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BOARD OF TRUSTEES WILD HORSE ORGANIZED ASSISTANCE P. O. Box 55%
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GERTRUDE BRONN, Honorary . August 12 , 1982

In Memoriam -

LOUISE C. HARRISON
VELMA B. JOHNSTON, "Wild Horse Annie”

Mr. Merrill DeSpain, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management

SR 5, Box 1 ;

Ely, Nevada 89301

Dear Mr. DeSpain:

First of all, welcome the Ely District. I apologize I was unable
to attend your introduction. I wish you the best of luck and hope that
WHOA can help provide you some guidance on wild horses and the public's
concerns in thelr regards, as well as several other issues we are deeply
comitted in preserving.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the EIS for the
Schell Besource Area Wilderness study. I am unable to support any
alternative but the 'all wilderness' simply because of the limited
wilderness proposed in the other alternatives. It appears to me,
having quite a bit of knowledge of the area, that somewhere between
'all wilderness' and the'MFP II wilderness' is a happier medium, but
since it was not presented; I have no other choice. Knowing full
well that boundaries can be adjusted to mitigate the conflicts, we
propose iyou reconsider.

I have traveled extensively in your District, my ancesters having
been born and raised in Ely, Ruth; some of the areas mentioned are more
traveled than others, but deserve protection. Please be reminded that
wild horse management and wilderness are completely compatable and
steps should be taken during this process to assure the management
tools necessary, should the areas be designated by Congress, include
these tools.

Thank you for your consideration.

Most sincerely,

Dawn Y. Lappin (Mrs.)
Director
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FINAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
PROPOSED DOMESTIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
for the
SCHELL RESOURCE AREA

Nevada

Prepared by

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
ELY DISTRICT

State Dii@ctor_f;»’
Nevada State Offdce

The Bureau of Land Management proposes to implement a livestock grazing
management program for the Schell Resource Area of the Ely District in
east-central Nevada. This program proposes to manage forage for Tlive-
stock, wildlife and wild horses; establish sustained yield levels of
forage utilization within three years based on a vegetation monitoring
program; determine range developments to improve forage and the manage-
ment of the forage resource; outline a general implementation schedule;
and 1list the standard procedures for operation with the major goal of
solving 5 major resource problems. Four alternatives are considered
along with the Proposed Action. They are: Resource Protection, Graze
at Preference, No Livestock Grazing, and No Action. A discussion of the
affected environment is briefly summarized and the environmental con-
sequences occurring from the Proposed Action and each alternative are
documented in the EIS.

For Further Information Write Merrill DeSpain, District Manager
Star Route 5, Box 1, Ely, Nevada 89301
or call 702-289-4865

Date final statement was made available to the
Environmental Protection Agency and the public

‘3‘g‘ is Ygﬁﬂ;




SUMMARY

ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE
PROPOSED ACTION

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) proposes
to implement a |ivestock grazing management pro-
gram in the Schell Resource Area (RA) of the Ely
District, Nevada. The Schell RA encompasses
4,240,000 ac of public land Iin east central
Nevada (see Location Map). About 119,000 ac of
private land are intermingled throughout the
area. The Humboldt National Forest, Lehman Caves
National Monument, and the Goshute Indian Reser-
vation all have lands within, or adjacent to, the
Schel | RA, accounting for another 1,642,000 ac.

in this environmental Impact state-
ment (EIS) are the Proposed Action and four
alternatives: Resource Protection, Graze at
Preference, No Livestock Grazing, and No Action.
Chapter 1 discusses the alternatives, Iincluding
the Proposed Action. Major differences between
alternatives revolve around allocation of forage.
Management Framework Plan Step 3 (MFP-3) deci-
sions will be made In 1983 on the grazing manage-
ment program to be implemented. The actual
schedule of Iimplementation will not be known un-
til that time. Final decisions will be based on
the Area Manager's recommendations, *this EIS,
monitoring data, and inputs from Coordinated Re—
source Management and Planning (CRMP), The
Proposed Actlion starts with present use (the
1977=1979 three year average) or 136,669 AUMs,

Analyzed

Ad justments to this level of use may be made with
the MFP-3 decision to assure that Individual per-
mittees are not significantly economically im=
pacted. Livestock and wild horse adjustments
would be made In 3 vyears when monitoring data
would be avallable to manage forage utilization
at sustained yield levels, For analysis purposes
in this and the other alternatives, reductions in
livestock and wild horse use of 10 percent were
assumed to be required In 35 allotments with a
present utilization problem. In the short term,
Increases in use are allowed due to range manage-
ment actions (seedings, water development, AMPs,
grazing systems) that would potentially Increase
available forage (Summary Figure 1), By the end
of the short term, |ivestock use would be about
138,006 AUMs, 101 percent of present use., Slight
Increases would occur Iin the long term due to
additional management actions in that in the long
term use would be about 104 percent of present.

The Resource Protection alternative would
initlally reduce present use by 22,156 AUMs (16
percent) which would be allocated to wildlife,
Intensive range management actions would Increase
livestock and wild horse use slightly In the re-
mainder of the short term, but would remain below
present levels. In the long term, wild horse and
livestock use s expected to increase from short
term levels, but still not back to present use.
Wildlife use would remain at short term levels.

The Graze at Preference alternative would
initially license livestock use at active pre—
ference, a 92 percent Increase over present use,
and remove all wild horses. For analysis pur-
poses, it has been assumed that thls would cause
severe overgrazing on most allotments, resulting

In significant reductions in use within 3 years
when monitoring data becomes available. Range
management actions, primarily 3-5 years of total
rest from l|lvestock grazing, would be required to
return most of the area to usable status. In the
long term, livestock use would still be nearly 50

percent l|ower than present use on most allot-
ments.
The No Grazing alternative analyzes the

effects of complete removal of livestock grazing,
which would provide additional forage for wild=
life and wild horses.

The No Action alternative assumes |ivestock,
wildlife, and wild horse use would remain the
same as at present in the short and long terms.

The present condition of the affected re—
source area is discussed in Chapter 2. The
environmental Impacts of the alternatives,
Including the proposed action, are discussed In
Chapter 3 and are summarized in Summary Table 1.
This table outlines by discipline the significant
adverse Iimpacts (SAl) and significant beneficial
impacts (SBl) of each alternative and provides a
basis for public review and for making a choice
among options.

During scoping for this EIS, and during the
MFP conflict analysis, 5 major resource problems
that are occurring in the Schell RA were noted.
Objectives were devised to help solve the prob-
lems. The problems and objectives are:

1. Problem: Improper utillization of the
vegetation resource occurring on portions of the
Schell RA.

Objective: Manage the vegetation resource and
its uses to attain utilization rates not to ex-
ceed those recommended by the Nevada Rangeland
Monitoring Task Force for sustained yield (45
percent for shrubs, 55 percent for grasses and
forbs).

2. Problem: A decline In historic wildlife
numbers and crucial habitat that Is unprotected.

Objective: Attain and maintain habitat for
reasonable numbers of wildlife, reestablish big-
horn, pronghorn antelope, and elk on historic
ranges, and protect crucial wildlife habitat,

3. Problem: Less than good condition of many
riparian and wetiand areas.

Objective: Upgrade and maintain all riparian
and wetland areas in good or better condition,

4., Problem: A decline In livestock use in
the Schell RA from historic authorized grazing
use levels (active preference),

Objective: Maximize |ivestock based on sus-
tained yield of the forage resource.

5. Problem: Reduction of wild horse numbers
below potential population levels.

Objective: Maximize wild horse numbers based
on sustained yield of the forage resource,

The No Actlion and Graze at Preference alter-

natives meet none of the objectives. The
Resource Protectlion alternative meets 3 of the

il




Summary Flgure 1.

Graphic dlsplay of changes In I|lvestock use due to Implementatlion of

alternatives for the Schell Resource Area grazlng management program,
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objectives completely, improper  utilization,
reasonable numbers of wildlife and protection of
riparian-wetland areas. The No Grazing alter-
native meets problems 1, 2, 3, and 5 totally

(improper utilization, wildlife, riparian-
wetlands, wild horses). The Proposed Action
meets problem 1 (Improper utillzation) comple-

tely, and partially meets objectives to problems
2, 3, 4, and 5 (wildlife, riparian-wetlands,
livestock, and wild horses, respectively).

SCOPING COMMENTS

Scoping meetings were held in April 1981 in
Pioche, Ely, Baker, and Reno, Nevada, to elicit
public opinion concerning the Proposed Action and
alfternatives, Numerous additional contacts were
made before and after the scoping meetings with

various interested federal, state, and local
agencies and other interest groups. Five major
areas of concern or controversy dominated the
comments. Environmental groups were concerned

that the Schell RA was presently being overuti=-
lized by livestock and wild horses and that con-
tinuing existing use would not solve the problem.
They suggested making initial forage allocations
based on the 1978-79 range survey forage produc-
tion data, rather than Initially licensing at
present livestock use and then monitoring to
determine changes. A one point in time survey
was not felt to be adequate to determine forage

T \ T T
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IMPLEMENTATION

production, Therefore, only the apparent trend
data and vegetation typing information from the
1978=79 range inventory were used In the EIS.
These groups, and others, were also concerned
that inadequate forage and habitat for wildlife
were contributing fto low wildlife numbers, This
concern was especially noted for riparian and
wetland areas, offten extremely Important for
wildlife and ecosystem diversity. The ranching
community was concerned that BLM was attempting
to decrease the level of livestock use, a use
that in many cases Is several generations old in
the Schell RA. Wild horse groups were concerned
that wild horse management centered on horse
removal, rather than positive management.

Several people did not believe that BLM would
be able to fund and carry out an extensive moni-
toring program, judging from past performance,
Another federal agency questioned the format of
the No Action alternative. Many of the comments
concerned the manner in which vegetation alloca=-
tion was to be handled in the EIS and centered on
BLM administrative decisions rather than impacts
to be analyzed in the EIS.

Other alternatives that were considered for
this EIS but were dropped because they were
neither reasonable nor feasible in light of BLM's
multiple use objectives included: maximize wild
horses, maximize wildlife, maximize |lvestock,
and a 40 to 50 percent reduction in |ivestock,




Summary Table 1.

Grazing Impact Summary for the Schell Resource Area.

Environmental
Elements

Proposed Actlon

Resource Protection

Graze at Preference

No Livestock Grazing

No Actlon

Water Quality

Solls (erosion)

Yegetation
Livestock
Conditlon and
Apparent Trend

Riparlan and
Wetland Areas

Polsonous
Plants and
Sensitive
Plants

Livestock
Grazing

Short Term
No signlflicant change over

present levels,

Long Term
No sTgnlficant change over

present levels,

Short Term

mprovement in erosion In at

teast 23 percent of Schell RA
due to sustalned yleld utili-
zatlon - SB1,2

Eot Tt
ontlnued Iimprovement - SBI.

Short Term

mprovement in at least 23
percent of Schell RA in a
downward frend due to sus-
tained yleld utillization -
SBlI.

Long Term
CanfnuaH improvement - SBi.

Short Term

Tmprovement In about 250 ac
ot riparian habitat due to
fencling.

Long Term
Iddiflonul improvement but

the area Is not quantiflable,

Short and Long Term
No slgnl'lcane Tmpacts.

Short Term

Tncrease In |ivestock use of
about 1 percent over present
use.,

Long Term
ncrease In llvestock use

about | percent above short
term use.

Short Term

Short Term

Water quality would Improve due Wafer quality would decline in

to fenclng and reduced |lve-
stock levels, but not signifi-
canfly.

Long Term
Water qual ity would continue

to Improve.

Short Term
mprovement In erosion in ma-
Jority of the Schell RA due to

sustalned yleld utllization and

decreased llvestock use - SBI.

ntinued Improvement - SBIl.

Short Term

mprovement in majority of

Schel | RA due to decreased

tivestock use and sustained
yleld utillization - SBI.

Long Term
Csnginuaa Improvement - SBI.,

Short Term

Tmprovement In 750 ac of ri-
parian and 11,700 ac ot wet-
land habitat due to fencing or
other improvement - SBI.

Long Term
Iaaiftona| Improvement but

the area Is not quantiflable.

Short and Lon? Term
sign can mpacts,

Short Term

crease In |lvestock use of
about 11 percent due to re-
serving forage for wildlite
and reductions to achleve sus-
talned yleld - SAl.

Long Term
Kaaiﬂonal AUMs (3,596) would

accrue due fo intensive manage-

ment actions, Increasing |ive-
stock use to less than 10
percent below present use.

most springs and streams due
to Increased numbers of |lve-
stock.

Long Term
Water quallty would probably

Improve to near present levels.

Short Term

Tncreased erosion in over 50
percent of the Schell RA due
to lgcreased livestock use -
SAl.

Long Term
CEn?lnuea greater erosion than

at present in over 50 percent
of Schell RA - SAl,

Short Term

cline In over 50 percent of
Schell RA due to increased
livestock use - SAl,

Long Term
Graaual Tmprovement in most

areas but still lower than at
present - SAl,

Short Term

DeclTne In all riparian and
wetland areas due to Increased
livestock use ~ SAl,

Long Term

No, or very little, improvement

from short term - SAl,

Short Term

Pofential for increased
polsonous plants and destruc-
tion of some sensitive plants
by heavy grazing - SAl.

Short Term

TTvesfock use would decrease
31 percent from present levels
due to overutillzatlion during
the first 3 years - SAl,

Long Term
[Tvesfock use would Increase

but still be more than 10 per-
cent below present levels -
SAl.

Short and Long Term

Water quallfy would Improve,
but not significantly, due to
decreased |lvestock use,

Short and Long Term
Tmprovement In erosion in all
of Schell RA except poten-
tially in a few areas of wild

horse concenfration - SBI,

Short and Long Term
mprovemen n e entire

Schell RA due to removal of
livestock - SBI.

Short and Long Term
Tmprovement In all riparian
and wetland areas due to
removal of livestock - SBI.

Short and Long Term
significant impacts.

Short and Long Term

FTT TivesTock wouTd bs re-
moved from public lands,
decreasing present |ivestock
production by 136,669 AUMs -
SAl.

Short and Long Term
No change over present levels.

Short Term
No change over present,

Long Term

Increased erosion in 23 percent
of Schell RA in downward trend -
SAl,

Short Term
Ciftle change over present,

Long Term
Decilne ir 23 percent ot Schell

RA presenlly in a downward
trend - SAI.

Short and Long Term
No change over present,

Short and Long Term
No significant impacts.

Short and Long Term

vesfock numbers would remain
at present levels, although some
minor reductions would be ex-
pected in the long term.
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Summary Table 1,

Cont lnued

Environmental
Elements

Proposed Actlon

Resource Protectlon

Graze at Preference

No Livestock Grazing

No Actlon

wildl lte
Big Game

Upland Game
and Waterfowl

Nongame

Aguatlcs

Short Term

STIghT Tmprovement In blg
game habltat condltion and
Increases In population
levels due to sustalned
yleld utlllzarlon,

Long Term
n slight improve-
ment .

Short and Long Term
g an acts,

Short Term

Nongame habltat would Improve
due to fenclng of streams and
wetlands and primarlly due to
habitat Improvement In at
least 23 percent of the Schell
RA due to sustalned yleld
utillzatlon and intensive
grazing management - SBI,

Long Term
ContInued improvement In non-
game habltat,

Short Term

Fenclng would Improve 9.8 ml
ot flsh stream - SBI,
Increased |lvestock use would
decrease habltat conditlon on
5 ml of tish stream - SAl,

Lon$ Term
Of streams would

probably be Improved.

Short Term

THabITaT and tforage tor reason-
able number of all blg game
would be reserved and overall
habltat condltlon would im=-
prove - SB1,

Long Term
ContTnuad habltat conditlon
Improvement .

Short Term

Thé Tmprovement of 750 ac of
rlparlan and 11,700 ac of wet-
land habltat due to fenclng or
other actlons would beneflt up-
land game and waterfowl.
Meadows would Improve due to
decreased |lvestock use - SBI,

Long Term

Tontinued Improvement In
habltat for upland game and
waterfowl,

Short Term

s tor nongame wlld-
Ilte would lmprove due to Ilive-
stock reductlons, sustalned
yleld utllization and fencing
or other Improvement of 750 ac
of rlparlan and 11,700 ac of
wetland habltat - SB81,

Long Term
Improvement In non-
game habltat,

Short Term

Fenclng or other technlques
would Improve 31.7 ml of tish
streams - SBI,

Long Term
’Kaagf‘l'b'ﬁ!l streams would be Im-

proved It their habltat con-
dltlon was less than good.

Short Term

Forage and habltat condltlon
for blg game would decrease
due to overutlllzatlon by
Iivestock - SAl,

Long Term

cant lmprovement
would occur, contlnulng the
low short term levels ot blg
game - SAl,

Short Term

OverutiliZatlon of all habl=-
tats, especlalily in 3,265,000
ac where It would be most
severe, would decrease habl-
tat conditlon and therefore
populations of upland game
and waterfowl - SAl,

Long Term

Some Improvement would occur,
but habltat still would be
degraded ln most of the Schell
RA from present levels,

Short Term

HabT¥at condltlon would decllne
In 3,265,000 ac due to In-
creased llvestock use for 3
years = SAl,

Long Term

Some recovery would occur, but
habltat and population would
still be below present levels,

Short Term

Twenfy-Two ot the 26 tish
streams In the area would be
degraded by Increased tlvestock
use - SAl,

Long Term

Some Improvement would occur In
stream habltat quallty, but
present levels would stlll not
be reached.

Short and Long Term
g g wou 3ble To ex-
pand throughout the Schell RA

due to the removal of Ilve-
stock - 5B,
Short and Long Term

wou mprove
due to the removal of |lve-

stock use - SBI.

Short and Long Term

T would Im=
prove throughout the area,
with Increased populations
of nongame wlldlilife, due to
the ellmlnation of Ilvestock
grazing - SBI,

Short and Long Term

KIT sfreams would be Improved
due to ellmination ot Ilve-
stock = SBI,

Short and Long Term

WG changes Tn BIg game popula-
tlons or habltat condition are
expected,

Short and Long Term

NG change In population levels
or habltat condltlon would
occur.,

Short and Long Term
NG major changes over present
condltons would occur,

Short and Long Term
STream hablfaf condition would

remaln at present levels,




Summary Table 1.

Cont I nued

Environmental
Elements

Proposed Actlon

Resource Protection

Graze at Preference

No Livestock Grazing

No Action

Wild Horses

Recreation

Cuttural
Resources

Paleontol ogy

Economics
Ranch
Operations

L1A

Short and Long Term

No signlficant Impacts.

Mortal ity of 1-2 percent would
be expected durlng period
roundups to maintain present
levels of use.

Short and Long Term
ght increase In fisherman

days, Increase of 74 hunter
days per year, and slight
Increases in camping and ORY
use,

Short and Lon? Term
tle significant change

over present conditions,

Short and Long Term
No slgnlllcang Tmpacts.

Short Term
No signlflcant impacts.

.ggim
eep operators would have a

5 percent Increase In net in-
come |f water developments and
seedings were placed totally
on thelr allotments - SBI.

No other ranch slze would be
slgniticantly aftected by this
alternative.

Short Term

he elope Herd would be re-
duced by 68 horses (27%) -

SAl,

Additional horses would be re-
moved from other herd units,
possibly resulting in signifi-
cant losses to some herds - SAl,
About 1 or 2 horses would die
durlng roundup activitles.

Long Term

No slgnlficant Impacts.
Short and Long Term

STTght Tncrease In flsherman

days, Increase of 7,000 hunter
days per year and attendant in-
creases In camping and ORV

use - SBI.

Short and Long Term
Reduced chance of loss of

cultural resources due to
decreased |lvestock use.

Short and Lon? Term
signiflcant Impacts.

Short Term

Small and medium sized cattle
ranches would be reduced 6 and
8 percent in net income by
Ilvestock reduction - SAl.

All ranch classes would be re-
duced from 7 to 21| percent by
Ilvestock reductions and a
period of rest - SAl,

Some ranchers would go out of
business.

edium sized cattle ranches

would be reduced & percent In
net Income without a period of
rest - SAl.

All ranches except sheep
operators would be reduced 7
to 22 percent by a period of
rest - SAl.,

Short and Long Term

wild horses would be re-
moved from the Schell RA -
SAl.
About 5-10 horses would die
during roundup and holding.

