


PREFACE

The Final Paradise-Denio Grazing Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) has been printed in an
abbreviated format consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act regulations. This FEIS must be
used with the Draft EIS (INT DEIS 81-5). The FEIS includes the Summary from the DEIS, written comments
received during the public review process, substantive comments presented at public hearings and the
responses to those comments.
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The Bureau of Land Management proposes to implement a livestock grazing management program
for the Paradise-Denio Resource Area of the Winnemucca District in central Nevada. This program
proposes to allocate available vegetation to livestock, big game, and wild horses; determine the
levels of livestock grazing management; identify needed livestock support facilities; outline a gener-
al implementation schedule and list the standard procedures for operation. Four alternatives are
considered along with the proposed action. They are: No Livestock Grazing, No Action, Maximizing
Livestock, and Livestock Reduction/Maximizing Wild Horses and Burros. A discussion of the affect-
ed environment is briefly summarized and the environmental consequences occurring from the pro-
posed action and each alternative are documented in the EIS.
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SUMMARY

ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE
PROPOSED ACTION

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) pro-
poses to implement a livestock grazing manage-
ment program in the Paradise-Denio Resource Area
of the Winnemucca District. The Paradise-Denio
Resource Area encompasses approximately four
million acres, nearly all of Humboldt County in
northwestern Nevada. Intermingled with these
public lands are approximately 602,000 acres of pri-
vate, state and other lands. The Humboldt National
Forest has boundaries within the Paradise-Denio
Resource Area (reference Land Status Map in
Chapter 1 of the DEIS).

Analyzed in this environmental impact statement
(EIS) are the proposed action and four alternatives:
No Livestock Grazing, No Action, Maximizing Live-
stock, and Livestock Reduction/Maximizing Wild
Horses and Burros (Summary Table 1).

Components of the proposed action (the BLM’s
preferred alternative) and each alternative include
the analysis of: (1) Vegetation Allocation Program
(Summary Figure 1), (2) Levels of Grazing Manage-
ment (Summary Table 3), (3) Livestock Support
Facilities (Summary Table 4), (4) General Imple-
mentation Schedule and, (5) Standard Operating
Procedures. A detailed description of each alterna-
tive is presented in Chapter 1.

Chapter 1 explains the alternatives, including the
proposed action. Chapter 2 describes the present
condition of the resource area. Analyses of the al-
ternatives including the proposed action are pro-
vided in Chapter 3, along with discussions of avoid-
able and unavoidable impacts and measures that
might lessen the effect of the more severe impacts.
Technical and backup data are in the Appendixes.

COORDINATED RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT AND PLANNING

The 1978 range survey was the source of the
production data analyzed in the EIS and was the
best information available at the time; however, it is
the intent of the Bureau to gather additional range-
land data via monitoring prior to initiating adjust-
ments. Grazing adjustments, if required, will be
based upon reliable vegetation monitoring studies.
These studies will be obtained from an intensive,
coordinated monitoring effort involving all affected
interest groups (Coordinated Resource Manage-
ment and Planning). Pending this data collection,

livestock and wild horse use may continue at ap-
proximately current levels, except where agree-
ments are reached with livestock users and/or wild
horse and burro_interests.

Coordinated Resource Management and Plan-
ning (CRMP) is a process that brings together all
interests concerned with the management of re-
sources in a given local area: landowners, land
management agencies, users, wildlife groups, wild
horse groups, conservation organizations, etc.

The CRMP process would not necessarily require
participation by the formal CRMP committee. The
process may be accomplished in a more informal
manner, initiated by either the BLM or the range
user. Regardless of the approach, all affected inter-
ests will be afforded the opportunity to actively par-
ticipate in the process.

Prior to initiating grazing adjustments the Bureau,
within the framework of the Management Frame-
work Plan and CRMP, will consider the specific
management objectives for the allotment and other
resource values (e.g., riparian zones, water quality,
wildlife, recreation, wild horses and burros, live-
stock) to be evaluated to determine progress in
meeting those objectives. Changes in the resource
values may warrant a modification of the scheduled
adjustments. Other information necessary to set
forth actions required to achieve the resource man-
agement objectives for the allotment may also be
considered. These objectives will indicate the inten-
sity and types of monitoring that will be required in
each allotment; however, as a minimum, studies will
include rangeland condition, trend, utilization, actual
use and climate data.

Monitoring of key management species in key
and/or critical management areas will be based on
and tailored to the preliminary management objec-
tives for the allotments.

If monitoring and evaluation procedures deter-
mine that management objectives are not being
achieved, management modifications will be made
that may include, but are not necessarily limited to,
period of use, livestock and/or wild horse and burro
numbers, management intensity, grazing system,
range improvement, or any combination of revisions
in order to attain management objectives.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

The environmental impacts of the alternatives, in-
cluding the proposed action, as discussed in Chap-
ter 3 are shown in comparative form (Summary




Table 1). This table outlines the issues and pro-
vides a basis for public review and a basis fo
making a choice among options by the decision
maker. a

Impacts or changes resulting from various pro-
posed actions on the area’s people, animals or re-
sources are discussed. Impacts may be considered
significant or not significant, depending on the
amount or type of change caused by the proposals
(see DEIS Chapter 3,Introduction). Also, significant
impacts are determined to be beneficial (good) or
adverse (bad).

Different periods of time are used in the analysis
of impacts--short term (1991) and long term (2024).
The decisions for action are scheduled for 1982;
then seven years are allowed for the BLM to imple-
ment range improvements and land treatments.
The two years until 1991 (short term) are for the
land treatments to become fully effective. The long-
term date (2024) is 35 years after implementation
(1989). (See Summary Figure 2.)

Summary Table 5 shows the relationship be-
tween the general planning objectives presented in
Chapter 1 of the DEIS, and how well each alterna-
tive meets those objectives.

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

The scoping process, as a part of the BLM plan-
ning system, is designed to inform the public about
the area manager’s land use recommendations and
to collect questions and comments from land users
and other interested persons.

Early in 1980 the Paradise-Denio’s scoping meet-
ings brought in 23 letters with comments and ques-
tions indicating the following areas of concern:

VEGETATION

Survey Methodology

Present Condition & Trend

Use and Management of Annual Vegetation
Allotment Management Plans (AMPs)
Proper Period-of-use

Vegetation Changes

Grasshoppers

Ground Squirrels

Selective Production Improvement
Introduction of New Species

WATER RESOURCES

Weather modification

SOILS

Soil Development
Productivity

RECREATION

Camp site areas

All of the above were considered in the analysis
process and considered in the EIS.

Specific comments included: (1) all the proposed
alternatives were unrealistic, (2) Alternative E (to
reduce livestock grazing 40-50 percent below the
level of the Proposed Action) was unnecessary be-
cause the Proposed Action cuts were substantial,
(3) Alternative F (elimination or adjustment of allot-
ment boundaries or equal grazing reductions for all
users) was impractical and unworkable and (4) co-
ordinated resource management and planning
should be used when implementing decisions.

These comments influenced the scope of the
EIS. Alternative E was dropped because it was con-
sidered unrealistic and Alternative F because it was

unworkable.

The allocation of vegetation: respondents ques-
tioned the validity of the range survey, the reasons
for the current survey allocating only 120,000
animal unit months (AUMs) whereas the 1968
survey had allocated more than twice that number,
and disapproved of period-of-use, key species and
suitability criteria. One person wrote that the alloca-
tion of vegetation was disproportionate and that at
least half of the vegetation should go to wildlife and
wild horses.

The Winnemucca District is obligated by law and
BLM Directives to allocate only the amount of avail-
able vegetation, and to allocate vegetation to wild-
life and wild horses.

Wild horse management comments included: a
wild horse area separate from the rest of the area
would be a step in the right direction, a separate
wild horse area meant that the BLM was catering
to the stockmen and disagreement with the remov-
al of cattle from the proposed wild horse area.

Range improvement comments varied from the
one which asked for more seedings, sprayings and
burnings than the maximizing livestock alternative
proposed to some which questioned the need for
the improvements listed in the proposed action.




Disregarding costs, all potentially feasible sites
for seeding, spraying and burning have been stud-
ied for the maximum livestock alternative. The pro-
posed action includes only those sites on which the
improvements are economically feasible.

Economic and social issues’ comments showed
fear of regional and economic josses because of
the proposed grazing cuts and also the loss of a
unique culture if ranchers are forced to sell their
ranches and move away.

Both economic and social issues are addressed
in this EIS.

One person wrote that livestock reductions would
make ranching uneconomical and, therefore, even-
tually nonexistent. The results would then be cata-
strophic because: (1) fire control would be difficult,
(2) populations of insects and small mammals
would become unmanageable and (3) fish and wild-
life populations would be seriously reduced.
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SUMMARY TABLE 1

SUMMARY COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS
PARADIBSE-DENIO RESOURCE AREA

Proposed
Action

No
Livestock
Grazing

No
Action

Maximizing
Livestock

Livestock Reduction/
Maximizing Wild Horses
and Burros

WATER QUALITY:
Adverse impact:

13 streams exceed
turbidity standards,
and 14 streams
exceed temperature
standards

Long-term beneficial
impacts:

4% (167,278 acres)
in good condition

9% more (313,672
acres) in fair
condition

13% less (480,950
acres) in poor
condition

86% (91,117 AUMs)
increase in
availlable vegetation

Adverse impact:

continued
degradation of
riparian areas and
aspen stands

Beneficial impact:

gtreams and
reservoirs
previously impacted

Long~-term beneficial
impacts:

13% more (501,596
acres) in good
condition

3% more (103,123
acres in fair
condition

16% less (604,719
acres) in poor
condition

27% (26,013 AUMS)
increase in
available vegetation

riparian areas and
aspen stands

WATER RESOURCES

Same as proposed
action except
adverse impact:

Onion Valley
Reservoir, which
would exceed
turbidity standards

VEGETATION

long-term adverse
impacts:

3% less (94,207
acres) in good
condition

9% less (359,144) in
fair condition

12% more in poor
condition

47% decrease in
avallable vegetation

continued
degradation of
riparian areas and
aspen stands

Same as proposed
action except

adverse impact:

Onion Valley
Reservoir which
would exceed
turbidity standards

Long~-term beneficial
impacts:

condition class
changes are the same
as the proposed
action

120% (128,298 AUMs)
increase in
available vegetation

Adverse impact:

continued
degradation of
riparian areas and
aspen stands

Same as proposed action
except adverse impact:

Onion Valley Reservoir
which would exceed
turbidity standards

Long-term beneficial
impacts:

conditlion class
changes are the same
as the proposed action

76% (72,283 AUMs)
increase in available
vegetation

to riparian areas in
herd management areas

Adverse impact:

continued degradation
of riparian areas and
aspen stands
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SUMMARY TABLE 1 - Continued
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS
PARADISE-DENIO RESOURCE AREA

A

No Livestock Reduction/
Proposed Livestock No Maximizing Maximizing Wild Horses
Action Grazing Action Livestock and Burros
WILDLIFE

Long-term beneficial

Beneficial impact:

impacts:

increase of 194
antelope

vegetation for 753
bighorn sheep

50% increase in sage
grouse and quail

overall increase in
nongame bird numbers

Adverse impact:

mule deer reduced by
730

Adverse impact:
17 streams
Beneficial impacts:

Onion Valley
Reservoir

3 streams

same as the proposed
action

Adverse impact:

mule deer reduced by
549

Beneficial impacts:

Onion Valley
Reservoir

20 streams

Long-term adverse
impacts:

reduce mule deer by
3,544

reduce antelope by
357

cancel
reintroduction of

bighorn sheep

reduce sage grouse
and nongame birds

AQUATIC HABITAT

Adverse impacts:

18 streams

Cnion Valley
Reservoir

Beneficial impact:

2 streams

Long-term beneficial

Beneficial impact:

impacts:

increase in 157
antelope

vegetation for 753
bighorn sheep

50% increase in sage
grouse and quail

overall increase in
nongame bird numbers

Adverse impact:

mule deer reduced
by 1,135

Adverse impacts:
17 streams

Onion Valley
Reservoir

Beneficial impact:

3 streams

same as the proposed
action

Adverse impact:

mule deer reduced by
765

Adverse impacts:

16 streams

Onion Valley Reservoir
Beneficial impact:

4 streams
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SUMMARY TABLE 1 - Continued

SUMMARY COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

PARADISE-DENIO RESOURCE AREA

Proposed
Action

No
Livestock
Grazing

No Maximizing
Action Livestock

Livestock Reduction/
Maximizing Wild Horses
and Burros

Adverse impacts:

horses restricted to
one area

reduction of wild
horses and burros
from 2495 to 386

8% death loss caused
by gathering

loss of some traits

change in herd
viability

Long-term beneficial
impacts:

fences would be
removed to allow
free roaming of
horses

horse health and
vigor would improve

Adverse impacts:

reduction of wild
horses and burros
from 2495 to 700

8% death loss caused
by gathering

loss of some traits

change in herd
viability

Long-term beneficial
impacts:

6 wild horse and
burro areas

health and vigor
would improve

fences would be
removed to allow
free roaming of
horses

Adverse impacts:

WILD HORSE AND BURRO

as the proposed
the health and vigor action
of horses

fences which impede
the free roaming
nature of horses
would not be removed

8% death loss caused
by gathering

Beneficial impacts:

13 wild horse and
burro areas

little change in
herd viability

less chance of loss
of traits

horse numbers remain
at 2495

Impacts are the same

Impacts are the same as
the no livestock
grazing alternative
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SUMMARY TABLE 1 - Continued
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

PARADISE-DENIO RESOURCE AREA

could be caused by
42,954 acres of
seedings

Adverse impacts:

trampling damage
from livestock, wild
horses and burros

grazing-related
erosion

construction of
livestock support
facilities

Adverse impact:

wild horse trampling
damage

could be caused by
4?,954 acres seeding
and 780 acres of
sagebrush control
near Onion Valley
Reservoir

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Same as proposed
action

Adverse impacts:

trampling damage
from livestock, wild
horses and burros

grazing-related
erosion

No Livestock Reduction/
Proposed Livestock No Maximizing Maximizing Wild Horses
Action Grazing Action Livestock and Burros
VISUAL RESOURCES
Adverse impact: No impacts No impacts Adverse impacts: Same as proposed action

Same as proposed action




SUMMARY TABLE 1

= Continued

SUMMARY COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

PARADISE-DENIO RESOURCE AREA

Livestock Reduction/

No
Proposed Livestock No Maximizing Maximizing Wild Horses
Action Grazing Action Livestock and Burros
RECREATION

