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Diear My Sullivan end Contend Analysis Ceoap:
Commenior s Black,
These comments are submiited by Jos Black and Sons (hereinafter, “Black™)."

Black owns privaie land within and'or sdjacesd i ihe Boise District Office,
including lands within and'or adjacent 1o the Snaloe River Birds of Proy National
Conservation Arca (hereinafier “SMEP NCA'), alosg with water nights, livesiock and
improvemenis, such as baildings, cormals, feaciag, pipclines, water comtainers, resenvoizs,
wells, pamps, disches, rosds, equipment and moios wehicles. These privase lands, wader
rights, livestock, and improvements facilitale a yeardong cows=calfl Investock aperatson
whach is depondenl wpon the use of public lands within the Browns Cukh Grazmg
Allotment, established under the provisions of the Tader Groazing det.,

The majerity, but mot all, of the Browns Galch Alotment lies withia the present:
day boundasies of the SNBP NCA. This fact means thal, as the boundary is presently
configured, postions of our graxing allotencnt will be potentially governad by two
different sets of compressional mandates and mwo different RMPs, specifically the
Bruncau or MCA BMP and the Jabadge RMP.

" i oo nasited i the prepasration of poetiens of these oommcnt by Baben N, Schwenpen, B 5. Ranpe
Aelmmagarrramd W ikihif blabate, NS Foren and Raspe hlsagesenl Wolidlile Habo

Black Comments 1o SHBP NCA
DRMP  Pago-1of 14

A-286 I Appendix 20. Public Comment Letters



Snake River Birds of Prey NCA
Proposed RMP/FEIS Appendices

The Black family meebers alse wse and depend opon the pubiic lands witkin the
Bodse Diztrict, including the srea of ike SNBP NCA, for parposes other than faciliating a
livestock operation. Specifically, they wse the public lands for scientilfic, educational,
spirtual, acsthets:, and mecreational (mcluding hunting, Ashing, camping, hiking, wildiife
wvigwing, botanizing, bind-aatching. sightsecing. phatography, horseback riding and
other) patpases. Baed theveon, the Black family members bave o gpecial ingeresl in the
protection and cobascement of the resounces wpon the public lands, including as the
resources felate 1o solli, wilershods, vepetation. wildlife species, recreation, and

1t is on the Bazie af bath our cconomic micraRns and our cnvifehmental pecresss
that we comanent o ke Draft Resource Managemeni Man and EFS.

W make first 8 seporseding request, snd second Both overall general comments
and specific comments relative 1o 1he Drall Resounce Masagement Plan and
Eavircamental Impact Sistement (hereimafter, "DEMP), wiih the expecistion kst a
revised DRMP will be submitted o the poblic for review prior ioon Final RMP boang
publashed. We belicve a revised DREMP is necessary duae 80 Lbe considerable shorislls of
the DRMP. We have primarily commented bereis io "Chagier 2% as it is the “affecied
environment” section of the [VREMP which presumably drives the development of the
altormatives and the analysis of environmenial conteguences. However, wo alio provide
lipmited cosmmsesty to Chagier 3 and Chapler 4.

SUPERSEDDRG REGLUEST:

We reguuest that the BMP and Receed of Decilon inclieds the recommendation o
Congress 1o change the boundaries of the WOA =0 a6 10 exclude (81 least) the entirety of
the Browns Caleh Allotment. To this extent, we suppon the Lamds Alcmative C, Map &
at page Appendin- |0F (A-105), 1f ik i dose, and Cosgress a0 a8, such acthan will
ey our commenls herem imelevasd o the SHAP BMEP end E15, mi benss o ihexe
comments apply o the Browns Gulch Allotment

We do so, becasse;

I As swed sbove, a portion of the Allotment is presemtly within the bousdary of
the MCA, and o peertion is cutside the boandary of the MCA. This mesns that
Black. BLMW, and the public e faced with ai leasi two differeat overriding
land wic laws { Taybor Cirazing Act versus NCA designation kegislagion), and at
least rwo diffierent Land Use Plasi (Broseau or NICA RMP and Jabidge
RMF) that are poteetially spplscabls bo our cee grazing allotment.

