifications may advisable, the inventory 

assured that all areas qualified for wilderness We find it
 
that exclusions, as those proposed for Mountain 

are Outside and sounds are not a basis for a wrtion
 
of an area. Neither are grazing improvements a justification when they were not
 
found to be disqualifying during the inventory, assuming that illegal impairment
 
has not occurred since the inventory.
 

We are also troubled by deletions for manageability. Management being the task
 
of the BLM, not a" inherent quality of the land, there should be a description of
 
the difficulties involved and of attempts to resolve them. The mere existence of
 
inholdings should not be taken as a to disqualify a" area as 

Economic Analysis
 

It is essential for informed evaluation of alternatives and of specific proposals, 
such as those for 391 miles of fences and 467 miles of pipelines, that complete 
economic analysis be given. The budgetary implications of a projected increase of 
78 percent in by the year 2000 are substantial and obviously imply a high level 
of investment and maintenance, and of demand for The basis for these projections 
should be open to examination, particularly since in 1981 the number of 
exceeded the number sold by 9,501. 

A" alternative should have been added proposing improvements in range conditions 
by reducing where it would be most productive to do so. Such a" alternative 
would have taken account of the stringent Federal budget situation and of the decline 
in demand for and for beef. 

Reduction in Allowable Cut
 

We support the proposed reduction in allowable and the rationale behind it.
 

Protection of Riparian 

We are very concerned about the generally fair or poor stream quality in the 
Brothers area and wish for substantial improvement of riparian zones. 
we are skeptical about the financing of the required fencing and pipelines. 
like to a" analysis of achieving riparian improvements by reducing and 
thus reducing the miles of fencing needed. 

Sincerely, 

, 

Jean C. Durning 
Northwest Representative 

Terry 
Don 
Don 

21-1 see comment response 18-1.
 

21-2 See responses 3-l and 13-1
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Memorandum 

To:	 District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Prineville, Oregon 

From: Acting Associate Regional Director, Recreation Resources and
 
Professional Services, Pacific Northwest Region
 

Subject:	 Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Brothers Grazing 
Management Program 

We have reviewed the subject document and have the following comments 
concerning impacts on the National Park System, recreation resources, 
cultural resources, and wild and scenic rivers. 

Impacts on the National Park System 

It appears, on the basis of the material provided, that no existing or 
presently proposed units of the National Park System will be affected either 
directly or indirectly by the proposed action. 

Recreation Resources 

The proposed action, and three of the four alternatives, would not cause 
major adverse impacts on recreation activities in the project area (page 66). 
Fencing has the potential to create the most significant impact on off-road 
vehicle driving, rockhounding, hiking, and hunting. However, the improvements 
in habitat for wildlife resulting from a reduction in livestock forage allo­
cations or changes in grazing system would have a positive effect on wildlife 
populations, which would also result in a positive effect on hunting, fishing, 
and wildlife viewing opportunities. 

Alternative 1 is not preferred, as it would have an adverse impact on all 
existing recreation in the project area (page 66). 

Cultural Resources 

Historic and cultural resources must be identified and protected by the 
applicant. See Title 18, Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 4.51. 

The procedural guidelines to be followed in assessing cultural resources are 
found in 16 CFR 800, "Protection of Historic and Cultural Resources." We 
are pleased to note that you have consulted with the Oregon State Historic 
Preservation Officer 44). Althouoh there are no cultural sites in 
the Brothers EIS "National Register of Historic Places," 
Meek's Immigrant Road and two archeological districts were identified as 
potentially eligible for the National Register (page 44). 

We also note that Alternatives 1, 2, 3 and the proposed action would have 
potential for adverse impacts to cultural resources. Although a sample 
survey has been conducted, no mitigation plan is outlined for protection of 
cultural resources and the sites identified as potentially eligible for the 
"National Register of Historic Places." A mitigation plan, developed with 
the SHPO, should be outlined in the final environmental impact statement. 
The plan should also include a statement concerning cultural resources that 
may be discovered unexpectedly during construction (i.e., will construction 
cease until a qualified archeologist can determine the significance of any 
cultural materials discovered?). See 18 CFR, 

The National Park Service is available to provide limited assistance and 
advice in evaluating any cultural and historic preservation aspects of the 
project area and assist in the coordination of cultural and historic proposals 
with Federal, state, and local agencies. 

Rivers Inventory 

The Deschutes and Crooked Rivers, which cross public land within the EIS area, 
are included in the Nationwide Rivers Inventory. The inventory identifies 
the Nation's remaining free-flowing rivers and river segments that meet the 
criteria for wild and scenic and recreational rivers according to the standards 
established under provisions of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. It is 
stated on page 65 that "neither the proposed action nor any alternative would 
have a significant impact on those segments of the Crooked or Deschutes Rivers 
contained in the nationwide rivers inventory." If it is later determined that 
these rivers would be adversely affected by the proposed project, mitigation 
measures should be implemented to minimize the impacts. 

Frederick J. Bender 

22-1 As stated on page 18 of the draft EIS, the signed with the SHPO 
will be followed. Tbis mew outlines specific procedures for
 
mitigation and is available for review in the Prineville District
 
office. It is standard BLM policy to adverse 
cultural resource sites.
 

W 
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Central Oregon 

Fifth 
Prineville, Oregon 

June 29, 1982
 

Prineville, BLM
 
Gerald E. 