Long-term adverse
impacts:

in general, wildlife
numbers would not
meet hunting demand

stream fishing would
not increase in
quality and
therefore would not
meet demand

Beneficial impact:

the fencing of Onion
Valley Reservoir

Long-term beneficial

Adverse impacts:

impacts:

fishing and
recreation at Onion
Valley Reservoir

fishing in 20
streams would
improve, and would
meet demand

Long-term adverse
impact:

wildlife numbers
would increase but
they would not meet
demand

similar to proposed
action except:

Onion Valley
Reservoir would not
be fenced

Adverse impacts:

similar to proposed
action except:

Onion Valley
Reservoir would not
be fenced

Adverse impacts:

similar to proposed
action except:

Onion Valley Reservoir
would not be fenced
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SUMMARY TABLE 1

- Continued

SUMMARY COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

PARADISE-DENIO RESOURCE AREA

No Livestock Reduction/
Proposed Livestock No Maximizing Maximizing Wild Horses
Action Grazing Action Livestock and Burros
LIVESTOCK

Adverse impacts:

initial allocation
(1982) 101,689 AUMs

short term (1991)
161,893 AUMs

(See Summary Figure
1 for comparison of
allocations)

Long-term beneficial
impact:

increasing calf
crop, and higher
weaning weights

Adverse impact:

there iwould be no
livestock grazing

(See Summary Figure
1 for comparison of
allocations)

Adverse impacts:

weaning weights
calf and lamb crops

increase in death
loss

(See Summary Figure

1 for comparison of
allocations)

ECONOMICS

See Summary Table 2

Adverse impacts:

initial allocation
(1982) 101,888 AUMs

Long-term beneficial
impacts:

long-term allocation
(2024) 228,092 AUMs

(See Summary Figure
1 for comparison of
allocations

increasing calf
crop, and higher
weaning weights

Adverse impacts:

initial allocation
(1982) 86,677 AUMs

short term (1991)
134,226 AUMs

long term (2024)
150,064 AUMs

(See Summary Figure 1
for comparison of
allocations)

Long-term beneficial
impacts:

increasing calf crop
and higher weaning
weights




SUMMARY TABLE 1 - Continued
SUMMARY COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS
PARADISE-DENIO RESOURCE AREA

X

Livestock Reduction/

No
Proposed Livestock No Maximizing Maximizing Wild Horses
Action Grazing Action Livestock and Burros
SOCIOLOGY

Impacts to Ranching Community

Short-term adverse
impacts:

ranchers would be
required to alter
historic management
patterns, forego
economic gain and in
extreme cases may be
displaced

historic character
of community may be
altered

increased alienation
from Federal
Government ;
resentment of the
Federal Government
may dissipate in the
long term

Short- and long-term

adverse impacts:

may leave livestock
industry and may
relocate elsewhere

some ranchers/ranch
hands may be forced
into
non—-agricultural
jobs

historic character
of community may be
altered

intense State-wide
rancher resentment
of Federal
Government

more active support
for State seizure of
public lands

Long-term adverse
impacts:

continued absence of
range improvements
would frustrate
attempts at
long-range
management of
operations

initial sense of
relief; possible
frustration in
future with lack of
any new range
developments

In short term, same
as proposed action.

Long-term beneficial
impacts:

with increases in
AUMs would improve
ranchers' ability to
maintain preferred
lifestyle

Same as proposed action
except for some
resentment from losing
AUMs to wild horses
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SUMMARY TABLE 1 - Continued

SUMMARY COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

PARADISE-DENIOC RESOURCE AREA

Proposed
Action

No
Livestock
Grazing

No Maximizing
Action Livestock

Livestock Reduction/
Maximizing Wild Horses
and Burros

State and National Impacts

Wildlife Interests'
Group Attitudes

Apprbve of increases
in antelope but not
of decrease in mule
deer numbers or lack
of improvement in
riparian habitat

Continued resentment
at disproportionate
number of livestock
on public lands

Protectionist Group
Attitudes

Groups would
disapprove of removal
of burros and
confinement of wild
horses to single area

Would approve of
fence removals and
withdrawal of horses
from checkerboard
lands

Same as proposed
action

Those members
favoring balanced use
of public domain
would oppose

Would not be
suppocrted by wild
horse protectionists
who favor balanced
use of public domain
vegetation resources

Other wild horse
protectionists may
support

SOCIOLOGY (continuation)

Continued resentment Same as proposed
at disproportionate action

number of livestock

on public lands

Would disapprove of
long-term reductions
in mule deer and
antelope, and lack of
improvement in
riparian habitat

Groups would not Same as proposed
endorse this action
alternative as they

feel number of all

grazing animals on

public lands should

be reduced to reverse

range deterioration

Same as proposed action

Would be closest to
ideal for some members
but opposed by most who
favor more integrated
use of public lands by
all grazing animals in
their natural
environment




SUMMARY TABLE 2
SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ECONOMIC IMPACTS a/
PARADISE-DENIO RESOURCE AREA

AIX

Initial Impacts Long-Term Impacts
Percent of Percent of
Alternatives Impact 1978 Total b/ Impact 1978 Total b/
Proposed Action
County Sales ($) -3,333,000 17 -2,527,000 y P |
County Income ($) -312,000 0.7 -311,000 0.7
County Employment (FTE) c/ -87 2.0 =70 1.6
Rancher Wealth ($) -6,208,000 55.0 -1,759,000 1.6
No Livestock Grazing 4/
County Sales ($) -13,596,000 7.0
County Income (S$) -1,836,000 4.0
County Employment (FTE) -387 10.0
Rancher Wealth ($) -11,293,000 100.0
No Action Alternative No Significant Economic Impacts Would Be Expected From This Alternative.
Maximizing Livestock
County Sales ($) -3,125,000 1:6 -2,579,000 13
County Income ($) -271,000 0.6 -321,000 0.7
County Employment (FTE) -82 1.9 -72 1.6
Rancher Wealth ($) -6,148,000 55.0
Livestock Reduction/Maximizing
Wild Horses and Burros
County Sales ($) -4,399,000 2.3 -2,580,000 13
County Income ($) -450,000 1.0 -320,000 0.7
County Employment (FTE) -117 2.7 =71 1.6
Rancher Wealth ($) -6,950,000 62.0 -3,800,000 34.0

a/ All impacts represent adverse impacts.

b/ The percent impact on rancher wealth indicated in the "Percent of 1978 Total" column represents the
change in percent of contribution of BLM AUMs to rancher wealth.

c/ An FTE denotes a full time equivalent unit of employment. A full time equivalent represents a 2000
hour work year.

d/ Long-term impacts of the no livestock grazing alternative are similar to the initial impacts.

Source: U.S. Department of the Interior,
Paradise-Denio Environmental Impact Statement Team,

Bureau of Land Management,
1980.

Winnemucca District,
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% SUMMARY TABLE 3
- PROPOSED LEVELS OF GRAZING MANAGEMENT a/
PARADISE-DENIO RESOURCE AREA

Intensive Management a/ Less Intensive Management c/ No Livestock Grazing
Type of Action Allotments Acres Allotments Acres Allotments Acres

Proposed Action 57 2,984,780 5 184,073 4/ 3 433.393 d/
No Livestock Grazing - - - - 65 3,602,246
No Action 34 1,615,607 30 1,779,818 1 206,821
Maximizing Livestock 64 3,381,436 - - 1 220,810
Livestock Reduction/

Maximizing Wild

Horse and Burro 54 23232 ,720 7 759,037 g/ 4 670,489 e/

a/ Twelve allotments not listed here, with a total of 126,368 acres, lie within the Winnemucca District
boundary but are administered by another district or state. The administering entity will determine
management levels in accordance with existing inter-district agreements.

b/ Those allotments that would have a specified grazing system under an allotment management plan (AMP).

c/ Those allotments that would not have an allotment management plan.

4/ 1In the long term (2024) no livestock grazing category will decrease to two allotments and 429,631 acres.
The less intensive management category will increase to six allotments and 187,835 acres.

e/ In the long term (2024) no livestock grazing category will decrease to three allotments and 606,727 acres.
The less intensive management category will increase to eight allotments and 762,799 acres.

Source: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Winnemucca District, Paradise=-Denio
Environmental Impact Statement Team 1980.




SUMMARY TABLE 4
LIVESTOCK SUPPORT FACILITIES

PARADISE-DENIO RESOURCE AREA

Land Treatments

Proposed Facilities {acres) Remowval
Fence Estimated
Pipelines Fences Cattle- Sagebrush Prescribed Removal Cost
Alternative Wells (miles) Reservoirs Springs Troughs (miles) quards Control Seedina Burninag (miles) (Dollars)
Proposed Action 18 5.5 1 2 24 247.5 mn 140,783 113,966 0 4 9,000,928
No Livestock Grazing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4] n 0 0 0
No Action 0 0 n n (1] 0 ] 0 n 0 0 0
Maximizing Livestock 18 5.8 1 2 24 277.5 10 236,0R8 175,031 33,962 4 13,890,510
Livestock Reduction/ 18 5.5 1 2 24 185.0 9 100,973 99,246 0 4 7,436,218
Maximizing Wild
Horses & Burros
Existing Situation 112 271.5 129 259 600 1565.0 166 89,780 121,643 = = -

Source: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Winnemucca District, Paradise and Denio Unit Resource Analyses (1979) and
Paradise-Denio Environmental Impact Statement Meam, compiled from Chapter 1 (1980).
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SUMMARY FIGURE 2
TIME FRAMES
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XIX

SUMMARY TABLE 5
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE GENERAL OBJECTIVES AND THE ALTERNATIVES a/
PARADISE-DENIO RESOURCE AREA

Livestock
Reduction/
Proposed No Livestock No Maximizing Maximizing wild
General Objectives Action Grazing Action Livestock Horse & Burro
(1) Improve habitat and forage for Meets Meets Does not meet Meets Meets objective
livestock, wildlife, and wild horses by objective objective objective objective
allocation or available vegetation within
the productive capability of the vegetation
resource.
(2) Improve the vegetation resource by Meets Meets Does not meet Meets Meets objective
establishment of proper periods-of-use by objective objective objective objective
livestock, by allotment, to meet the
physiological needs of key management
species.
(3) Reduce soil erosion and enhance Meets Meets Does not meet Meets Meets obijective
watershed values by increasing around cover ohjective obhjective objective objective
and litter.
(4) Improve the health and productivity of Meets Meets Does not meet Meets Meets objective
wild horse herds by managing wild horse objective ohjective obiective obijective

numbers and by improving forage condition.

(5) Enhance recreation values by increasing
wildlife numbers through improved habitat
condition.

(6) Provide suitable habitat for the
reintroduction of bighorn sheep into areas
where they once lived.

(7) Improve the quality of the recreation
experience in the Onion Valley Reservoir
Area.

(8) Improve and maintain the condition of
the riparian and stream habitat.

All wildlife
except mule
deer meet
obiective;
Mule deer do
not meet
objective

Meets
objective

Meets
objective

Does not meet
objective

All wildlife
except mule
deer meet
objective;
Mule deer do
not meet
objective

Meets
objective

Meets
objective

Meets
objective

All wildlife
do not meet
objective

Does not meet
objective

Does not meet
objective

Does not meet
objective

All wildlife
except mule
deer meet
objective;
Mule deer do
not meet
objective

Meets
objective

Does not meet
objective

Does not meet
objective

All wildlife
except mule deer
meet objective;
Mule deer do not
meet objectiwve

Meets objective

Does not meet
objective

Does not meet
objective

a/ The general objectives are found at the beginning of Chapter 1.

Source: U.S. Department of the Interior,

Impact Statement Team, 1980.

Bureau of Land Management,

Winnemucca District,

Paradise-Denio Environmental
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ERRATA

TABLE OF CONTENTS

The order of pages in the DEIS was partly re-
versed. The pages xix thru xxiii are correct. Next is
the last page numbered xxxiii, and then backward
through the pages numbered xxxii, xxxi, XXX, XXiX,
xxviii, xxvii, xxvi, xxv and xxiv which should have
been the last page of the Table of Contents. The
Bureau regrets any inconvenience to readers be-
cause of this mix-up.

CHAPTER 1

The first sentence of the third paragraph under
“the LIVESTOCK SUPPORT FACILITIES on DEIS
page 1-11 is changed to read “It is anticipated that
big sagebrush would be controlled on approximate-
ly 140,783 acres to release understory perennial
grasses from competition with these shrubs.”

In Tables 1-5, 1-17, and 1-20, DEIS pages 1-12,
1-29 and 1-35, respectively, Footnote “a” is
changed to read:

*While a comprehensive benefit/cost analysis
on each proposed range improvement is
beyond the intent of this document, it is the
policy of the Bureau to construct all improve-
ments on the basis of multiple use. The devel-
opment of these facilities are required to sup-
port the proposed livestock grazing program,
however, where other resource values (wildlife,
wild horses and burros) exist the projects will
be designed to benefit all uses.

On the Land Status and the Range Facilities and
Land Treatments - Existing Maps the term “Nation-
al Resource Land” should be “Public Land”.

CHAPTER 2

After the fourth sentence of the first paragraph
under SENSITIVE PLANTS on DEIS page 2-6 add
“A revised 'Notice of Review’ was published by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on December 15,
1980, in the Federal Register, giving those plants
recommended for federal listing. A draft of this was
used at the November 20-21, 1980, Nevada Threat-
ened and Endangered Plant Workshop in Reno.
The results of this workshop, therefore, provide the
most current recommendations for Nevada Sensi-
tive Plants. The Threatened and Endangered Plants

of Nevada: An lllustrated Manual describes the
sensitive plants of Nevada and discusses habitat
and threats to the species.”

Several additions have been made to Table 2-3
in the DEIS. See Table 2-3 in the FEIS.

On the Vegetative Types Map the term “008
Barren” should be “008 Other.”

On Big Game Use Areas - Antelope and Bighorn
Sheep Map the term “Yearlong” under the heading
of Bighorn Sheep is changed to read “Potential
Yearlong.”

CHAPTER-3

The third sentence of the third paragraph under
SOILS on DEIS page 3-5 is changed to read
“Range treatments which include seeding and
sagebrush control are proposed for approximately
255,016 acres or six percent of the area.”

The second sentence of the third paragraph on
DEIS page 3-13 is changed to read “An increase of
this significance would result in more ground cover,
reduced erosion, increased vigor in key manage-
ment species and eventually increased numbers in
livestock, wild horses and wildlife (professional
opinion of EIS Team range conservationist) (Table
1-2).”