v mwurhdmamw.mﬂm

3. The range conditioas on our allotment apparently sre not simalar 1o the
conditions withis the remalnder of the NCA ares, whesein the DRMP
chamcterizes hemed arcas s being dominated by Sandberg bluegrass and’or
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cheatpmss, Mearly the entire Browns Gulch Albotmeni has had the ovorstory
whrubs removwed by past wildiire, bt the areas bave gisher boon sooded 10
erested whesigrass of whera lefl “unresiored” are dominased almeni entircly
by a mosale of Meedle-and-Theead and Indisn Ricegrass. Whils we do have
soene small scresges alosg rosds thel arc dominaied by cheatgrass, soch afcas
by men mezains dominaie the lasdscape in the Browns Gulch Allotment. This
drastically departs from the conditons described in the DRMP Chaper 2.
which ase nod spplicable 1o the Browns Gulch Alloimes,

4. Apparently unlike the rermainder of the allotments desonibed in the DRMP, we
have no taken volustary non-use, and have requestod and boen gramiod
eofididerabile wmporary gradisg sullorization in e pee ben years, end have
been suthorized & considerable intrease in permitied wse from B previous
bewels of suibsorized use. Al of these inéreates in permitted use are the resuld
of extensive forape and livestock monitanng that has been conduciod over
e, including adjustments sccording to clinstobogical variables over time.
Thzse jacts drastically depen fram the conditicss described within the DRMP
for other allogmenes, which are not applicabic 1o the Beowns Gulch Allotment.

5. Bruwns Gulch Allotinent has no riparian ot streamside habstal, mcluding any
igpland spriegs of seeps. 18 has no lifls, 5o rock owcrops, and ro Bocs
Therefore it has no sigeaficas nesting habitat as descnbed ot DEMP pp2-11
through 2-11.

W'e thepelore believe the conditions and history of (i keast) the Brawns Galch
Alkotmen are w0 different from those which are described os existing withan the
NCA & 10 warmant our allotment baing excluded from the NCA boundaries and

i ensnagement prescribed by the SREP DREMP.
GEMERAL COMMENTS,

* Thecughoat, the DIRMP lacks muificient specifheny wo e 1o adoguacly inform
Black and the peablic ol the specific mientions of BLM relstive 1o esch of the resowmrces
{and panmiculasly as i penains lo Hvestock managermendt). The DRMP docs not conlain
necessary site-upecific sralysis, but rather i gesenic i e discassion of

sctions and i its assessment of inspacts, The DRMP &n large pan falbs 1o spocify
WHERE - i.e., which grazing Allotment{s) - the actions and impacis ase expecied 1o
occwr, sl (kis lack of specificity deprives Black and the public of the oppartunity ko
assess the sccwmcy of the “Puspose ased Ned™ fof the DRMP (Chagder 1), the parported
Affected Envircmment {Chapeer 1), the sppropriatesess of tse Allernatives (Chapier 1),
andl il vemacity of the purporied Environmontal Cossoquences (Chapier 4)

. The DEMP faiks 12 specify o mechanisim to determing changes m [nvestock
permisied wse 1f Standards and Guidelines are it on o graging allotmenl, or descrmine
changes i permitied we i the 5808 are pol mel on such alloiment. 1n other words,
what method quantifies sech chaspe” Aliboujh the document claims that Bvestock
steeking rares will be delermined via the “5&00 process”, such process is nol a proces
which can provids a quastification of livesiock grazing capacity. This Isck of specifieity

Black Comments to SHEP MCA
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resulis in & fxilue o inform and aisess for the public the quantifisble changes in
permaitied livesiock operation thai may he predicisble within the foreseeable future,

" The DEMP Exils for the nsost pan o reftrence the proposed and abiomative
actbons 8o tse magps and iahles included within the document. For instance, anky ragely
dhoes Chagier 3 (proposed action and allernatives) reference any maps which are meanl @
comvey Ik nformation