Short and Long Term
AT Teast a iﬁ; reduction in

hunter days Is expected -
SAl.

Short Term

Tncreased chance for loss of
cultural resources due fo In-
creased |livestock use.

%FEH_IEE%
ecreased llivestock use would

decrease the chance for signi-
ticant adverse Impacts,

Short and Long Term
The potenflal for The loss of

sclentifically valuable fossils
Is increased due to grazing at
preterence - SAl.

Short Term

ny ranchers would be out of
business.
All ranch size classes would
be significantly reduced (6 to
20 percent) in net income with-
out water or seeding develop-
ment - SAI,
Only small cattle ranches
would be significantly ad-
versely affected it water and
seeding developments were max|-
mized on these allotments -
SAL.

t Income would probably in-

crease but s not quantifiable.

Short and Long Term
WiTd horses would be allowed

to maximlze at about 2,000
as forage would be avallable
due to ellmination of llive-
stock - SBI.

Short and Long Term
light Increases In flsherman

days, Increase of 7,000 hunter
days and attendant Increases
in camping and ORV use - SBI.

Short and Long Term
educed potential for loss of

cultural resources due to
decreased |ivestock use.

Short and Long Term
No slgni?ican§ Tmpacts.

Short and Long Term
Most ranchers would go out of

business. Sheep operations
would be the least affected
but net cash income would
still be decreased by 26 per-
cent ftrom present levels;
cattle operators would be
decreased from 18 to 58 per-
cent - SAl,

Short and Long Term

Population levels would remain
at about present levels as
perlodic roundups would remove
excess animals. A 1-2 percent
mortality during roundup would
be expected.

Short and Long Term

No major changes over present
use patterns.

Short and Long Term
No major changes from present

levels of impact.

Short and Long Term
signitican mpacts,

Short and Long Term
No significant changes

present conditions.,
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Summary Table 1.

Cont lnued

Environmental
Elements

Proposed Actlon

Resource Protectlon

Grazing at Preference

No Livestock Grazlng

No Actlon

Economlcs
Reglonal

Soclal
Ranchlng
Community

Local
Communlty

Reglonal and
Natlonal

Short and Long Term

g nY Impacts,

Short and Long Term

C mpact
but the overall Increase In
Iivestock use due fo Inten-
slve grazing management would
benet It ranchers and the
rancher-8LM relatlonshlp.

Short and Long Term
mpacts.

Short and Long Term
To sTgnificant Impacts.

Short Term

STghTTicant ( 5 percent) re-
ductlons wouid occur In the
tlvestock and food and feed
graln sectors wlthout a perlod
of rest, wholesale and retall
sales would also be signiti-
cantly reduced with a perlod
of rest = SAl,

Short and Long Term

CTvesTock reducrtions for wlid-
tite would cause a detelora-
tlon In relatlonshlps between
ranchers and BLM - SAl,

Short and Long Term

v ac ranchers
would create opposition to
BIM poticles In the local
commun |ty - SAl,

Short and Long Term

WoST WITd horse, wildllte,

and envlronmental groups would
support thls alternative -
SBi,

Short Term

decreases In em-
ployment and sales In the |lve-
stock and food and feed graln
sectors would occur by the end
of short term - SAl,

Long Term
STgnTTIcant adverse Impacts
would probably continue,

Short and Long Term

CIF) ween ranchers
and BLM would deterlorate after
reductlons In llvestock use
are made, Some ranchers would
be forced out of buslness -
SAL,

Short and Long Term

The overall relarionshlp
between the local communlty
and BLM would deterlorate -
SAl,

Short and Long Term

e, w e, and
environmental groups would not
tavor thls alternative due to
adverse Impacts fo multiple
use management - SAl,

Short and Long Term

85 In 1TV and food
and feed graln sectors would
be greater than 50 percent
from present levels - SAl,

Short and Long Term

Thé T05% of grazing on public
land would force most ranchers
out of buslness and cause
them to leave the area In
search of employment - SA|,

Short and Long Term

The 1055 of mosT of the local
ranching would result In
strong opposition trom the
local communlty, as well as
tltestyle and leadership
changes - SAl,

Short and Long Term

Enhanced opporfunitles tor
wlld horses and wllidllfe
would generally be viewed
favorably, although the loss
ot ranching would be con-
sldered adverse by most
reglonal and natlonal groups.,
Overali Impact would be
beneticlal - SBI,

Short and Long Term
RG sfgnificant changes from
present conditions,

Short and Long Term
Ranchers would noT be satlstlied
with the status quo, relatlon=
shlp wlth BWM would deterlorate -
SAl,

Short ana Long Term
a9 mpacts.

Short and Long Term
Dissatisfaction wIth present
pollcles by wila horse, wlidiltfe,
and envlronmental groups, espe-
clally exlstlng use ot Ilvestock,
would cause a deterloratlion of
relationships between these
groups, BLM, and ranchers -

381 = Signitlcant Beneflclal Impact.

bsay = Signltlcant Adverse Impact,
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- CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIS
CHAPTER 1

On DEIS p. 1=11, second column, the first line
should read "good condition for streambank cover
or stabillity in the 1976 survey."

The title of Table 1-4, DEIS p. 1-1%3 is
changed fo read "Comparison of expenditures“ for
implementation ... ."

A new footnote to Table 1-4 as noted above
should read "“The values are undiscounted totals
for annual expenditures."

CHAPTER 2

On DEIS p. 2-11, first column under BIGHORN
SHEEP, tenth line |Is <changed to read "The
existing number of bighorn using the Schell RA is
presently about 40 ... ."

On DEIS pe. 2-15, second column, second
paragraph under WILD HORSES, the last sentence is-
changed to read "This is due to a relatively
small wild horse herd when compared to most other
areas in Nevada. They are generally found in
small bands and have access to considerable areas
of public lands, Their mobility allows them
accessibility to adequate water, cover and forage
primarily because they are not restricted to
limited resources in small areas."

CHAPTER 3

On DEIS p. 3~3, first column, third paragraph,
first line, should end "(Table 3=1)."

On DEIS p. 3-4, first column, fourth full
paragraph is changed to: "In summary, all short
term actlons, both Increases and decreases in
forage use, result In a net gain of 1,337 AUMs
(136,669 AUMs to 138,006 AUMs). This represents
about a 1 percent Increase over present use and
would not be a significant impact to I|lvestock
grazing in the Schell RA,"

The last sentence on DEIS p. 3-4 which ends on
p. 3-8 is changed to read: "..., resulting in
nutritional deficiencies and wultimately lower
reproductive capacity In the worst case."




CHAPTER S5

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

SCOPING

Communication and consultation with all inter-
ested public land users and other concerned
people have been Important components Iin the
Schell planning/MFP/EIS process and they will
continue to be important in the MFP (Il decision
making and implementation processes. Publ ic
participation==both formal and informal==will
continue through such means as comment periods,
news releases, Coordinated Resource Management
and Planning (CRMP) and informational meetings.

EIS scoping meetings and public meetings for

comments on MFP || recommendations were held
jointly on April 6, 1981, in Pioche, Nevada,
April 7, 1981, in Baker, Nevada, April 9, 1981,
in Ely, Nevada, and on April 13, 1981, in Reno,
Nevada., Brief meetings with local and state
governmental entities were held on April 6, 1981,
for the Lincoln County Commissioners, April 7,

1981, for the White Pine County Commissioners,
and April 13, 1981, for the Nevada State
Clearinghouse and Nevada Congressional
Delegation.

Written comments and suggestions from
individuals and interest groups were accepted
from February 27 through May 15, 1981. The

Federal Register, dated April 6, 1981, listed the
notice of infent to prepare an EIS for the Schell
RA. Governmental agencies that provided written
comments included the Bureau of Indian Affairs
and the Governor's Office of Planning Coordina-
tion. Other agencies contacted during scoping
Included the Nevada Department of Wildlife, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, Soil Conservation
Service and U.S. Forest Service. Interest groups

that responded in writing Included Natural
Resources Defense Council, Inc., Sierra Club,
WHOA , and Resource Concepts Inc. for the Nevada

Grazing Board,

INTERAGENCY CONTACTS

Professional contacts have been made with the
Nevada Department of Wildlife, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, and the USDA Soil Conservation
Service,

Coordination will be initiated with the Nevada
Department of Highways should fencing of pasture
and allotment boundaries occur along highway
rights-of-way. Also, applications for water

rights will be filed with the Nevada Stafte Water
Engineer for water projects.

The State Historic Preservation Officer was
consulted on possible Impacts to cultural re-
sources (see Appendix E).

The Economics, Statistics, and Cooperatives
Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, provided
economic data for use in the EIS. These data
were based on meetings with area ranchers and
budget information gathered by the ESCS as part
of a nation-wide study.

CONSULTATION AND

COORDINATION IN REVIEWS
OF THE EIS

Public comments continue to be vital
planning and EIS processes, and will be welcomed
before and after the final decisions are made in
1983. All comments received will be considered,
even if letters are received after the EIS is
published.

AVAILABILITY OF THE FINAL EIS

The final EIS was sent to all those who
received the draft EIS and all who commented on
the draft. Anyone else requesting a copy may
receive one, A Federal Register notice and an
area news release were also used to inform the
public about the final EIS availability.

to the

Copies of the final EIS are available at the
White Pine and Lincoln County Ilibraries, the
Nevada State Library in Carson City, and
libraries at the University of Nevada at Las
Vegas and Reno. The final EIS can also be seen
at all BWM District Offices in Nevada, as well as
the Salt Lake, Cedar City, Richfield, Fillmore,
and Utah State offices in Utah, and the Office of
Public Affairs, BWM in Washington, D.C.

AVAILABILITY OF THE DRAFT EIS

The draft EIS was sent to the following listed
agencies, organizations and all persons who indi-
cated an interest, Those who responded with com—
ments are Indicated by an asterisk. Anyone
wishing to see a copy of the Draft EIS may review
It at any of the libraries or BLM offices |isted
below.

FEDERAL AGENCIES AND LEGISLATORS

Department of Agriculfura
Forest Service*
Soil Conservation Service

Department of Commerce

Department of Defense
Air Force

Department of Energy

Department of the Interior
Bureau of Mines
Bureau of Reclamation
Fish and Wildlife Service
National Park Service*
Bureau of Indian Affairs*
U.S. Geological Survey




Bureau of Land Management - Washington
Offlice, Denver Service Center, Nevada
State Office, Utah State Office,
District Offices in Salt Lake, Cedar
City, and Richfleld, Utah; Susanville,
California; Battle Mountain, Carson
City, Elko, Las Vegas and Winnemucca,
Nevada; and the Area Offices In
Fillmore, Utah, and Tonopah, Nevada.

Environmental Protection Agency*
Senator Howard Cannon
Senator Paul Laxalt

Congressman James Santini

STATE OF NEVADA

DEPARTMENTS/D IV 1S10NS/BUREAUS
(through the Nevada State Clearinghouse)*

Agriculture
Conservation and Natural Resources
Environmental Protection*
Forestry
Historic Preservation and Archaeology*
State Parks*
Water Resources
Wildlife*
LEGI SLATORS
Assembl yman John Pol ish

Senator Richard Blakemore

OTHERS
Nevada State Library
Office of the Governor

" University of Nevada, Reno
College of Agriculture
Department of Renewable Natural Resources
Desert Research Institute
Library

University of Nevada, Las Vegas
Library

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, LIBRARIES AND GROUPS

Clark County
Library

Ely, Mayor of

Lincoln County
Commissioners
Conservation District*
Cooperative Extension Service
Library - Callente and Pioche

Nye County
Director of Planning
Commissioners
Cooperative Extension Service

Tonopah Public Library

White Pine County
Commissioners*
Conservation District
Cooperative Extension Service
Library
Planning Commission

ORGANIZATIONS

American Horse Protection Association*

Ely District Grazing Advisory Board

Humane Soclety of Southern Nevada

International Society for the Protection of
Wild Horses

Natural Resources Defense Fund

Nature Conservancy, The

Nevada Cattlemen's Association*

Nevada Outdoor Recreation Association

Nevada Woolgrowers Association

Public Lands Councli|

Renewable Resources Center

Sierra Club, Tolyabe Chapter*

Wild Horse Organized Assistance

Wildl ife Management Institute*

Wildlife Society, The

OTHERS

Colorado State University

Documents Library
D-w.Cos. Inc.
Dames and Moore*
Elanco Products Company
Environmental Impact Services
Environmental Management Services Company
Lincoln County Record, The
Lost City Museum
Meridian Land and Mineral Company
Nationwide Forest Planning Clearinghouse
Resource Concepts, Inc.*
SAl Englineers, Inc.
Sterns-Rogers Engineering Company

RANCHERS AND INDIVIDUALS

Frederick Baker - Baker Ranches, Inc.

Rao H. Bateman

Mabel Bates

John Bidart - El Tejon Cattle Company

Paul Bottari

Leon Bowler

Carole Marsh Carter

James B. Cazier

William T. and Kathie D. Coon

Steve Coul ter

Bill Davidson - Steptoe Ranch*

Dearden Land & Livestock Co.*

Frank and Rose Delmue

Pete Delmue

Brent Eldridge - George Eldridge & Son, Inc.*

Mahonri Faber -~ Aaronic Order of the Supreme
Counci |

Helen E. Flynn

Albert Frehner

Joseph Gerrard

Gonder Ranch




John E. Gurley

Dan Halstead and Sons

Robert L. Harbecke

John Hart

Willard Henriod

Joe V., Higbee and Sons

Fred Jenkins - Imperial Farms Land and Cattle
Company*

Wayne A, and Kay Jones

Kirkeby Ranch

Macoy Larsen

William Lear

Paul Lewis

Kenneth and Gordon Lytle

Ronald P. Merlo

Richard D, Moody - Cleveland Ranch

Moriah Ranches, Inc.*

Orren Nash

Fred W. Newbold

Lee Okelberry

Ray E. Okelberry

John Osborne

Bertrand Parris & Sons

Duke Pearce

Wayne Pearson - Pearson Brothers

James J. Praggastis

Clarence Probst

Jim Ratzloff

Reed B, Robison

Warren P. Robison

Rogers Brothers

George Rogers

Jimmy Rosa

Bill Rosevear

William E. Southern

Gary Sprouse - S&H Ranches, Inc.

Ray Staley

Thomas W. Steele

Robert Steward

Brent Stewart - Stewart Brothers

Bill Thornley

Alan Torrel

Stuart L. Twitchell

Gracian Uhalde

UNELCO, Inc.

Ray Urrlzago

Charles and Clayton Wadsworth

Chester O, Wheeler - Wheeler Land & Livestock
Company

Keith Whipple = Whipple Ranch

Harold Williams

Connie Wright - Great Basin Ranching & Mining
Inc,

Jay Wright

Yel land Ranches

PUBLIC REVIEW AND HEARINGS

About 200 copies of the draft EIS were sent
out near the end of June, 1982, with accompanying
letters noting the date, place and time of the
public meetings and the procedure for the public
to submit comments. Also, about 150 copies of
the Summary were sent to Interested persons,
About 50 more draft EIS's were distributed later
in response to requests, The final date for com=
ments to be received in order to be included into
the final EIS was given as August 17, 1982, A
Federal Register notice of the release of the

1S and ail pertinent Information about hearings
and comments were printed on June 23, 1982, and a
news release with the same Iinformation was sent
to area newspapers in late June.

The first public meeting was held on July 12
in Reno and was attended by 7 persons. Oral
testimony was gliven by 4 persons and written sta-
tements were submitted by one of the commentors.
The second publlic hearing was held In Ely on July
13 and was attended by 14 persons, Three of
those gave oral testimony and one of those had
written comments also.

Transcripts of these public hearings are
available for inspection at the BWM Ely District
Office, at the BLM Nevada State Office, 300 Booth
Street in Reno, and at the BLM Office of Public
Affairs, 18th and C Streets in Washington, D.C.
Also, ftfranscripts may be purchased from Bonanza
Reporting, 1111 Forest, Reno, NV 89509,

INTRODUCTION TO RESPONSES

All written and oral comments have been read
and evaluated by Ely District, Nevada State
Office, and BIO/WEST, Inc., resource speciallists.
Additions to or changes in the DEIS are noted in
the Changes section of this document, as well as
in the Summary. Responses to questions and
substantive comments were written by the various
specialists and then reviewed by an Inter-
disciplinary team for consistency and accuracy of
the responses,

Most people who presented oral comments also
submitted similar written comments, or the oral
comments were similar to written comments by
others. Therefore, responses to only those oral
comments not covered adequately by written com—
ments are Included in the following section, All
written comments were responded to.

Those comments that presented new data,
questioned facts and/or analyses, and raised
questions or Issues bearing directly upon the

Draft EIS were responded to In this final EIS.
Letters that were general or did not contain
direct comments on the adequacy of the EIS were
reviewed but no response was made.

Oral and written comments received on the
draft EIS are listed below. Following this
listing is a copy of substantive comments made at
public  hearings and in  comment letters.
Responses to the comments appear across from the
respective oral testimony or comment l|etter,

ORAL TESTIMONY FROM
PUBLIC MEETINGS

RENO

John McLain, Resource Concepts, lnc., for the
N-4 State Grazing Board

Fred Jenkins, Imperial Farms Land and Cattle
Company

Rose Strickland, Toliyabe Chapter, Sierra Club

Tom Eaman, Dames and Moore

ELY
David Eldridge, rancher, Schel| Resource Area

Bill Davidson, N-4 State Grazing Board
Brent Eldridge, rancher, Schell Resource Area




COMMENT LETTERS

e
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.
7.

8‘

9.
10.
.

12.

13.
14,
15,
16,
17.

18.

U.S. Forest Service

Lincoln County Conservation District

Wildlife Management Institute

Carl J. Dearden

Governor's Office of Planning
Coordination, Nevada

Nevada Division of State Parks

Nevada Department of Environmental
Protection

Nevada Division of Historic Preservation
and Archaeology

Nevada Department of Wildllfe

Bureau of Indian Affairs

Resource Concepts, Inc., for the N-4 State
Grazing Board

White Pine County Board of County
Commissioners

Nevada Cattlemen's Association

Sierra Club, Tolyabe Chapter

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

National Park Service

American Horse Protection Assoclation,
Inc.

David Eldridge - written comments from
Ely Public Meeting




Comment Letter 1 Response
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOREST SERVICE
324 25th Street
R, 105 (A 4=1 There were no threatened, endangered, or sensitive animals

George Cropper, Acting District Manager
Bureau of Land Management

Ely District

Star Route 5 Box 1

Ely, NV 89301

Dear Mr. Cropper:

We have reviewed the draft Schell EIS and find it to be generally well
written and comprehensive in scope. Good coverage/discussion of terrestrial
and aquatic resource values, particularily game species.

Although classified and sensitive plants are mentioned, there was not
similar coverage/discussion on threatened and endangered and sensitive
animals. Perhaps this should be emphasized a little more?

A considerable acreage of National Forest land is within, or adjacent

to, the Schell Resource area. Therefore, management action taken on BLM
lands may also have a strong influence on the National Forest lands and
vice versa. A section should be added to recognize this interrelationship
and coordination needs. The CRMP effort may provide for this coordination.
1f so, it should be spelled out.

We agree the proposed action alternative will provide an equitable
balance for managing resource values on the Schell Range.

o s’

RICHARD K. GRISWOLD
Director
Planning and Budget

$200-11 (168}

that may be adversely affected by the alternatives.

The BLM will continue to solicit the Forest Services' com—
ment on management within the Schell RA. We expect the
Forest Service to be represented on CRMP committees that may
be recommending actions that would affect Natlonal Forest
lands.  Generally, BLM actions affecting Forest Service
lands are coordinated by the agencies both through direct
consultation and the CRMP process,




Comment Letter 2

Response

22

a

Lincoln County Conservation District
P.O. Box 459 - Caliente, Nevada 89008 - Phone (702) 726-3101

Board of Supervisors

Chairman, Keith Whippie

Vice Chairman, Robert Mathews
Sec.-Treas., Ralph Smeath

Equipment Mgr., Zone 1, Kenneth Lee
Equipment Mgr., Zone 2, William Scholield
Member, Howard McCrosky

Member, Jay Wright

July 26, 1982

USDI, Bureau of Land Management
Ely District Office
Ely, Nevada

Dear Sirs:

We have reviewed the Schell EIS. Our major exceptions
to the items have to do with general policy rather than
conclusions, therefore we will limit our comments to that
which is pertinent to the EIS promulgation.