The first and second sentence of the first para-
graph under SENSITIVE PLANTS on DEIS page 3-
17 is changed to read ‘‘Five plants on the Paradise-
Denio Resource Area are candidate species for
threatened or endangered status. In addition, there
are seven other plants listed as species of special
concern and one now listed as endangered (Table
2-3).”

The second sentence of the first paragraph of 1)
under MULE DEER on DEIS page 3-19, is changed
to read “Available vegetation would be allocated up
to carrying capacity under this proposal, but would
not meet the forage demand of existing numbers
area wide.”

The first sentence of the second paragraph of 1)
under MULE DEER on DEIS page 3-19 is changed
to read “The allocation would bring the total forage
demand more closely in balance with the vegeta-
tion resource.”

The first sentence of the first paragraph under
SOILS on DEIS page 3-73 is changed to read “This
alternative involves 236,068 acres of sagebrush

1




TABLE 2-3
SENSITIVE PLANTS a/

PARADISE-DENIO RESOURCE AREA

Scientific Name Common Name Status b/
Artemisia packardiae Packards wormwood s
Astragalus alvordensis Alvord milkvetch s
Astragalus porrectus Lahontan milkvetch T
Astragalus pterocarpus Winged milkvetch S
Astragalus solitarius Solitary milkvetch E
Astragalus yoder-williamsii » Osgood Mountains milkvetch OE
Caulanthus barnebyi Barnebys wildcabbage T
Cymopterus corrugatus Corrugated cymopterus S
Eriogonum anemophilum Wind-loving buckwheat S
Hackelia ophiobia Owyhee River stickseed E
Oryctes nevadensis Nevada digger T
Pediocactus simpsonii Robust Simpsons hedgehog cactus S

var. robustion :
Psorothamnus kingii King's indigo bush S

E/ Current as of November 20-21, 1980 Nevada Threatened and Endangered Workshop.

b/ OE: Officially listed as endangered in Federal Register, August 13, 1980 for a
240 day period under an emergency listing by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service.

The following indicate tentative status as recommended at the November 2, 1979,
T/E Plant Workshop and by Mozingo and Williams 1980:

E: Endangered
T: Threatened
S: Species of Special Concern

Sources: Mozingo and Williams 1980; Pinzel 1978; Pinzel 1979; and Yoder-Williams,
BLM Botanist, Winnemucca District, personal communication, 1980.



control and 175,031 acres of seeding, plus 33,962
acres of controlled burning.”

The second sentence of the second paragraph
under SOILS on DEIS page 3-73 is changed to
read “The short-term yield of 3.55 tons/acre/year
is expected to continue for three to four years after
burning and would affect only 33,962 acres (.78
percent of the area).”

The first sentence of the first paragraph under
SOILS on DEIS page 3-88 is changed to read “The
alternative is essentially the same as the proposed
action with the exception that 54,530 acres of sa-
gebrush control and seeding would be omitted.”

CHAPTER 4

Gerald Smith - partially responsible for vegetation
and livestock sections.

B.S. (1976) Renewable Natural Resources -
Range Management and Forestry from the Uni-
versity of Nevada at Reno.

Experience: five years as range conservationist
with the Bureau of Land Management in the
Winnemucca District.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

On DEIS page 8-2, the seventh and eighth refer-
ences in column two, the name “Pinzel” is
changed to read “Pinzl.”

On DEIS page 8-4, the fourth from last reference
in column one should have the word “Proposed”
deleted from the title.




APPENDIX B
SECTION 2
TABLE B-4
LIVESTOCK SUPPORT FACILITIES - PROJECT DISTURBANCE TOTALS
PARADISE-DENIO RESOURCE AREA

Livestock Reduction/

Source: U.S. Department of Interior Division of Operations and Paradise-Denio Environmental Impact Statement Team, 1980.

Proposed Action Maximizing Livestock Maximizing Wild Horse and Burrc
Short-term Long-term Short-term Long-ternm Short-terc Long-terr
Acre Acre Acre Acre Acre Acre
Project Type Units Disturbance Disturbance Units Disturbance Disturbance Units Disturbance Disturbance
Sagebrush Control £40,'783.0 ac. 140,783.0 0 236,068.0 ac. 236,068.0 e 100,973.0 ac. 100,973.0 ¢}
Seeding 113,966.0 ac. 113,966.0 0 175,031.0 ac. 175,031.0 ° 99,246.0 ac. 99, 246.0 0
Prescribed Burning 4] 0 0 33,962.0 ac. 33,962.0 4] ] Ly e
Earthen Reservoir 1-ea. 3.0 3.0 1 ea. 3.0 3.0 1 ea. 3.0 3.0
Spring Development 2 ea. «5 1} 2 ea. 5 0 2 ea. a5 4]
Wells 18 ea. 4.5 15 18 ea. 4.5 1.5 18 ea. 4.5 1.5
Pipelines 5.5 mi. 6.9 4] 5.5 mi. 6.9 0 5.5 mi 6.9 c
Fences 246 mi. 246.0 15.0 277.5 mi. 277.5 17.C 207 mi. 207.0 12.0
Troughs 24 ea. 6.0 6.0 24 ea. 6.0 6.0 24 ea. 6.0 6.0
ITOTAL 255,015.¢9 25.5 445,358.9 27.5 200,446.9 22.5
a’ Acres of disturbance for range improvements were calculated using the following estimates:
Short-term Long-term
reservoir - 3 acres each 3 acres each
spring develooment = «25 acres each 0 acres each
well % 25 acres each .08 acres each
pipelines - 1.25 acres/mile 0 acres/mile
fences = 1.00 acres/mile .06 acres/mile
troughs - «25 acres each .25 acres each
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CHAPTER 5

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

HISTORY OF COORDINATION
EFFORTS

Communication with public land users and other
concerned people has been an integral part of the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process, and
will continue to be important through the decision-
making stage. Public participation--both formal and
informal--is vital throughout the planning, decision
and implementing processes.

Since the start of the Paradise-Denio (P-D) range
survey in 1976, range users have been invited to
learn about, participate in and contribute informa-
tion to the planning system. At the start of the
range survey in 1976 letters were sent to all P-D
permittees, telling them about the survey, asking for
their help because of their experience and knowl-
edge of the area, and also informing them about
the upcoming EIS. When the range survey was
continued into the summer of 1978, informal con-
tacts were made by the P-D resource specialists to
again invite participation from the area’s ranchers.

In October 1978 a statewide news release an-
nounced the due dates for several EISs, including
P-D, and explained why the EISs were being writ-
ten. A public meeting, attended by about 100
people, was held in February 1979 to explain the
planning process and to discuss the need for and
the avenues for public participation during each
step of the planning and EIS processes. More than
400 people received letters about this meeting and
news releases were sent to local, state and nation-
al media, as well as a notice to the Federal Regis-
ter.

During 1978 and 1979 Winnemucca District per-
sonnel talked to (either in person or on the tele-
phone) numerous public land users, as well as
local, state and federal government representa-
tives, about the P-D planning and EIS. Local con-
tacts included civic groups, Humboldt County Com-
missioners, Humboldt County Planning Commission,
local representatives of the Nevada State Depart-
ments of Wildlife and Highways and representatives
of other federal agencies such as the Forest Serv-
ice and the Geological Survey. State and national
government agencies as well as special interest
groups were also contacted. The need for public
input--both facts and opinions--was stressed during
these contacts.

In August 1979 each P-D grazing permittee was
given, during a private meeting between the user
and a Paradise-Denio representative, the range
survey results and also an estimate of future AUM
allocations on his allotment, based on the results of
the range survey. Some ranchers returned with ad-
ditional questions and/or information that conflicted
with BLM records. All pertinent information was in-
corporated and used in subsequent planning.

Several organizations and agencies that were in-
terested in the range survey and its effects were
also told about survey results. These groups includ-
ed, e.g., the Toiyabe National Forest, the Nevada
Cattlemen’s Association, the Nevada State Depart-
ment of Wildlife and regional financial institutions.

CONSULTATION AND
COORDINATION EFFORTS IN
DEVELOPMENT OF THE
PROPOSAL

The P-D area manager’s recommendations for a
land use plan (Management Framework Plan, Step
II--MFP 1l) were announced in March of 1980.

A Federal Register notice, a news release and a
mailing of more than 500 letters announced a
public meeting in March at which the MFP |l recom-
mendations were discussed. About 20 people rep-
resenting range users and special interest groups
asked questions and volunteered comments. A
total of about 100 people attended.

The scoping process for the EIS was also de-
scribed at the March meeting and specific requests
were made for comments about concerns and
problems from public land users. A total of 23 com-
ments were received and each one was considered
seriously and then answered. These comments, let-
ters and the BLM answers are included in the final
scoping document (available at BLM's state office
in Reno and at the Winnemucca District office).

The EIS scoping and MFP Il briefings were also
presented to the Humboldt County Commissioners,
the Nevada State Clearinghouse group and repre-
sentatives of the Nevada Congressional delegates
during March 1980.




An MFP |l brochure was sent to all persons,
groups and government agencies who have indicat-
ed an interest in Winnemucca District resources.
The brochure outlined the planning and EIS proc-
esses, listed the principal recommendations of the
Paradise-Denio area manager, gave the names of
District personnel to contact with comments and
emphasized the need for public input. The acting
district manager, the P-D area manager and the
planning and environmental coordinator were avail-
able for one week in April. Four permittees came in
to talk to the area manager during that week.

All P-D permittees were telephoned or written to
when the MFP |l recommendations were available
and offered separate briefing sessions. About 90
percent of the permittees responded by July 1980.

In December 1979, the district economist asked
each permittee for information about ranch eco-
nomics and a meeting was held in Winnemucca to
discuss methods and problems of economic analy-
sis in the EIS. Arrangements were eventually made
at the request of local ranchers and Humboldt
County officials to have the Agricultural and Re-
source Economics Department of the University of
Nevada, Reno, conduct an economic analysis. The
results of this analysis, showing economic effects
of the possible downward adjustments in AUMs on
the area’s economy, were presented at a public
meeting in Winnemucca in March.

The EIS team sociologist conducted more than
45 in-depth interviews with ranchers and other per-
sons who have concerns for land and resource
values. Interview results were written for the EIS
and sent to the ranchers interviewed for additional
comments or changes.

INTERAGENCY CONTACTS

Professional contacts have been made and will
continue to be made with the following agencies:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife, Nevada State Depart-
ment of Wildlife, U.S. Geological Survey, U.S.
Forest Service, U.S. Soil Conservation Service,
Nevada State Historic Preservation Officer,
Nevada State Department of Water Resources,
various departments at the University of Nevada,
Reno, and other BLM districts.

CONSULTATION AND
COORDINATION IN REVIEWS
OF THE EIS

Public comments continue to be vital to the plan-
ning and EIS processes, and will be welcomed
before and after the final decisions are made in
1982. All comments received will be considered,
even if letters are received after the EIS is pub-
lished.

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.

Copies of the final EIS are available at most
public libraries in Nevada (including the University
of Nevada at Reno and Las Vegas) and also at
BLM District Offices in Nevada, at Susanville in
California, and at Vail and Burns in Oregon.

AVAILABILITY OF THE DRAFT EIS

The draft EIS was sent to the following listed
agencies, organizations, industries and all persons
who indicated an interest. Those who responded
with comments are indicated by asterisks. Anyone
wishing a copy of the EIS could receive one by call-
ing or writing-the BLM Winnemucca District at 705
East Fourth Street, Winnemucca, Nevada 89445
(702-623-3676).

FEDERAL AGENCIES AND
LEGISLATORS

Department of Agriculture
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Serv-
ice”
Farmers Home Administration
Forest Service
Soil Conservation Service
Senator Howard Cannon
Department of Commerce
National Weather Service



Department of Defense
Air Force
Department of Energy
Environmental Protection Agency*
Department of the Interior
Bureau of Environmental and Compliance Review
Fish and Wildlife Service
Geological Survey
Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service*
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Bureau of Land Management - Washington
Office; Nevada State Office; Susanville, Califor-
nia, District Office; Burns and Vale, Oregon,
District Offices; Battle Mountain, Carson City,
Elko, Ely and Las Vegas, Nevada, District Of-
fices
Bureau of Mines
Water and Power Resources Service (now
Bureau of Reclamation)
Senator Paul Laxalt
Congressman James Santini
U.S. Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

STATE OF NEVADA

DEPARTMENTS/DIVISIONS/BUREAUS
(THROUGH THE NEVADA STATE
CLEARINGHOUSE)*

Agriculture

Conservation and Natural Resources*
Economic Development

Energy

Environmental Protection Service
Forestry

Highways

Historic Preservation and Archeology*
Human Resources

Indian Commission

Lands and Land Use Planning
Mineral Resources

Mines

Museum

Parks*

Planning Coordinator

Water Resources*

Wildlife*

LEGISLATORS

Assemblyman Douglas R. Bremner
Senator Carl F. Dodge

Senator Eugene V. Echols
Senator Norman D. Glaser
Assemblyman Thomas J. Hickey
Assemblyman John Marvel

ALSO

Legislative Counsel Bureau
Library
Office of the Governor
Soil Conservation Districts
University of Nevada, Reno
Max C. Fleischmann College of Agriculture
Nevada Archeological Survey
Renewable Resources Center
Desert Research Institute, Resources Center
Department of Mining Engineering
Plant, Soil and Water Resources
Renewable Natural Resources
Library
Cooperative Extension Service
Division of Animal Science
Bureau of Business and Economic Research
Division of Agricultural and Resource Economics
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
Library

STATEWIDE COMMITTEES AND GROUPS

Grazing Board

League of Cities

Multiple Use Advisory Council on Federal Lands for
the Governor

Predatory Animals and Rodent Control

Sheep Commission

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, LIBRARIES
AND GROUPS

Carson City Library
Churchill County Library
Clark County

Library

Southern Nevada Museum
Douglas County Library
Elko County Library
Esmeralda County Library
Eureka County Library
Humboldt County

Commissioners

Extension Agent

Library

Planning Commission

Sheriff

Superintendent of Schools
Lander County

Commissioners

Library

Planning Commission
Lincoln County Library
Lovelock, Mayor of




Lyon County Library
Mineral County Library
Nye County Library
Pershing County
Commissioners
Extension Agent
Library
Planning Commission
Sheriff
Storey County Library
Washoe County
County Manager
Library
Regional Planning Commission
White Pine County Library
Winnemucca, Mayor of

ORGANIZATIONS

American Fisheries Society

American Horse Protection Association
American Humane Association

Animal Protection Institute

* Audubon Society

Ducks Unlimited - Reno

Exploration Geologists of Nevada
Foresta Institute

Ft. McDermitt Livestock Association
Friends of the Earth

Geological Society of Nevada

Humane Society of the United States
Humboldt County Cowbelles

Humboldt County School Board
International Society for the Protection of Wild
Horses and Burros*

I.T.C. Executive Board

Lions Club

National Council of Public Land Users*
National Mustang Association

National Public Lands Task Force
National Rifle Association

National Wild Horse Association
National Wild Horse and Burro Forum
National Wildlife Federation

Natural Resources Defense Council*
Nevada Cattlemen’s Association*
Nevada Farm Bureau Federation
Nevada Miners and Prospectors Association
Nevada Mining Association

Nevada Off-Road Vehicle Association
Nevada Outdoor Recreation Association
Nevada Wildlife Federation*

Nevada Woolgrower’s Association
Northern Nevada Native Plant Society
Off-Road Enthusiasts

Oregon Environmental Council

Pacific Legal Foundation

Pennsylvania Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit
Pershing County Sportsmen Association
Public Lands Council

Reno Four Wheelers, Inc.