Prineville, Oregon
 

RE:	 Comments on Brothers Grazing Draft Environ­
mental Impact Statement.
 

Dear Mr. Magnuson:
 

Your Grazing EIS is a very readable document which, in relatively 
pages, provides the reviewer with a wealth of comprehensible information.

In my experience most EIS's are significantly influenced by the pro­
fessional history of the Team Leader. Brian Cunningham has, to his
 
credit, avoided that pitfall. Generally, your EIS is less pretentious
 
than most and compliments the integrity and experience of your staff.
 
I have discussed several aspects of your planning effort with members
 
of your staff and will keep comments fairly brief here.
 
In the introductory letter the should point out that in thier
 
organization an is not a decision document. 
do not follow that format.
 

Chapter 1: You should provide more in-depth discussion of your legis­
lative mandate. Your obligations under Taylor Grazing 
and be explicitly expressed planning criteria and the 
planning effort should carefully articulate the document. 
Table 2 is a good example. You should do a similar table for federal 
mandates. It is easy to accept the need for based on your 
discussion. It is-not easy to accept proposed action. 

On pg 2 you state that the purpose of the proposed action is to im­
plement planning decisions. This is not with your previous 

that an is an analysis Any discussion of 
should be reserved until decision document. 

comment that lands, minerals and timber resources are not affected 
by livestock grazing is not true. Much of the lands program exists 
for the purpose of rationalizing the Range and 
timber have always 

You should broaden your discussion of wny only of forage within 
the area comes from BLM You should a more in-depth 
historical discussion of within the especially the ad­
judication process of the and 

I Just penciling out some of the rangeland figures in 
the summary it appears to me as though you are willing to invest about 
four million dollars to return about two million on the 

I over the next twenty years. I sincerely hope your B/C data will jus­
tify the investment. 

Tables 4 and 6: The information justifying grazing systems 
for the different alternatives is and throughout the 

You de a explanation of 
I 

1: Isn't winter grazing in error? 

Concerning ODFW for big game. efforts are long 
term. ODFW objectives could theoretically change dramatically for
 
some species--pronghorn and elk for . your PA be flexible 
enough to address significant shifts in the or will your planning 
effort lock ODFW into a ceiling public demand? Your alternatives 
should discuss wildlife habitat in terms of carrying capacity. It 
makes littlesense to discuss fencing winter unless we know what 
that can do for us. 

Generally, we oppose use of agents for brush control
 
In addition to the obvious reasons, wind drift has always
 

made it difficult to control application patterns and it is more
 
difficult to edge and irregularity.
 

4:	 Some of the area E of Redmond Bend scheduled for seeding 
and juniper control is actually juniper, harsh and rocky. 
You should a very close site look at any areas prior 

Concentrate efforts on juniper and leave 
old Growth alone. 

Use native seed whenever possible. a demand and seed 
will respond. long as you are with crested wheat that is
 
all that will be available.
 
Monitoring: It seems to us that more always requires more

I have gotten used to seeing water troughs without rocks, 
ramps or float boards (whatever happened to the overflow pond8 
for wildlife?) fences that be opened or closed, salt'and water
 
in the bottom of the fences down or cut, salt in 
ing spots, trespass cattle, variances, rest rotation without the rest,
 
contractor mistakes, the list could go on. Don't authorize program
 
unless you can monitor it. Period.
 
In many 	instances you are proposing livestock increases in allotment8
 

Two 

5232 422 short term to 1,009 term
 
5140 short term to long term
 

I 
Table is very good, 

Figure deserves scales and further explanation. 

The wildlife discussion on 42 and could use some expansion
 
and clarification. The on impairment to de populations
 

I is an example. not all of those factors have equal impacts.
 
the figures are somewhat meaningless without a
 

what winter range will support.
 
I note only of available 1981 were actually sold. How 
do you justify recommending significant increases in available
 
when the current demand doesn't absorb current supply. The national
 
demand for beef is decreasing and forage production is increasing on
 
private lands with less capital investment.
 
Table 16 is very informative. 

On pg you point out that personal income from grazing PD is only 
the local area personal income. I rest my case.
 

On pg. you state that "No impacts would to endangered or th­
reatened they are dropped from further discussion." But 

our comments on pg. 60 OF directly contradicts 

I
 

statement.
 



4 3 
Pg. 61 next to last I fail to see the relationship between 

23-16 I	 habitat diversity and fences/big game mortalities.
 
Your Conditions comments on pgs. and 71 are relevant but 
totally inadequate. Lets it, the only justification for your 

is to provide direct benefits to the few people around here who 
have grazing permits. The least you can do is justify that pro­

Economically, grazing public lands is relatively insignificant. 
should justify your on social grounds. 

Pg. 52: Your discussion of energy investment is not correct. You 
23-17 suggest continuing the current mgt. program and no grazing will 

I consume the same amounts of energy. Not true. 

I don't approve of the assumptions on pg. 52. They remind me of the 
who was lost in the woods one and said. a 

flashlight." Besponsible planning has be predicated on realistic 
assumptions. I don't mind your using the assumptions for purely 
analytical reasons. But don't give us a mgt. decision based on those 
kinds of assumptions. 

Table 24 is good. get away from the crested wheat syndrome.
 
Table 	 and the fisheries discussion is simple and short but good.
 