Our most serious reservation is relative to the
establishment of beginning livestock AUM's. We cannot
understand why the numbers begin at a figure that does not
have any bearing on the resource base. Using the average
grazing of the 77-79 grazing season has very little relation-
ship to range productivity. Acutal use, in most cases, is *
mostly dictated by the economic status of the permittee or
the cattle industry at the time.

We agree that the initial stocking rates should be closely
watched, using a range-monitoring program for a guide in making
future adjustments.

We believe it most importamt to revise initial stocking
rates, in most cases to the preference rates that are established,
or to such other rates as may be agreed upon on an individual
basis.

The statement concerning Social Conditions having little
change is not agreed with. We feel a reduction of 487 will
have a significant impact, especially on some of the ranchers.
This may cause a severe hardship on some of them who, since
the 77-79 period were able to build up their herd numbers.

Sincerely,
N
’71‘"/7—/’(('%;(" /‘I{//]}
Kenneth D. Lee

KDL ;mnh

2-1

2-2

The years 1977 to 1979 were used to establish a starting
polnt since these were the years immediately preceding the
ElS. This average 3 years use was used to represent
"existing wuse," which changes from year to year. For
example, In 1980, about 127,800 A were utilized and In
1981 about 130,800 AUMs were used (assumed 50 percent of
preference for allotments with non-use each year), compared
to the 136,669 AUMs used In the Draft EIS. This was done
because no rellable productivity data was available. BLM is
aware that some operators were at a lower than normal level
In 1977-1979, for example 11 allotments were placed at 50§
of preference for analysls purposes since they had non-use
or were In transfer status with no establ Ished routine for
these years. Therefore, through consultation and coor-
dination, some Individual adjustments may be required to set
"exlsting use" levels. By and large though the levels of
use In the DEIS are reflective of preferred levels by
ranchers, as noted on page 3-13 from rancher interviews.

It should be remembered that the 48 percent reduction is a
change In active preference levels, not actual use. Your
concern was also expressed in the Draft EIS In paragraph 2,
Ranching Community, Soclal Conditions, p. 3-13. The purpose
of an EIS Is to examine a range of alternatives to a speci-
flc proposal and estimate the Impacts of Implementation of
any declsion withln that range of alternatives. |In the case
of the Schell Grazing EIS, we have examined the impacts of
no grazing, a small reduction in actual use, limiting use to
existing levels, and increasing use to preference levels.
The actual decisions will be made at MFP-3 and will consider
the Impacts of all of the alternatives prior to making a
declsion. In the case of grazing levels on the Schell RA,
the Area Manager proposed to |Imit use to existing levels.
However, the District Manager may in his decision elect a
different management thrust, as long as that decision falls
within the spectrum of alternatives considered in the EIS.
He could elect to go with one of the alternatives as written
or could select portions of varlous alternatives. For
grazing use levels, for example, he could decide to hold use
to existing levels on allotments generally in poor |ivestock
forage conditlon while allowing increases to preference on
allotments In fair or better condition. Or he could allow
personal or CRMP appeals to determine Iindividual user
Increases from exlisting use levels. The EIS is not a deci-
sion document, but an advisory analysls which informs the
decislon maker of any and all impacts of his potential deci-
slons. Since, at this point in time, we do not know what
decision might be made by the District Manager and do not
want to prejudge his declslon, the MFP-2 recommendation to
use the 1977-79 average |lcensed use will stand and the
Impacts of Implementation are avallable for the decision
maker .
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Comment Letter 3

Response

3-1

3-2

Wildlife Management Institute

709 Wire Building, 1000 Vermont Ave., N.W., Washington, D.C. 20005 © 202 /347-1774

DANIEL A. POOLE
President

L. R JAHN
Vice-President

L. L. WILLIAMSON
Secretary August 9, 1982

JACK S. PARKER
Board Chairman

District Manager
Star Route 5, Box 1
Ely, Nevada 89301

Dear Sir:

The Wildlife Management Institute is pleased to comment on DRAFT SCHELL
GRAZING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, MNevada.

The plan is basically one to benefit 58 permittees. It avoids the
immediate, practical and obvious land management need of reducing livestock use
and fencing riparian areas. Such action would avoid most of the predicted long-
term expenses of $3,100,000 (only $14,000 for guzzlers are directly attributable
to wildlife). Basic land management needs for public resources would be satisfied
by the $700,000 cost of the No Livestock Grazing Alternative. Thus we have:

$3,100,000
- 100,000

$2,400,000

Preferred Alternative
No Grazing

Direct Subsidy to 58 permittees.
subsidy of $41,379 per permittee.

This is an average

The results of all these improvements are so minuscule as to raise a
gquestion--"why this plan?"

Summary table 1, page 3, tells us that in the short term l percent
increase in livestock use and in the long term 2 percent increase (this is
2,733 AUM in the long term or 683 cows in a 4 months use season). All that for
an expenditure of $2,400,000. At the same time, there would be a "slight increase"
in big game. We assume it would be less than 1l percent.

Two seedings are proposed., One a "multiple use seeding" of 4,000 acres
would produce an additional 400 AUM; 70 percent for livestock would be 280 AUM.
The other 120 AUM would be for wildlife. The listed cost of $131,000 computes
out to an average of $327.50 per AUM for all classes. This could be saved by
reductions and grazing systems, even avoiding the possibility of selling some
public domain to retire the national debt as has been proposed.

All the predictions on Page | regarding AUM and land condition are not
predictable. The whole plan will be based on results of monitoring at the end of
3 years, not on present knowledge of the area.

3-2

3-3

Please note that In the Proposed Action, a 750 acre wildlife
seeding costing $27,000.00 and 20 miles of fencing for
riparian areas costing $92,000.00 are also Included and can
be directly attributed to wildlife. The $2,400,000 is a
portion of the grazing fees charged to the allottees and
must be spent on range Improvements (20 year figure).

The expenditure of $3,100,000 is not a new or additional
cost but was based on current funding levels. The Invest-
ment of $155,000 per year is a very low level of investment,
typlcal of past levels for the Schell RA. By limiting
spending for improvements, only areas with major problems
can expect range Improvements, Therefore the continued
expenditure of funds at present levels would result in a
small increase In livestock or wildlife use of the area in
the Proposed Action. Blig game numbers could increase more
than predicted, although there Is no accurate way to predict
the magnitude of the change.

Your comment is generally correct. Monitoring information
will be used to make grazing decislions, much of the analysis
In the EIS Is for analysis purposes but reflects what we
belleve will happen In the future. The analysis was con-
ducted with the best aval lable data.




Comment Letter 3 Response

3-4 The objectives on p. 1-1 are not totally met by any alter-
native, Therefore, the proposal to fence 9.8 miles of
Some specific comments follow: stream in most need of corrective action in the Proposed
Actlon Is a start toward that objective. Additional fencing
of riparlan and wetland areas may occur in the long term in
the Proposed Action. Some riparian areas in the Schell RA
3_5|Page 3, 3rd Paragraph. This water development could hurt wildlife because it are in excellent condition and therefore do not require
puts cows into areas not now grazed. This question was not addressed. fenclng.
Who will have the water rights to these?

3—4|Page 1-1, Problem 3. To upgrade all riparian systems sounds impossible with
only 23.8 miles of fencing planned.

Page 3-3, lst Paragraph. This is a delay to avoid cuts that should be made. 3-5 water developments funded by BLM will be for multiple use
and wildlife are expected to use them. Wildlife should not
Page 3-3, Right Column, 4th Paragraph. This let burn policy is good and we be hurt by these water developments as they are a5 o ton
d "
SR lImited by avallable water. Therefore, water development
3-6]Page 3-4, 3rd Paragraph. Check these figures, they do not agree with the 4th will open up new areas for both livestock and wildlife.
paragraph on page 3. Used In conjunction with a sustained yield grazing system

malintalned through monitoring, no adverse Impacts to

Page 3-4, 6th Paragraph. Wildlife seeding of 750 acres to provide 195 AUM wildl ife should occur. In accordance with departmental
3-7 (1 percent of reasonable deer numbers) seems lots of money for little policy, water rights on non-reserved waters will be filed
B, for under Nevada State Law elther cooperatively with the
Page 3-10. The proposed action without improvements would decrease AUM 2 percent. range user or by the BLM.
With improvements, the increase would be 1 percent.
Page 3-13. Social conditions. The action will have little impact on ranchers 3_6 The flgures In the EIS are accurate but the wording of
or ranching communities. The only reason for doing it then must be to = paragraph 4 on p. 3-4 & confusing. This hBas booh
3-8 avoid reductions. We wonder why it is so important to preserve a certain . P " e
life style for ranchers. The same effort and expense does not go into i?ZEGCde' please see the "Changes to the Draft EIS" sec
preserving the life styles of the small sawmill owner, the gypo logger, .
the Mom and Pop grocery--even the Wildlife Biologist.
Page 4-1. This is the first EIS we have examined prepared by a consulting firm 3-7 The seeding will provide forage In a key deer summer area
3- (Bio/West). We are concerned that no Bureau of Land Management wildlife where forage is presenfly Iacking. Summer range {5 iised for
staff are listed as being involved in coordination with the consultants.

about 7 months; therefore, an additional 100 deer would be
supported each year for 20 years with this seeding. Initial
d high ts.
The plan is unacceptable because of limited benefits an gh costs s gl seedlng Fiw ‘wny greges o Hhe Seheld.RK 15 high.
These remarks have been coordinated with William B. Morse, the Institute's
Western Representative.

3-8 The alternatives are structured to favor certain resource

Sincerely, objectives over others (p. 1-1) and not to address the
Z é% Interests of any user group. The social Impact analysis

; considered the effects of each alternative on the lifestyles
Daniel A. Poole for the various affected communities, not only for ranchers.
President There Is no assumption in the EIS that any lifestyle or user

group is preferred over others.

DAP:1bb 3-9 BIM staff speclal ists did review and comment on the Draft
EIS at varlious stages during Its development. However, only
those wlth a substantial role in the EIS preparation were
listed In the Draft EIS.
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Comment Letter 4 Response

August 12, 1982 4-1 Riparian fencing would have breaks for |ivestock watering at
least every !/ mile; therefore, Ilvestock should not be
affected any more than at a trough or other sollitary water
source,

4-2 Increases In riparlan vegetation should not affect the
aval lable water for Irrigation to a notlceable degree.

Bureau of Land Management Fencing will allow for multiple use of the area, which is

Ely District Office presently overused by llvestock., Fences are proposed for
SR 5 Box 1, Ely Nevada 89301 1’23 orlginal stream channel, not the ditched portion of the
stream,

Attentions Wayne Lowman

I'm writing to you in regards to the Schell Grazing Environmental Impact
Statement,

In regards te fencing the Big Springs Creek, between Cheke Cherry and
Hamlin Valley grazing alotment( Table 2-2 Stream riparlan areas
in the Schell Reseurce Area), I am protesting it fer the follewing

reasons,

1. It will prevent cews and small calves from watering in the
Spring.

2, Fencing weuld cause a congestion problem ef cattle cengregating

4"1 causing seperation ef calves frem methers causing bumaers,

3. 1 also pretest it as a water user and owners stand peint.

4. With livesteck Bept away from the ditch it will cause vegetatien

N and will cause a water lese,

5. As president of the Second Big Spring Irrigatien Co., I pretest
the fencing of this ditch because vegetation will grow and

“-12 cause a great water lose, Irrigation water is very important

in this.dry area so would certainly hate te have anything

interfer with it,

Sincerely,

2l pudbs

Carl J, Hearden
Milford Rt,
Burbank, Utah 84731
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Comment Letter 5 Response

STATE OF NEVADA
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE OF PLANNING COORDINATION
CamvtoL Cources
CARSON CITY, NEVADA 89710
17021 s85-4Bes

August 3, 1982

Mr. Edward F. Spang
State Director

Bureau of Land Management
Nevada State Office

300 Booth Street

Reno, Nevada 89520

RE: SAI Nv# 83300003 Project: Draft - Schell Grazing EIS
Dear Mr. Spang:

Attached are the comments from the following affected State Agencies:
Divisions of Environmental Protection, State Parks, Historic Preservatfon and
Archeology, and the Departments of Wildlife and Agriculture concerning the
above referenced project.

These comments constitute the State Clearinghouse review of this proposal.
Please address these comments or concerns fn the final decision.

Sincerely,

ohn Wm. Spatbel
State Planning Coordinator

JWS/s)
Enclosure

11
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Comment Letter 6 Response
801.6b(6)
. 6-1 we appreciate the additlonal information on outdoor
. John sparbel recreational use of the Schell RA. As noted in the DEIS,
‘ FROM John Heder”a\ only minor effects on dispersed recreation are expected;
DATE 7-12-82 therefore, much of the information noted in your comment was

SUBJECY SCHELL GRAZING EIS not included In keeplng with recent CEQ gquidelines for

— limiting the size of EIS's. Your comments will be con-
DIVISION sidered in the overall MFP process.

oOr The proposed allocation of forage to livestock, wildlife and
R wild horses will have substantial and long range impacts on
STATE the Division of State Parks and outdoor recreation in the
PARILS = Schell Resource Area. The Resource Protection Alternative
is the best alternative from a recreation and outdoor resource
protection point of view. The Division would like to see a
modified resolution between the Proposed Action and the Resource
Protection Alternative as the best compromise.

The Nevada Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan

ts__1 (SCORP) documents outdoor recreation, conservation and open
space needs for the State through the SCORP and assoclatep
other issues affecting the Schell Resource Area.

1) The resource plan should address the continued importance
of the public domain as a resource for dispersed recreation.
Dispersed recreation is outdoor recreation occuring at
undeveloped sites in a natural setting, such as off-highway
vehicle use, rock hounding, camping, hunting, hiking,
spelunking, etc.

The resource plan should address the access, opportunities,
resource management, etc. affecting dispersed recreation.
Our SCORP Planning Region IV includes Lincoln, White Pine
and Eureka counties, and covers the Egan Resource Area.
While this region has 1.7 percent of the state population,
it provides a much higher percent of the dispersed recre-
ation activity. A recent survey and study done by the
SCORP staff indicated the following percent of statewide
activity occuring in Planning Region IV for the listed

activities:

Primitive Camping’ 14.1
Hiking, Backpacking 9.2
Of f-highway Vehicle Use 15.5
Rockhounding 14.3
Horseback Riding 15.4
Exploring 10.9
Shooting (non-game) 9.6
Hunting 23.0
Photography 12.5
Sightseeing 11.4
Fishing 11.3

2) There are many recreational uses and sites within the
resource area that need to be added. These include:
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Comment Letter 6 Response

Schell Grazing
age 2

a) Basin and Range OHV trail as identified in the Nevada
State-wide Trails Study. This trail runs from Las Vegas
dunes to the Pony Express Trail in Spring Valley. A
corridor should be maintained and a detailed trail
provided as part of MFP III.

b) Pony Express Trail, likewise an OHV trail, that goes
from Utah to California.

3) There are several Natural Heritage areas that should be
designated Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, and
receive special multiple use management. These include:

Blue Mass Spring Scenic Area, Spring Valley Swamp
Cedar, Spring Valley White Sage Flat, Shoshone
Pygmy Sage, Mt. Grafton Scenic Area, Whipple Cave,
Mormon Spring, Coal Valley, Hiko Spring, the High-
land Range, and Osceola Cave, Tunnel and Area.

4) The transfer of the R&PP areas for expansion of Spring
Valley State Park should proceed as soon as possible.

5) Visual resources should be considered throughout the forage
allocation process and all planning processes, with special
consideration to these proposed scenic roads:

a) The highway from Baker to Lehman Caves National Monument.

b) Highway 6, 50 from Sacramento Pass to Connors Pass.

c) Highway (B5) 322 from Pioche to end.

d) Highway (38) 318 for its entire length within Schell
Resource Area.

JiM:tls

€1
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Comment Letter 7 Response

brwvion 9" 7-1 As noted on pages 3-2 and 3-16, water qual ity would improve
stat Farka "EV%D:‘STI‘;f\CLEN“"'G“O““"E"‘E‘" FORM A— due to fencing, although since most of these areas already
‘?‘;”laﬂspzam Wa mew.msﬁw.w Depariment s pass Nevada Water Pollution Control standards, the improve-
‘-ic"””";“"&"‘"“'alﬂm""z"s BE.""%“, A _RECEIVEB“’?.‘.‘L’;."‘“” ment was not considered significant. In both the Proposed
Aarte (2) e Actlon and Resource Protection alternatives, additional
) Budger ClEqual Rights Cominission JUN251982 S Sy £ streams would be fenced In the long term. Future surveys
e I e ENVONMENTAL T would determine which streams need management actions.
oo sovensgner 000 Poicon

TPubnc Setme (&E)mmlszccm’( a_
‘ROM: P Siate Planning Coordinator

ALNY # 3300003 PROJECT Q{%M%_
E€EES

Attached tor review and comment s a copy of the aforementioned project
11 1he program's effect on your plans aid programs
21 hesmportance of 1fs contiibunhion 1o State and/or Areswide goals and objectives
) s1s sccore wath any apphicable v, arder or regulation with which you are famihar
A1 sUdimongt consideralions é (?2
LS submat your comments 1o this uffce MO LATER THAN _ 77/ al by checking the appropriate

o betow and relurning the form 1o this ofhice. Meage do so cven if you have no comment on this particular project so
*lowe May cumolele our processing

PLEASE evaluate it with respect (o

£HIS SECTION TO BE COMPLETED 8Y AEVIEWING AGENCY [ _ I )
MO comment on s project [JConference desired (see below)
L Progosal supporied as woitten {see telow) OConditional support {outlined below)
JAndional information {see below) 17 Dusapproval/denial of lunding {must specity reason belaw)

Comments Cse wddinonal sheets i necessary !

AIR - Dick Serdoz: The project appears not to have an impact on Alr Quality and in general,
is in a clean area of the State. There is an existing area adjacent in the Steptoe Valley
that Yias been designated by EPA as non-attainment area for $0;.

The project will not impact
503.
WATER - Harry van Drielen: Will che projected fencing of stream seqments improve water qualify
7"‘1 for fisheries and stock watering. Suggest additional fencing along fishable waters with

development of peripheral stock watering facilicies.

SOLID WASTE - Verne Rosse: Ko comment.

Administrator 885-4670 6/30/82

Favie wer '3 3ignatu T ¥aie

Fhone Lo
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Comment Letter 8 : : Response

on .( U o ™~ .
T tawt oA L G ARG IRV S0 8-1 We appreciate your comment, Contingent upon funding, addi
i gta,‘fn Wa PR £ AN ORI tional Inventories will be undertaken In accordance with the
]Tlansnonauon ‘3 CIEmploymént Security Department et ey PMOA. Also see Standard Operating Procedure Number 4 (DEIS
¥ Conservation & Nalulal Aesources ClEnergy RARNRLEIIY: Mol Pe 1-22).
JHuman Resources L] Law Entorcement Assistance
Awidile (2) STaxanon
I Budget Equal Aighis Coamimission /E L
§ Historic Preservation & Archeology JEconumic Develogent @EHW ; '{‘83\
o Agriculture aGc.orc. -
JCommunity Services Agency 0 I . | &
JCommerce . e h S ’9'4?
TPublic Sepvice Gomms o QT T e
‘ROM &E S’l‘;n: Planning Coorshnator ; ;_":;'rw - ¢
JALNV # _7}3_3 00003  proxct 0]“}1 & M 6’1""2»01‘3

ETS .

iached tor rewiew and comment s a copy of the atorementioned project  PLEASL evaluate 1l with respect 10

11 the program s ef Im.l on your plans and programs

2} the imperiance of «fs coninbution 1o State and/or Areavade goals and objectives

3} us accord wath any apphicable law, order or requlation with which you are famabiar

4y addionat considerations X
MEASE submut your comiments 1o this otfice NO LATER THAN i?”/é iy ; by thecking the appropriate
wie Below and returnug the torm 1o thes olhice. | ! it 00 (his par Licular project so
hal we may Complete Oul PrOCESSHY.