SAGE

Shoshone-Paiute Tribe

Sierra Club - Toiyabe Chapter*

Society for Range Management-Nevada
Soil Conservation Society of America
Summit Lake Paiute Tribe

Walker River Paiute Tribe

Western Resources

Wild Horse Organized Assistance*
Wildlife Management Institute

The Wildlife Society, Nevada Chapter*
Winnemucca Gem and Mineral Club

Individuals and industries who have requested that
they receive EISs.

OTHERS WHO RESPONDED

Sierra Pacific Power Company*

Joseph Thackaberry*

Thomas Cavin*

Marjorie Sill*

Coordinated Research Management and Planning
#1*

Smith and Gamble *(2 letters)

Don Jones*

Nevada First Corporation*

James Linebaugh, UNR*

Robert McCandless*

Karen Hayes, Federal Regulation Review*
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service
Committee - Winnemucca*

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation*

THE FOLLOWING RANGE USERS RESPONDED

Ninety-Six Ranch*

T Quarter Circle Ranches, Inc.*

Bill and Dale DeLong*

Glen Tipton, Frosty Tipton, Mitch Moiola*
Tim and Margarita DeLong*

Jo Christison, Pinson and Pettit Ranches*
Sammye Ugalde*

John and Judy DelLong*

PUBLIC REVIEW AND HEARINGS

About 300 copies of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement were sent out during the last
week of February 1981 with accompanying letters
noting the date, place and time of the public meet-



ings and the procedure for the public to submit
comments. Also, about 300 letters with information
about comments and public hearings were sent to
interested persons. About 100 more EISs were dis-
tributed later in response to requests. The final
date for comments to be received in order to be in-
corporated into the final EIS was given as April 7. A
Federal Register notice of the release of the DEIS
and all pertinent information about hearings and
comments was printed on February 12, 1981, and a
news release with the same information was sent
to area newspapers early in March.

In March the Nevada Cattlemen’s Association re-
quested a 30-day extension to give its members
more time to answer. This request was granted by
BLM State Director Ed Spang so the final date for
comments became May 7, 1981. News releases
about this extension were sent to area newspapers
the first week in April.

The first public meeting was on March 10 in
Reno and was attended by 15 persons. Oral testi-
mony was given by two persons and no written
statements were submitted. The second public
hearing in Winnemucca on March 11 had twenty-
three attendees, six persons testifying (one spoke
for two separate interest groups) and one written
response.

Transcripts of these public meetings are available
for inspection at the BLM District Office, 705 E. 4th

Street in Winnemucca; 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, transcripts may be pur-
chased from Bonanza Reporting, 1111 Forest,
Reno, NV 89509.

INTRODUCTION TO RESPONSES

All written and oral comments have been read
and evaluated by Winnemucca District and Nevada
State Office resource specialists and planning per-
sonnel. Additions to or changes in the DEIS are
noted in the ERRATA section of this document. Re-
sponses to questions and substantive comments
were written by the various specialists and then re-
viewed by an interdisciplinary team for consistency
and accuracy of the responses.

Three people presented oral comments but did
not submit written statements. Other people who
spoke at the meeting submitted written comments
similar to their oral comments. Therefore, no re-
sponses to their oral comments were required.

A list of respondents to the DEIS and the com-
ment areas given responses appears in Matrix 1.




Matrix 1
Respondents to Paradise-Denfo Draft™tnviramienta)
Impact Statement and Areas of Cancern

Comment s
Letter Agency, Organization or Individual
Index ¢

Sierra Pacific Power Company

National Council of Public Land Users

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

International Society fo the Protection of Mustangs & Burros

Sierra Club - Toiyabe Chapter

Nevada State Planning Coordinator

Nevada State Department of Wildlife

Nevada State Department of Conservation & Natural Resources

Nevada State Division of Water Planning

Nevada State Division of Historic Preservation & Archeology

Nevada State Division of State Parks

Bi11 and Dale DelLong

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, District IX

USDA Agricultural Stabilization & Conservation Service
Humboldt County Ascs Committee

15

Nevada Wildlife Federation, Inc.

16

Jodeph J. Thackaberry

17

Thomas A. Cavin

18

Marjorie 5111

CRMP Local #1 - Sammy Uqalde

20

John and Judy Delong

21

Ninety-Six Ranch

22

T Circle Ranches, Inc.

23

Glen Tipton

24

The Wildlife Society

Tim and Margarita DelLong

26

Smith and Gamble, Ltd.

27

Don Jones

28

Jo Christison

29

Sammy Ugalda

30

Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.

i

USDI Heritage Conservation & Recreation Service
Pacific Southwest Region

32

Wild Horse Organized Assistance, Inc.

3

USDA Agricultural Stabilization & Conservation Service
Reno, Nevada

34

Nevada First Corporation

35

American Horse Protection Association

36

Smith and Gamble, Ltd.

37

UNR, Cooperative Extension Service - James Linebaugh

Nevada Legislature - Federal Requlation Review Committee

39

Nevada Cattlemen's Association

40

W.W. Hall (written comment recieved at Winnemucca Public Hearing)

T

Robert Hagar, Nevada First Corporation (Reno Public Hearing)

T2

Tina Nappe (Reno Public Hearing)

73

Lawrence Frenchy Montero (Winnemucca Public Hearing)

10
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Comment Letter 1

Comment Letter 2

Sierra Pacific Power Companyj

MICHAEL P. SULLIVAN
Supervisor - Environmenial Btiziee

february 18, 1981

Mr. Edward Spanc

State Director, Nevada BLM
P.0C. Box 12000

Reno, Nevada 8952C

Dear Mr. Spanc:

Sierra Pacific Power Company appreciates this opportunity
to review the Paradise-Denic Draf: Grazina Environmental
2 be commended for

Impact Statement. Your staff shc
producina a clear, easy to reac cdocument. The format
follows & logical proaression wil acilitated the

review. Charts, maps and other supplementation information
added areatly to the description anc evaluation cf the
proposal.

we find no conflicts between your proposed actlion anc
our plans for the areas mentioned in the grazing E.I.S.
The report should prove to be a2 wvaluable tool in the
preparaticn of our assessment reoorts.

Sincerely,

Michael Sullivan
LA - ot

£ . S
A Iy

Steven Siegel

Environmental Specialist

SS:bu
cc: Frank Shields, BLM
Winnemucca
P. 0. BOX 10100/ REND. NEVADA 89510, TEL EPHONE 702/ 789-4894 SP

2-1

Puul Maxwell, President 5 Mar 81

Hational Council of Public Land Usene

P. O. Bux 811
Grand Junction, Colorado B15ul

livrbert Snyder, Secretary

Mr, James Watt, Secretary
United States Department of Interior
Washington, D.C, 20240

Dear Mr, Vatt:

The Draft Environmental Impact Staterert, Projcsed Dorestic Iive-
stock Grazing Management Frogram for the Paradise-Denio Resourve Arez,
Humboldt & Pershing Counties, Nevada, prepared by Department of Interior
BLM, Winnemucca District, has been reviewed.

On Page 3-1 of the Propcsed Action, Environmental Conseocuences,
Introduction, it is stated, "Impacts concerning climate were analyzed
and found to be insignificant. Na further documentation of this component
will appear in the EIS",

The sipgnificance of this statem:nt is reflected in the contert of
the whole draft, It indicates a total lack of cnnce~n for the lard and
the watersheds in favor of the more influential “ecnrondc concern", It
is a repetition of the long standing attitude that has made a desert of
so much of the Yest, Domestic livestock prazing being the greatest
hazard,

No amount of deceptive exnertise will hide the fact that the relation-
ship between natural precipitation and natural evaperation due to wind ard
sun determine a fragile DESERT environmeml, and the impor‘ance of mitipati-g
natural vepetative cover,

That these factors are "dismissed" witl the statement that "Impacts
concerning climate were analyzed and found to be insifmificnnt™, clearlv
indicates the lack of qualifications on the pari of those preparing the
statement, It should be totally rejected until these important factors arc
included!

Plesse advise what you intend to do ahout it..

Copies to: Natural Resources Defense Council
Mr, E, F, Spang, Nevadu State Dircvctor, SLM
£IS Team Leader, Winnerucca, NV B9LLS

PSt Where can & copy of the above mentioned "anzlysis" be obtained?
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2'1 Issue: uvesertification of Rangeland

Advisory

The process of desertification was discussed among team members ‘:0 i

prior to and during preparation of the draft E1S. It was decided .unc!l On
that this process could not be adequately analyzed because of,a lack HIStorlc

of research in general and the absence of specific information Preservation

applicable to semiarid rangelands in the Great Basin. See
discussion on CRMP in the beginning of the Summary in the FEIS.

1522 K Street, NW Reply to Lake Plaza South, Swite 616
Washington, DC 20005 44 Unson Boulevard
Lakewcod. CO 80228

March 11, 1981

Mr. BEdward Spang

State Director

Nevada State Orfice
Bureau of Land Management
. 0. box 1200

Heno, Nevadu HYYH U0

Dear Mr. Spany:

This is in response to your request of March 11, 1981, for comments on the
dreft environmental statement (DES) for the baraaise-Denio Grazing
Statement, Winnemucca District, Nevada.

Pursuant to its responsibilities under Section 102{2)(C) of the Nationul
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the Council has reviewed the Bureau's DES
and has determined that there appears to be no reason for the Council to
comment &t this time.

Sincerely,

EH.

Louis S. Wall
Chief, Western Division
of Project Review




€l

Comment Letter 4

Comment Letter 4

INTERNATIONAL SOCIETY
FOR THE
PROTECTION OF MUSTANGS & BURROS

4-1

11790 Deodar Way Reno. Nevada 8950t
Telephone: (702) 972-1989

FOUNDED IN 1960

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS:

Helen A Reilly, President

John Borzea. Executive Vice President
Chuck John. Vice President

Betty Kuphaldi. Secretary

John W. Reilly. Treasurer

Alan Kania. Public Relations

March 19, 1981

Frank C. Shields, District Manager,
Bureau of land Management,

T05 East Fourth Street,

Winnemucca, NV HoWLS

Dear Mr. Shields:

We thank you for letting us comment on the pParadise-Denio Grazing Impact
Statement.

How can the bureau of Land Management best serve the complex of interest
in well managed public lands? I believe that the Congress has slreedy indicated
how this question is answered. The concept of multiple use is firmly fixed in
the Federal land Policy and Management Act. It has been reinforced in the Public
Rangelands Improvement Act. The public interest is beet served by multiple use
management of public resources through a decentralized management system based
on clear Congressional policy guidance and with the active involvement of those
affected.

Livestock grazing is only one component in e very complex resource manage-
ment system. The BIM District Manager must determine the forasge capacity of the
range, he must also relate that capacity to the needs of wildlife, wild horses
and burros, as well as to the needs of livestock.

Decieions about the management of public lends must be well documented
and based on sound data. The BIM's objective is to improve the productivity of
of the public rangelands for the benefit of all users ilivestock, wildlife, wild
horses .and burros, industry and recreation). Long-term benefits are of little
value to marginal operations which may be seriously and immediately affected by
needed short-term livestock cuts. The BLM should explore methods of enalyzing
different combinations of reductions in range improvements and should phase in
reductions gradually and monitor the results intensively to determine more pre-
cisely how the individual range ecosystem respond to reductions.

It is our position that much more can be gained through & cooperative
effort between the land management egency asnd all conservation organizations
toward the restoration of the productivity of the public rangelands so than ar
equiteble pumber of all creatures, including man, will be assured a sustance in
decedes to come. The only way that can be accomplished 15 to recognize that all

Frunk C. Shields
March 19, 19¢1

Page 2

gruzing preveureo on our pubtlic lands muul be controlled, including wild norses
and burros end domestic livestock overuse and abuse. Abuses have been sllowed Lo
continue, particularly numbers of cattle far in excess of that for which a permit
ie 1ssued.

Every effort should bLe made on trend studies and estsblishing trend study
ploLle on each sllotment over a reasonslle periol to get the actual trend. Thie
would allow u concentrution on asllotments eand result in relisble and supportable
data upon which to buse sound range management decisions.

The aress near water ore heavily utilized and priority should be given to
inprovement of the lend resource and further water developmerts made avallable
for sll grazing enimals, especially away from the critical areas.

Certainly one of the most emotion-laden progrems the BIM administers is
vuc wild Horse and Burro program. It is popular to blame all the "ills™ of the
public land use upon the wild horses and burros, but other than density aress,
pest abuses cannot be soley contributed to wild horse and burro exclusively.
Considering the serious condition of the range, and the big hurry to remove the
horces, we have asked, time and time egain, that proportionate reductions be made
in domestic livestock use, since removal of horses end burros alone will have little
effect on reducing grazing pressure to the extent desiruble.

There 18 no way to make & proper evaluation of how well the total multiple
use plen for an area is working until all uses are at planned levels. This applies
especially to wild horees, burros and livestoch.

The Internstional Society for the Protection of Mustangs and Burros (ISPME)
and the Multiple Use Advisory Council for Winnemuccu district supports in concept
the retention of spproximately 700 wild horses and burroe in the Paradise-Denio
Unit; ©50 horses will be in the Owybee ares and 50 in the Snowstorm area. Where
the AMF can be adequately designed, wild horses end burros in viable herds will
be retained throughout the district.

For the safety and welfare of the horses in trespass on private lands,
we do not oppose their removal. The law requests BLM to remove horses and burros
thet stray onto private lands (adjacent to public lend in a checkerboard fashion)
when they are requested to do so by private landowners.