An exnmple of this lack of specificity is thai, althoegh the alicrmatives propose o
“restore™ from 10,000 “targeted sores™ to | 30,000 “targeted aones™, nowhere does the
documest identify where (e in which allotments) these “argeiod seres”™ oteur. 1l
seeens bogical so s that if BLM can specily 10,000 acres 1o 1 50,000 acres within a
planeing documend, if hes reasonable keowledge as 60 where it expects such acreage to
oocar, and i is incumnbent mpon BLM 1o report such knowledge im the DRMYP docamaent
for public review and comment, The DRMP falls 16 & s

Anather cxample is that the DRMP fails 1o spocify what “mosaics™ af different
seral stades it amticipates as the Desined Fisture Condition within the MCA, but instead is
driven by & generic "revloeaison” poal. For example, will the desieed fubare cosdition be
& mosaic of 1% FMC, 1% labe-seral, 1% mid-zeral, and 97% carly-seral” or & measic of
T PNC, 1% lde-semal, 1% mad-seral, and | %% carly-seral”, or some other modasc?
Thes lack of specificity of the DRMI renders 0 impossiblo lor Black and the public o
provide sdequate review and commesd to the docusnent,

e Throughout, the DRMP demsonstrates an unsupportable, enscientific, and
umi{cunded bias regarding, perhaps o the point of conlerring a mythical status apos,
“bialogical crast™ Fust one of masy examples of this bias is found at page 2-86, wherein
the DIRMP states, “Native commusities ste mast susceptible to mechsnical damage
because their native biclogical soil crusts bave not a8 yet been compeomised.™ However,
this passage i one example among many where the DRMP is velf-contradiciory, because
the pessage follows 3 lengiby deseription of bow the enfirg WA hia boen severcly
disharibed by bissoric livesiock graxing that fosever aliered the vegetative state and
remavied e desirahle m#mu.lmm‘mhpmum BN cannot
barve 1t both ways, Addisonally, the docament coafers upon biologicel crasts properiies
and attribaties that sre specalstive at best (for exsmple, that i inhibag germinaton al’
chealgrass seeds — but apparently nod native grass seods), Amother mythscal atiribaie (s
afforded “bialogical cnaut™ s page 3-1 1, whercin the DRMP sisies “Degraded sreas
wioaldl e restored] 1o sheubsbunchgrass habitat with a forh companent and biologscal soil
crust to provide additional habitat for emall mamsmals, inverichesies, Heands, snakes, amd
birds.” However, we know of no cvidence that “biskogical crost™ is B necesiary, B even
beneilcial, habits requiscmsnd for amy animal species.

5 Ultirately, Alermatives C and [ {and 10 8 lesser extenl A and B) are likely nog
econcenically of logistically feasible or attainable over ibe cxtent of the scresge tangored
i b “resiored”, The DRMP admits al page 2-48 thai “Fow habitat resioration e/Tosts
bave been attempied imthe MCA, In addstion, ofTors 1o re-establish shrubs cover bave bad
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limited peccess primuarily because of deought conditions.”™ 1 BLM has had limited
saccess on shirab establishment and has no expenence @ oven smiadl scale “restozatson”
effiarts, then upon what rational bhagis can the public eapect the expenditures of
monies o resell in the simed cbjectives, goals, and desired fubare conditions espoused
umder the grandscse plars of ARermatives C end I and to 8 lesser extem Abormatives A
and B)?