FHIS SECTION TO BE COMPLETED BY REVIEWING AGENCY | )

{No comment on 1his Drect Z1Conference desired (see below)
i Proposal supported as written (see below) Condinonat ¢ support (outlined below)
JAdaonst inniarmalen (see below) ClDisagproval/denial of hmdmg (mwst specily reason below)

Commenss [wse additional sheets if mecessary )

This Division has recelved and revicwed the draft of the Schell
Grazing Environmental Impact Statument. Adequate consideration
has been given to known cultural resources in the proposed pro-
ject area. However, the Uistrict must make a commitment to per-

8—1 form more Class Il survey and f{nventory work in the area in ac-
cordance with the PMOA between the Advisory Council, the BLM and
the NCSHPO.

The BLM should contact this Division for specifics regarding this
work.,

Yo n SHPO (702) 885- -4380 ?I‘]IB‘

. AEAyr? _ sweo. L 4702) ses-aim0 1/23/82
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Comment Letter 9 Response

ROBERT LIST
Goveamon

WILLIAM A MOLING
DwmgcToR

MO0 VALLEY ROAD PO BOX 10678 RENO. NEVADA 8a93520 TELEPHONE (702) 784-6214

July 29, 1982

Mr. John Sparbel

State Planning Coordinator
State Clearinghouse
Capitol Complex

Carson City, NV 89710

Dear John:

The Nevada Department of Wildlife appreciates the opportunity to
review and comment on the Draft Schell Grazing EIS (SAI NV #83300003)
and I especlally appreciate the time extension for comments that was
allowed by your office. We firmly believe that grazing EIS's are an
important part of the planning process in terms of management direction
and therefore like to insure that all fish and wildlife related matters
have been incorporated and considered in a duly manner, an evaluation
that is very time consuming. In view of the above, please find listed
below those items discussed in the document that are of concern to our
agency.

GENERAL COMMENTS

There appear to be major omissions and flaws in the data used to
develop this draft. Specifically, riparian habitat and mesic sites were
not properly identified to facilitate knowledgeable resource management
decisions. The proposed action gives very little real consideration for
big game. For example, an increase of 165 deer in 20 years and no
recommended bighorn or antelope introductions points out this lack of
consideracion.

The stated goals of protection and enhancement of wildlife, scenic,
and recreational opportunities for the "Resource Protection Alternative"
seems rather biased toward producing a negative reaction to the
alternative, as 1f the only things benefitted would be wildlife, scenics
and recreation. Actually this alternative would protect and enhance the
basic land resources such as soil, water, and vegetation which is the
heart of the multiple use concept. If these basic land resources are
protected and enhanced, then a productive future for wildlife and
livestock can be assured. The short term sacrifice for the long term
benefit seems to be an acceptable price to pay. The "Graze at
Preference Alternative" is probably unacceptable to the BLM and
certainly unacceptable to wildlife resources, but will likely be
supported by the livestock industry because of the obvious benefits,
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Comment Letter 9 Response
Mr. John Sparbel
July 29, 1982 9-1 The MFP-3 decision by the District Manager may Include por-
Page 2 tions of the various alternatives, rather than one alter-
native in total,
1f time permits, we would suggest the development of an alternative
that would combine portions of the "Proposed Alternative" and the
9=1 | “Resource Protection Alternative." This would at least deal in a 9-2 Summary Table 1 was not meant to be a complete listing of
generally favorable way towards the basic land resources and not be the impact analysis but rather a summary of that analysls
d for a specific resource user group. ¥ i
- gt = RSP See Chapter 3 for the answers to your questions. For
SPECIFIC COMMENTS example, p. 3-3 analyzes the percentage Improvement in
riparian and wetland areas for the Proposed Action.
Page 3, Table 1 - Riparian and Wetland Areas
" The stated improvements should be quantified with the current ’
condition and trend of riparian areas categorized. The expected 9-3 Little change in condition or frend of key upland game or
condition and trend under various alternatives should also be listed for waterfowl habitats is expected, as noted on p. 3-8.
2 comparative purposes.
The 250 acres of improvement represent what percent of available 9 ‘
riparian and wetland habitat? This should be quantified and qualified We can see no difference in the word'ng as used in the EIS.
as in the section on Vegetation Livestock Condition and apparent trend
in Table 1.
©9-5 We appreclate your comments; they will be considered in the
AL 4 Table ]l = Uplind (Gana ‘and Waturfoul, MFP-3 decislon. For further explanation of the difference
Under Short and Long Term - No Significant Impact, the quantity, between MFP-2 recommendations and MFP-3 decisions, please
9_3 condition and trend of key upland game and waterfowl habitats (sage see Response 2-2.
grouse brood meadows, wetland habitats) must be determined and evaluated
before a determination of impacts can be made.
Page 1-2, Table 1-1 - MFP-2 Recommendations
Change statement number 2 to read, "Cooperate with NDOW to
9—4 facilictate reintroductions of bighorn, antelope and elk when studies
show that there is forage in excess of existing demand."
Page 1-2, Table 1-1 - Resource Trade-Offs
The statement "Fewer areas will be available for reintroduction."
is an understatement since licensed livestock use will equal the 1977-79
average at the onset and most areas are admittedly in an overgrazed
condition.
9 5 Page 1-2, Table 1-1 - MFP-2 Recommendations
"“No bighorn sheep are to be introduced into areas where domestic
sheep currently graze." Although this statement may be prudent, it is
not a decision which should be unilaterally mada.
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Comment Letter 9 Response
?:iy-lgg? ig;;bel 96 This table Is a summary of the general recommendations of

9-5
(Cont.)

9-6

-7

Page 3

Page 1-2, Table 1-1 - MFP-2 Recommendations

An HMP should not be used as a vehicle to facilitate supplemental
releases to augment existing, select or low-level populations of big
game .
Page 1-3, Table 1-1 - MFP-2 Recommendations

The recommendations do not make reference to maintenance,
improvement or management of key or critical habicats for sage grouse
which include nesting areas, upland meadows, and water sources.

Page 1-4, Table 1-2 - Allotment Characteristics

The following allotments lack adequate identification 1in the
Problem/Objectives category. We would suggest the following changes:

Allotment No. Problem/Objectives
Chin Creek 0104 1, 2, 3, &, 5
Tippett 0106 L, 25 3, Wy &
Tippett Pass 0107 1 2, A k5
Red Hills 0108 1, 2, 3 &
Mill Spring 0109 1y 20 3 &
Muncy Creek 0111 1, 2,3, 4
Sacramento Pass 0123 T, 2, 3, 4
Pine Creek 1012 1, 2, 3, &
Needles 1016 1, 2,3, 4 5
Hardy Spring 1022 1, 2, 3, 4,5
Worthington Mtn. 1021 2 3%

Page 1-7, No. 3 - Short Term Management Actions

Existing numbers (1982) are, in some instances, very different from
the numbers in 1980, 1977 or 1975. What numbers are represented in the
discussion? How does this decision fit with NDOW intent for population
growth or BLM acceptance of reasonable numbers? This section is very
confusing and should be clarified.

Also, will monitoring be accomplished to document forage available
to big game as well as livestock (see No. 1, Short Term Actions) and how
will forage increases be allotted?

-7

MFP. Many other recommendations Including your suggestions
went into the MFP. However, it would be prohibitive to
print all recommendations., Sage grouse protection will be
included In any slife specific proposal.

As noted on p. 2-2, only riparian areas around potentially
fishable streams were Included in the EIS as data on other
riparlan areas were not avallable, The allotments you
suggest adding a problem 3 to do not have streams used in
the EIS on them (see Table 2-2, p. 2-4). Thank you for your
recommendation on areas wlth utilization problems. They
will be considered in the MFP-3 declslons,

Existing numbers of big game in each allofment were deve-
loped from 1980 NDOW census information In cooperation with
NDOW personnel., Thls alternative has not proposed to manage
for reasonable numbers of blg game. However, actual numbers
of big game to be managed for will be determined through
monitoring with CRMP input.

Monitoring will document the forage avallable for all gra-
zers, Including big game. Forage increases will be allotted
based on the type of forage In a specified area. Wildlife
forage will be allocated to wildlife, livestock forage will
be allocated to livestock and wild horses,
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Comment Letter 9 Response
Mr. John Sparbel
July 29, 1982
P 4 " "
i 9-10 The multiple use seeding would be seeded to provide a 70
percent grass, 30 percent forbs and shrubs vegetatlion mix-
Page 1-7, No. 4 - Short Term Management Actions ture. Therefore, 30 percent of the vegetation would be pre-
ferred wildlife (deer) forage
The assumption that 4,000 acres of seedings will benefit big game 39,
cannot be made unless a number of stipulations are made. In most
instances seedings will have to be designed to benefit livestock or
9—10 wildlife. Very seldom can seedings be highly beneficial to wildlife if 9-11 As noted on page 3-4, the EIS indicated that management
livestock forage is the primary concern. What specifications and practices other than the 750 ac. seeding would provide
design criteria will be applied to insure that seedings benefit slgnlflcanf benefits to blg game.
wildlife?
Page' 1-7, No. 5 -~ Short Term Management Actions
9-12 We appreciate your comment which essentially is supportive
1 1 The development of sound grazing management will contribute more to of rlparian managemenf in the Resource Protection
9 attain reasonable numbers than would 750 acres of seeding. Alternat!ve.
Page 1-7, No. 8 - Short Term Management Actions
' 9-13 See Response 9-10. Fences will benefit wildiife by helping
As long as there 1s a justification for 71.9 miles of new fence to solve the overutilization problem by properly distributing
improve the distribution of livestock, there is equal or greater | 1 vestock, This will lmprove conditlion and trend In por-
justification to fence riparian zones. The 9.8 miles of riparian n overall
fencing is not even a sufficient token, let alone a reasonable response tlons of the Schell RA. 't'h'e a;;e re;e;rug bl a] o -
Q=12 to the recognized need to protect riparian zones. Therefore, the Improvement In range cond on roug efTTer grazing mana
fencing of 31.7 miles of riparian zones that are in less than good gement as a result of fences and not dlirect impacts such as
condition should be a priority decision. A yearly evaluation of disruption of migration patterns, entanglements, etc.
unfenced riparian zones should be completed and those found in a state
of degradation should be fenced or otherwise protected.
Page 1-7 - Long Term 9-14 The proposed prescribed burn policy would be subject to
rather strict guidelines., Your comment suggests certain
Again the general assumption is made that seedings will benefit habitats Important to wlldlife should not be included in
wildlife. This is not a valid assumption unless very specific design that pollcy. Your comment will be considered in the final
13 and analysis of benefits versus impacts is done. The assumption is also decision
9 made that fences will benefit wildlife. In many cases fences have very =
detrimental effects on wildlife.
We question the statement that a general policy would be 9-15cCh. 3 of the EIS agrees wlth your comment concerning poten-
implemented in which natural fires would be allowed to burn on their own tial impacts to riparian communitlies.
in many portions of the Schell RA. This technique is of dubious value.
9_14 A P-J climax may lend itself tc this management, but uncontrolled
burning should never be allowed in mountain brush areas, particularly
where livestock grazing will occur within five to ten years after the
fire.
Utilization, in conjunction with a period of rest, probably can
g 15 exceed 50 percent on upland sites, but we questions whether any recovery
of riparian areas can be accomplished with this utilization or system.
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9-16

9-17 |

9-18

2-19

Mr. John Sparbel
July 29, 1982
Page 5

Management actions are not quantified or expressed and as such do
not permit an analysis of benefits and impacts of long term management.
For example, the statement, "Introductions of elk, antelope and bighorn
would occur where forage is in excess of existing demand." does not
specify upper limits for competing uses of the vegetative resources or
establish existing demand.

Page 1-20 - Implementation, Introduction

No timetable is provided for wildlife introductions for either
shorg or long term management actions.

Page 1-22 - Standard Operating Procedures

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern are not specified or
idencified. Further standard operating procedures should include:

1. The Western States Sage Grouse Guidelines should be included
as a mitigating measure.

2 The NDOW/BLM Memorandum of Understanding needs to be listed as
a method for mitigating management actions.

. Specific guidelines should be established concerning size of
protected area and procedures to protect raptor nesting sites.

4, Key or critical wildlife habitats need to be listed as ACEC's
or designated as areas where special management will be
applied to maintain the areas in good or improving condition.

Pages 2-2 and 2-3 - Vegetation Types

The narrative estimates 11,700 acres of wetlands vegetation. Table
2-1 shows only 2,600 acres in the meadow vegetation type. URA data is
incomplete, and did not include individual vegetative type areas of less
than 20 acres, and did not adequately identify the extent or condition
of numerous mesic sites (spring sources and acttendant meadows, upland
meadow, stream bank meadow) which are key wildlife habitats.

9-16 ExIsting use and excess forage would be determined through
the monitoring program. Excess forage wlll be measured at
the time of a request by NDOW for a specific Introduction,
If forage Is or will be avallable for the size of the pro-
posed Introductlion, It will be al lowed, assuming It Is con-
sistent with the HMP/EA process.

9-17 Schedules for wildlife Introductions will be cooperatively
developed by NDOW and BLM.

9-18Any specific Improvements will be coordinated with NDOW
prior to actual Implementation In accord with the existing
Memorandum of Understanding and the CRMP process. We appre-
clate your comments on other potential Standard Operating
Procedures. They will be considered In the MFP-3 decision.

9-19 Not all wetlands are Included In the "meadow" category.
Portions of wetlands were placed In a variety of categories
on the Vegetation Map. The 11,700 ac flgure does not
include the small wetlands as you have noted.
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July 29, 1982
Page 6
9-20 As noted on p. 2-2, only potential fish streams on public

9-20

9-21

9-22

Page 2-4, Table 2-2

Some stream riparian areas omitted from analysis include:

Stream Allotment Wildlife Use
Chin Creek Chin Creek SG, MD, PA, NG
North Creek Chin Creek SG, MD, PA, NG
Middle Creek Chin Creek SG, MD, PA, NG
Sharp Creek Chin Creek SG, MD, NG
Schellbourne Pass Cr. Tippecrt 5G, MD, PA, NG
Spring Valley Creek Tippett, Tippett SG, MD, PA, NG, HP
: Pass .

*Key: SG = Sage Grouse
NG = Nongame

MD = Mule Deer PA = Pronghorn Antelope
HP = Hungarian Partridge

Stream riparian habitat is critical to wildlife and resource
inventory of these areas is incomplete. analysis of grazing impacts has
not been measured.

Page 2-7 - Wildlife

Riparian zones are identified as "special importance to wildlife
species diversity" and as receiving disproportionately more wildlife use
than any other habitat type, yet inventory of this habitat type was not
completed during the URA nor drafc EIS process.

Page 2-7

The list of HMP's is incomplete and should be revised to include
the East Schell HMP and Kern Mountain HMP. As is the case with the other
four HMP's listed in the EIS, lictle or no work has been accomplished on
these HMP's. The ability of the BLM to develop and implement HMP's for
high priority wildlife habitat should be addressed in a realistic
manner .,

Page 2-10 - Mule Deer

Use of crucial spring range may extend from March 1 through May 15,
annmally or for two and one-half months. It is doubtful that use
per lods of less than four weeks are experienced on crucial spring range.

"... heavy use of summer range by livestock, wildlife and wild
horses. It is suspected that this heavy competition for forage is a
primary factor limiting the growth of deer populations." Is there any
real documentation of heavy deer use on summer ranges? This sectlon
implies this, but presents no data. )

9-21

9-22

lands surveyed In 1976 were conslidered as riparlan areas,
al though 1t was acknowledged other riparian areas existed.
We appreciate your Input In thls regard, but some of the
areas you noted are on private lands and BLM cannot manage
habitat on private land.

The HMPs you have clted were approved over 10 years ago and
no work towards implementation has been conducted on them.
Therefore these HMPs need to be revised to be effective,
HMPs are not direct parts of the alternatives and therefore
are not part of the EIS analysis.

The statement does not Infer that all three types of grazers
heavily use the area, only that together they exert enough
pressure to be considered heavy use. Therefore we know of
no Information concerning heavy deer use of these summer
ranges.
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9-23

9-24

9-25

9-26

Mr. John Sparbel
July 29, 1982
Page 7

Page 2-10 - Pronghorn Antelope

Pronghorn populations (1982) in Spring, Snake and Antelope Valleys
remain at record high levels since aerial surveys were initiated in
1970, Significant changes in grazing use patterns (voluntary non-use,
limited seasonal grazing and removal of wild horses) are factors which
have probably contributed to increased pronghorn numbers.

Page 2-10 - Pronghorn Antelope

_Although water distribution is not optimum, pronghorn could be
reestablished in Dry Lake, Cave and White River Valleys.

Page 2-10 - Pronghorn Antelope

Key pronghorn habitat as delineated on Map 9 and described in the
narrative is inadequate. More recent information has been compiled and
species distribution maps are being updated.

In the basin desert environment that is characteristic of
pronghorn habitat in the Schell Resource Area, water is the key
component of the habitat. Pronghorn depend more on free water in the
late spring, summer, and fall especially when climatic conditions are
abnormally dry. When antelope kids are nursing, the water requirement
increases for does that are lactating.

During those periods when pronghorn are more dependent of water,
the area within a three mile radius of that watering site is also a key
component of the habitat. It is within this zone that pronghorn obtain
the majority of their forage intake. Excessive livestock or feral horse
concentrations at isolated watering sites could preclude pronghorn use
resulting in reduced production and survival of pronghorn in those
areas.

Grazing management practices should consider these key components
of pronghorn habitat and insure that water and forage are made available
to meet the needs of pronghorn antelope.

Page 2-11 - Bighorn Sheep

"Sightings have been made recently on the Schell Creek Range. The
exi: :ing number of bighorn using this area is presently about 40 but
reasonable numbers are estimated at 75 and the current population trend
is up." Regarding this statement, according to records in the Ely
office, one bighorn ram was observed by several individuals. According
to the narrative in the EIS, there is an obviously viable population of

9-23

9-25

9-26

We appreclate the additional information,

The BLM would appreclate receiving your updated information
on antel ope,

The Proposed Actlon included two guzzlers primarily for
anteiope use. The discussion in Chapter 3 considered the
avallability of water in addressing impacts to antelope.
Other grazing management practices will conslder antelope
needs.

The discussion of bighorn sheep populations in the DEIS was
mislieading. We are referring to the entire Schell RA and
not just the Schell Creek Range. The sentence concerning
blghorn numbers should read: "The existing number of bighorn
using the Schell R.A. o o "
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9-26
(Cont.)

9-27

9-28

9-29

9-30

9-31

Mr. John Sparbel
July 29, 1982
Page 8

, bighorn sheep in the Schell Creek Range with an upward trend. It is

suspected that the description of the bighorn population was meant for
the Moriah area and the sentence concerning the Schell Creek Range was
misplaced in the narrative.

Page 2-11 - Sage Grouse

The narrative states that sage grouse habitat occurs in Spring,
Antglope, Snake and Hamblin Valleys and strutting grounds have been
identified in Spring and Antelope Valleys. Supplemental information
gathered in 1982 documented the presence of strutting grounds in all
four valleys mentioned.

The narrative fails to identify that smaller isolated populations
of sage grouse also occur in Cave and White River Valleys.

Table 1-2 - Sage Crouse

It is interesting to note that 24 allotments are listed as having
Problem #1 but not Problem #3. Since Problem #1 is "Improper
utilization of the vegetation resource occurring on portions of the
Schell RA," it would seem logical that Problem #3 would also occur,
"less than good condition of many riparian and wetland areas."

Some examples of this situation where Problem #1 is listed for the
allotment in Table 1-2 and Problem #3 is not, but riparian areas can be
found in "less than good condition" include the following allotments:
Becky Spring, Chin Creek and Tippett.

Wildlife Map

The wildlife map showing key range and introduction proposals needs
to be updated with regard to bighorn sheep introductions, key pronghorn
habitat and sage grouse breeding complexes.

Page J-1 - Determination of Significant Impacts

It is unclear how maintaining the status quo for grazing will
result in no significant impacts. In allotments or other areas
determined to be currently overstocked and subsequently overgrazed,
maintaining the status quo would necessarily continue to provide
imp..cts. Overgrazing will maintain range in a deteriorated condition
which 1s a serfous impact on other resource values.