I haven't read the paper by Meganck and Gibbs but the one by Downing
 
and Clark doesn't address some of the nertinent narameters. Like
 
most studies it addresses things the they are rather than the
 
way they will be and also fails to disaggregate. The fact'ia that in
 
some areas and for some activities livestock grazing has significant
 
recreation and in other instances it does not. You state
 
that most hiking in In my experience, livestock

grazing does conflict somewhat with hiking. You apparently don't
 
agree or don't because you are proposing increases in use in al­
most all of the allotments.
 
I don't agree with all of the conclusions on 'Table 23. 4: Hunt­
ing 	should be Not because of changes in game but
 
because of the overall improvement in quality of the environment.
 

Hiking/Camping tie can discuss this in person.
 
should be a map with range improvements and live-


23-18. I	 stock keyed to it. or not these areas are designated for
 
wilderness they will receive more use and deserve special
 
consideration.
 
Your Socioeconomic discussion is inadequate. You have almost no socio 
comments and your economics is interesting but incomplete and of little 
value. include esoteric but not basic cost data on 

improvements, or costs of forage, or management of the range
23-19	 program. You have promised a rather detailed discussion of benefits
 

and costs of your rangeland alternatives. If you don't provide that
 
information we will the EIS.
 
I have always felt that agencies should include and under
 
irreversible and commitment of resources.
 
I like the a Good, solid, 

There are a few sections of which of scope,
 
specifically Sec. 102 E. I am discoura ed by the lack of discussion 
concerning livestock industry in 

The 	  to range mgt. has been most discouraging.
 

seems to me as this EIS doesn't with many of the 
nertinent questions.

there to be demand for all the beef intend 
to have produced on public land? 

2 . 	  Does intensive beef production on the land in question rep­
resent good business?
Are you going to have the money and manpower to administer
 
your program?
 

We can all answer some of those While USDA nutritionists
 
23-20 I	 encourage us to consume less red meat, USDI range raise
 

more cows. While you cry about budget cuts, you propose spending over
 
four million dollars on rangeland "improvements" which will never be
 
amortized by forage sales. Historically, the Bureau has done a poor
 
job of monitoring its programs. Now, without the prospect of increases
 

23-21	 in budgets or manpower, ou expect us to believe you can monitor much 
I more sophisticated intensive programs.
 
Your is ill conceived. You are proposing a program that you can't 
afford and you can't manage. Worse yet, you are the ranchers 
a stick to beat you with. Propose a more modest and balanced program. 
Hold livestodk levels down to at least current conditions and 
over time if necessary. Cultivate a broader constituency by 
the needs of recreationists and down water users. Spend your 
money on riparian recovery, improving the condition of poor quality 
range. mechanical means and fire to get a handle on invader jun­
iper end sage. Don't to undo 100 years of bad management in 
25 years. Experiment. Fence off a couple of sage grouse and 
horn critical areas and monitor the results. 

We want to see a which improves the quality of
 
water, wildlife habitat, range and recreation; reduces soil erosion
 
and for the needs of diverse user groups; a PA that real­
istic, manageable, equitable, balanced and fiscally responsible.
 

You are both the planners and managers of the lands in question. If
 
you do your jobs right you won't have to excuse poor use on Con­
gress, rancners, ORvs, or environmentalists.
 
I hope that these comments are of some assistance. If you wish to
 
discuss eny of the issues in more depth please contact me. 

Sincerely,
 

Don 
for: 



23-13  The  factors  l i s ted  were  not  intended  to  be  d isp layed  as  equal  i tems 
a f f ec t ing  wi ld l i f e  populat ions .  They were given a summary of 
concerns which were beyond the scope of the document. t o  
comment response 8-8 for a discussion on grazing capacity. 

23-14 See comment response 8-8. 

23 -15  The  comment  on  page  52  re ferred  to  animal  spec ies ,  not  p lants .  
text  rev is ion  for  page  52 .  

23-16 The sentences were two separate thoughts and have been separated in 
text  rev is ion  for  page  61 .  

23-17 text  you  re fer  to  i s  speaking  o f  energy  required  to  construct  
rangeland improvements. No new improvements are proposed in either 
a l ternat ive  2  or  4 .  

Maps with rangeland improvements and livestock use in each WSA are 
contained in WSA casefiles, ava i lab le  f or  rev iew in  Pr inev i l l e  
D i s t r i c t  o f f i c e .  

2 3 - 1 9  T h e  l e v e l  o f  s o c i a l  a n a l y s i s  r e l f e c t s  t h e  d a t a  a v a i l a b l e .  A rangeland 
investment  (benef i t - cos t )  analys is  o f  prospect ive  range land  

programs will be provided in the Rangeland Program 
Summary. 

23-20 See comment response 

23-21  See  comment  response  

23-1 Al l  a l ternat ives  are cons is tent  wi th  al l  requirements  o f  f edera l  laws  
pertaining to federal land management listed in Appendix of “Summary 
o f  Land  Use  Al ternat ives  f or  the  Pr inev i l l e  Dis tr i c t  Brothers  P lanning  
Area”, publ i shed  Sept . ,  1981 .  

23-2 See  text  rev is ion  for  page  2 .  

2 3-3 The draft EIS analyzes impacts of implementing a proposed grazing 
program. Impacts to the lands and mineral programs from 

grazing management is insignificant. In the Brothers EIS area, seven 
allotments currently have both timber production and grazing in them. 
Impacts  were  not  f e l t  to  be  s ign i f i cant .  