- While there may be an sdeninistrative need bo consolidate into one docament the
management plan for the MCA, rather than iaking “piecemeal” maragemen from several
RAMTPs, nevertheless as if portsins to manlaiming and‘or improvang the habieat for bink of
prey and thetr prey species, there exists no valid “Purpose and Meed” 1o pursue the
Resosmrce Masagesment Plan, or certaisly anything olber thas the “no action” allemative,
fior the reazons staled herein bolow,

Specific Cosnmeats,

The DRMT identifics in a map a1 Appendix page 5% the “Livesiock Cirazing Allatments”,
theugh, as discussed above, the DEMP is void of any specific discission of the
“Adternatives” relative to the specific Allomsenty; is void of any specific description of
the “Alfocied Environment™ relative to the specific allotmenis; and s voud of any specific
analysts af the “Environmenial Consoquences™ relative bo the ipesilic allotments, OF the
allotmments identified om the map, Black cwms the “base propemy” supporting Grazing.
Preference and holds the associsied Grazng Permit upon the Browns Gulch Allotment,
which s in the southcast comer of the present NCA boundary.

PFlease node that in submifting thess comminits, we have reforrod ko a specific location
within the documsnt. However, oer meview shovws that the same commment applics 1o
severnl bocatices within the doosment (for example, more than one altermative may
conixin the same language 1o which we commeni). 1t is our imontion (hat BLM apply our
coFnisEnlE W every insance whene simalar of same bsguape 18 used tsionighesit the
DRMP,

COMMENTS TOCHAFTER I = AFFECTED ENYIRONMENT.
SECTION 113 - Firk and Wildlife (pages -4 through 2-26).

Cemsaland (p. 2-100. The DRMP charscionizes native grasalands as those shrub-
grasslands that have been disturbed by fire, and stales thal mative grasslamds arc
dorminaled by Sandberg bluegrass Howewer, this s nog & comrect description of the nazive
grasslands of the Browns Gulch Allotment. Measly the entire Browes Gulch A lboiment
has had the oversiory shrubs removed by past wildiive. Some arcas bave beon sceded o
crested whesigrawe. o addition, unseeded sreas of the allotment sse dominatod almos)
entirely by a mesaic of Meedic-and-Thread and Indian Ricegrass, with very listle acreage
domingied by Sandbeng blosgrazs. Thas drastacally deparis from the conditions described
mn the DRMP Chapier 2,

Black Comments io SNBP BCA
DEMP  Page-5af 14

A-290 I Appendix 20. Public Comment Letters



Snake River Birds of Prey NCA
Proposed RMP/FEIS

Appendices

Rapioes {p. 3-11 through 2-133. The DRMP describes neviimg habits ss eceurring in
three distinct zomes: the clifls, the wplends above the Snalke River Canyom, snd the
riparian ancas adfacent to the Snake River. However, no such cliff or riparian habitat
exriix within the Biroons Guleh Alloimsent, and the Browss Gulel Allstment s mides
south of the Snake River Casyon,

Prairic Falcon (p. 2-12 through 2-15), The DRMP considers the Praine Faloon and
Grolden Eagle & isporiant barsmaters of habits condaticss™ (p. 2-12}

Aiack contends that the barometers of habaist conditions provide shsodutely no basis &
coneluds a “Neoed” for landscape-scale “restorstion”, as peescribed by Alernatives B, ©

asd [0, for the following reasoss:

As il relsles g0 Prainie Falooea:

i The DRMP el states than there b no evidente of o decline i sambers
of mesting prairic faleons, despite bege declines in shrob cverslory which
prarporiedly ocoamed m the early 1980 and mid- [990"s. In fact, the largest-ever
srambsr of Besting prairic faleon paies was counled in 2002 {p. A-31) Theefore,
o purpess and noad” far kabilal “resiomaison” 18 demondtrated by this baromeier,

2 Tha DEMP parpscrts that there “may™ be 8 downward trajeciony in
produstivity (i, mamber of Oedglings por pair), as reflocied by Wildlife Figure
1.3, However, the dala within the graph & (sl of all Besmectly graphed, and the
“x” muis cenits (e wears |60, |5ER, 1790, and others, which has the effect of
“compressing” the "x™ axis, thereby steepening the slope of the regression lime.
The sams compressbon i3 scomplished by prapiing 1997 and 2002 as though
they represent equal timne spans 5a depioted for (ke beginning of the “1" a8 (L.
every two years). Secondly, the R-Square value indicates that there exists an
mlyntikli“mhﬁumiflq,uﬂmfu:hdudiu i |frmise
extremely “shallow”™, Black contemds tha no bong-term downsward Bend is
demossiraied by o correct gesphing of the cxisting data aml proper regression
amalinas,