It is our pesition thet healthy, vieble wild horse and burrc herds remain
on the public domain. Wild Horses and burros deemed to exceed the level which
will maintain a natural ecological balance with existing forage and other uses of
the public lands should be removed humanely, and be put up for sdoption.

As the excess wild horses and burros are removed to planned populatiorn
levels the next important step will be e management plan tailored to each herd.
There is & need to understand the effect as sex ratios, age structure, etc. as
related to management to greater extent than we presently do. A viable herd
should not be tied to the number of horses (some BIM figures claim 125 head), but
instead an animal population must embody s certain amount of genetic diversity in
order to be able to adapt to marked environmental changes and survive. Horees for
each herd should be selected for quality which would eliminate deformed or extremely
poor conformation horses.
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Frunk C. Snielas
March 19, 19K1

Page

The Committee on Wild end Free-Kouming Horses and Burros appointed by the
Netional Academy of Sclence at the direction of Congress to report on the state of
krnowledye on wild horses made its final report last month. The committee specified
thaet wild horse herds be individuclly muneged et s level that insures sufficient
fentic probability.

There 1s still u lony way to go and changes are slow in coming. We belleve
that solutions now being sought in our efforts to bring ebout lasting protection
for our wild horses and burros with emphasis on good management end control pro-
gram, whereby, they will be protected once end for all, and their numbers controlled
wisely and humanely for their future welfare, can be put into effect on other than
8 biased buasis.

We continue to ask the Bureau of Land Management to strive to handle all
sepects of the wild horse and burro program humanely, diligently and efficiently.
BIM should continue to seek to balance the competing uses of the rangeland resource
for wild horses and burros, wildlife and for the domestic livestock use. For this
belance to be achieved, wild horses and burros, as well as other ygrezing enimals,
must be managed in a way which respects the carrying cepacity of the range habitat
««.+ the land, foraye and water they have to shere.

We thank you for lettinyg us express our views.

Respectfully submitte

Yo D

Helen A. Reilly (Mrs.
President
International Societ or the Protection
of Mustangs and Burros {ISPME)

w.)
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1ssue: Management Implementation

Bes discuselon on CHMP at the beyinnlng of the Bummary in the FEIS,

————
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SIERRA CLUB

Tolyabe Chapter -
P.0. Box 8096

Nevada and Eastern California
- Umiversity Station - Reno, Nevada BS507

March 27, 1981

Frank Shields, Manager
BLM/Winnemucca District
705 E. 4th St.
Winnemucca, NV B9u44s
Dear hanager Shields,

The Great Basin Group of the Toiyabe Chapter of the Sierra Club

submits the following comments on the draft grazing Enivironmental

Impact Statement on the Paradise-Denio Resource Area.

Although several improvements over previous EIS efforts by BLM
are made successfully by the P-D DEIS, the range of alterna-
tives remainsvery poor and inadequate. Alsc, the BLM proposed
action appear to be a shocking abnegation by BLM of its respon-
sibility to manage the public lands for all Americans under the
principle of multiple use, and, instead, is a dominant use plan.
Our detailed comments follow:

Summary Table 1. The idea of the summary comparison of signi-
ficant impacts of various alternatives is a good one and well
done at the beginning of the DEIS. For those who cannot or lack
the time to read the entire DEIS as well as for those who can
use the summary to identify areas to be more carefully checked
in later chapters, the summary tables are invaluable.

The actural summary comparisons are scandalous as the reviewer
reads of the significant adverse impacts of every alternative,
including BLM's proposed action. Why is there not an alterna-
tive considered which will have beneficial impacts on the en-
vironment, especially on critical wildlife habitat and currently
degraded riparian areas? Why does BLM propose an action that
opts to increase livestock forage by B6% while only improving
range condition by 13%7

The apparent reduction of 730 deer has been explained verbally
to us by BLM staff as a “"computer problem," yet no such expla-
nation is offered in the DEIS. Corrections should be made in
all the tables and chapters falsely reporting the 730 deer de-
cline. We wonder if the "computer problem" also impacts the
forage levels for livestock, bighorn sheep, antelope, and

wild horses? The FEIS should clearly address the "computer
problem."

To explore. enjoy. and pratect the naturul mumtarn scene
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While we support some reductions in wild horse numbers, we con-
sider the 650% reduction as well as the 8% death loss, loss of
some traits and changes in herd viability as well as the in-
humarie confinement of wild and free roaming horses into one
area excessively detrimental to this public land resource.

The recreation summary is poor, as wildlife numbers have not

met demand for some time. The impacts of the various alterna-
tives should be separated out from the general inadequacy of

game species to meet "demand.” i

The Sierra Club is neither a "wildlife” nor a “"protectionist"
group. While we share many of the same concerns with wildlife
and wild horse groups, our concerns are not totally identical

and should not be presented as such as implied in Summary Table I.

Summary Figure 1. It is unreasonable that wildlife and wildhorse
numbers would not increase significantly both in the No Livestock
Alternative and in the Livestock Reduction/Maximize Wild Horse
and Burro Alternative. Yet no explanation is given of the lack
of populstion increases in this bar graph. If there is some sort
of reasoning behind these i1lloglcal conclusions, the bar graph
should be footnoted appropriately.

Summary Table III. It is quite awkward to exclude 12 allotments
from the DEIS because they are administered by another BLM dis-
trict. The reviewer never knows if disparities in acreage or
AUM totals are due to BLM analysis deficiencies or to this ex-
clusion. The FEIS should list the excluded allotments, depict
them on the RA map, and be very clear when the 126,366 acres

are included or excluded from the totals.

Also, a footnote shduld be added to explain why acreages are ex-
cluded from livestock grazing in alternatives other than the lio
Livestock Grazing Aliternative, as wdll as which allotments are
involved. While I know that some exclusions are due to the
proposed wild horse area, I don't know about other exclusions.

Summary Figure 2. The time frame estimation is excellent. We
just wonder whether BLM will be able to stick to it - but that's
another issue!

Chapter 1. Proposed Action. There are parts of the proposed
action which seem very responsible and long overdue for the a-
gency charged with managing our public lands to propose. We
support the proposed seasons-of-use as most public land interest
groups recognize the damage being done to the public rangelands
by too-early and by seascn-long grazing. Some flexibility
should be built into the system to allow earlier and later turn-
out dates depending on annual variations in the climate. The
proposed grazing treatments appear quite comprehensive and a
good guide to the development and/or revision of specific
Allotment Management Plans. The need for the proposed grazin
systems is alsc very acute as current deficiencles in range
management are succinctly summarited on p.1.11. Major problems
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‘the criteria were used.
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include "the overoblization of available vegetation, pastures of
unequal carrying capacity, uncven livestock distribution, inad-
equate project maintenance and lack of range supervision and
studies."

Livestock Support Facilities. However, we are very concerned
about the proposed livestock support facilities for several
reasons. 1) The cost, $9,000,928,appears outrageously high

in these times of tightening budgets. If livestock AUMs in-
crease by 88,994 as projected by the proposed action, each
additional AUM would cost $101.14. Another way of looking at
it would be to divide the $9 million by the 67 permittees. BLM
proposes to spend at least $134,343 per permittee!!! Perhaps it
would be chaper in the long run to buy marginal operations
outright than to subsidize them indefinitely. The DEIS fails to
show the benefits the public would receive by subsidizing the
livestock industry, but does clearly show the significant neg-
ative impacts of the facilities on other resources, such as water
quality, wildlife habitat, cultural resources, soil stability,
etc. 2) The proposed facilities appear to be a violation of
the public land management principle of multiple use, as
foctnote a of Table 1-5 states "These livestock support facil-
ities benefit livestock only and do not reflect additional
projects for wild horses or big game." These "additional pro-
jects" discussed on p.1.13 will cost only $72,500 or .8% of the
cost of the "livestock-only"facilities. 3) The $9 million cost
may be misleading as footnote ¢ of Table 1-5 states "The costs
were developed at 1980 prices and do not include future main-
tenance and replacement costs." From the DEIS, we have no idea
whether the proposed facilities will cost another $9 million to
maintain and replace over the long-run (to 2024) or less than
that. We do not have sufficient information to be able to sup-
port any expenditure for livestock support facilities.

General Implementation Schedule. We would like to suggest ano-
ther project to improve wildlife and wild horse management, in
addition to removing or modifying fences. We recommend that
cattle guards also be mocdified to prevent the cruel and some-
times fatal entrapment of wildlife and wild horses.

No Livestock Grozing Alternative. It is always curious for us
to read that the no livestock grazing nas more beneficial im-
pacts on the public lands than BLM's proposed action which in-
variably include millions of dollars for range "improvements."”
Would the lands be better off without livestock grazing? Will
livestock grazing always degrade the rangelands or can livestock
grazing be compatible with decent wildlife habitat, excellent
riparian condition, good range condition, etc.?!

Table 1-6. Footnote a lists the criteria on which priorities
for developing AMPs were established. But it is not clear how
Is Jackson Mountain-Desert Valley-Blue
Mountain with #1 priority the worst area - in greatest need of
AMP development? Please specify, 1f not in the FEIS, then di-
rectly to me as 1 am very curious as to why certain allotments
are getting first crack at $9 million of public funds.

5-12
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Table 1-8. Wnere are wildlife funds coming from?
these costs included in Table 1-57

Why weren't

No Action Alternative. The analysis of the impacts of this al-
ternative show the accelerated deterioration of the public
rangelands should no new action be taken. We fear, however,
that unless all public land interests work out our differences,
that this alternative, with all its negative impacts on all the
resources, will be tne one chosen and implemented by default.

Maximizing Livestock Alternative. 1 cannot find a significant
difference between this alternative and the proposed action,
with the exception of more area to receive vegetation manipu-
lation. Otherwise, the stocking rate, the condition class
changes, every other type of range improvement and all the
adverse impacts are the same. We feel that this alternative
is as unacceptable in its disregard for multiple use and its
excessive, exclusive subsidies for the livestock industry as
the proposed action.

Livestock Reduction/Maximizing Wild Horses and Burros Alternative
This alternative is too ridiculous to comment on, &s no one has
ever supported it to our knowledge. And if someone did, reduc-
ing wild horses and burro populations by 650% is hardly what
most people would recognize as "maximizing” them. Most wild
horse groups and all conservation groups support reducing both
livestock and wild horses to the carrying capacity of the

public rangelands.

Standard Operating Procedures. We have no objections to these
SOP. We only wonder whether BLM will have the intestinal for-
titude and financial resources to followthrough on them.

Management Supervision Procedures. We understand that MSP is
not monitoring. Why i1sn't monitoring mentioned in the DEIS?

Is it not an intregral part of all grazing systems, seasons

of use, stocking rate decisions, professional range management?
Also, why wasn't trespassing mentioned in the DEIS? 1Is tres-
passing illegally using a significant amount of AUMs in the

P-D Resource Area?

Chapter 2. The discussion of the affected environment is good,
possibly the strength of this EIS. The importance of the ri-
parian vegetation is properly recognized. Riparian vegetation
only amounts to 3,694 acres due to the scarcity of water in the
P-D resource area. It is of special importance because it fur-
nishes forage and cover for wildlife and livestock and acts as

a soil stabilizer and watershed protector. Yet a large percen-
tage of the riparian area is in a deteriorated condition because
of overgrazing by livestock. We feel the DEIS is inadequate in
not dealing with this problem. We also feel that BLM is in
direct violation of its own regulations (BLM Manual 6740 Wetland-
Riparian Area Protection and Management) in proposing actions
which will further degrade already deteriorated riparian areas.
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The range condition of the P-D resource area is extremely ob-
jectionable. B4% of the 3,702,186 acres is in poor condition.
We should all be ashamed of these statistics which reflect on

us as poor stewards of the land. OQOur efforts should be directed
at reversing the deterioration of the land resource, not at
spending $9 million to increase forage for livestock!

The discussion on wildlife is verygood, except for the omission
of any information on non-game species. We sincerely hope that
the last of the "wild-cow" operations will be seen shortly as
these types of irresponsible uses are ruining the public land
for all of us. It ils hard for us to believe that BLM would
have knowlingly published false information on mule deer num-
bers. The 730 deer "lost in the computer" should be found and
restored to the range!

The economic section is technically bankrupt. Assumptions used
are ridiculous, logic is laughable. Nowhere could we find the
amount of public subsidies to the livestock industry included
in the analysis, although the proposed $9 (or $13) million in
range improvements is not negligible to the P-D resource area,
much less previous public subsidies for livestock operators over
the years. And where is calculated the increase in "rancher
wealth” of 88,994 AUMs? At $50/AUM, at least $4,449,700 should
be generated by the propossd action and much more by the maxi-
mizing livestock alternative. If all types of ranch operations
are as unprofitable as the DEIS analysis says, does this imply
that vast public subsidies are needed to pump up a marginal in-
dustry? Don't these federal subsidies contradict the free en-
terprise system?

Social Profile. We find it very strange that the permittees,
the proposed recipients of millions of dollars of federal funds,
are complaining so bitterly about current BLN efforts fo manage
the public lands. . We wonder if their position should be summed
up asi SUBSIDIES WITHOUT REGULATIONS! We wonder if the per-
mittees want to be gobd stewards of the public lands, sharing
the lands with all the other users?

Regional attitudes. The Sierra Club has a membership of over
200,000 people. Official conservation policies which apply te
the P-D resource area reflect the values and concerns of many
more than the 1,400 people reported on p.2-3¢c.

Chapter 3. The role of CRMP is very ambiguous. Is CRMP going
to be used to influence BLM decisions or to implement BLM de-
cisions? What is BLM doing to guarantee that all public land
interest groups are represented in CRMP? Is BLM going to sub-
stitute the votes of a stacked committee for the professional
judgement of its own staff?

Thresholds. The use of thresholds is apparently an improvement
over "opinions" of specialists. However, the public did not
have an opportunity to set the thresholds, nor is there enough
information provided in the DEIS to justify specific thresholds.
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Overall, Chapter 3 is poor. Reasoning is superficial. Conclu-
sions do not seem to reflect the significance of adverse impacts
of different alternatives.

The discussion on p.3-13 regarding productivity is confusing.

Is low productivity intrinsic to a site or is it caused by over-
grazing and subsequent deterioration of a more productive site?
Will not some sites always be "non-productive” to cattle, although
near top ecological productivity? It appears that the proposed
action attempts to increase forage production at the expense of
improving poor range condition.