2 3-4 Fur ther  discuss ion  o f  h i s tor i ca l  graz ing  wi th in  the  EIS  area  was  
not  fe l t  to  be  re levant  s ince  the  document  analyzes  the  e f fec ts  o f  
different proposals for grazing management on the existing rather than 
t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  

23-5 see  response  3 - l .  

23-6 Tables 4 and 6 are summary tables of material presented in chapter 2 
o f  the  draf t  EIS .  

23-7 See  text  rev is ion  for  page  15 .  

2 3-a see comment response 18-2. 

2 3-9 A l l  jun iper  contro l  pro jec ts  wi l l  be  ident i f i ed  and des igned  on  a  
s i t e - s p e c i f i c  b a s i s .  I f  po tent ia l  f o r  improvement  in  eco log i ca l  
condi t ion  doesn ’ t  ex is t ,  the  pro jec t  would  not  be  Implemented .  

Monitoring, inc lud ing  increased  superv i s i on ,  i s  integra l  part  o f  
management. 

23-11 The. increases referred to are potential long-term increases based on a 
pro jec ted  increase  in  ava i lab le  f orage  - -  a  resu l t  o f  improved  graz ing  
management and rangeland improvements. Livestock grazing should have 
l i t t l e  or  no  detr imenta l  e f fec t  on  these  so i l s  as  l ong  as  forage  
ut i l i zat ion  i s  l ess  than 60  percent  ( see  page  52  o f  draf t  

The  proposed  graz ing  system for  both  a l lo tments  i s  de ferred  rotat ion  
(Appendix C of the draft EIS) which has a targeted average utilization 
o f  55  percent  (Table  6  o f  the  draf t  EIS) .  In  add i t i on ,  a l l  r i p a r i a n  
areas within these two allotments are now, or would be fenced under 
the proposed action, to further enhance watershed values. A l ternat ive  
3  would  remove  cat t le  f rom cr i t i ca l  areas  o f  each al lo tment  and a lso  
reduce  the  l ives tock  forage  a l l ocat ion .  

23-12  See  text  rev is ion  for  pages  14  and 38 .  



U . S .  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  P R O T E C T I O N  A G E N C Y  

Peulina, OreZon
 
2 8 ,  

I  .  .  i n  to  Hav ing 

at and Butte for forty yea-s, I would Ilka to 

B.L.H. do brush end seeding  of crested wheat. At 

Butte . . 5117 allotment, where created has been 

It helped the r.“ga other thins. MOM crested 

aeaded, dug to type of soil and moisture. It cannot be 

. . it is too dry, cattle to do good. 

BLM ebould oparata .a . and try to the better. 

TO0 much .OD.Y ia ap.nt On Office and not enough the 

I for multiple and think everyone  should public land. It 

to try and up have the cut fences, leave 

dead and BLM I like to se. 

and it be of to everyone.
 

J U L  

Gerald E. Magnuson, District Manager
 
Prineville District Office
 
Bureau of Land Mangement
 

Box 550
 
Prinevflle. Oregon 97754 


RE: Brothers Grazing Management DEIS 

Mr. 

The Protection Agency has completed its review of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Brothers Grazing Management 
Program. EPA's review of the DEIS is based on likely effects of BLM's 
alternative range management proposals and grazing plans in the context of 
EPA authorities and responsibilities in specific program areas. In 
general, the DEIS is quite thorough in its presentation of the proposed 
and alternative actions, and in its analysis of the consequences of 
selecting and dffferent actions. 

e qenera o jective of the Brothers Grazing Management plan is to achieve 
change in range resources and productivity a manner which maintains or 
improves water and other natural resources. However, the consequences for 
water resources in the region are likely to be substantial and occur over 
time as the plan is implemented. Therefore, EPA has the following recom­
mendations: 

-- The importance of water quality maintenance should be reinforced in 
BLM's making and plan implementation to assure that water 
quality requirements will, in fact, be met. An appropriate way to 
accomplish this is through closer ties with the water quality 
management process administered by the Oregon Department of Environ­
mental 

-- Implementation reviews should be conducted in cooperation with 
at least annually to evaluate adequacy and effectiveness of site 
specific monitoring and other management tools for meeting water 
quality objectives. 

-- Memoranda of Understanding should be evaluated and revised as 
priate to assure consistency between water quality management and 
proposed grazing and range management objectives. 

I 



Chemical 
treatment is proposed to control sagebrush on approximately 61,000 

acres EPA that the Final EIS discuss controls to pre­
vent adverse consequences from herbicide spraying, measures to mitigate 

25-1 potentially harmful consequences to and water quality, and alter-
I native methods of vegetation control. 

e of range management actions, environmental consequences and 
is based on several assumptions 

adequate funding and staff to implemerlt the plan fully. EPA 
that tne Final EIS discuss ranae and aanaaenent actions 
which may he needed at reduced levels, and estimate-the conse­
quences of reducing the level of range nanagenent effort or extending the 

efforts over a longer time period. 

Other Developable Resources 
 does not discuss other resources which may affect inplenenting 

the proposed grazing management proqram as designed. Are there such 
resources, such as or non-mineral energy resources, in the study 

25-3 area? If so, EPA recommends that a discussion of these resources and the 
consequences of tne program for should be in the EIS. 

EPA has rated this DEIS LO-1 -- Lack of Adequate 
Information]. appreciate the opportunity to review this report; 

to discuss EPA's please 
Thiel, our Evaluation Branch at 

Enclosure 

cc: Oregon Dperations Office 

25-1 See text revision. 