It is possible that member of fledged faleona is nversely related to numbers and
density of the nesting pairs, snd iherelon: direet competition betwom nesting
pairs foe the available forage prey. This possibiliny is supponcd by the fact that in
20402, pesting praisse falcon pairs were at their all-time highest count, which
coincided with one of the lowes! fedplingupas yoan

I is also extremnely Bkely that the primary forsge prey (Prule grousd spairmels)
exhibais a eyelical popalation “boom and 'hust” similsr 1o Blackiiied [ackrabbin,
or other cycling due 1o clamatic conditions. Compare, lor example, the cycling off
Aedgling prairse falicoss demesstrmied ot wildlife figure 2.3 with the dsta for
Nedgling galden caghes at wildlife figure 2.5, The DRMP clles po research o ta
mhpﬂﬂ-ﬂﬂ: :ri]hllpq:n.lhﬁm:hmpm Piute ground squirrels

Black Comments to SHAF NCA
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Furthermore, ultimasely, the number of fledglings per pair i meanmgful onby if i
avenchy impacts the mamber of brosding pairs, which are nod in any Jecline,
scoording 1o the DRMP hself

Thetefore, the purported yearly “productiviey” of this barpmcier specics cannol be
deemed 1o warmnt 1he landscape-gcale “reslomation”™ “Neod™ expressed by the
DBEMP.

As it relates io Goldom Exgle:

The DRMT {p. 2-15) roports that a decline in mumbers of pairs eociarod betwesa
P9TT amd 1979, bl than the mumbers have bocm relasively steady since that time, The
diocument does not state whether or not asy wide-scale vegetation chasges (reductions in
shrub cover) occurred im the F977-1979 time period, which “might™ presumably be tied u
decline im jackrabbil habita.

Hewever, il B clear that the specics kas nol heen negaibvely immpacied in the long
fiermn by wildfires in the early 1980°s amd mad- 950" s. Therefore, this baromsetor spocics,
ils hahbita1, and the habstal of ks tolal prey base have spparcedly not boen afTocied by a
decline in the shrub aversiony,

Furiker, if amy changes in shrob overstory are significant to the prey base of
golkden eagle (primarily black-tailed jackrabbit, according 10 the DRMP), such changes
amil therefore any “restoration™, are relevant only within appronimately 2 mibes of the
nesting habitae, and da not wanng the wnspocificd. but ladwcape-scale, “restoration™ of
1 360,000 acres (and ferther ireatment off 1000000 acres) preservhed by Aliernatives C and
o,

Cither Rapsars (p. 2-17).

The ORMP does not demessirate 5 “purpose and need” for landscaps-scale
“restoratson™ of shrub eversiories and'or “restomison” of native or sdapled perensaal
grais and slsrab speches on accound of “upland nesters”, because the DRMP reponts thal
the “wpland nesters have been relamvely realicnl 1o habital chinpes.”

Morthern Harmier (p. 2-17).

The DRMP states (p. 2-17) thar the nosther harier i “unaffected by wildfine. =
However, the DRMTP imenedisicly refutes the conchasion withim the very same senieace,
contimung = - . and mesl i barmed habitats significantly more offen than expecied. They
il peeler ko net i patches of Russian thistlc and stands of tumble eusiard that have
imvaded distarbed sress™

Black Comments to SNAF NCA
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Thorefore, the species is NOT “onaffected” by waldiire, bl = q:pl:mh'
beneficially impacied by wildfine that distarbs shrub overstory s the ccological
condiison of the ramge.