Page 3-2, Wildlife - Determination of Significant Impacts
In many cases, the thresholds described have already been exceeded

to arrive at existing conditions in mule deer habitat (Antelope Range
and Kern Mountains), pronghorn habitat (Cave and White River Valleys)

9-27

9-29

9-31

We apprecliate the additional Information,

Please see Response 9-7,
information.

We appreciate the additional

The wildlife map, as all of the EIS, was developed from data
generally acquired prior to 1981. We would appreciate the
updated Information.,

The EIS analyzes changes brought about by various alter-

natives, The status quo Is considered the baseline; there-
fore the analysis Is on Impacts caused by the proposed
changes.

See Response 9-30.
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9-32 l

9—33|

Mr, John Sparbel
July 29, 1982
Page 9

and sage grouse habitat (Antelope Range and North Spring Valley). To
apply these criteria now will not result in adequate improvement of
wildlife habitat, but rather special management is needed.

Page 3-4 and 3-8

A long term consequence that permits mule deer herd growth of only
165 deer over the next 20 years is not considered as an acceptable
alternat ive by our agency.

Page .3-8

Fire, particularly in mountain brush communities, does not "retard
succession” or "produce suitable browse" as stated. Burning is not a
panacea and wildfire must be controlled in seasonal big game habitats.

While our agency personnel have other concerns relative to the
drafc EIS, we believe that those listed above summarize most of the
significant comments. If you have any questions on this matter or need
further input, please advise.

Sincerely,

Dtle

William A. Molini
Director

RPM:DE:LG:pw
cc: Region II

Paul Bottari
Rose Strickland

9-32

9-33

We appreciate the comment.

The paragraph on p. 3-8 was referring to fires in pinyon-
Juniper areas where flres burning under prescribed con-
ditlons would probably be allowed to burn.
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A
x%%-ﬁ%‘g United States Department of the Interior
w ;) BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
2 .
&, s + EASTEAN NEVADA AGENCY
Owyhee, Nevada 89332

N REFEY RETER G
Land Operations
(702 757-3133)

Mr. George Cropper
Ely District, BLM

Star Route 5, Box 1
Ely, Nevada 89301

Dear Mr. Cropper:

The Schell Resource Area Draft Grazing Environmental Impact State-
ment has been reviewed by Martin Urka, Land Operations Officer and
William Pyott, Range Conservationist, of the Eastern Nevada Agency.
The following comments are based on information provided by them.

We are interested and concerned about your policy of allowing
selected wild fires to burn. We would like to know how this policy
will be implemented and what criteria will be used for selecting
fires not to suppress. We are especially concerned about this in
relation to the Goshute Reservation.

In addition we would like to be kept informed of decisions made
about land use and development adjacent to or near the Goshute
Reservation. We are particularly interested in range improvements
which would involve the use of herbicides or fire.

Finally we have some comments on the use of terms in the discussion
of soils in Chapter 2, "Soils", p. 2 and "Poisonous Plants", p. 6.
Tt appears that terms for saline and alkali soils are used inter-
changably. Technically, soils can be saline without being alkali.
Alkali soils are usually considered both saline and alkali (sodic).

A saline soil usually has a pH of 7.0 (alkaline) or slightly higher
and contains soluble salts which impair plant growth. Alkali or
sodic soils have a pH of 8.5 or higher with a high percentage of
total exchangeable bases. Sodium accounts for 15% or more of these
bases.

It would not be correct to identify all these soils as just saline,
but it would be correct to call those solls which are growing
greasewood both saline and alkali,

Thank ydu for giving us this opportunity to comment. We would
appreciate being kept informed as the planning and implementation
processes move ahead.
Sincerely,
égz%aayfgéé2£7»y4/

ACTING Superintendent

10-1 For the purposes of flre suppression, the Goshute Reserva-
tion will be treated as private land, and when threatened by
a fire on Public Land, suppression action will be taken.
BLM will keep the Bureau of Indian Affalrs informed of man-
agement decisions that may affect the Goshute Reservation.

10-2 We appreclate the clarification.
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CONCERTS
D[Fi](gzgtflﬁgz;ﬂ::!;l:::::?WS

340 M. MENMESOTA ST, « CARSOR CITY, REVADA 284 o ﬂmﬂ“.l

August 16, 1982

Mr. Wayne M. Lowman

Schell Resource Area Manager
Ely District

Bureau of Land Management
Star Route 5, Box 1

Ely, Nevada 89301

SUBJECT: N-4 State Grazing Board Comments To The Schell
Resource Area Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Lowman:

Resource Concepts, Inc., a private consulting firm based in
Carson City, Nevada, submits the following comments to the
Schell Resource Area Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
on behalf of the N-4 State Grazing Board. The N-4 State Grazing
Board, representing the interest of the livestock permittees of
the Ely BLM District is very concerned with the Bureau's lack of
supportable data from which management decisions were formu-
lated, the BLM's interpretation and application of the limited
data, and the degree to which speculation is used as a basis for
supporting the DEIS recommendations. The following text pre-
sents a summary of the N-4 State Grazing Board's specific
concerns.
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Comment Letter 11 Response -
11-1 Please see Responses 2-1 and 2-2,
Mr. Wayne Lowman
3:::5; o 11-2 The data used to set "present use" were actual use figures
based on grazing licenses. This information therefore came
directly from the ranches. The "cuts" you refer to are in
active preference, not in licensed use. The reduction of
active preference to levels that reflect use at the present
SCHELL GRAZING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FORMAL COMMENTS time, appears to be reasonable,
PROPOSED ACTION P1-1
11-3 As stated on p. 3-9, wild horse roundups will continue as in
Short Term Management Actions PP1-1, 1-7. the past to remove horses above the numbers to be managed
for. Many factors affect wild horse herd productivity,
Action #1. There is no sound basis to force the impacted live- Theretore roundups will occur when needed. Wild horse num-
11-1 stock operators to take cuts ranging from 7 to 94 percent. The bers will be allowed fo expand Sllghﬂy above the racom-
mended levels before roundups occur, and roundups will
three year average use levels were entirely voluntary and should reduce remalnlng numbers to Sllghfly below the recommended
remain as such until monitoring data proves otherwise. To force levels. Methods to be used would be the same as in the
an operator to take a cut without any data to support this recent past, as described on page 3-9. Consultation with
41=2 |action, yet only allow increases to occur with the support of CRMP, horse Interest groups, and affected allottees will
monitoring data, Is unfalr and unacceptable. help develop horse herd management plans which include popu-
- — - - —— latlon controls.
Action #2. Without some method of control a horse herd will in-
a significant each ar. There is no ntion of how the
11-3 ::ie: pfm: °t° lzun:“:e vt popuuuon";e ke ek 114 The 750 acres of wildllife seeding would be seeded with a
mixture of 1/3 shrubs, 1/3 forbs, and 1/3 grasses to provide
numbers, yet livestock numbers are controlled. a complex habitat for wildlife as opposed to primarily a
grass mixture favored by |livestock. The primary reason for
Action #5 P1-7. To provide 750 acres of seedings strictly for this seeding Is to provide forage excluslvely for wildllfe,
wildlife appears to be contradictory to a multiple use concept. especially mule deer, on summer range where _forage is
411-4 | Seedings can and should be planned to benefit all range users. :43?_";:“?5 therefore, ll:95:$Ck lexcll UdSlOD f:?r\; be _]us‘l’lfie(lii
Are new seedings for 1livestock use not required to include p 1o ush, manngamens tOsLGh INCLU0OS: e ng aside sma
areas excluslvely for a single use. While the seeding may
wilalife forage species, be used by llvestock, such use would be limited to the times
and levels which would enhance the forage for deer use
While we would agree that these seedings will help livestock during this critical perlod. The limitations on livestock
producers, it will not help all Schell area ranchers. The seed- use would be determined through monitoring and would vary
ings are only planned for a limited number of allotments and for from year to year with no guarantee of any livestock use in
11-5 | 2 1imited number of operators. Thus, while in aggregate these a glven year, In the worst case, I|lvestock would be
seedings and improvements may offset or mitigate adverse im- excluded, and this case was used for analySls In the DEIS.
pacts; it says nothing about the distribution of incomes and
benefits. Those operators for which the seedings and/or 11-5 The seedings you are referring to we assume are the multiple

RESOURCE CONCEPTS INC.

340 N, MInnesots « Carson City, Nevada 89701 « (702} B83-1600

use seedings. These seedings are not mitigative in function
since adverse Impacts economically to ranchers in the
Proposed Action are Insignificant (see P. 3-10). Since
range Improvement funding is |imited, seedings and other
developments will be placed where they will do the most good
from a multiple-use aspect.
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Mr. Wayne Lowman
August 16, 1982 11-6 We agree that water development generally provides the best

11-6

11-7

11-8

11-9

Page 3

improvements are planned will possibly benefit overall. Whereas
other operators will be very adversely affected with no mitigat-
ing range improvements implemented as the EIS would imply.

Action #6 P1-7. The development of additional water sources
should be the number one priority in regards to range improve-
ments. Not only do water developments aild in livestock distribu-
tion and control, they provide a component necessary for all
range users. The result is a large amount of benefit for the
money expended.

Action #7 P1-T7. Although fences provide absclute control, it
occurs at an extremelj high cost, both in the installation and
later in the maintenance costs. Fences should be considered
only after other methods of control have been evaluated with the
permittee (i.e., water control, salting, herding, etc.). If a
fence is a necessity, close consultation and coordination with
the affected operator must be maintained.

Action #8 P1-7. To propose the fencing of riparian areas with-
out even considering other less costly and less controversial
methods is shortsighted. Researchers such as Platts, 1981;
Davis, 1981; May, 1981; and Kimball and Savage, 1977; have
reported on techniques other than fencing which can restore
andfor protect these riparian areas.

Action #9 P1-7. ¥hen determining utilization levels in the
areas proposed for fencing, those areas under a natural irriga-
tion system should be noted. This is necessary as plant biomass
production continues as long as temperatures are warm enough to
allow plant growth to occur. Utilization levels in these areas

RESOURCE CONCEPTS INC.

340 N. Minnesota « Carson Cily, Nevada 89701 « (702) B83-1600

11-7

11-8

11-9

return for the money expended but the amount of l|ivestock
support facilities that can be constructed is |imited by
avallable funding. This does not mean that additional
spring and pipeline developments cannot be constructed
through private funds or by BLM in the long term,

Allotments that may potentially receive fences were listed
In Table 1-3. Actual locatlions of the fences would be
determined following monitoring, dlscussions with the
permittee(s) and CRMP, Fence suggestions have already
undergone the MFP-1 and MFP-2 parts of the planning process.

None of the |lterature sources cited in your comment, or Irn
the Draft EIS, have shown that riparian areas in poor con-
dition can be Improved to good or excellent without fencing.
Other methods may improve rlparian habitat in better con-
ditlon, or maintain good or excellent condition, as noted in
the Draft EIS. Since the 9.8 miles to be fenced In the
Proposed Actlon are all In very poor shape, fencing of these
Is well justified. Other techniques to Improve stream and
riparian habitat were noted on p. 1-11 for the Resource
Protection Alternative,

Your comment Is well taken, Monitoring procedures on
wetland or other unique vegetation types will need fo be
altered somewhat from that used on normal rangelands.
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11-10

11-11

11-12

11-13

Page 4

should be determined on the total year's plant production and
not a one time inspection following the initial cattle use
period.

Action #10 P1-7. All proposed AMPs and grazing systems should
be developed with close coordination and input from the affected
permittee. Prior to implementing any grazing treatment, the
economic impact to the affected permittee should be analyzed and
mitigated to the extent possible.

LONG TERM MANAGEMENT ACTIONS P1-7

Any actions occurring in the long term should be approached in a
manner similar to short term actions (i.e., consultation with
the affected permittee, formulate decisions only after collect-
ing and analyzing valid monitoring data). Analyze all alterna-
tives before implementing any management decisions.

P1-11, Resource Protection Alternative

Throughout this alternative is the assumption that livestock
grazing is the major factor in the degradation of this area, yet
on page 3-1 under Basic Assumptions, Section 5, the document
states "at this point in time it is not known whether present
grazing in the Schell R.A. is utilizing vegetation at a rate
above, below, or near sustained yield". Any attempt to reduce
livestock numbers without sound monitoring data is wrong and
discriminatory to the affected livestock operator.

P1-21, Vegetation Monitoring

Utilization - There should be a section provided on the utiliza-
tion form to record "O0" percent or no use. This would eliminate

RESOURCE CONCEPTS INC.

340 M. Minnssota « Carson City, Nevada 89701 « (702) 883-1600

11-11

11-12

11-13

coordination and Input from the affected permittee. |t was
assumed In the DEIS that these systems would economically
beneflt ranchers, and therefore would offset any minor eco-
nomic costs to the ranchers. It Is possible that Implemen-
tatlion of these systems could create a financial burden to a
rancher, but our interviews with present AMP allottees Indi-
cated satisfaction with no mention of "economic impact.™

We appreciate your Input into the BLM planning process.

Based on professional judgement, avallable data, and per-
sonal observation, It was believed by BLM and BIO/WEST per-
sonnel that some allotments In the Schell RA were being
overgrazed (by as much as 50f) and that others were being
undergrazed (by as much as 30f). Overall, we belleve that
more overutilization than underutilization is occurring, but
probably only about 5% of present use for the Resource Area
as a whole., In other words, [t was our opinion that when
all areas of the Resource Area were monltored for at least 3
years, about a 5% reduction overall would be required to
achieve sustalned yleld wutilization, acknowledging that
Individual allotment changes would vary considerably. In
the Resource Protection Alternative, livestock use was
reduced initially fo provide for reasonable numbers of
wildlife, as well as exclusion from certain sensitive eco-
systems. For the purpose of analysis It was assumed in the
case of this alternative that forage for reasonable numbers
must be reserved to reach such numbers.

Your input to the monitoring program is appreciated and the
change has been made to the form.
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11-14

11-15

11-16

., vegetation is a highly controversial issue.

Mr. Wayne Lowman
August 16, 1982
Page 5

an area that is recelving no use from being classified as having
slight use, which can be interpreted to mean the use levels had
reached the 20 percent level when, in fact, use was 0 percent.

Also utilization cages should be used whenever utilization data
is collected to provide proper eye calibration to annual produc-
tion of key forage specles.

P2-2, Vegetation Types

Paragraph 6. To base potential acreages of riparian vegetation
on a proposed fencing plan is questionable, especially when the
text admits that the 100 feet is “generally greater than the
extent of the riparian vegetation". The question of riparian
To publish admit-
tedly inflated figures on potential riparian acreages without
any data to support these claims is wrong. It would seem appro-
priate to use acreage figures derived during the 1976 stream
survey as a starting point to estimate the potential acreages of
riparian vegetation (i.e., use the existing data to determine

the average width of the riparian vegetation types which
occurred adjacent to the streams surveyed in 1976). Also, the
use of aerial photography, with accurate planimetering, would

yleld more acceptable acreages, and better define the valid

areas.
P2-6, Livestock Forage Condition
The forage condition ratings depicted in the DEIS are based on

broad generalizations concerning palatability and desirability
of specific plant species. The desirability of a forage specles

RESOURCE CONCEPTS INC.

340 N. Minnesota + Cacson City, Nevads 89701 « (702) 883-1600

11-15

11-16

11-14 In most cases, a utlllzation cage will

be establlshed on
each representative range slte in an allotment. An excep-
tion may occur where the representative range site overlaps
two adjacent allotments.

Riparian vegetation on many streams In the Schell RA is not
as abundant as under an ungrazed sltuation. Admittedly,
present rlparlan vegetation does not extend 100 feet on both
sides of most streams, but the potential for this to occur
probably exists at many streams. Also, stream miles
reported do not Include most of the small meanders in a
stream, and fencing would not follow each curve of a stream.
Therefore, the 200 foot width allows for stream meanders and
Is a falrly realistic method of determining riparian
acreage.

It Is acknowledged that the broad generallzations concerning
palatabllity are somewhat biased against shrub dominated
communitles, and that the palatability ratings result in
much of the Schell RA belng classified as poor |lvestock
forage condition. The status of a plant in relation to the
climax community Is not a determining factor in desirability
ratings. Palatabillty for the kind of livestock is the pri-
mary factor In deciding desirabillity,
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Mr. Wayne Lowman
August 16, 1982
Page 6

is dependent upon a variety of site specific factors such as
associated plant species, breed of livestock, climatic factors,
season of use, etc.

Also, the criteria used to rate plants as desirable, intermedi-
ate, or least desirable requires the observer to make a Jjudge-
ment concerning a plant's relative position in relation to that
potential or climate community. However, on page 2-6, paragraph
1 states, "since the Schell RA lacks basic soil mapping and
range site delineation, range condition (the condition of a
range site in relation to its potential) has not been deter-
mined". Considering the above statements regarding required
criteria, it appears that correctly classifying a plant as
desirable, intermediate, or least desirable would be extremely
difficult at best.

P2-6, Apparent Range Trend

The fact that the text states "apparent range trend information
represents only a single year's observations and thus may not
reflect the actual long term trend of an area" should preclude
these highly questionable figures from being used in any manage-
ment decisions. Also, concerning the matter of apparent trend
the State Director of Nevada, in Memorandum 4412 (N-931.5) to
the Director, DSC (D-460) dated December 22, 1981, indicates
that this method presents little information even for analytical
pufﬁoses. The memorandum states:

4440.2--Apparent Trend

This subject should be omitted from the manual. By defini-
tion, trend is measured over time. Attempts at collecting
trend data with one time recordings are often misleading and
the data is of questionable value from a management and
decision perspective.

RESOURCE CONCEPTS INC.

340 M. Minnesots « Carson Clty, Nevads 89701 « (702) 883-1600

11=17 As explained on page 3-1, the best available data on trend

was used for the EIS. It Is true that Apparent Range Trend
Information Is a questionable basls for management deci-
slons., However, this Information was used only on a basls
for evaluating the Impact of management actions, and not as
a basls for management actlons.
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11-18

11-19

11-20

11-21

Page 7

P2-6, Livestock Grazing

It is totally erronecus to imply that all voluntary reductions
in livestock numbers are due to the improper utilization of the
vegetation resource. An operations herd size can be dependent
on many factors such as tax liabilities, financial position,
local labor conditions, weather, and/or market conditions. Any
statements concerning the reasons for voluntary reductions are
purely speculative and should be deleted in the final EIS.

P2-10, Mule Deer

Does any data exist to support the NDOW's theory that the condi-
tion of summer habitat is responsible for low deer numbers? If
not, appropriate studies should be undertaken in an attempt to
discover what is keeping deer numbers static. (Certainly, the
methods used for regulating annual hunter harvests could have
some effect.)

What criteria was used as a base to evaluate and rate deer use
areas? If most of the poor areas are due to a lack of water as
shown on Table 2-5 (Footnote a), why is the lack of forage and
the condition of summer habitat the only factors highlighted in
the text. It would seem that many areas would be improved for
deer and livestock if additional waters were developed.

P2-10, Antelope

The Draft EIS indicates that 51.5 percent of antelope habitat in
the Schell R.A. is in poor or fair condition, yet antelope popu-
lations are at a 10 year high and increasing. These facts seem
to contradict each other and leave the estimates of antelope
habitat condition open to question as to their validity.

RESOURCE CONCEPTS INC.

340 N. Minne1ola « Carson Clty, Nevada 89701 « (702) 883-1600

11-19

11-20

Schell RA have also Included factors other than overutiliza-
tion., Most of your examples (financial condlition, manage-
ment strategy, weather, market) are important in determining
the year to year, or short term, changes in livestock use.
Our statement on p. 2-7 Indlicated that the long term reduc-
tlons from preference were primarily due to overutilization
and that assumptlion remalins valld. Other long-term factors
that may have played less Important roles in the use reduc-
tlons include the switch from sheep to cattle operations,
often due to labor conditions, and adjudication of use since
preference was originally established.