BLM Manual 9220 provides guidelines before, during, and after 
herb i c ide  app l i ca t i on .  Such  precaut ions  avo id ing  dr i f t ,  l eav ing  
buffer zones between water and the sprayed and the use 
cer t i f i ed  pes t i c ide  personne l  are  rout ine .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  o f  
water sources, both above and below ground may be required depending 
on  the  s i te .  

Alternative methods of brush control are discussed on page 57 of the 
draf t  EIS .  While fire may be more desirable a management cool, the 
use  o f  f i re  i s  not  a lways  a  bet ter  a l ternat ive .  see comment response 
4-2. 

25-2 range  o f  a l ternat ives  f rom no  pro jec t8  in  a l ternat ive  2  (no  
act ion)  to  the  h ighest  number o f  pro jec ts  in  a l ternat ive  1  (opt imize  
l ives tock  graz ing )  cons idered  to  be  reasonable  range .  
Al ternat ive  2  analyzes  the  case”  s i tuat ion  i t  no  funding  f or  
improvements were available. 

25-3 See  text  rev is ion  for  2 .  



regon Wilderness Coalition 
Main 271 West 12th Avenue, Eugene, Oregon 97401 

Office, Building, 519 SW 3rd Avenue, Suite Portland, 
Oregon 9,204 

Eastern Oregon Field Office, Box 9, Prairie City, Oregon 97869 

J u l y  1 9 8 2  

Gerald E. District Manager 
P r i n e v i l l e  
Bureau of Land Management
 
PO 550 

Oregon  

Magnuson, 

Thir constitutes our on the Brothers Grazing Management Draft 
Impact Statement. Our  comments  in  wr i t ing  wi l l  be  ra ther  br ie f  

members  o f  our  s ta f f  end  board  d id  d iscuss  our  in  great  deta i l  wi th  
you and members of your staff in Eugene on May 12. 

we  be l ieve  i t  i s  the  best  Draf t  EIS  ever  i ssued  by  the  Bureau,  the  doc ­
ument  s t i l l  i s  not  adequate .  genera l  our  concerns  can  be  broken  into  ma­
j o r  

The  f i r s t  i s  the  lack  o f  economic  in format ion .  t h e  d r a f t  g o e s  i n t o  
s ive  deta i l  about  the  impacts  on  permit tees ,  i t  i s  ser ious ly  devo id  o f  any  anal ­
ysis of the proposed action’s impact on the regional national economy. 
discussed this in great detail at our meeting and it is our understanding that 
th i s  concern  be  addressed  in  the  f ina l  EIS .  For  example ,  be l ieves  the  

should describe exactly how much livestock AUM and are 
being subsidized by the BLM. 

Second ly ,  whi l e  we  were  p leased  to  see  a  no  graz ing  a l ternat ive  in  the  doc ­
be l ieve  the  treatment  o f  i t  b iased  end  unfa i r .  Because the 

on ly  addresses  l ives tock  graz ing  not  the  o ther  resource  programs o f  
D i s t r i c t ) ,  i t  appears  that  l ives tock  graz ing  i s  h igh ly  bene f i ­

c i a l  f o r  w a t e r s h e d ,  w i l d l i f e ,  r e c r e a t i o n ,  cu l tura l  and  o ther  resources  
s imply  does  not  square  the  facts .  

appears  to  be  the  case  for  two  reasons .  F i r s t ,  s ince  the  dra f t  on ly  
es  l i ves tock  graz ing  program,  it assumes that the Bureau will have no 
resource management programs under a no livestock grazing alternative. That is 
h igh ly  un l ike ly .  Second , t h e  d r a f t  t h a t  i n s t a l l a t i o n  l i v e s t o c k  

are  usab le  to  wi ld l i f e  and  benef i c ia l  to  o ther  resources  to  be  
f o r  t h a t  r e s o u r c e  in  some cases  such  pro jec ts  are  benef i ­

c i a l  t o  a c t i v i t i e s  l i v e s t o c k  g r a z i n g ,  they  at  best  only  part ia l  
mit igat ion  for  the  damages  to  those  o ther  resource8  by  the  graz ing  o f  L ive ­
s tock .  

I f  t h e  l i v e s t o c k  n o t  t h e r e ,  the developments would not be necessary or even 
b e n e f i c i a l  t o  w i l d l i f e ,  o r  y o u .  I t  patent ly  unfa ir  and  b iased  to  
f or  the  Bureau  to  take  cred i t  f or  enhanc ing  o ther  resources ,  in  fac t .  they  

s imply  mit igat ing  o f  the  damage  caused  by  i t s  l ivestock  program.  

We look forward to seeing the fine1 Environmental Impact Statement. We sincere­
ly  hope  i t  w i l l  not  s imply  be  l i s t ing  o f  the  changes  by  the  agency  
o f  the  dra f t  document .  The  i s su ing  o f  such  th ink ,  i s  
s t rong  ev idence  that  the  Bureau s t i l l  l ooks  at  the  EIS  as  something  to  
be completed and I n  s u c h  f i n a l  f o r m ,  f i n a l  i s  c l e a r ­
ly  not  intended  to  be  used  by  managers  a  gu id ing  document .  Forest  Ser ­
v i ce  uses  the  F ina l  EIS  the  centerp iece  o f  the i r  program.  