Key Raptor Prey Species (p. 2-20)

The DRMP puerpornts that “survival™ of Piute groesd sgairre] snd density of black-
iailed jackeabbil are boih higher in sagebnush-domenuied sreas then im those without such
cower. While this may be tree, it must be nofed thai survival and denssty are alss a
function of prodaior vaccess, and Black would submis that higher sarvival and density
rales may meam only that predasors sre bess successful af obesdning tbew fomge proy
within stands of shrub-covered vegetation than they are in adjscent non-strub-dominated
arcas. Such “sarvival™ and dessity figures are not “stand alonc™ mformaton which
juatifies a cosshusion that vast arcas of parpaiadly “restoced” mageland will in any way
benefit the rapiors of the SNBP, and capectally the prakrie faloon and golden eagle,

Sail (p. 2-40)

The DRMP purports that “Hvestock grazing, . . . e major spents affecting sodl
stability, productivity, and watershed heakth " However, this should be restaled o st
it all of the agents “may affect™ sl sability, cic. and shoubd be modified o farher
stase thai such affecis may be gither negative o positive,

Sonil Condition and Trends (p. 2-40)

The DRMEP states that “in sreas of tie NOA where istonic livestock grazing hes
degraded the watershed, an early- 10 mid-serl or disturbed vegelation condition now
exlss” Hawever, we are umable 1o ficel any snie-specific identification of any portkmn of
any afletment which would permis subsianiive revicw and commnent of this statemenl by
the public.

The DEMP pusports that “ithis trend s continung troughoui the MCA ™ This s a
sislement that is, 50 long as (&t beast) the Browns Gelch Alloiment B consadercd pan of
the MCA area, catcgorically a false, misleading, inflammalory, and ussupponied
reprosentation. Again, the DRMP lacks any spocificity and any data to make such a
becad conclusary statesnenl,

The DREMP reporis that “oaty four cut of the lae § 1 yeen™ received aversge or
elighily sbove avgrage amnual procipitation, However, if 1993 is (be begimning of the
referenced |1 yesss, then the end vear mis be 2002, What of 2003, 2004, 2005, and
20067 Furtlbser, altimalely, thés ststement falds no relevancs enless compared “10™
eomathing clse. Did the vegetative trend decline in those years when the precipitstion
was helow avernge? 'We know (rom the dascussions regarding prairic filcon and golden
cagle thal the below-average precipitation years obviously had oo impact on the
“baromsstcs”™ rapbor spocies, o what i relevasi shood this statement?

Black Comments 1o SHEBP HOA
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The DRMTP makes genonic statements reganding “mechamical disturbance™
resuliing b “compaction and sirctural beeakdown™, snd purports (p. 2-41) that several
studies consider heavy hivestock rampling 1o be more harmful oo the watershed than
CXCEssive grazing. Hmmwhm:ddmmnfn‘hthm
the samse author) constitules “several”, the DEMP again Lacks amy specificaty 5o a3 1o
identily where fwhich pastures or arcas afl which allotments, if asy) such pracmlization
af potesiial impacts has been documenied as being (aci rather than o “podential™

218 Upland Vegetation.

The entire section regarding epland vegelatzon needs o be re-wrilten S0 as o
oo ba grips with reality.

First and foremast, BLM is noi mandsied n any way, shape or form o masage
fior conditicns the exisied peior 10 Fusopean sefilement, and the entire discussion of what
was bere before European setilement ocoemed i irrelevanl.

Second, we coull mol fled any mention within the DRMP of fres sst by pee-
European, Asian sctilers (ahich the DRMP ierms Mative Americans), which fires were
mﬁrmpﬂm imc badisg war wpon ancther poaple, hanting, or “vegetation
resicgation” as they saw i The DRMP also lacks any specificity a8 o the rampling and
other inpacts of kerds of entelope, mule deer, elk. bison, o “Mative American” hored
priirr 16 the seiflement of e arca by Europeans.

Thisd, the DRMP is wrong in s reporitag of exbsitag vopetation hpes within ik
NICA, an error no doubd cased by selving om “remote sensmg™ to prodiace Viegeiation
Tabde 2.1. These ermors are at beast 1o the following extent:

Nowhere docs Vegetation Table 2,1 show any mative perennial spocics (other than
Sandbhorg bleegram) 1o cxist within the NCA. However, o substantial percentage
of the Browns Gulch Allotment is dominated by Needie-and-thread and by Indian
TiCCgnass.