On p.3-14, the statement, "A decrease of six percent in the
amourit of sagebrush is not considered significant..." depends
on the locd tion of the brush removal. If a sagebrush removal
occurs in a critical deer or antelope area, its loss would be
quite significant. We totally oppose sagebrush control pro-
Jects on Pauite Meadows, Pine Forest, Happy Creek, and Double H
aliotments due to the significant adverse effects on critical
wildlife winter ranges.

Index. This innovation, although simple, is very welcome to
EIS reviewers.

In conclusion, we feel that the DEIS does not adeguately reflect
the concerns expressed in our comments on MFP-II and the P-D
scoping. We find it totally unacceptable that BLM proposes
alternatives that would have so many significant aaverse impacts
orni the environment and on other resources of the public lands,
including critical riparian areas, while at the same time pro-
poses to spend over $9 million exclusively to increase forage
for increased livestock production. We believe such alterna-
tives are in direct violation of BLM's own regulations. We are
unable to support any of the P-D alternatives and instead pro-
pose one for inclusion in the FEIS. We call our alternative,
the Land Resource Maximizing Alternative. While we realize

that time limits are short, we feel that your office can

analyze our alternative with existing information. Therefore,
we submit tne following alternative as previously discussed

with you and your staff and with Ed Spang, Nevada State Director .

The Land Rescurce Maximizing Alternative should include the fol-
lowing components:

1) Protection of the major fisneries in the P-D resource area.
20 are identified in the DEIS. Such protection would reverse
the violation of BLM regulations by the proposed action which
would continue to degrade deteriorated riparian areas.

2) Inventory of all other riparian areas and development of
management plans or another standard operating procedure to
protect all riparian areas.

3) Any proposed range improvement should be balanced betweern
livestock and wild horses and wildlife.

4) Protection and enhancement of critical wildlife habitat,
including winter ranges, strutting and nesting areas, etc.

5) Reduction of wild horses to an optimal level in each allot-
ment in which they currently roam.
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6) Development of management supervision procedures to reduce
grazing pressures on lands which are unsultable for grazing;
l.e. lands which are easily erodable due to steepness, dryness,
or lack of sufficient cover.

7) In all allotments in poor condition, utilization of less than
50% forage in order to leave sufficient forage after grazing to
protect the socil, to reduce evaporation, to increase infiltration
of water, and to encourage ample root reserves.

8) Development of range support facilities that are as simple as
possible, easy to operate, and inexpensive to maintain which
will not lock the range into a level of production sustainable
only by artificial means and periodic treatments, at increasing
costs. Any range improvements will either benefit other resource
users or offer minimal interference or adverse impacts to such
uses. Where reseeding is required, native species will be used
if at all feasible. Fire is an acceptable method of removing
brush provided wildlife habitat needs and watershed protection
are given adequate consideration in the operation. Vegetation
manipulation will not utilize chemical pesticides indiscrimin-
ately and will not be used unless no other method is feasible.

9) Establishment of season-of-use and grazing systems which
will substantially improve range condtions as well as increase
forage production.

10) Development of a forage allocation plan which will immed-

iately reduce livestock and wild horse numbers to the current

carrying capacity of the land resource. Increased forage pro-
duction will be equitably shared among wildlife, wild horses,

and livestock.

11) Immediate establishment of an effective monitoring program
to follow range trend, changes in forage production, etc.

12) Establishment of priorities to take measures first where
the greatest correctible damage is occuring.

A separate alternative is necessary as the four alternatives
in the DEIS inadequately deal with the following:

a) there are no cost estimates for protecting riparian areas

by fencing. However, the Winnemucca District staff knows general
costs of fencing and specific riparian areas. Therefore, de-
veloping minimum costs should not be that time-consuming.

b) there are very few actions proposed for the protection and
enhancement of wildlife habitat and for wild horse management.
One-half of the proposed $9 million would be acceptable!

c) although areas unsuitable for grazing have been identified,
no plans to develop management and supervision measures or the
costs thereof were proposed in the four alternatives.

d) the changes in forage allocation and range condition by re-
stricting grazing below 50% utilization have not been addressed.

We have spent considerable time and effort in reviewing the DEIS,
preparing our comments, and developing a land resource maximizing
alternative for the Paradise-Denio resource area. We recognize

p.8 SIERRA CLUB

that your staff has also expended an immense amount of effort in
developing the DEIS. We sincerely hope that all our efforts

are not in vain and will result in public land management of
which we can all be proud.

Thank you for considering our concerns.

Sincerely, .
) {,.’ (
Q - C:_ﬁaﬂ),.‘z

Rose Strickland
Public Lands Committee .
Great Basin Group of the Toiyabe Chapter of the Sierra Club

1685 Kings Row
Reno, NV 89503
(702} 7u7-4237
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5'1 lseue: Adverse lmpacts to the Environment

In Summary Table 1 on FEIS page iv, and in the text on page 3-55 the
DEIS demonstrated beneficial impacts to both riparian areas and
wildlife habitat, respectively. These are impacts predicted from
the No Livestock Grazing Alternative.

1ssue: Relationship Between Vegetation Condition and Vegetation
Production

The 13 percent increase in livestock forage condition in reality
affects 26 percent of the EIS area. These lands are also the most
productive in the area and as such are capable of vast increases in
forage production.

lesue: Mule Deer Numbers

Bee response to lssues 7-5 and 7-10.

Issue: Threshold for Kecreation Impacts

The threshold level for significance of impact waa derived from the
Nevada State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (NSCORP). If the
estimated demand which was derived from NSCORP figures exceeds the
number of hunter days available from wildlife levels, then the
impact is considered to be adverse. Likewise, if wildlife levels
sat1sfy demand then the impact is beneficial. Threshold levels are
daveloped by the individual specialist and are only used for the
purpose of this analysis.

Issue; Increases in Wildlife, Wild Horse and Burro Nwabers

Summary Figure I does not refer to changes in numbers of wildlife or
wild horee and burros. This figure reflects the number of AUMs of
available veyetation proposed for allocation under the alternatives
including the proposed action. Under these proposals, wildlife
would be allocated avallable vegetation with an objective to reach
reasonable numbers, as developed cooperatively by the Nevada
Department of Wildlife and the Bureau of Land Management.
Population increases of wild horse and burros would only be limited
by the amount of available veyetation present within the herd
management and herd use areas. Increases in wildlife, wild horse
and burros numbers were showi for analysis purposes. Actually
adjustments would take place through the CHMP process (see
discussion on CRMF in the beginning of the Summary in the Final
EIS.)

5-6

5-10

1ssue; Acreage Figyres

The 126,368 acres of public land in 12 allotments which ars
administered by other BLM districts and/or states were always

included in acreage totals, unless otherwise stated.
ar

Iesue: Exclusion of Allotmente from Livestock Grazing

There are three reasons why livestock might not occur on an
allotment. They are:

1. There 18 no available vegetation,

2. It is a wild horse herd use or management area,

3. 1In the case of the 0ld Gunnery kanye there is no grazing at
present and future allocation would be difficult unless a
management agreement could be made with the affected range
users.

Two methods were used to demonstrate allotments with no livestock
grazing. The first was the indicatlon of “Ho Livestock Grazing™ in
the far right column of the allocation tables in the DEIS. The
second was the indication of “0" in the livestock allocation or use
column of these tables.

Issue: Proposed Range Improvement

See Errata - Chapter 1, corrections to Tables 1-5, 1-17, and 1-20
Footnote ‘'a'.

Issue: Modification of Cattleguards

The modification of catrleguards tu avold entrapment of wild horses
has been a district policy since 1975, Cattleguards installed Bince
this dare have been modified prior to installation. Many
cattleguards installed prior to thie date have also recelved this
modification. To date, no problem has been identified in this
district regarding the entrapument of biy game species in
cattleguards.

Issue: Livestock Grazing Compatibility

Livestock grazing can indeed be compatible with other resource
values. Compatibility, however, duee not imply mutually benefictal
co-existence. Trade-offs often exist between resource values, ani
balances must be struck. This is not to say that conflicts may not
exist. Four instance, livestock grazing may not be compatible with
riparian zone protection.

|
‘




N
o

Response Letter 5

Response Letter 5

5-12

5-13

5-14

5-15

Issues: Allotment Management Plan (AMP) Implementation

AMP implementation priorities were established during the Management
Framework Plan Step 2 conflict analysis process, using the criteria
etated in Footnote 'a' of Table 1-6 of the DEIS. The priorities
were made for the analysis in the EIB analysis and will be
reevaluated throuyh CKMP. See discussion of CHMP at the beginning
of the Summary in the FEIS.

Issues Wildlife Management Costs

The purpose of Table 1-5 was to display in tabular form those
facilities that would be required to support the livestock grazing
pruogram under the Pruposed Action. Table 1-B reflects fences which
inhibit wildlife movements from one area to another, and would be
modifled under this proposal for mitigation. Costs of these
modifications are referred to in the narrative, “General
Implementation Schedule,™ DEIS page 1-13, last paragraph. Also see
response to Issue 11-4.

1ssue: Monitoring

Monitoring is mentioned several times in the DEIS. A few examples
are on page 1ii, 1-2 and 3-2. For a more detailed explanation of
menitoring, esee the discussion of CRMP at the beginning of the
Summary in the FEIS.

lssue: Discussion of Trespass

Last three-year-average documented trespass was demonstrated on
Table 1-14 on page 1-23 of the DEIS. bocumented trespass uses less
than one percent of the total available vegetation and is
considered to be insignificant for analysis purposes.

Issue: Protection of Riparian Habitat

The protection of each stream and riprian zone will require a
different combination of protective measures. The broad nature of
the alternatives, including the proposed action, precluded any
commitment to any particular set of protective measures for any
particular stream. An objective to improve and maintain the
condition of riparian and stream habitat was established in the
Management Framework Plan. Protective measures needed to improve
the conditions uf public streams will be included in tne development
of each coordinated resource management plan. See discussion on
CRMP at the beginning of the Summary in the FEIS.

517

5-18

5-16 1ssue; Method of Economic Analyeis

The economic analysis of the livestock sector of the Paradise-Denioc
Resource Area is based on linear programming models constructed by
the bDivision of Agricultural and Resource Economics at the
University of Nevada, kKeno, for use in a study entitled Economic
Impact of BLM Grazing Allotment Reductions on Humboldt County
(Torrell et al. 1980). The linear programming models were built
from ranch budgets repreeenting typical ranches in the EIS area.
Secondary 1mpacts to the county economy were analyzed using
multipliers and coefficients from an input-output model prepared for
a study entitled: The Economy of Humboldt and Lander Counties: A
Working Model for Evaluating Economic Change (Fillo et al. 1977).
Input-output models are useful for analyzing changes in the sectors
of an economy resulting from direct impacts on one specific sector.
Both linear programming and input-output modeling represent commonly
accepted and current state-of-the-art techniques for preparing
economic analysis.

lssue: Rancher Wealth

Rancher wealth impacts are analyzed in terms of existing conditions.
Active preference, the number of AUMs a permittee could license each
year if he were to activate his entire authorization, is the level
from wnich rancher wealth impacts are calculated. Active preference
in tne resource area is 225,857 AUMs. Initially the proposed action
would reduce the number of AUMs available to permittees to 101,689
AUMs, a reduction from active preference of 124,168 AUMs. At an
average value of $50 per AUM, the proposed action would initially
reduce rancher wealth by approximately $&.2 million. In the long
term the proposed action would allocate 190,683 AUMs to livestock.
While this allocation represents a substantial increase from the
initial allocation it continues to represent a reduction of 35,174
AUMs from the existing level. This level continues to impose a
reduction in rancher wealth of approximately $1.7 million.

The long-term allocation of AUMs to livestock in the maximizing
livestock alternative is 228,092 AUMs. This allocation 1s an
increase of 2,235 AUMs above the existing authorization. It would
increase rancher wealth by approximately 5112,0qﬂ.

lssue; Ranch Budgets

Tne ranch budgets used in the economic analysis take 1intc account
bortn cash and noncash costs. The noncash cost category includes
charges for items such as the labor of the operator and his family
and an opportunity cost involved in his investment in equipment,
buildings and livestock. If cash costs only are considered the
ranch budyets indicate that ranches in the EIS arwa earn a net
return above cash costs. Thie return, while small, when combined
with other aspscts of ranch life (see Soclal Profile DEIS Chapter 2)
provides an acceptable level of return for ranch proprietors,
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5-20

5-21

5-22

Issue: Role of CRMP

See discussion on CKMP at the beginning of the Summary in the Final
EI1S.

Issue: Vegetatlion Proauctivity

Low productivity may be intrinsic to a site or may be a result of
any number or combination of factors, including over-grazing of .a
more productive site. Some sites may indeed be forever
non-productive for livestock grazing, though near top ecological
condition.

It should be noted that “condition" in the Paradise-Denio DEIS |
refers to livestock forage condition. Livestock forage condition is
determined by interpreting the ability of vegetation, in both
quality and guantity, tu provide eustalned livestock torage and soil
stability. It cannot neceesarily be used to determine ecoloyical
range condition, which is the present state of vegetation of a range
site in relation to the climax plant community which could be
expecred for that seite. (See alsc response to Issue 5-2.)

Issue: Removal of Sagebrush

The reference made that “. . . a decrease of slx percent in the
amount of sdagebrush 1s not significant. . .™ was expressed in terms
of the relationship between the cumulative size of the areas treated
and the total area occupied by sagebrush, not in terms of the
elfects on wildlife. Impacts to wildlife anticipated trom
vegetatlon manipulation projects are analyzed in the wildlife
section of Chapter 3 of the DEIS.

Issue: Heed to Counsider Alternatives

1
There are many alternatives that could have been considered in the
DEIS, but not all possibilities were included. The District |
Manager will decide which alternarive or combination of alternatives
will be selected for the Paradise-Lenio Hesource Area. The Bureau's
preferred alternative does not necessarily have to be selected. All
or purtions of any analyzed alternative may be used within the range
Of tlhiesc alternatives. Within this framework a broad range of
impacts were ldentified. See discussion on CRMP in the beginning of
the Summary in the FEIS.

5-23

5-24

5-25

5-26

5-27

5-28

5-29

5-30

Issue: Protection of Hiparian Habitat

Bee rasponse to Iasue 5-15,

lssue: Proposed kange Improvements

See Errata - Chapter 1, corrections to Tables 1-5, 1=17 and 1-20
Footnote ‘a'.

1ssue: Protection of Critical Wildlife Habitat

Bee discussion of CRMP in the beginning of the Summary in the FEIS.

Iesue: Optimal Number of Wild Horses

"Optimal"™, as stated, i85 taken to mean maximum. In the No Livestock
Grazing and Livestock Reduction/Maximizing Wild horse and Burro
Alternative, maximum allowable numbers of wild hurses were

analyzed.