S incere ly  yours ,  

Execut ive  Direc tor  

cc : Oregon ionints 

We are not so poor we must destroy our wtldcmcss.  nor rich WC can afford to. 



26-1 The EIS analyzes the environmental, social, and economic impacts on 
the  Brothers  area  resul t ing  f rom implementat ion  o f  severa l  a l ternat ive  
grazing management program. Impacts of the Brothers grazing 
management program on the regional and national economy is not 
s i g n i f i c a n t .  It is beyond the scope of the document to speculate on 
poss ib le  subs id ies  to  the  l ivestock  permit tees ,  or  any  o ther  
interest  in  the  area .  

2 6-2 We d id  not  intend  to  g ive  the  impress ion  that  l ives tock  graz ing  i s  
b e n e f i c i a l  t o  a l l  r e s o u r c e s ,  and do not think that the document would 
support  th is  content ion .  It is readily apparent from Table 7 Summary, 
on  pages  22-23  o f  the  draf t  EIS ,  that  the  proposed  act ion  i s  not  as  
bene f i c ia l  to  r ipar ian  vegetat ion ,  up land  habi tat  d ivers i ty ,  
f i s h e r i e s ,  qua l i ty ,  water  quant i ty .  channel  s tab i l i ty ,  cu l tura l  
and  resources .  recreat ion  v i s i tor  use ,  v i sua l  
contrast .  and  wi lderness  as  e i ther  a l ternat ive  3  or  a l ternat ive  4 .  In  
fac t ,  many  o f  the  benef i t s  der ived  under  the  proposed  ac t ion ,  
espec ia l ly  as  re lated  to  r ipar ian  vegetat ion /habi tat ,  are  due  to  
proposed  exc lus ion  o f  l i ves tock  graz ing  on  these  areas .  

26-3 Other programs would continue. 
analyzes impacts of grazing management programs. 

‘h i s  EIS  on ly  

26-4 We  the  deve lopments  you  re fer  are  water  fac i l i t i es .  The  
pract i ce  o f  f enc ing  new reservo i rs  and  p ip ing  the  water  out  the  bot tom 
o f  the  dam has  been  benef i c ia l  to  many  wi ld l i f e  spec ies .  a l l o w s  
for  product ion  and  yet  concentrates  l ivestock  away  f rom the  

source .  Pipelines and trough systems a much lower 
to species other than big game. 

see comment response B-12. 



United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Division of 

Portland Field Office
 
727 N.E. 24th Avenue
 

Reference ES Portland, Oregon 97232
 

July 9, 1962 

To:	 Prineville District Manager, Bureau of Land 
P.D. Box 5513, Prineville, 97754 

From:	 Field Supervisor, Division of Services
 
Portland Field Office
 

Subject: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Brothers 
Grazing Program 

We have reviewed the subject Draft Environmental Impact Statements 
and provide the for use in preparing the final 
statement. 

Our primary review comments concern measures that should be taken to 
preserve, manage and enhance riparian habitat which the correctly 
identifies as beinq critically important to fish and wildlife. The 
further identifies riparian hahitat as making up an infinitesimally small 
part of the land base (less than 1%). Therefore the preferred alternative 
should incorporate exclusion of in riparian areas. Further, 
construction of the maximum number of stock dams within feasibility should 
be considered to increase the riparian habitat base. 

We have conferred with the Department of Fish Wildlife and 
believe timed livestock arazina on critical winter deer and 
antelope range can benefit both livestock and wildlife. It may be possible 
to incorporate into the preferred alternative increased livestock 
on some land while totally it on riparian areas resultinq in 

benefits to both livestock and wildlife resources. 

We believe arazinq management, especially as it relates to and 
enhancing riparian habitat, is important to request close 
coordination between your agency, ODFW and the Fish Wildlife Service. 

Please contact David M. Sill of my staff at your earliest convenience to 
facilitate further coordination. (503-231-6179 or FTS 429-6179). 

Russell Peterson 

Portland 
Prineville 

27-1 see comment response 2-2. 

27-2 See comment response 20-3. 



TEXT 

Page 2. Purpose of and Need for Action, paragraph 2. Replace the last two
 
sentences with, "Lands, minerals and nonmineral energy sources, and timber
 
resources on BLM-administered lands are also part of responsibility.
 
None are affected by implementation of a livestock grazing program in the 
Brothers area and are not considered in this document.
 

Replace the first sentence of paragraph 3 with, "The purpose of the proposed
 
action is to manage, protect, and enhance the rangeland resource."
 

Page 3. Coordination, paragraph 2. Replace first sentence with, "In
 
addition, the Soil Conservation Service participates in development of
 
coordinated resource plans when requested by ranchers who utilize land
 
managed by more than one government agency."
 

Page 11. Alternative 1, paragraph 4. Replace with, "This alternative
 
differs from the proposed action by allowing 686 more for livestock
 
initially and 68,982 more in the long term.
 

Page 11. Alternative 3. Replace the second sentence in the second paragraph 
with, "In addition, livestock grazing would not be allowed on any riparian 
areas, condition rangeland, or in those portions of mapping units 
1, 7, and 9 which are highly susceptible to erosion." 

Delete the second sentence in paragraph three.
 

Page 14. Available Forage Allocation. Insert the following after paragraph
 
1.
 