DRMP Vegetation Map 2 incosrectly depicts the exient of sagebrush cover within
ihe Browns Guleh Alletment, which cover s considerably less than depicied on

Vegetation Map 3.

A compasizon of Viegctation Map 2 to Vegelatson Map | shows soms ancas 1hat
were doménsted by big apebmash s 1979 became dominated by winserfat in
2000, However, sach trensition 13 sl possible due 1 the differonces in
exalogecal potential of the soils on which the two spocics ane fosnd.

Fourth, the DRMP is vague snd non-spocilic at page 2-45 when it stabes ihat
appronimately 7T of the magebneh comenuniiies have an anderstary that is dominated
by Sandberg bluogras sndior other native perennial buschigresses.” Specifically, what
cther perensial bunchgrasses? The DRMP in this section claims thas the only species left

Black Comments to SNBP NCA
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15 Sandberg hleegrmss, and vet sdmis that other perensial pative buschyresses dormanalc
the endersiory. The NEMP must be revised do be more specific as o which perennial
undersfory grasses domisate Lhe varicas ancas of the numerous graziag alkiments witkin

the WCA. The lack of specificity procludes adequate commsemt by Black asd the public,

Black comtends that BLM s reliance upon remote seesing to detenmine and report
to the public the existing vegetation conditions within the NCA iz erronecus and ha
Extaily Nawoed the development al the DRMP, mcluding the “Aected Esvirosment™, 1he
range of "ARemastives”™, amd (he defcrmination of “Envircemenial Consequences”,

BLM should, before publishing a revised Draft BMP, groend-truth its waselline
Enagery and comduct an-the-ground production and/ar ccologheal conditinn sampling on
the whale of ke MCA 80 &5 to stcusalcly portray existing vegetation condizions, BLM
should them accumicly report those Niadings ax the “affected vegetaiion" in the revised
XM, amd poviee the Purpose and Meed, AfTecied Envirosment, Alternatives, and
Envisoamenta] Constguenid soctions of the DRMP

Lands (p. 2-61).

Black supponts the DEMPs proposal ba re-align the boundary of the WCA. Black
supports the exclusion of (31 least) the Browss Gulch Allotment. To ilds eatent, we
supgort the Lends Alternative C, Map & at page Appendix- |08 (A-1043,

.1.04 Lveniogk Cirarmg.

The DRMP reguescais that masy perminees have wken from 25%- 504 volumary
non-ise ddue B drought and invasion of cuobic ansuals (p. 2-63). Howeves, the grazing
managemnonl and vegetation condition of the Browss Gulch Allotment is such that our
Permitmed Liss was rabsed by o recenl BLM Final Granng Decision, following several
years of mondorieg, 8 S&0G dstermination, asd NEPA docementation, fram 1059 AUMs
o A0 AL, [Mote. Black schknowledges that this increase waa recently pal bl
question as a prodiact of a 2005 Foderal Court Order issued by Fudge Winmill, bus onfy
dug b0 procedural lechmicalities, sot due 1o the mosiiormg thal demonstrased hat ihe
permidted use was available pnd coesiston with applicsbls Standasds. )

Please pole that ks above commesd also spplics 1o Appendix %, p. A-335, whenein
our Permiticd Use is erromncoasly shows a8 1056 ALMs. 18 is 4,300 AUMs (subject (o
the Federa] Court (nder). Please also note that Appendix 9, p. A-15 iscamectly repors
ihat i 580 determimation bas been conducted fog the Browss Gulch Allotment.
Appesdin 9, p. A-15 reponis cortectly that our weasos of use & 11 o 2R, but fils
nobe that we do pet use the Allotnent throughout the year, and that we rotate ese of arcas
of the allodment brough water manipislstion (urmimg sater thoughs on and ofT)
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