No hard data exists concerning livestock-wildlife competi-
tion In the Schell RA. The NDOW, however, has been closely
monltoring the mule deer herds In the area and all indica-
tions are that competition for forage on summer ranges is a
primary factor In suppressing increases In populations. The
NDOW has been uslng restrictive hunting regulations in hopes
of expanding population slze. Since Initlation of the regu-
lations, deer herds which rely on Forest Service land for
summer range, have responded with increased numbers. Deer
herds which rely totally on BLM land for summer range, have
not responded and continue to decline. Grazing is signifi-
cantly less on Forest Service than BLM summer range, NDOW
blologists feel the only explanation for this phenomenon is
competition for forage. NDOW 1Is initiating a study to
verify the effects of summer range competition on deer popu-
lations,

The criteria used to determine the condition of deer use
areas were those described in the following publication:
Robinson, S. and W. Logan. 1979. Techniques for con-
ducting terrestrial habltat survey In east-central Nevada.
Cal-Neva Wildlife, 144-148. These techniques are quite sub-
Jective and rely heavily on the judgement of the personnel
conducting the survey but it is the only data available.
Summer habltat conditlon and lack of forage was the major
reason presented by NDOW for low deer numbers, and therefore
warranted a more in-depth discussion. We agree that some
areas may be improved for deer and |ivestock with additional
water development.

|
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11-22

11-23

11-24

Page 8

P2-13, Aquatics

Because the 1976 stream survey is the best available data, is no
reason to assume 1t accurately reflects each of the streams and
their habitat condition.

From the figures presented in paragraph 2 (60 percent fair, 14
percent excellent, and 16 percent poor habitat condition), one
would assume that the remaining 10 percent (60 + 14 + 16 = 90
percent) was in good condition. This means 84 percent of the
riparian habitat is in a fair or a higher condition. Consider-
ing the length of time livestock use has occurred on the Schell
R.A. (in excess of 100 years), the majority of riparian habitat
seems to be in reasonably good shape. This fact should raise
questions concerning the validity of charges that 1livestock
grazing and unfenced riparian habitat cannot co-exist.

Also, there is no indication of any long term data that could be
used to support the statement, "The major reason for the fair
and poor ratings were poor bank cover and bank stability, as
well as low quality instream habitat problems most likely caused
by livestock use”.

Bank stability often is a function of the bank materials present
and the regime of flow inherent in the stream in question (i.e.,
alluvial streams with highly fluctuating flows tend to produce
instability in bed and bank materials). This, in turn, results
in a situation where the establishment of plant cover is contin-
ually disrupted due to undercutting and sloughing of the bank
material.

RESOURCE CONCEPTS INC.

340 N. MiInnesots « Carson City, Nevada 89701

+ (702) 8831600

11-22

11-23

1124

sources Is not adequate within antelope range in the Schell
RA resulting In a poor or fair condition class rating. The
recent years of above normal preclpitation have resulted in
additional water sources allowing populations of antelope to
Increase. Should an extended drought occur, populations
would Ilkely decrease significantly as these temporary water
sources dry up. Also see Comment 9-23,

Streams to be fenced were not based solely on the 1976
stream survey. Additional Information from a 1981 survey,
and personal observations of BLM and BIO/WEST personne! were
also used to determine areas In need of fencing. We agree
that the "best available data" may not accurately reflect
actual condition, But without unlimited funding, much
Important information will never be obtained,
Unfortunately, declsions need to be made and an EIS
prepared; therefore, the best available information must be
used to achieve the most accurate product at thils time.
Additlonal Information collected In the future will undoub-
tedly change some of the decisions made today.

It Is a BLM management guldeline to have all fish stream
habitats In good or excellent condition and falr is con-
sldered less than deslirable. This was prompted by Executive
Order 11990, There are no "charges" In the EIS that
livestock grazing and riparian habltat cannot co-exist,
Page 3-8 - Aquatics noted that light grazing malntained
excellent condition In one stream In the Schell RA.

Most failr and poor rated streams in the Schell RA do not
have unstable banks resulting from alluvial flows., The
banks are poorly vegetated and unstable due to Ilvestock
use, or other manlipulation by man, but plant cover could be
establ Ished. In other words, your generallzation may be
correct, but has little valldity for the Schell RA based on
recent stream surveys and the professional judgement of BLM
and BIO/WEST staff.
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Page 9

P2-15, Wild Horses

Wild Horses. The numbers stated in Table 2-12 are extremely low
as compared to reports of sightings by the permittees making use
11..25 of the allotments located in the various herd units. The Board
recommends frequent and 1intensive inventories to establish a
more accurate estimate of horse numbers.

The Draft EIS states that the wild horses are generally healthy
with the well-being of the herds attributed to an adequate
supply of forage cover, water, and solitude yet 62 percent of
41-26| the allotments that horses occur on have utilization problems.
This fact seems to contradict the statement concerning the ade-
quacy of forage amounts for grazing on at least 62 percent of
thelir range.

The statement indicating, "“Illegal removal may also occur”
11_27 should be deleted unless supported by specific documentation as
this statement only tends to inflame an already emotional
issue.

P2-21, Ranching Community

Paragraph 6 - The ranchers' Jjustification for the cause of

reduced grazing levels (counter productive management of public
11-28 lands, economic conditions, social changes, etc.) should be

included on P2-6 under the livestock grazing discussion.

P3-1, Basic Assumptions

Assumption #4. To extrapolate already questionable data on
trend could increase or decrease the perceived impacts and

11-29

RESOURCE CONCEPTS INC.
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11-26

11-27

11-28

11-29

most accurate method avallable. Seasonal Increases and
decreases In horse numbers are llkely as the animals use
varlous parts of the Schell RA and adjoining areas of public
and private lands. BLM acknowledges that this constantly
changing wild horse population is difficult to measure buft
funding restraints IImit the frequency of inventories.

The statement In the DEIS was misleading. 1t should have
sald that the Schell RA has a very small wild horse herd
when compared to most other areas in Nevada. They are
generally found In small bands and have access to con-
siderable areas of publlic land. Their mobllity allows them
accessibility to adequate water, cover and forage primarily
because they are not restricted to limited resources In
small areas.

In the past, there have been several documented Instances of
actlions In violation of the Wild Horse and Burro Act.

The ranchers!' perceptions of what has been the cause of
livestock use reductions were consldered In the Sccial
Sectlon as their oplnion. We have no information to confirm
these assumptlons; therefore, the perceptions were not used
in the Livestock Grazing Section.

The best avallable valid data was used In the EIS analysis.
As noted in Response 11-17, Apparent Trend Data was used
only as a basis for evaluating the impact of management
actions. Whlle not quantiflied, relative estimates of vege-
tative composltion, vigor, and reproduction are important
determinants of Apparent Trend. Analysis of the Impact of a
management action was based on the expected (literature
documented) effects of the management actions on vegetative
composltion, vigor, and reproduction. Significance of the
effect was based on the area that would be affected.
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Comment Letter 11 Response
Mr. Wayne Lowman
Q:::s;ols' 1982 11-30 See Response 11-12. We agree that utilization problems are
usual ly due to distribution, which means that |ivestock con-
centrate in certaln areas, especially near water and do not
utilize forage that Is too far away from water. This causes
overutilization of +the areas around water because of
allow erroneous conclusions to be made. Only valid data excesslve numbers In the area and underutilization In the
11-29 which is available and quantifiable should be used to derive areas away from water. By reducing livestock, the favored
(Cont.) estimates of impact. areas will Improve due fo reduced grazing pressure. There-
fore, we disagree with the portion of your statement that
infers that reducing |lvestock numbers would not Improve
Assusption ¥S, To assume & 10 percent redustion i lives utllization. Addiﬂgnal water developments and fences SOUIG
stock/wild horse numbers will end the utilization problems distribute livestock more evenly and could Increase the
is questionable, at best. The utilization problems can be number of Iivestock that can be grazed in an allotment, and
11-30 tied most generally to inadequate distribution and not some of these developments were planned under this alter-
excessive numbers. Without additional water developments, native,
fencing, and other management techniques above the proposed
ii:::s-. little improvement can be expected in the problem 11_31 See Response 1H-12.
P3-2, Proposed Actlon 11-32 There are probably isolated instances of overgrazing caused
by wildlife and wild horses; however, |lvestock comprise the
Soils. The assumption under this section is that grazing use vast majority of grazers on the Schell RA and most overuti-
levels are excessive and need reducing. Yet on page 3-1 under tizatlon Is atfributable to them. Adjustments in wild horse
basic assumptions, section 5, the document states "at this point use are proposed In allotments where T_heY occur and moni-
11-31 | i0 time it is not known whether present grazing in the Schell toring shows the forage Is being overutilized.
R.A. 1s utilizing vegetation at a rate above, below, or near
sustained yield." To continue implying grazing use is excessive
despite the above statement is wrong.
P3-3, Vegetation
Again, this section of the text is permeated with the charge
that overgrazing by domestic livestock is the root of all the
problems when, in fact, no valid data exist to substantiate this
charge. Both wildlife and wild horses graze the Schell R.A. and
11-32 without doubt impact the vegetation to some degree. In the
absence of data used to quantify this impact, it is improper to
attribute any utilization problems on only one user (domestic
livestock).
RESOURCE CONCEPTS INC.
340 N. Minnesota « Carson Cily, Nevada 89701 « (702) 883-1600
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11-33

11-34

11-35

Mr. Wayne Lowman
August 16, 1982
Page 11

Grazing systems generally only control domestic livestock, and
to ignore the impact the other range users might have on the
rested pastures or riparian areas is wrong.

The purpose of the monitoring program outlined on pages 1-20 and
1-21 is to accurately determine the impacts of the present graz-
ing practices now affecting the vegetation resource of the
Schell R.A. In this light, any or all preconceived judgements
concerning livestock, wild horse, and wildlife use are purely
subjective and should be eliminated in the final EIS.

P3-3, Livestock Grazing

Any reductions, "“paper" or otherwise, without data to support
this action is completely unacceptable.

To assume a 10 percent reduction on each allotment listed as
having utilization problems, completely ignores the fact that
each allotment will be analyzed on a case-by-case basis. It
also implys a simple reduction will solve the majority of
utilization problems, thereby ignoring management actions such
as 1increased water developments, salting practices, herding, -
fencing, changes in season of use, etc., that can be used to
improve distribution thus eliminating possible utilization
problems.

The short term management actions indicate that AUM levels would
rise approximately 1 percent. This would mean that the short
term action would produce an approximate 47 percent overall
reduction from preference levels. A very significant impact by
anyone's standard.

RESOURCE CONCEPTS INC.

340 M. Minnesola o Carson Clty, Mevada 89701 . (702) 8831600

11-33

11-34

11-35

The purpose of the monitoring program is to accurately
evaluate the forage resource, Its use and measures necessary
to achieve management objectives. Present use fligures were
based on rancher Input, NDOW input and Information from the
Schell URA and MFP documents. Also see Response 3-3.

See Responses 11-12 and 11-30.

This economic Impact was discussed on p. 3-10 and in
Response 2-2.




LS

Comment Letter 11

Response

11-36

11-37

11-38

11-39

Mr. Wayne Lowman
August 16, 1982
Page 12

The long term action would result in an approximate 44 percent
reduction from preference, thus, a very significant negative
impact. The Paradise-Denio EIS (1881) estimated current AUM
values in Nevada to range between $25 and $60 per AUM (Paradise-
Denio EIS, 1981). This, then, represents a loss in rancher
wealth for each AUM removed. That 1is, each Federal AUM removed
would directly impact rancher wealth from $25 to $60/AUM,
depending upon which estimate is used.

P3-4, Wildlife

Without data to support the hypothesis that the lack of summer
range is retarding deer population increases, it 1is wrong to
assume & seeding will solve the problem or even improve it, if
the problem does, in fact, exist.

Referring to Table 2-5 (Footnote a) states, "most poor areas
(mule deer habitat conditions) due to lack of water". To now
state that the cumulative impact of water developments would be
insignificant appears to be contradictory. Also, water develop-
ments can be designed and constructed to reduce spatial competi-
tion between livestock and wildlife.

Paragraph 3 - Once again, livestock are singled out as being
responsible for perceived overgrazing problems with no mention
of "the impacts from wild horses or wildlife. The fact that
fences can cause mortality in wildlife concentration areas is
discussed here but ignored when discussing the fencing of
riparian areas which are also areas of concentration for
wildlife.

RESOURCE CONCEPTS INC.

340 N. Minnesola « Carsan City, Mevads 89701 .« (702) 883-1600

1137

11-38

11-39

11-36 Current estimates of the value of permits for similar range-

land range between $15 and $25 per AUM. Thus, the loss of
the suspended non-use at a maximum may lead fo reductions of
a total of $3.14 million In rancher wealth, assuming a
discount rate of 10 percent. This change is less than 5
percent of the current value of agricultural land in the
reglon, However, It should be noted that lenders, par-
tlcularly the Production Credlt Assoclation, have been
reluctant to loan money based on BLM grazing permit value in
several areas of the Intermountain West. Thus the real
value of wealth Is uncertain at this time. It was noted on
page 3-10 In the DEIS that rancher wealth could decline due
to this proposal. But as lindicated on p. 3-13 and Iin
Krannich et al. (1982), most ranchers interviewed did not
consider this a threat to themselves.

The justiflcation for using suspended non-use in the future
Is that the avallability of monitoring data will quantify
avallable forage and therefore use. There Is, therefore, no
need for preference levels above these figures. The use can
be Increased as improvements are developed or as range con-
ditlon and ftrend Improves.

See Response 11-19.

For water developments to have a slgnificant beneficial
Iimpact requlires a 20 percent increase in existing deer num—
bers (see p. 3-2). This threshold would not be met by the
proposed water developments,

As noted on p., 3-4, the problem with wildlife mortality due
to fences would be insignificant,
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Response

11-40

11-41

11-42

11-43|

11-44

Mr. Wayne Lowman
August 16, 1982
Page 13

Paragraph 5 - With respect to the discussion on seasons of use,
the allowable use levels used by the BLM should ensure that
adequate forage remains for deer consumption in these areas. If
monitoring data indicates that a change 1s necessary, the
present BLM policy mandating the protection of wildlife habitat
would be adequate to provide for the deer populations in these
areas.

Paragraph 8 - Grazing use can also retard succession and produce
suitable browse.

Paragraph 9 - There is no hard data to support the statement
that deer herds on the Chin Creek, Tippett, Pleasant Valley, and
Wilson Creek Units are at critically low levels due to livestock
use. The statement, as discussed in Chapter 2, "These popula-
tions are at critically low levels and probably would remain so
unless there is a significant decrease in livestock use" should
be deleted.

P3-8, Upland Game And Waterfowl

If fencing would improve 9700 acres of wetland vegetation, but
little improvement of wildlife habitat could be expected due to
the impacts of livestock grazing, then what is the justification
for fencing?

P3-8, Aquatics

To make a blanket statement that cattle and sheep grazing around
streams have drastic effects on fishery habitats and fish popu-
lations 1is 1incorrect. Studies by Davis, 1981; Kimball and
Savage, 1971; May, 1981; and Platts, 1981; etc., have shown that

RESOURCE CONCEPTS INC.

340 N. Minnesola « Carson Cily, NMevada 89701 « (702) 883-1600

11-40

11-41

1142

11-43

1144

it should have been noted on p. 3-4 that thls analysis was a
"worst case™ analysis.

We agree.,

See Response 11-19,

The fenclng would be used to assure that llivestock grazing
does not exceed sustalned yleld.

The references clted on p. 3-8 should be consulted and com-
pared with the sources you noted. All of these references
agree that livestock can and do have drastic effects on
stream systems, but Impacts vary depending on a varlety of
condltions. Also see Responses 11-8 and 11-23,
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Mr. Wayne Lowman :
August 16, 1982 11-45 Please refer to Responses 11-8 and 11-44, The impacts
Page 14

11-45

the effects of grazing on streams vary drastically in relation
to class of livestock, type of vegetation present,
practices, grazing systems, stocking rates,

tics, and most important, utilization levels.

management
stream characteris-

To state that fencing is the only sure way to improve stream
habitat ignores the findings of the before mentioned authors and
allows erroneous conclusions to be drawn by the readers of this
document. It should be changed to read, "planned grazing sys-
herding, water developments, fencing, etc., are all man-
agement tools that can be used to protect and improve stream
habitat".

tems,

Paragraph 2 - The lack of detalled data is not a valid reason to
assume that streams in allotments with increased livestock use
will degrade from present levels or that streams in allotments
with decreased grazing will remain in existing condition or
improve slightly. The impacts to streams are dependent on many
factors and would vary in relation to the type of grazing man-
agement applied to each allotment as well as the proposed live-
stock numbers. At this point in time,
and the text should state this fact.

the impacts are unknown

Over the long and short term, livestock numbers will only
increase if monitoring data indicates an increase is warranted.
This is possible only if the plant and soil resources are not
being damaged. The DEIS suggest fencing is the only alternative
to improve stream habitat in the short run,
term, sustained yield utilization,
will help alleviate many adverse problems. This analysis
appears to be questionable, as the above mentioned methods could
also be used in the short run.

but over the long
grazing systems, and AMPs

RESOURCE CONCEPTS INC.
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determined due to Increased or decreased use were based on a
number of studles as cited In the Draft EIS. No other mana-
gement actions were proposed that may have mitigated or
reduced the potential impacts. Agaln, fencing was proposed
to alleviate severe problems by improving poor habitat to
good or excellent., The management ftechniques you noted
would help reduce degradation of unfenced riparlan areas
only after a number of years of Implementation. Even at
that, the Improvement projected would not be sufficient to
ralse poor habltat quality to good or excellent.
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Mr. Wayne Lowman
August 16, 1982 11-46 See Response 11-3,
Page 15
11-47 Rancher interviews as noted on p. 3-13 did not Indicate that
such negative Impacts would result, But as also noted on p.
P3-9, Wild Horses 3-13, they did suggest that dissatisfactlon over reductions
Iin preference levels would result in Increased confllict.
Other than the statement "Periodic roundups would be required to
maintain present use levels"”, no mention is made of proposed 11-48 See Responses 11-12 and 11-32
11-46 round-up areas or schedules for gathering. At what point in the e
horse population increase (5 percent, 25 percent, 50 percent)
would a round-up be conducted? 1149 No prejudging of monitoring Is Intended. 1f, when suf-
flcient monitoring data are avallable, an adjustment up or
P3-13, Ranching Community down Is needed, it will be pursued. Any actual adjustment
In use will be based on monitoring data.

11-47

11-48‘

1149

The proposed action would have a significant negative impact to
the ranchers who receive reductions ranging from 7 percent to 94
percent. The fact that the present AUM reductions were volun-
tary but now are proposed to be used as a basis for suspended
non-use will only widen the feeling of distrust experienced by
most ranchers.

P3-16, HResource Protection Alternative

The entire premise throughout this alternative 1s that reduced
livestock use would solve the majority of problems identified in
the Schell R.A. when, in fact, only minimal site specific data
is available which supports that theory.

P3-25, Graze At Preference Alternative

To analyze perceived impacts and predict resource deterioration
without any supporting data would seem a waste of time. When
reviewing this and the other alternatives, it appears the BLM
have a preconceived figure with respect to reductions they plan
to initiate in three years. If so, then the proposed monitoring
plan would appear to be nothing more than a formality.

RESOURCE CONCEPTS INC.
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11-50

11-51

11-52

Mr.

Wayne Lowman

August 16, 1982

Page 16

P3-35, No Livestock Grazing

This alternative is unreasonable and impossible to implement if
one considers current BLM policy and regulations.

COMMENTS REGARDING ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
AND ALTERNATIVES PRESENTED IN THE DEIS

1)

The “Graze at preference alternative" is completely imprac-
tical and goes against the basic principles of ranch man-
agement and ranch economics. This point is brought out in
the EIS to some degree on the bottom of Page 3-32, but not
nearly strongly enough.

A relevant question at this point is why have Schell R.A.
ranchers typically grazed at below licensed use? Several
reasons are obvious:

a)

Optimal stocking rates are determined by the inter-
action of production costs, beef prices, and most
importantly, the seasonal mix of forage availability.
While the number of BLM AUMs available is a factor, it
is not the only one. The obvious answer, given the
fact that ranchers in the Schell RA are grazing below
authorized use, is that spring, summer, and fall graz-
ing resources (when BLM is typically available in the
District) are not the limiting factors of livestock
production for most of the Schell ranchers. It would
appear that winter feed or early spring grazing is the
limiting forage season for livestock production on the
Schell. Ranchers have adjusted their seasonal level of
BLM use to fit their ranch management and ranch eco-
nomic needs. To assume that BLM policy could dictate

RESOURCE CONCEPTS INC.