The Brothers EIS addresses all forage allocations in terms of An
 
animal unit month is the amount of forage needed to sustain one cow and
 
one calf for one month and is equal to pounds of air-dried forage.
 

An AUM is 800 pounds of air-dried forage whether consumed by livestock or
 
wildlife. However, since individual deer require less than 800 pounds of
 
forage per month, it takes more deer to consume one AUM. Depending on the 
area and type of forage available, it takes approximately 6 deer to consume 
800 pounds of forage. The same is true for other animals such as elk and 
antelope. In general, it takes 3 elk or 12 antelope to consume an AUM. 

For example, assuming that it takes 6 deer to consume 800 pounds of forage (1
 
, then 30 could support 180 deer for one month.
 

If deer use occurs in an area only during 3 months each year, these 30 
would meet the needs of 60 deer for that 3 month period. An additional 20 

of forage nonpalatable to livestock might be available in this area for 
deer use, resulting in 50 AUMs of forage available for deer, which would 
support 300 deer for one month, or 100 deer for the period. 
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An allocation of 30 forage for deer might, in fact, meet the needs of 
100 deer, assuming that deer use occurs in given area only during 3 months 
each year and that percent of their diet is forage not palatable 
to livestock. 

To fully compare wildlife allocations to allocations, must 
know the type of animal using the area, the vegetation types involved, the 
season of use, and the months ion, ion of 
forage on land may only part of the total forage available, 
private lands play a in providing wildlife. 

Page 15. Figure 1. winter grazing ic with the following. 

WINTER GRAZING 
during dormancy 
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Page 18. Standard Procedures. Insert following after paragraph 6.
 

General coordination guidelines for shrub and juniper control projects
 
developed in the Brothers Management Framework Plan will be followed
 
and are listed below by planning unit. The MFP is available for review in
 
the Prineville District Office. Guidelines for the Dry River Unit (the
 
western half of the Brothers EIS area) are:
 

1.	 Shrub control methods to be considered are spraying, burning,
 
chaining, beating, and other new methods that may be developed.
 

2.	 Brush control projects will be considered only after a detailed
 
allotment management plan or grazing system has been developed
 
and implemented.
 

3.	 No shrub control projects will be conducted on good ecological
 
condition range sites when 50% or more of the area is in
 
excellent ecological condition. Control projects will be
 
conducted to achieve a mosaic pattern of approximately 60%
 
control and 40% leave.
 

4.	 Project layout and methods of control used will be such that
 
the projects will blend into the natural environment as much as
 
possible.
 

5.	 Mosaic patterns will be incorporated into all control projects.
 
Shrubs are considered to be a desirable part of the vegetation
 
makeup of any given block of land: on most of the areas to be
 
treated about of the vegetative cover in shrub would be
 
desirable. does not apply to wildlife winter range areas.
 

6.	 Forb composition (measured as of cover) of 20 to 25% for John
 
Day range sites and of 10 to 15% for High Desert and South
 
Cascade range sites is the optimum wildlife recommendation for
 
the District. This goal puts additional constraints on
 
spraying of sagebrush with chemicals which also reduce forbs.
 
It may be that some reduction could be accepted for the short
 
term, if long term benefits in forb production could be
 
attained. Another possible mitigating measure might be to seed
 
some forbs following a sagebrush spray project.
 

7.	 Juniper Control Projects will be restricted to no more than
 
60% removal of juniper trees with leave areas concentrated on
 
sites providing optimum thermal cover. Areas within the 40%
 
leave zone should constitute a minimum of 5 acres each and be
 
evenly distributed.
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Specific Guidelines
 

1. Antelope Summer Range: General guidelines apply to these areas 
plus the identified need to leave some 2 to 5 acre patches of 
shrubs for antelope fawning. 

2. Deer and Antelope Winter Range: Coordinate brush control work 
with the Wildlife Biologist to insure that adequate winter 
forage and cover are maintained. No shrub control work will be 
initiated on low sage sites where soil depth is 15" or less. 

3. Sage Grouse Habitat (Z-Mile Radius of Strutting Grounds) 

Projects within the Z-mile radius of strutting grounds will be 
planned for selective control in a manner that will not 
adversely impact present and future nesting sage grouse 
populations. Within the l-mile radius zone shrub reduction 
projects will be highly selective. 

4. Sage Grouse Spring-Summer-Fall Range 

Projects will be limited to no more than 60% of the area in any 
10 year period with emphasis on mosiac patterns, creation of 
edge, and retention of important cover. 

5. Sage Grouse Wintering Areas: 

These areas can only be considered for treatment after adequate 
consideration and planning has been given to the present and 
future wintering sage grouse populations found in each specific 
area. 

6. Deer Winter Range 

Sagebrush and juniper control within the critical deer winter 
range will be restricted by habitat and forage requirements for 
the wintering deer populations, present and future, for each 
critical area. 

A brush control plan, consisting of project layout and an 
implementation plan will be developed for each critical deer 
winter range prior to starting any brush control work. 

In pastures that are less than 50% public lands and the 
ecological range condition is fair to better no brush control 
will be allowed on the public lands. 

For planning purposes it is estimated that 50% of the brush 
control projects proposed in the Brothers MFP Recommendations 
could be treated in a 10 year period, with no more than 35% of 
that total being done in any 3 year period. See overlay 
for areas. 
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Guidelines for the Upper Crooked River Unit (the eastern half of
 
the Brothers EIS) area are:
 

1.	 Shrub control methods to be considered are spraying, burning,
 
chaining, beating, and other new methods that may be developed.
 