Issue: Suitability of Rangeland

Suitability criteria were applied to acreages analyzed in the DEIS.
For an expleanation of these criteria see Appendix A, Section 3 of
the DEIS page 6-o.

Issue: Foraye Utilization

A 50 percent or less proper use factor was applied to key management
Bpecles in the DEIS. See DEIS Table 1-4 for a breakdown of
utilization levels of key management species.

IsBue: Seasun-of-Use and Grazing Systems

Seasong-of-use (period-of-use in the DEIS) were proposed on all
allotments (see Table 1-1 in the DEIS). Grazing systems and their
objectives were discussed on paye 1-11 of the DEIS.

Issues Allocation Plan

In all alternatives, except No Action, allocation never exceeded the
carrying capacity stated in the DEIS.
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5-31

5-32

5-33

5-34

5-35

1ssue: Monitoring and Implementation

See discussion of CRMP in the beginning of the Summary in the FEIS.

lssue: Cost of Protecting Riparian Habitat

Cost estimates are difficult to make unless the locations, methods
and objectives of riparian habitat protection have been identified.
These areas will be thoroughly analyzed and addressed during the
actual planning phase. See discussion of CHMP in the beginning of
the Summary of the FEIS. Also, see response to Issue 5-15,

1ssue: Range Improvements

See Errata - Chapter 1, change of Footnote 'a' in Tables 1-5, 1-17,
and 1-20.

Issue: Unsuitable Areas

Proposed management actlons were applied to potentially suitable
areas to make them suitable (see Appendix A, Bection 1, DE1S, page
6-1 for examples). Cost of support facilities (e.g., water
development) necessary to improve potentially suitable land to land
suitable for grazing were included in Tables 1-5, 1-17 and 1-20 of
the DEIS. For management cost see response to Issue 11-4

Issue: Forage Utilization

See response to Issue 5-28

March 24,1981

Bureau of Land Management
Mr. E.F. Spang

Director

300 Booth Street

P.0. Box 12000

Reno, NV 89520

RE: SAI NV #81300028 Project: Paradise Denio Grazing

Dear Mr. Spang:

Attached are the comments from the following affected State Agencies:
Divisions of State Lands, Conservation Districts, Water Planning, State Parks,
Historic Preservation & Archeology, Envirommental Protection, Water Resources
and Wildlife concerning the above referenced project.

These comments constitute the State Clearinghouse review of this proposal.
Please address these comments in the final or summary report.

Sincerely,

& Wi

Robert Hill
State Plannihg Coordinator

RE/MN/ jg
Enclosure
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STATE CLEARINGHOUSE COMMENTS ON SAI NV #81300028 :_/

Paradise Denio Grazing EIS ang i

Division of State lands i Wiy, ey

JOSEP™ C GREENLEY

While the Division of State Lands has no direct comment to the DEIS, we feel BeEToR

compelled to state our dislike of the way the public hearing in Reno on March

10th was conducted. 1100 VALLEY ROAD P.O. BOX 10678 RENOC. NEVADA 89520 TELEPHONE (7021 784-6214

With no preliminary resume' of proposed action or alternatives the impression

left with the public was "get thie over as soon as possible with as little March 23, 1981

input as possible.”

Mr. Mike Nolan

Division of Environmental Protection State Clearinghouse
Office of the State Planning Coordiraror

We support management alternatives to use best management practices in Capitol Complex

upgrading the rangeland and water resources while maximizing the use of area Carson City, NV 89710

by the ranchers and the public.

Dear Mike:
Division of Water Resources
The Nevada Department of Wildlife appreciates the opportunity to

Anv diversion and beneficial use of the public waters for the Paradise-Denio review and provide comments on the Paradise-Denio Grazing Environmental

grazing management plan must be in compliance with the provisions of Chapters Impact Statement, SAI NV § B1300028.

533 and 534 of the Nevada Revised Statutes. The State of Nevada retains

jurisdiction over the public waters at all times. General Comments

Department of Wildlife We find this EIS to be generally acceptable in format, organization,
objectivity and coverage of significant issues. Tnere are, however, some

See attached comments. serious omissions concerning wildlife resources which will be addressec
in further detail in this response. Unless otherwise noted, the comments

Division of Comservation Districts herein are directed to the proposed action and its predictec environmental
consequences. We have not addressed the alternatives in any detail because

See attached comments, we consider them to be either less desirable than the proposed actiom, or
unrealistic or botn.

Division of Water Planning

We consider the fact that chukar partridge are mot even mentionec 1t

See attached comments. the DEIS to be a serious flaw in this document. The Paradise and Denic
Planning Units encompass the most extensive area of high qualitv chukar

Division of Historic Preservation & Archeology habitat and high density chukar populations to be found in Nevada. Ia fact.
the area under consideration may well be the heart of the best chukar habita:

See attached comments. in North America. 1t is alsc one of the most popular chukar hunting area:
in the state, supporting on an annual basis 2,000-3,000 hunters ana providing

Division of State Parks 7-1 9,000-10,000 hunter days of recreation.

See attached comments. The only conceivable reason that we can see for the BLM not addressirg :
this very important species is that they considered the impacts from the
proposed action to be negligible. We do not agree that this is the case;
but even if it were so, a species of such stature should be covered with
a conclusion of no significant impact. In our judgement, chukar partridge
may be significantly impacted by the proposed action, especially from some
of the proposed sagebrusn spray projects. An example is the Double E
Mountains which is top 'quality chukar habitat with high demsity populations.

N
w
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7-4

Mr. Mike Nolan
March 23, 1981
Page 2

A significant reduction of brush cover resulting from extensive herbicide
applicatior would certainly reduce chukar habitat gquality anc carrying
capacity resulting in a significant deleterious impact to this species.
We feel that it is imperative for this serious deficiency (omission of
chukar partridge from the impact anmalysis) be corrected in the fimal EIS.

This same situation applies to several other significant species
which occur within the planning units including cottontail rabbits and
bobcats. These are both highly valued species from several perspectives,
particularly human use demand; and therefore, thev should be addressec.

Anotner area of major comcern is that no impact as t or g
ment strategies are provided for important mountain brush species, except
aspen. Such species as mountain mahogany and bitterbrush are very importan:
to big game, especially deer, yet the document does not defime objectives or
proposed management strategies for these species. Again, we would recommenc
that this be corrected in the final EIS.

The Department is concerned with three major identified actioms or
predicted conseguences of the proposed acrion including (1) contimued
degredation of streams and riparian ecosystems, (2) the extent of proposed
land treatments (sapebrush control) and (3) forage allocations for mule deer.

The EIS adequately identifies the importance of riparian areas to
wildlife and provides a good assessment of the current condition of ripariar
ecosystems including streams. The document also properly identifies the
influencing factors responsible for the existing conditions and future trends
of these significant habitats. The document fairly states that the BLM
manual stipulates the enhancement of sport fisnery streams to at least good
condition, yet the proposed action offers beneficial impacts to only three
streams and only the potential for benmefit to aspen stands (depending upor
grazing treatments actually implemented). We recognize the inherent
difficulty of managing riparian ecosystems in the Great Basin with the
constraints of providing for traditiomal rangeland multipie uses (primarily
livestock grazing). We do feel, however, that riparian ecosystems, because
of their extreme value to wildlife and other rangeland components and uses,
merit special management attention. If the state of the art of range manape—
ment cannot provide for these areas through innovative management strategies,
then fencing of such areas may be the only interim solution. If this is the
case, the Department of Wildlife would recommend that such action be taken
on riparian areas after a careful case by case assessment of individual
areas.

The proposed action specifies sagebrush control through spraying or other
means on 140,783 acres of rangeland and seeding on 113,966 acres. This will
mean the eventual eradication of some 254,749 acres of sagebrush in addition
to the 211,423 acres of existing land treatments (Summary Table 4) for a
total sagebrush loss of 466,172 acres or 19 percent of this vegetative type.

7-5

Mr. Mike Nolan
March 23, 1981
Page 3

Considering the value of this vegetative type to various species of wildlife,
but especially mule deer and sage grouse, this seems excessive.

The Department of Wildlife recommends that vegetal manipulation projects
be considered on a site specific,case by case pasis through the environmental
assessment process and in accordance with supplement No. 2 of the Memorandum
of Understanding between Nevada Department of Wildlife and the Bureau of
Land Management (BLM Manual Section 6521.11B2b). Such consideratiom in
concert with the wildlife safeguards specified under Livestock Support
Facilities on page I-13 and Standard Operating Progcedure No. 10 (page I-38)
should help to preclude significant deleterious impacts to some important
wildlife species. It should be noted that the Départment of Wildlife stromgly
supports Standard Operating Procedure No. 10 and the safeguards on page I-13
as specified in the EIS.

We further have very serious concerns for the potemtial impacts of the
proposed spray and seeding projects on antelope, chukar partridge, anc
California quail. Such concerms can onlv be properly addressed through a
detailed analysis of specific projects as indicated above.

The final area of major concern to this Department is the proposal to
allocate forage to mule deer at level below existing numbers by 578 animals.
We recognize that forage is currently substantially over allocated, and that
evervone must bear some of the burden in bringing forage utilization in line
with forage availabilitv. In this respect, we do not stronglv disagree with
the actual proposed allocation, and in fact, are particularly satisfied with
the proposed allocation for antelope and bighorn sheep. Conceptually,
however, we are somewhat troubled by the proposed action. An analysis of
AUM allocations shows the following:

Class of Animal Allocation as Percent of Available Forage

Existing Proposed Action
!
Livestock 80.42 83.0%
Big Game i 1% 1) 13.2%
Horses and Burros 12.52 | 3.8%

It is evident from this information that livestock have been, and will
continue to be, allocated the 'lion's share" of the available vegetation.
Altnougn under the proposed action, livestock will experience a substantial
reduction in total AUM's allocated, the percent of the total will increase.
Granted, big game allocations will show the most substantial increase, but
this is only because the existing allocation is sc low. In reality we feel
that the proposed allocation will not substantially impact deer, and umnless
the vegetation manipulation projects are improperly designed and placed irc
important deer winter ranges, tne deer resources should bemefit from the
better overall management of vegetative resources.
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7-9

Mr. Mike Nelar
March 23, 1982
Page &
Specific Comments
1. Several different figures are presented in various places in the

(X}

document concerning the amount of land scheduled for sagebrush control.
For example, Table i-5, page 1-12 indicates 140,783 acres; while the
narrative on page 1-11 specifies 163,000 acres: and the narrative on
page 3-5, under Soils - lmpacts, indicates 308,272 acres of seedings and
sagebrush control which is not in concert with the 254,74% acre total
used in several places.

The Grazing Treatrments (page 1-8) appear adequate to address a broac
array of manapement needs, but the positive and negative affects of
each treatment or combination of treatments cannot be ascertained until
they are displaved in a sequence in the overall management system. Will
this be done on an allotment basis as AMP's are develcped, and if so,
will the AMP's be subjected to public and agency review througn the E4
process’

The Nevada Department of Wildlife endorses and stromngly supports tne
Inherent Requirements as listed on pages 1-32 and 1-38 and 3% under
Standard Operating Procedures.

Page 1-41, Table 1-23, identifies 22,126 AUM's for reasomable numbers
of wildlife. This is the only place where this fipure is identified
in the document. Is it an accurate figure, and if so, does the
differnece between this figure and the 16,237 AUM's initial allocation
equal the 578 deer for which forage is not allocated?

The Wildlife Section in chapter 2, Affected Enviromment, is well done
except for the omission of several important species such as chukar
partridge, cottontail rabbit and bobcat.

Page 3-13, paragraph 3. A statement indicates that the projected increase
in AUM's would be a bemeficial impact in many respects and would eventually
result in increased numbers of wild horses and livestock. Why is wildlife
not alsc included with livestock and horses’

Page 3-28, paragraph 2. We question the expected 50 percent increase of
sage grouse anc quail populations. With the significant potential for
overall increase in vegetative diversity and density, some increase in
these populations would appear likely; however, continued degredation

of riparian habitats and potential impacts from sagebrush control mignt
well offset the benefits of better upland range management. Because the
location of some, and mayoe many key sage grouse habitat components
(strutting grounds and wintering grounds) nave not been documented, the
potential for impact to this resource is real, even when applying tne
inherent requirements and safeguards as specified in the EIS.

Page
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Mr. Mike Nolan
March 23, 1981
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Appendix A, page 6-9. 1t does not seem guite fair to big game to allocate
vepetation in surplus of big game reasonable numbers in any allotment to
livestock and horses, but then not compensate for big game AUM deficiencies
in any allotment by providing those AUM's in an adjacent allotment. In
thoses cases where the big game herd unit would be expected to benefit from
the compensated allocation in an adjacent allotment, this should be done.

Appendix D, pages 6-17 and 6-1B. No mention is made inthe Project Design
Features of the special provisions for sage grouse and deer as specifiec
in Inherent Requirements 10, under Standard Operating Procedures, or in
the safeguards listed on page 1-13. These stipulations should be included
here.

Under Guidelines For Use of Herbicides Om Public Land, item 6), this
guideline should follow supplement No. 2 to the MOU.

We hope that the Bureau of Land Management will find these suggestions
omments helpful in improving the final EIS and in developing land use
ions which will provide for the needs of wildlife and other multiple uses
e public rangelands in the Paradise and Denio Planning Units.

Sincerely,

JOSEPE €. GREENLEY, DIRECTOR

. I
L7 RSP B

Dale V. Lockard
Acting Director

Game and Fisheries Division
Region I, II, and IIl
Front Desk

Paul Bottari
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7-1

7-3

7-4

lesue; Analysis of lmpacts to Chukar

Adverse impacts tou chukar habitat can be mitigated to some extent
under "standard Operating Procedure 10," page 1-38, and the
“Guidellnes for Use of Herbicides on Public Land,* page 6-17, of the
DEIS. Chukar partridge were not addressed in the DEIS because
significant impacts to thie specles resulting from implementation of
the alternatives, including the Proposed Actiun, were not
anticipated.

The proposal to apply herbicides to reduce brush may have a
significant impact on thie species in the Double H Mountains.
Should this proposal be brought forth through the CRMP process (see
CHMP discussion in the beginning of the Summary in the FEIS), a
site-specific environmental assessment will be completed and
mitiyating measures considered prior to on-the-ground treatment.