340 N. Minnesota « Carson City, Nevads 89701 + (702) 883-1600

11-80 we appreciate your comment.
11-51 We appreciate your comment.

11-52 We appreciate the addltional data.
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Mr. Wayne Lowman

3§§:S§7‘6' 1982 11=53 As stated on p. 3-32 and 3-34, we noted that most ranchers

probably would not Increase use fto preference levels, But
thls alternative assumed that preference use would occur and
analyzed the Impacts of that occurrence.

that “you will graze at active preference" would go
against the principles of profit maximization for the 11-54 since the EIS is not a benefit-cost analysis, but rather a
sanch ZiemE projection of the time stream of economic activity, there Is
no need to discount the future income streams. We recognize
that a beneflt/cost analysis would Indeed requlre such

b) To imcrease cow numbers requires capital invesiment in discounting to compare present values of future Incomes.

breeding livestock, ranch equipment, labor, and supple-
mental feeds. In fact, the historical use of BLM
11-53 forage on the Schell should theoretically represent the
"profit maximizing" level of use that ranchers have
established through experience. The increased level of
short-term grazing called for under the "graze at pref-
erence alternative"” would represent a higher than
optimal level of ranch investment.

The above points are basic to the principles of micro-
economic theory. Why is an EIS alternative which is so
economically unsound and physically impractical even con-
sidered? It is almost as if BLM felt livestock reductions
may not be justified at current stocking levels and that
this ridiculous alternative was proposed as a safeguard.

Z) The economic analyses contained within the Schell EIS fail
to recognize the time value of money. Once again, the same
mistake has been made. Long term benefits are estimated
and treated equivalent to short term impacts. That is, it
is not recognized that even given that range improvement

11-54 may, in the long run, increase 1livestock grazing, this

benefit cannot be directly compared to short-run impacts

(reductions in livestock grazing) without discounting long

run benefits and short run impacts to present value. It is

the present value of various income streams under each al-
ternative that must be compared. To estimate the increased

RESOURCE CONCEPTS INC.
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August 16, 1982 11-55

11-656

11-56

Page 18

grazing capacity and ranch income that may result from
range improvements say 20 years in the future and compare
this to short run impacts without wusing the tool of
discounting is inappropriate.

This point would be even more important if any of the pro-
posed management alternatives estimated short run or long
run benefit to the livestock industry. However, this is
not the case. Consider the summary of estimated ranch
economic impacts outlined in Summary Table 1 of the EIS.
The “proposed action"” is estimated to (perhaps) slightly
benefit sheep operators in the long term and the "Graze at
preference alternative"
net income in the long term.
no impact or very detrimental impacts in the short run to
the livestock industry. It is obvious then that BLM plans
to manage for recreation, wildlife, wild horses, and cul-
tural resources at the direct and very real expense of the
livestock industry.

is estimated to probably increase
All alternatives show either

3) Under the "Graze At Preference Alternative", it is indi-

cated that AUMs levels will increase in the long term (pp5 :

and 3-32). This is not what Summary Figure 1 shows. In
Figure 1 under the "Graze At Preference Alternative", AUMs
never again reach present use. There could therefore be no
"probable" economic benefit as 1is suggested by Summary
‘Table 1.

4) On page 1-12, Table 1-4, cost comparisons for implementa-
tion of the five alternatives considered for the Schell
R.A. are presented. It should be noted that the loss in
grazing fee income to the BLM is just as real a cost as

RESOURCE CONCEPTS INC.
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11-56

average

As explained on pages 3-29 and 3-30, and as shown In Summary
Figure 1, livestock numbers would decrease in the short
term, and gradually Increase In the long term from short
term levels, but never reach present use (last 3 yr.
evels., As noted on p. 3-32 -"economic improvement
Is expected from the short term, although probably not to a
slgnificant degree.m STgnlflcance, as explained on p. 3-2,
was a 5% change in net ranch Income. Therefore, no
"probable" economic benefit would accrue as you noted, and
as noted on Summary Table 1.

Funding levels In Table 1-4 were determined based on pro—
Jected future funding levels from a varlety of sources,
Including range funds derived from grazing fees. The values
are undliscounted totals for annual expenditures. Differ—
ences between alternatives reflect differences in grazing
fee income, since other funding sources were considered to
remaln constant, It was assumed that the same proportion of
the grazing fees would be refurned to the Schell RA as
occurred In the last few years. While there would be an
additional loss to the general public treasury, it certainly
would be Insignlficant. Table 1-4 was changed (see Changes
Section) to reflect a more consistent definition of the
values and assumptions., The loss of llvestock income is
estimated for each alternative (see tables in Chapter 3).
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Mr. Wayne Lowman

August 16, 1982 11-57 Sece Response 1i-53,
Page 19

monies for fencing, seeding, wildlife guzzlers, etc., and

should thus be included in cost comparisons. Also, the

loss in livestock production income should be included. As
outlined by BLM in their range improvement economic analy-
sis directives, the private land lease rate provides an

estimate of what this wvalue per AUM would be. Table 1
outlines our estimate of what this loss in revenue would be
11-56 for each of the alternatives considered. In addition, it
(CQnI.) should be emphasized that this loss in grazing fee income

and livestock production income would represent an annual
loss not just a one-time cost.

As can be seen from Table 1-4 of the EIS, the No Livestock
Grazing Alternative is estimated to be the least expensive
alternative to implement. However, when the income lost in
grazing fees and income lost in livestock production are
added, this alternative becomes the most expensive.

5) Page 3-32 of the EIS states, ".....if the above problems

could be overcome, rancher incomes would increase
drastically". This sentence indicates significant short
term positive benefits under the "Graze At Preference
Al ternative". This conclusion relies on the assumption
that ranchers will increase herd sizes. However,
11_57 increasing herd sizes is an investment decision which must
be made by each individual rancher. Why would & rancher

increase herd size in the short term when in the Schell EIS
it is layed out so well that the rancher is to be
drastically cut in 3 years? It is possible, if the "Graze
At Preference Alternative" were implemented, that
additional AUMs supplied in the short run would g0 unused
-- thus no benefit. This point has not been addressed in
the EIS and should be prior to any management decision
being made concerning this alternative.

RESOURCE CONCEPTS INC.
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In conclusion, the N-4 State Grazing Board is very concerned
with the amount of unsupported speculation that 1is used to
support the DEIS recommendation. The Board is unaware of any
reliable trend data, range condition information, forage
utilization data, or site specific data documenting negative
impacts to wildlife due to the actions of livestock.

Literature, when cited, typically presents information suppor-
tive of the proposed recommendations, as opposed to being objec-
tive in presenting the "pros" and "cons" of the recommendation.

When one considers all of those factors, the question arises as
to how realistic management decisions can be formulated and the
benefits of the proposed action be projected when there is such
an obvious lack of reliable data.

The N-4 State Grazing Board appreciates the opportunity to com-
ment on the DEIS and hopes that serious consideration will be
given to these comments when preparing the final EIS.

Sincerely,

L. McLain
fied Range Management Consultant

RESOURCE CONCEPTS INC.
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Table 1. Loss of grazing fee income and livestock production income for each
of the proposed alternatives, short term.

Proposed Resource Graze at No Livestock No
Action Protection Preference Grazing Action
AUMs removed over pa 22,156 g2 136,669 ?

3 year average use

Grazing fee

Income lost €@ $1.86/AUM [} 41, 210 "] 254,204 9
Livestock production

Income lost @ $6.29/AUMP [ 139,361 9 859,648 [
Short term costs from

Table 1-4 of EIS 775,000 625,000 942,300 175,000 400,000
Total Short term costs 775,000 805,571 942,300 1,288,852 400, 000

2 /Because of the initial 3 years proposed forage increase and then decrease, the easiest
assumption is that in the short term (say 10 years) no change in grazing fee or live-
stock income would occur.

b/$6.29/AUM is the average price paid per AUM for pasturing cattle on non-irrigated
rangelands in Nevada during 1981 (Fransten, 1982). As outlined in BLM's economic direc-
tives on valuing forage for range improvements, this value should approximate the value
of an AUM of grazing.
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Brent Eldridge, Chairman P. 0. Box 1002
Archie Robison, Member (702) 289-8841 o »
Jay Henriod, Member 12-1 See Responses 11-8, 11-44, and 11-45,
?uarh of (ﬂuuntg Qomurissioners 12-2 See Responses 2-1 and 2-2.

WHITE PINE COUNTY

ELY, NEVADA 89301
August 18, 1982 12-3 The Income changes used for the regional Impact analysis for
. the |ivestock sector are gross receipts from exports, rather
than net income to ranchers. All gross output values are
total sales (gross revenues), rather than net incomes. The
value added amounts are equivalent to nef Income plus
payments to hired labor and returns to borrowed capital.

Merrill DeSpain, D.M.
Bureau of Land Management
Ely District Office

Star Route 5, Box 1

Ely, Mevada 89301

Dear Mr. DeSpain:

The following are the Commission's comments regarding
Schell Draft EIS.

1. Fencina of riparian is a Band-Aid approach -

12.1 Fencing should he planned as an integral part of
a management plan resulting in benefit to all
users.

2. Three-year average for initial grazing level
12-2 should be very flexible to allow authorized officer

discretion to implement obviously needed adjustments
pending more formal monitoring results.

3. Effects of aariculture on local economy are not

accurately portrayed. Gross product and agriculture is

12-3 a major contributor to the economy even though net
earnings may only account for 2% of local income.

Gross income, as well as net should be considered

in assessing economic impact.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this
matter.

Sincerely,

o T

BRENT ELDRIDGE,
Chairman

BE/rw
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Association

419 Raliroad Street - Elko, Nevada 89801-3783

August 17, 1982
. (702)738-9214

George Cropper, Acting District Manager
Bureau of Land Management

Ely District Office

Star Route 5, Box 1

Ely, NV 89301

Dear Mr. Cropper:

The following comments are made on behalf of the Nevada Cattlemen's
Association on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement Proposed
Domestic Livestock Grazing Management Program for the Schell Resource
Area.

Comments on the Proposed Action

1) One of our major concerns with the proposed action is the
proposal to use the average a.u.m. use between 1977-79 as the present
use. Using this average will unfairly reduce permits that took volun-
tary non-use during this period. Many factors could effect the
operator's decision to take non-use other than the ability of the
range to handle the cattle. The current use, unless circumstances
other than range conditions influenced non-use last year, should be
used as a starting point and future adjustments should be made
relying upon monitoring data.

2) Wild horses should be inventoried considering adjustments
indicated as being needed in the University of Minnesota census study
report. Any areas'that have horses in excess of the 1971 levels
should be reduced to at least this level. In no case should live-
stock numbers be reduced to make room for wild horse numbers in
excess of the 1971 lewvels.

3) wWildlife habitat management levels should be determined at a
local lewvel which includes input from other forage users.

4) The livestock operators in this area feel there is more
than 4,000 acres which would benefit from multiple-use seedings.
The additional forage available from these seedings should not be
allocated on an arbitrary percentage basis, but on what forage
sources are available. The BLM should plan for more acreage to be
seeded.

Affillate NATIONAL CATTLEMEN'S ASSOCIATION

13-1 See Responses 2-1 and 2-2,

13=2 Wild horse Inventory procedures were discussed In Response
11-3. The Proposed Actlon would manage wild horses at
existing levels. Livestock numbers have not been reduced to
accommodate wild horses in any of the alternatives.

13-3 See Response 9-8.

13-4 seeding acreage Is limited by available funding. Multiple
use seedlngs would be composed of 70% grasses and 30f forbs
and shrubs, and the additional AUMs would be divided into 70
percent for |lvestock and 30 percent for wildlife.
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Response

13-86

13-6

13-7 |

13-8

13-9

13-10

13~11

George Cropper, Acting District Manager
August 17, 1982
Page 2

5) Seeding and fencing 750 acres specifically for wildlife is
not multiple use management. We do not restrict wildlife from using
our private lands or public allotments and such restricted use
shouldn't be made specifically for wildlife.

6) The development of 10 springs, 10 miles of pipeline, and
2 miles of fence to aid in the distribution of livestock is too little.
Improving the distribution of liwvestock and wildlife is probably the
most beneficial management technique the BLM could use to improve
forage conditions in those areas felt to be over grazed. Develop-
ment of water improvements and pipelines to improve distribution
should receive much higher priority. Much more potential exists for
these improvements which oould help solve many problems.

7) Development. of fences should only be planned with the
livestock operator whobest knows how his livestock use an allotment.

8) Fencing of riparian areas should only be used as a last
resort. There are other proven methods to improve riparian habitat,
that are not as costly, which can result in the same end result.
Livestock should not be used as a “"scape goat" for degraded riparian
habitats. Documentation should be made to determine the actual cause
of any deteriorated riparian habitats and altermatives should be
developed to resolve the condition.

9) Utilization of these wetlands proposed to be fenced should
be determined as are irrigated meadows. Total annual production
should be considered.

10} Cook book grazing systems don't always fit the particular
situation that exists on certain allotments or operaticns. Often times
the livestock operator has developed a system that he feels works best.
We strongly encourage the BIM to work closely with the livestock
operators when developing grazing systems or allotment management plans.

Long Term

Our comments on the short term management actions also pertain
to the long term proposals. However, as our previous comments indi-
cate, we feel improvements should be speeded up in the short term
and maximized over the long term. To support that elk, antelope,
and bighorn sheep be introduced to utilize forage in excess of demand
leads us to believe that livestock will not be considered for addi-
tional forage that may become available. This statement should be
clarified.

135

13-6

13~7

13-8

13-9

13-10

13-11

See Response 11-4,

See Response 11-6,

See Response 11-7,

See Responses 11-8, 11-44, and 11-45,

See Response 11-9,

Grazing systems or AMPs willl be developed in close coor-
dination with the affected operators.

Elk, antelope and blghorn sheep may be Introduced in some
areas |If forage Is available. The type of forage and speci-
flc clrcumstances will determine forage allocatlon. See
Response 9-16.
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Comment Letter 13 Response
George Cropper, Acting District Manager
233?5 e 13-12 Thank you for your comment. It will be considered for deve-
lopment of the selective management criteria in the Schell
RA.

13-12

13-13

Selective Management

We object to the use of range condition to categorize allotments.
The Ely District doesn't have reliable data from monitoring studies to
show what the actual range condition is at this time, and won't,
until several years down the road. The 1979 range survey results
are highly questionable and cannot be considered as a reliable
basis to formulate forage condition ratings from. We encourage
the BIM to remove this criteria from their categorization process.

Vegetative Monitoring

Utilization should be determined through use of cages rather
than visually as indicated. Actual use of wild horses and wildlife
should be determined from the most accurate methods available.

Summary

We object to the BLM's attempts to use data from the 1979 range
survey to make management decisions in this Enviornmental Impact
Statement from. We also object to the statements indicating that
widespread overgrazing by livestock is occuring even though there
isn't documentation that this is in fact true. Long-term monitoring
of the range trend will provide the necessary information from
which these decisions can be made. Once this data is available
it will provide the basis from which all decisions can be made.

We strongly encourage the suggested changes be made in the Final
Draft.

Sincerely, =

@[;-’L/ & %;t

Paul Bottari, Executive Secretary
Nevada Cattlemen's Association

13-13 see Responses 11-14 and 11-25.
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14-1

142

143

14-4

14-5

SIERRA CLUB

Toiyabe Chapter — Nevm and Easterm California

PLEASE REPLY T0:0

D LS VEGAS GROUP
P.O. Bex 19777
Las Vagas, Mavads 89119

(0 GREAT BASIN GROUP
P.0. Ben BO9E
s

August 16, 1982

Merrill DeSpain, Manager
BLM/Ely District

Star Route 5, Box 1

Ely, NV 89301

Dear Manager DeSpain,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft
Schell Grazing Environmental Impact Statement. I am
commenting on behalf of the Toiyabe Chapter of the Sierra
Club and the Nevada Outdoor Recreation Association. We
are pleased to submit the following comments:

Summary. The summary tables were somewhat confusing. We
could not determine, for instance, if the 23% improvement
in range condition listed for the Proposed Action means
that 77% would continue to deteriorate, or if sustained
yield is a major goal of the Resource Protection Alterna-
tive, but not the Proposed Action. Also, although the
DEIS is supposed to use the MFP-II recommendations, it was
not at all ¢lear that BLM planning is incorporated into
the DEIS. Is the Proposed Action the area manager's MFP-II
recommendations?

Chapter I. We are unconvinced that the major innovation
of this DEIS, placing the difference between licensed use
and past 3-year's average use into suspended non-use will
either improve range management or resolve resource pro-
blems. We can see a problem with this process penalizing
a good operator who has reduced cattle use on an allotment
due to poor range condition and reward the over-capacity
grazing of less long-sighted ranchers. More rationale is
needed for this proposal.

What is BLM trying to accomplish with the Proposed Action?
It appears that BLM proposes to spend over $3,000,000 just
to maintain the last 3-years average use. We feel the Pro-
posed Action does not go far enough to improve range con-
ditions or to resolve resource conflicts. The range improve-
ment program appears reasonably conservative; fencing 9,8
miles of riparian stream habitat is good, but not enoughj;
fencing 15 miles to protect 9,700 acres of wetlands is good,
but not enough; and placing 19 allotments into custodial
management is not at all justified. Conservationists
strictly oppose the writing-off of any lands as incapable
of being improved and managed properly.

To explore, enjoy, and protect the natwral mountain scene . . .

14-1

14-2

14-3

144

14-5

In the worse case, only 23% of the Schell RA would be
Improved for |lvestock forage condition since thls Is the
amount In the Schell RA presently Tn a downward trend. In
all likelihood, more of the Schell RA would be Improved, the
23% 1s the lowest amount that might be Improved. Sustained

yleld utilization Is a goal of all alternatives except No
Action,

As noted on p. 1-1, the Proposed Actlon Is that portion of
the area managers MFP-2 recommendations that affect grazing.

Suspended non-use Is an Indirect affect of the proposal to
go to a sustalned yleld grazing system as determined by
monitoring. Once monltoring data have set the level of use
in a gliven allotment, Increases to that use could only occur

"It future monltoring shows additional forage is avallable,

Therefore, the present preference levels have no real
meaning as they would never be attained In most allotments,
This system will only penalize a "good operator" for the 1-3
year perlod before monitoring data becomes avallable. Also
see Responses 2-1 and 2-2,

Range improvements are |Iimited by avallable funds. Also see
Response 3-2.

Placing an allotment into a Custodial category does not say
It cannot be improved. Current management of the allotment
Is sufficlient to maintaln the resource in its present
conditlion, Nelther more Intensive management nor range
Improvements will significantly improve the allotment,
Therefore, it will be properly managed within the capability
of the resources It presently possesses.

III.IIIl--l------===============:==========:lIllllllllllllIllllllllllllllIlllIlIIlllllIlIlIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII===
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146

14-7

14-8

14-9

14-10

14-11

p. 2 SIERRA CLUB

The Resource Protection alternative goal of protécting all
areas from overgrazing should be required for all the al-
ternatives and BILM management actions. Does this statement
mean overgrazing will be allowed in the Proposed Action?

The Sierra Club does not support the reduction of livestock
or wild horses to increa se wildlife to reasonable numbers.
We support reducing overgrazing by all animals, improving
range condition and then increasing all animals proportion-
ately. We believe properly managed range can accomodate
livestock preference, reasonable wildlife numbers and
viable wild horse herds.

Fencing 31.7 miles of stream riparian habitat is better
than that proposed in the Proposed Action, but probably
not enough. The same is true of the fencing of 11,700
acres of wetlands. We support reintcoduction of big game
species when the forage is available. We strongly support
the proposed two month rest for allotments in the Spring
in those without AMPs or grazing systems.

We feel the Grazing At Preference alternative, if imple-
mented would be very disruptive to the livestock industry
starting a boom which would soon bust and penalizing good
operators who do not exceed carrying capacity. Ofcourse
this alternative would institutionalize overgrazing in the
Schell RA,also. If this really what the ranchers want?
Obviously, BIM cannot maintain big game at present levels
if livestock levels are increased to preference, so the
analysis is also faulty.

We approve of the benefits to the land resource of the No
Grazing alternative, but feel that resource conflicts would
be better resolved if BLM follows the principles of multiple
use and sustained yield.