2.	 Brush control projects will be considered only after a detailed
 
allotment management plan or grazing system has been developed
 
and implemented.
 

3.	 No shrub control projects will be conducted on good ecological
 
condition range sites.
 

4.	 Project layout and methods of control used will be such that
 
the projects will blend into the natural environment as much as
 
possible.
 

5.	 No attempt will be made to attain 100% shrub kill on any given
 
area. Shrubs are considered to be a desirable part of the
 
vegetation makeup of any given block of land. In most of the
 
areas to be treated about of the vegetative cover in
 
shrub would be desirable. This does not apply to winter range
 
areas.
 

6.	 Forb composition (measured as % of cover) of 20 to 25% for John
 
Day range sites and of 10 to 15% for High Desert and South
 
Cascade range sites is the optimum wildlife recommendation for
 
the District. This goal puts additional constraints on
 
spraying of sagebrush with chemicals which also reduce forbs.
 
It may be that some reduction could be accepted for the short
 
term, if long term benefits in forb production could be
 
attained, Another possible mitigating might be to seed
 
some forbs following a sagebrush spray project.
 

7.	 Juniper Control Projects will be restricted to no more than
 
60% removal of juniper trees with leave areas concentrated on
 
sites providing optimum thermal cover. Areas within the 40%
 
leave zone should constitute a minimum of 5 acres each and be
 
evenly distributed.
 

Specific Guidelines
 

1.	 Antelope Summer Range: General guidelines apply to these areas
 
plus the identified need to leave some 2 to 5 acre patches of
 
shrubs for antelope fawning.
 

2.	 Deer and Antelope Winter Range: Coordinate brush control work
 
the Wildlife Biologist to insure that adequate winter
 

forage and cover are maintained. No shrub control work will be
 
initiated on low sage sites.
 

1 
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3.	 Sage Grouse Habitat (P-Mile Radius of Strutting Grounds)
 

Projects within the radius of strutting grounds will be
 
planned for selective control in a manner that will not
 
adversely impact present and future nesting sage grouse
 
populations. Within the l-mile radius zone shrub reduction
 
projects will be highly selective.
 

4. 	  Sage Grouse Spring-Summer-Fall Range
 

Projects will be limited to no more than 60% of the area in any
 
10 year period with emphasis on mosiac patterns, creation of
 
edge, and retention of important cover.
 

5.	 Sage Grouse Wintering Areas:
 

These areas can only be considered for treatment after adequate
 
consideration and planning has been given to the present and
 
future wintering sage grouse populations found in each specific
 
area.
 

6.	 Sagebrush and juniper control within the critical deer winter
 
range will be restricted by habitat and forage requirements for 
the wintering deer populations, present and future, for each
 
critical area.
 

A brush control plan, consisting of project layout and an
 
implementation plan will be developed for each critical deer
 
winter range prior to starting any brush control work.
 

In pastures that are less than 50% public lands and the
 
ecological range condition is fair to better no brush control
 
will be allowed on the public Lands.
 

For planning purposes it is estimated that 40% of the brush
 
control projects proposed in the Brothers MFP could be treated
 
in a 10 year period, with no more than 35% of that total being
 
done in any 3 year period. See overlay for areas.
 

Page 30. Table 8. Change basin wild to basin wild rye where it
 
appears in the western juniper-big sagebrush vegetation type.
 

Page 38. Replace figure 3 with revised figure 3.
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Page Research Natural Areas, paragraph 1. Change "Dryness" to
 
"Dyrness."
 

Page 52. Environmental Consequences, paragraph 3. The next to the last
 
sentence should read, 'No impacts would occur to endangered or threatened
 
animal species."
 

Page 55. Conclusion, paragraph 1. Change to, "The greatest change in
 
vegetation types would result from alternative 1, followed by the proposed
 
action, and alternatives 3, 2, and 4. 

Page 61. Rangeland Improvements, change paragraph 7 to read as follows.
 

Fences have not proven to have a significant effect on habitat diversity.
 

Fences cause some big game mortalities immediately after fence construction,
 
but this generally is low.
 

Page 65. Table 28. Replace with the following.
 

Table 28 Acres of Crucial Deer and Antelope Winter Range
 
Affected by Rangeland Improvements
 

Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 Alt. 4 
Proposed (Optimize (No (Optimize Water- (Eliminate 

Trend Action Livestock) Action) shed & Wildlife) Livestock) 

Crucial deer range 11,234 36,965 0 6,000 0 

Crucial antelope 14,014 41,710 0 9,000 0 
range 

Page 76. Insert Central Oregon Conservationists between Audubon Society and
 
Defenders of Wildlife
 

Page 137. Change "Dryness" to "Dyrness" in entry beginning Franklin, J.F.,
 
Hall, F.C., Dyrness, C.T., and Maser, C.
 

Page 138. Insert the following after entry beginning "Meganck, Rich and K.
 
Gibbs." McLean, A. and E.W. Tisdale 1972. Recovery Rate of Depleted Range
 
Sites under Protection from Grazing. Journal of Range Management 

Page 139. Insert the following after entry beginning "Oregon State Water
 
Resources Board.' G.E., E.F. Smith, and K.L. Anderson 1973.
 
Deferred Rotation Grazing with Steers in the Kansas Flint Hills. Journal of
 
Range Management 
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