We highly suspect the No Action alternative to be the real
proposed actionl‘

Implementation

We greatly doubt whether the monitoring data proposed to be
collected and so heavily relied upon to base management
decisions will ever be used to reduce livestock AUMs. If
monitoring data shows reductions are necessary, the data
will be challenged. (See p.3-22, ranching community comments
on using "political influence and legal avenues to protect
its interests and avoid losses.") We wonder if BIM believes
that the best data is data not yet collected!

CRMP. The emphasis on CRMP is too optimistic as effective
100% participation from all interests will be impossible
to achieve and sustain. CRMP will not ultimately rescue

BIM from having to make hard management decisions eventually.

146

14-7

14-8

14-9

14-10

14-11

Managing on a sustained yleld basis, as In elther the
Proposed Actlon or Resource Protection alternative, does not
allow for overgrazing.

We appreclate your comment,

The 31.7 miles of stream fencing, and 11,700 ac of wetlands
to be fenced, Include all the known fishable streams in less
than good conditlion and all the known major wetlands.

We appreclate your comment.

Refer to pages 3-30 and 3-31 where wildlife Iimpacts are
discussed.

We appreclate your comment on the BLM planning process.
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14-11
{Cont.)

14-12 |

14-13l

p. 3 SIERRA CLUB

Selective Management. The process is too simplistic as

each allotment has areas of overuse and underuse. Averaging
{(categorizing) will not solve resource problems. And the
system rewards I permittees with range improvement funds,
but not M ranchers who are doing a good job. C is totally
unacceptable to conservationists. There is no throw-away
land. Placing allotments in this category is totally un-
justifiable and unjustified in the DEIS.

Vegetation Monitoring. Monitoring should have the first
riority for range improvement funds as monitoring is crit-
ical to any management plan.

Standard Operating Procedures. “What is meant by #17?

Chapter II. The information presented seems comprehensive.
At least the Ely District appears to know the land resources.
Table 2-2 is very useful, although problem #3 should occur
almost always when problem #1 occurs.

Chapter III. This chapter appears a more honest assessment
than in most other EISs. The analysis suffers from the

lack of site-specific management actions and thus isprobably
in violation of NEPA as well as the court orders on grazing
EISs.

Overall, the EIS is surprisingly well-written, though short.
The alternatives are unique to my experience - worst case
types - which are not that realistic but perhaps easier to
analyze in a programmatic EIS. At least, the EIS admits
resource management problems. Unfortunately, the DEIS only
offers non-specific management and then asks the public to
trust that whatever BLM ends up doing will solve resource
problems and improve range conditions. We fear that the
poor conditions in the Schell RA will only be exacerbated
by continued overgrazing (last three years average use),
especially if eventual reductions based on monitoring

data are blocked as threatened by ranchers and/or range
improvement funds and BLM staff are further crippled by
budget cuts.

We would like to believe that BLM can do a better job of

managing the public lands than is presented in the Schell
DEIS.

Thank you for considering our comments.
Sincerely,

. S )

Rose Strickland, Chair
Public Lands Committee
(702) 747-L237

14-13

14-12 Excess wild horses will be gathered and placed In locations

where they can be adopted by the public. They will not be
destroyed In the fleld except under extreme circumstances,
such as a debllitating Injury.

Not all allotments have flsh streams, areas suggested for
fencing. See Response 9-20.
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m ¥ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION IX
215 Fremont Street
San Francisco, Ca. 94105

A

17 August 1982

Mr. George Cropper

Acting District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Star Route 5, Box 1

Ely, Nevada 89301

Dear Mr. Cropper:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has received
and reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
titled PROPOSED DOMESTIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT PROGRAM
FOR THE SCHELL RESOURCE AREA.

EPA's comments on the DEIS have been classified as
Category LO-2. Definitions of the categories are provided by
the enclosure. The classification and the date of the EPA's
comments will be published in the Federal Register in accord-
ance with our responsibility to inform the pu c of our
views on proposed federal actions under Section 309 of the
Clean Air Act. Our procedure is to categorize our comments
on both the environmental consequences of the proposed action
and the adequacy of the environmental statement.

EPA appreciates the opportunity to comment on this
DEIS and requests three copies of the Final Environmental
Impact Statement when available.

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please
contact Loretta Kahn Barsamian, Chief, EIS Review Section, at
(415) 974-8188 or FTS 454-8188.

Sincerely yours,

Pl By

John Wise, Acting Director
Office of Policy, Technical,

and Resources Management
Enclosures (2)
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16-1

15-2

15-3

154

155

15-6

Water Quality Comments

1.

National Forest boundaries should be observed to ensure
protection of riparian and wetland areas and wildlife
habitat from grazing impacts.

Bakers Creek, Cleve Creek and Hendy's Creek are all
Class "A"™ waters of Nevada from their headwaters to the
boundaries of the National Forest.

To protect these resources, and ensure the integrity of
the National Porest and grazing allotment boundaries,
grazing allotment permits should be closely monitored
in the Baker Creek, Majors and Smith Creek allotments,
and appropriate management activities implemented.
Fencing has not been proposed for Majors or Baker

Creek and this protective measure should be considered.

Table 2-10 (p. 2-14) attempts to classify stream habitat
qualitatively as poor, fair, good or excellent. The FEIS
should state what criteria were used to establish this
ranking system.

Stream areas of poorest bank cover and stability have been
targeted for management practices (fencing). We are
concerned about protection of the excellent and good
riparian areas, as well,

Baker, Geyser, Hampton, North Siegal, Strawberry and
Vipont Creeks were classified as having excellent
habitats. The FEIS should discuss positive or active
management plans to protect these riparian areas from
grazing induced erosion and degradation.

Regarding fencing provisions in the Proposed Action
for Cherry, Negro and Silver Creeks:

a. The FEIS should provide information concerning
the location of fencing in relation to the
particular stream reaches.

b. Water quality and suitable wildlife habitat are
inversely proportional to the amount of livestock
usage around streams and springs. The FEIS should
discuss fencing to protect Class A and excellent
riparian habitat stream reaches from livestock
contact and stream bank erosion.

c. The proposed fencing plan calls for openings at 1/2
mile intervals to allow access to streams for
wildlife, wild horses and livestock. This could
lead to the creation of use corridors which may
result in increased degradation rather than
protection of riparian areas. The FEIS should
address this issue and discuss management plans to
control grazing within the fenced areas.

152

153

154

15-5

156

Nelther Bakers, Hendry's, nor Majors creeks flow on BLM
lands, and BLM does not have jurlsdiction on Forest Service
lands.

Streams on public lands are rated according to BLM Wetland-
Riparian Area Protection and Management Manual - Manual
6740,

Since grazing has occurred in these areas for many years,
problems should occur only If grazing practices in these
areas are altered, especially If grazing use Is increased.
Therefore, If such grazing changes are Implemented in the
future, site speciflc Environmental Assessments would be
required to assess potential impacts.

Fencing of all three creeks would occur in their entire por-
tlons on BLM-managed land.

See Responses 15-1 and 15-3,

The stream access polints would tend to be degraded, but that
would more than be compensated for by the Increase in the
fenced areas where no grazing would be allowed. Access
polnts would be selected In areas where |ivestock congrega-
tion would have minimal Impacts,




Comment Letter 15

Response

EIS CATEGORY CODES

Environmental Impact of the Action

LO—Lack of Objections

EPA has no objection to the proposed action as described in the draft impact statement;
or suggests only minor changes in the proposed actiom.

ER—Environmental Reservations

EPA has reservations concerning the environmental effects of certain aspects of
the proposed action. EPA believes that further study of suggested alternatives
or modifications is required and has asked the originating Federal agency to
reassess these aspects. e

EU—Environmentally Unsatisfactory

EPA believes that the proposed action is unsatisfactory because of its potentially
harmful effect on the environment. Furthemmore, the hgency believes that the
potential safequards which might be utilized may not adequately protect the
environment from hazards arising fram this action. The Agency recommends that
alternatives to the action be analyzed further (including the possibility of

no action at all).

Adequacy of the Impact Statement
Category l—Adequate
The draft impact statement adequately sets forth the environmental impact of

the proposed project or action as well as alternatives reasonably available
to the project or action.

Category 2—Insufficient Information

EPA believes that the draft impact statement does not contain sufficient
information to assess fully the environmental impact of the proposed project
or action, However, from the information submitted, the Agency is able to
make a preliminary determination of the impact on the envirorment. EPA has
requested that the originator provide the information that was not included
in the draft statement.

Category 3—Inadequate

EPA believes ‘that the draft impact statement does not adequately assess the
environmental impact of the proposed project or action, or that the statement
inadequately analyzes reasonably available alternatives. The Agency has
requested more information and analysis concerning the potential environmental
hazards and has asked that substantial revision be made to the impact
statement. .

If a draft impact statement is assigned a Category 3, no rating will be made
of the project or action, since a basis does not generally exist on which to
make such a determination.

LS
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ﬂl'Z.Q
NS 2 :
g’f).# =0 United States Department of the Interior
R 1
N4, wa NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
)
- v WESTERN REGION
- 430 GOLDEN GATE AVENUE, BOX 36063
IN REPLY REFER TO: SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102
L7617 (WR-RNE)
August 13, 1982
Memorandum
To: State Director, Bureau of Land Management, Nevada
From: Associate Regional Director, Resources Management, Western Region

Subject: Draft Schell Grazing Environmental Impact Statement

We have concluded our review of the subject document. The Bureau of Land
Management should be commended on a job well done. Since there will be no effect
on Lehman Caves National Monument, we have no comments. Thank you for giving

us an opportunity to comment on this document.

cct
Superintendent, Lehman Caves

WASO (135) L V
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Law QOrrices
BarreTT, HANNA, DALY & GaASPAR
Surrs 475
2580 M STeEst, N.W.

e oo Wasaimvoton, D. C. 20007 1202 283-3204
FRED H. DALY TELEX 90-4058 HCLAW wWaSH
DAVID M. BARRETT
MUSSELL - srBpan August 17, 1982 FRANKFURT, GERMANY OFFICE
PETER MENTING
JOSEPH E. SCHULER 8 FAANWKFURT AM MAIN
NANCY A. MURRAY AM SALZHAUS 4

WEST GERMANY
BECORmEEL 10811} 281647148

EOWARD J. BELLEN
FRANKFURT, WEST GERMANY

EDWARD F. BARRETT
ADMITYED i MEW YORNK AND INCIANA OmLY

Larry Jung

Schell EIS Team Leader

United States Bureau of Land Management
Star Route 5, Box 1

Ely, Nevada 89301

Re: Schell Grazing Environmental
Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Jung:

I am writing on behalf of the American Horse Protection
Association, Inc., to comment on the draft Schell Grazing EIS.

Although the information in the draft is not entirely clear,
it appears that the proposed action initially will reserve about
5,600 AUMs of forage to support about 465 wild horses. After
obtaining monitoring data over the next 3 years, BLM anticipates
a ten-percent reduction of both wild horse and livestock
allocations in those allotments that are presently overgrazed.
Nearly all of the wild horse forage would be restored over the
short term (6-8 years). Livestock will enjoy a small (four
percent) increase in forage allocations over the long term, and
wild horse forage would increase very slightly (13 AUMs), to
5,571 AUMs, over the long term.

In this regard, the draft appears fairly balanced: it
anticipates parallel redutions in wild horse and livestock
numbers on those allotments that are overgrazed, plus the
restoration of nearly all of the wild horse cuts over the life
of the grazing management plan, as forage conditions improve.
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Comment Letter 17 Response
Larry Jung
August 17, 1982 .
Retipm, st 17-1 Four hundred and sixty-five Is the number of horses BLM
estimates were on the range when the EIS was prepared.
17-2 Thank you for your comment; It will be considered In the
However, the draft is misleading in its reference to the MFP-3 declsion-making process. Also see Response 9-1. The

17-1

17-2

decision to maintain the current wild horse population essentially
unchanged. The removal of over 500 wild horses in early 1980

has, in effect, made the continuation and expansion of the current
high levels of livestock grazing possible. The draft proposes

to maintain livestock allocations at 136,669 AUMs initially.

Oof that amount, about 79,500 AUMs are consumed in allotments

where wild horses are found. Thus, wild horse forage consump-
tion is only about four percent of total livestock and wild horse
forage allocations in the entire Schell Resource Area, and only
about 6.5 percent of the consumption in the allotments where

both animals are found.

In this context, it is difficult to see why a management
level of about 465 wild horses has been established. The draft
provides no information on that point; it does not specify the
nature or extent of resource problems and horse-cattle competition
in the allotments where wild horses are found. It simply assumes
that the drastic 1980 reduction was necessary, and makes it a
premise upon which the draft EIS was developed.

This approach violates the mandate of the Wild Free-Roaming
Horses and Burros Act that wild horses be managed as an integral
part of the natural system of the public lands. It also distorts
the analysis of costs and benefits required by the National
Environmental Policy Act., For that reason, AHPA urges you to
analyze an alternative that will provide for some increase in
the wild horse herd over the long term in corjunction with
implementation of the grazing plan. Furthermore, since large
reductions in wild horse numbers already have taken place, AHPA
urges that furture short-term reductions in forage allocation
fall principally on livestock.

bhruly yours
7

el
Russell J P
Attorney r American Horse

Protection Association, Inc.

cc: Joan R. Blue
rJG:bb

No Grazing alternative provides for lIncreased numbers of
wild horses.
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Comment Letter 18 Response
Davip  ELDRIDEE PoX ¢ . PAKEA NEL
%731) 18-1 See Responses 2-1 and 2-2.
As a livestock operator in the Schell Resource Area, my first
impression:is that the livestock onerators are not getting
adcouate rcoresentation in individual allottment decisiond,
% o sl Tl i e i oA, St 18=2"Since the time that the AMPs in the Schell RA were deve-
o force a ecte vestoc operators 0 take redquc ons ae ]
solely on three previous years use is unfasr. This action will loped, BLM's policy for management emphasis funding and
‘| have »dverse impact.on any operator who, for whatever reason, range Improvements has changed. Under the.new Rangeland
18-1 | has ﬂk‘fg";"::ntar{ '1'82;“"1’2{ a nortlog ort?h lrinc’?:edb AgM; i Management Pollcy, after completion of the EIS, allotments
during 19 roug . s pronosed action shou e delete
in favor of continujrig the current svstem, until such time as will be categorized by thelr resource values according to
monitoring data,indicates a change in AUK levels are warranted the Selective Management Criteria explalned on pages 1-20
Adequate consideration has not becn piven to allottments that and 1=21 of the draft EIS.
18'2 are already under ALFS, in resvect to the imnlementation of
proposed projects, such as water develepments and seedings, Funding for Improvements for Category M and C allotments
vhich have nlready been orovosed but not imvlemented, will primarily be from private sources. Very little, if
On Table 1-2, the vildlife demand AUM and the reasonable number any, public funds will be avallable for use on these allot-
of wildlife AUL represents a 212% increase in wildlife AUlis, ments. Priority for funding Improvements on | Categor
This sccms to be 2n excessive increase, “hen taking into crnsideration Y f J i P gery
18-3 such things as jmnact on nrivate lands end the availability of allgtments will be from range |sprovement or appropriated
‘summer range. This incresse and introduction of new game should funds, with private funding encouraged.
only be c:nsigcrid a{ter pgoine through coordinated resourc
PenRgenenl: S RANDAANE: RI9LO0RES: ’ Allotments with existing AMPs that still have the values
SELECTIVE MANAGESENT that need additional Improvement would probably be placed in
18-4 The allottments categorization should be done *ith the particivation Category |I. Existing AMPs In Category M or C allotments
ng‘it;he permittee, interested £roups and individuals through the would probably not receive public funding unless it was in
P process and be nepotiable in the future. seeas ui tont semied o ) &l lotesots
VEGETATION s
The fencing out of livestock from stresms to imnrove streanm
habitat should be a ‘sst resort. There is-a range of alternatives
18-5 vhich should be considered by a groun such as the LR groun 18=3 See Response 9-8.
vith nerticinntion of the affected nermittee hefore such actian
i trken. To jmorove stream hahitat by fencine out of Yivestock
is not sound romre managrment ~nd conflicts with many existing
stucies. 18-4 wWe appreclate your comment.
SUFPLZMZIHT KAl S
The sunnlement mans in the impact statement are peneralized and
nisleading because they pive one the feeling that livestock prazing 18-5 See Responses 11-8, 11-44, and 11-45,
18 6 has deteriorated the majority of the area.
In the Cattle Forage Condition FHen, it puts an overvhelming mafority
of the ares in poor condition, with no specific reasons. 18~-6 Livestock forage condition Is generally poor in the Schell

In the R~nge Trend liap, I question hov a trend could be derived at
wvithout &n onroing utiiizction and monitorine nrogram.

Unon reading the draft EIS, my interpretation is that if a préblem
arises, the ansver to thot Erob]em is the reducrion of livestock
usc, *hen in fact there is little cdata to sunport this nractice.

RA because of the shrub dominated communities rather than
grasslands. See Response 11-16 for a more detalled explana-
tlon, This does not mean that the range Is In a deterio-
rated state, but rather that highly palatable species are
not abundant, Apparant range trend was determined durling
the 1979 Range Survey. Also see Response 11-17,
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Company, Owner, Geyser Ranch

“| believe that the BLM would be well advised to further
develop their monitoring program on the ground with the per-
mittees to justify the lIncrease or decrease In |lvestock
numbers by =--field-by-fleld or area-by-area analysis of
water avallabllity, proposed or possible water development
to Increase the dlissemination of the animals over the
varlous allotments,"

Tom Eaman, Range Scientlst, Dames & Moore, Denver, CO

"| am Interested in any research, BLM experience or
grazing records that support or document the statement In
the EIS for the no-llivestock grazing alternative. My
interest Is related primarily to basin big sagebrush range
sites, The summary In Table | where you have the response
to the Impact of no |lvestock grazing, short and long term,
quoted the Improvement In the entlre Schell Resource Area,
Is due to the removal of |lvestock, that this will result in
a sligniflcant beneficlial Impact."

Oral Comments Response
Reno Public Meeting
Fred Jenkins, President, Imperial Farms Land and Cattle 1 CRMP procedures Including allottee consultations will be

used In determinling need for changes in stocking rates, pro-
ject development, and plan implementation. While funding
levels may force some adjustment in the extent of the moni-
toring program, the intensity of monitoring on a given
allotment will be determined by the problems on the allot-
ment.

As indicated Iin Appendlices B and C, species composition,
reproduction, and vigor are Important determinants of
Ilvestock forage condition and apparent trend. The removal
of llvestock would considerably reduce grazing pressure
throughout the Schell RA. This would allow previously
grazed plants to Increase In vigor and reproduction, thus
increasing specles composition,

In a review of herbage production on moderately grazed
and ungrazed western ranges, Lacey and Van Poolen (1981)
found that annual herbage production (a major determinant of
vigor) averaged 68 * 46% higher when plots were protected
from a moderate level of l|lvestock grazing. Similarly, her-
bage production of individual plants averaged 59 * 50%
higher when they were protected rather than cllipped at a
moderate level of use, Although none .of the articles
reviewed by Lacey and Van Poolen considered "basin big
sagebrush range sites," they did cover an array of vegeta-
tion types (20 comparisons In 7 states). Anderson and Halt
(1981) studied sagebrush-dominated rangeland in southeastern
Idaho. They found a 20-fold increase in perennial grass
cover over the past 25 years in the absence of grazing by
domestlic |lvestock, This was paralleled by significant
increases In density and distribution of the four most
Important grasses as well as an Increase In shrub cover,
They hypotheslized that this was a reflection of the availa-
bllity of seeds as formerly depleted populations increased
In size.




Oral Coniments

Response

£9

Ely Publlc Meeting

Brent Eldridge, Rancher, Schell Resource Area

"The apparent Range Trend Map Is lInaccurate. |'ve been
advised personally by Bureau personnel over the past decade,
Muncy Creek AMP pastures have shown consistent improvement
as measured by trend studles in all but one pasture. ... The
Range Trend Map ... Is ... In conflict with real Ity ..o o
They should be deleted from the draft EIS."

3

The Apparent Range Trend map was developed from the 1979
Range Survey and was a one-time ocular assessment., This
data was the best available resource area wide and therefore
was used to develop the Apparent Range Trend Map.