Issue: Analysis of Impacts to Bobcats and Cottontail Rabbits

Affects to bobcats and cottontail rabbits will be analyzed on a
site-specific basis through environmental assessments as land
treatment proposals are brought forth through the CRMP process.
Safeguards to mitigate adverse impacts to these, as well as other
species, are considered in the Standard Operating Procedures (DEIS
Chapter 1). Coordination between the Bureau of Land Management and
the Nevada Department of Wildlife on management actions affecting
these species will take place prior to implementation.

1ssue: Management Strategies for Mountain Brush Species

Management strategies for mountain brush species were discussed in
the Grazing Treatments section of the Proposed Action on Page 1-8,
Although not specifically stated, Treatment | would enhance curlleaf
mountain mahogany and antelope bitterbrush. Treatment 2
specifically states that “mountain browse" will be helped.

Treatment 3 also would enhance manogany and bitterbrush but these
species are not specifically listed. Impact assessment of the
proposed action and alternatives in the DEIS on mountain browse
would be premature since the specific grazing treatment prescribed
for a given location has not yet been determined. Proper treatment
selection will be part of forthcoming activity plans developed
through the CRMP process (see discussion on CRMP in the beginning of
the Summary in the FEIS).

Issue: Protection of Riparian Habitat

See response to lssue 5-15,

7-5

Issue: Mule Deer Numbers

The DEIS has addressed, by allotment, a forage allocation for mule
deer equal to the existing and projected carrying capacities of the
avallable vegetation. 1t was recognized that the allocation would
be a starting point. Monitoring will be used to determine the
effects grazing systems and allocations have on available vegetation
for mule deer. Permanent increases in excess of the projections
made in the DEIS could be used to reduce this deficiency on a
case-by-case basis.

Issue: Incorrect Acreages

See Errata - Chapter 1 and Chapter 2.

lssue: Review of Allotment Management Plans

Allotment management plans will be developed through the CRMP
process. 6Gee discussion of CRMP in the beglnning of the Summary in
the FEIS. An opportunity for input into treatments would be
afforded at that time. Proposed grazing and vegetation manipulation
treatments will be analyzed through the environmental assessment
process. 1t 18 district policy that all environmental assessments
pertalning to activity plans be eent to the State Clearinghouse for
review.

Issue: Big Game keasonable Numbers

The proposed allocations of avallable vegetation were considered for
analysis purposes only. Progress towards satisfying the forage
demand of reasonable numbers will be a management objective in
future activity plans. Future use adjustments will be made based on
monitoring, CRMP recommendations and according to Bureau policy.

Issue: Beneficial Impact to Wildlife

Wildlife should have been included i{n thie paragraph. The effects
of the management practices on wildlife are analyzed in the Wildlife
suction on DELS paye 3~18. Ses Errata - Chapter 3.
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7-10 Issue: Excess Available Vegetation allocation
Roawp D. WETERGARD ROBERT LIST Agaress repis ic
el Dmvewon of Conservaion Drsaraci
The procedure used to assess big gams demand was developed in ==l o s Fe
coupsration with the Nevada Department of Wildiife and was in “‘:‘:d M““""":’“"n Ave s —C anwot { ok
accordance with Bureau policy. The specific actions warranted to i Jitel Carson L:;‘:::«; T
i
realize improved habitat conditions for increased big game Paiia B ‘I;cox il el
populations will follow implementation of activity plans. Ademairptive: o
7-11 Issue: Project Design Features STATE OF NEVADA
The requirements as listed under “Guidelines For Use of Herblicides DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES

on Public Land," DELIS, page &-17, will afford safeguards to
wildlife, specifically under 1tems 1, 2, 6 and 9. These guidelines
will be tollowed in addition to applicable items in the "Standard
Operating Procedures.” .

DIVISION OF CONSERVATION DISTRICTS

i

CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW

SAI NV#81300028
Paradise Denio Grazing DEIS

This draft Grazing EIS is in many wavs an improvement over earlier draft Grazing
EIS's. For example, the data base is still poor in manv wavs, but there is here
at least a reccpnition of the inadeguacv of the data base and a commitment tc
seek better data.

There are some organizational and editing problems with the draft tnat snould be
corrected. The table of contents should have more page numbers listec (for example.
there are no listed page numbers between page 3-5 and page 3-53i. The maps should
have numbers on them to correspond to the numbers listed in the table of contents.
The plant listed as Cymopterus corrugatus on pape 2-7 is replacec by Caulanthus
8-1 Parnebvi on map £10. Map #9 (Vegetation Types} labels categorv 008 (white; as
"Barren”; this category includes all the private irrigated lands in the area and
should be labeled "Other" - irripated lands are certainly mot barren. 5 #16
(Wild Horse and Burro Use Areas) does not explain what a "proposed herd manageme
area" is, as compared to a "proposed herd use area,'" nor does the text help. Ma:
#11 (Livestock Vegetation Condition) is of unclear meaning: even after readir;:
8-3 the feext, the reader cannot be sure what is meant bv "livestock vegetation condi-
ti.nq." Does this mean that the vegetation is of types suitable for iivestozk, or
is in good condition, or both, or something else?

P
[N

This agency has consistentlv objected to the range suitabilitv criteria utilized

by BLM; these criteria are used here again, anc we still censider themobjectionable

i Rather than blind use of a set of overly simplistic criteria, the ELM should develo;
a more sophisticated and flexible model for management of multipie-use rangelands

based on consideration of the entire ecosystem and all of its complex interrela-

tiomships.

Better analysis of resource condition trend over time remains a critical need
8'4 At least here (p. 2-9) the BLM admits that their data consist largelv of vis
impressions only. These data must be improved.

L2
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Comment Letter 8 Response Letter 8
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Page 2 8-1 lesue: Plant Names and Vegetation Types Map

Bee Errata - Chapter 2.

Soil survevs of the area must be completed as rapidlv as possible. Range 8-2 Issue: Proposed Herd Manayement Areas and Herd Use Areas
improvement work will depend upon scil characteristics. We expect that some

of the areas shown here for possible seeding projects have soils thar will not See Glossary of the DEIS, page 7-2, for an explanation of these
support those projects; if brush is stripped from tnese areas, the soils will items.

be left upprotected and erosion will occur. On the other hand, we also expec:
that scil survevs would show additional areas with potential for seeding projects.
8_3 Issue: Livestock Vegetation Condition
This agency is pieased to see the BLM's commitment tc coordinated resource
management anc planning addec to the grazing EIS. Hopefullv future monitoring
and coordinated planning work will improve the data base, the management
criteria, and the quality of management decisions.

Bee response to Issue 5-20.
8-4 1ssue: Condition Trend Data

See discussion of CHMP at the beginning of the Summary in the FEIS.
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Comment Letter 9

Response Letter 9

GOVERNOR

| DIVISION
| OF

FROM:

SUBJECT:

- 0317

i'ﬁri?l

ATER

ADMINISTRATOR

b

STATE DF NEVADA
ADDRESS REPLY TO
DIVISION OF WATER PLANNING
201'S FALL STREET. NYE BLDG
CAPITOL COMPLEX
CARSON CITY. NEVADA 89710

PLANNING

TELEPHONE (702} 8854877

JAMES P. HAWNKE

March BL-1:5e

=
[

Nevada State Clearinghouse
via: Department cf Conservation and Natwural Resources
.

James P. Hawke, Administratar\’-,-/,;;
s

SAI NV #B130002&: Paradise-Denio Grazing EIS

The above referenced document has been reviewed and 1is founcd tc be consistent with the
State Water Resources Plan. The proposed action is given conéitional support as out-
lined below.

Develiopment of water resources shculd be consistent with tne
state water law procedure.

Improved watershed management, Scil ercsion programs, and
riparian habitat improvement programs snould utilize practices
identified in the state's Best Managemert Practices (BMFP) Handbook.

The proposed action indicates that present aum's allocated to big
came amount of 16,867. In the vear 2024, a total of 17,387 aum's
are indicated as allocated to bjig game, nowever it has also been
stated that bighorn sheep woulc be re-introduced into the area.
Would this mean that the antelope population in the area will be
reduced?

A DIVISION OF THE DEFARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOUACES: ROBAND D. WESTERGARD DIRECTOR

9'1 Issue: Reintroduction of Bighorn Shuep

Under this proposal 1,808 AUMs of avallable vegetation would be
recognized as demand for to bighorn sheep in aveas eultable for
reintroductions. This rorage would be used by domestic livestock
until such time that the reintroductions take place. The
reintroduction of bighorn sheep would not have an effect on the
antelope population.




" Comment Letter Comment Letter

o
6Cl.b6 (38
THE NEVADA DIVISION OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND ARCHEOLOGY TO Foland Westeraard
201 South Fall Street — Nye Building — Room 113 — Carson City, Nevada 839710
MIM! RODDEN. Administrator Telephone (702) B85-5138 FROM
DATE Mzrz:. © &
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES ROLAND D. WESTERGARD. Director SUBJECT
ROBERT LIST
GOVERNOR ISION
DIVISIO! As was indicatec ir. cur Marcr
OF shoula ar & the iwpacte
February 15, 1981 STATE or. the ands. FRecreatior was cr o
PARLS to be addressed with some cet 8
not sufficiently address rec X ]
MEMORANDUM recreaticn ciscussec. It does noj address
the affects of the new fencinc. The 197¢ >
11-1 L 18 Fish and Wildlife Serwvice. "Habitat Cond:
Streams™, indicateS more streams 1T Thne area T
TO: Bob Hill, Planning Coordinator concern than are shown in tne EIS. Tnere 1s nc «
. 11.2 protection of Blue Lake and 1ts recreation val: There is nt
FROM: Division of Historic Preservation & Archeology mention of the protecticn of the Winnemucca Sand Dunes.
SUBJECT: Comments Concerning SAI RV# 81300028 - Paradise-Denio Grazing The EIS has an estimate of 200,000 .tlus vis:itor davs using tre
area curing the year. With this hign use there shoulé bs some
11'3 1aea of the otner types of use other than nuntingc.
The canflicts that are brouch:t out in nun ninc muss
surely carry over 1ntC OIner recreaticn activitles.
The Division has reviewed the DEIS for the above referenced project. We con-
cur with the finding that the project would have no effect on cultural re- The EIS on page 3-4% indicates a conflict witnh Fores:
sources eligible to the National Register. The National Register of Historic grazinc times. It seems that since the crazing occu
Places and Divisional files have been researched and no properties listed on and Forest . Service lands, Fea thas
or pending nomination to the Register are located in or immediately adjacent some effert to coorcinate a total crarzing plan with the Fcores:
to the project area. Service that would have been acreeadble to botn partiec.
Although cultural resources in the project area are probably eligible to the Lastlwy, the EIS indicates a buacst m
National Register, the project will have "no effect" on the resources. implement tne pl With tne curren
11’4 the Interior will there be the pudcet
A copy of this letter should be retained in the project file as documentation staff? If tnere 15 not a budaet anr.‘i s
of consultation as required under 36CFR,Part 800.4. Plan still be imdiemented” i
11 5 riefly, we believe outr comm
5 still valicé and should be inc
JLM:CF:ew
MR:vh
a duwision of the Department of Conservation and Natural Resources
- 030
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Comment Letter 11

Comment Letter 11

©31.bd (&2

Rolané Westergard

Jav Meierdierck

jarch 13, 1980
"PATTADISE-DENIO EIS AND MFP SCOPING

The Division of State Parks reviewad and commentec on a similiar scoping
cocument in November 1879 for the Paracdise-Denio Planning Ares,
Apparentiy there has been confusion over the planniry process as indicated
by postpenement and cancelation of meeting enc request {or comments.
Following are the effects on cur plans end programs, inclucing comments
sent previously.

Sirce the grazing FIS will aliceate the vegstive ressurces, the water, lend
use and otner resources, for tne 3.8 million acres of BLi4 edministec lan
for the next 35 yeers, the Divisich of State Parks feels the slatemesnt
should include an mnalysis of impacts on the other muitinie uses.
Specifically, recreation is not mentioned as & significant nor nonsignificant
issue.

Located with the Plsnning Aree is the Blue Lake or line Forest Recrzation
IManagemen! Area. This area snould be mainininec or erlarzec toc protect
Blue Lake and tne surrcundirg recresticnal lsncs.

The proposed Desert Nations] Scerie Trail would imnenl
of the Fianning Unit. The [ie Trail 15 8 sigm
State Trail Svstem, beirg cre of
foot-equestrian trail. The exact routn
EIS shouid further refine s corricer.

enter Nevsde £t Denie ené then zo vest into the
Pefuge, possibiv gt Thecusard Creek Garze or Hisl
distance in the Planning Unit would he w; g

Winnemus~ce 3en Nunes, a proncsed Metional Natural Lencmerk, are located
within the planning wmit. These cGunes receive h racreational use es
well es scientific study. They shoult receive protective menszemert to
meintain these uses.

Cultura] Resources are listed in the EIS seopire decument es = nonsi
issue. Yot a 1968 study by the State Perk Systam identiliec 21 sites in
icenee anc potentiel
means of interpreling

i Lhese sites can be
a2 Archazology.

gieent

Humbold? Ceunty on the besis of thzir histeric sig
use for rests n, preservaticn or mark
Nevada's historv 10 tre publie. Fur

obtained from the Mevada Division of §

Paradise-Denio EIS and MFP Scepine
Pare 2

The most prevelant form of recre2tion in the aree is “dispersec recreatior”
which includes rctivities such as rockourcing, exsloring, OHV, ete.  This
type of recreetion should be giver consiceration in the MFP, It may be
expected to cdrastically inc-case as me areas of “soutneastern Nevack
where this sctivity is wicespreac, are taiken over by N develcoment.

Disaster Peak, which ns=¢ to be » Mutural Area, has been recommencec
fcr ecnsiceration as ss N . Plennirg in the arc:
of Disaster Peak srowc prolect its nstursi festures.

Trough Springs Raised Bog izporcximateiv 1 ecre; is anotner proposec
National Natursl Landmark. It has survived manv years of reculstecd anc
urregulated grezing. With more intensive compatition for water by livestoc:
anc. others, it shoulc prebebly be fercec.

Arotner potential Landmark is (ontinents] Lake. [t is unlikely that anv
propusec geitcn would agverced Continental Ls<2, but nenetneless

Metionel Forest shoul?

The recently eompieted wilderness inveniory

ar¢ grazing TIS, so actions oo not

litles.

The Little Humboldt River nrs bean jnva~isrisd Sv  the lierit
Ccenservation and Recreatior Scrvice, Teoartmamy - Intetter as e naturz
ond free flowing river, with sotential for Wiic snu Sceric River cesignation.

Planning shoui¢ meintain this st

Hignwey 200, through Paracse Va ha
bv Nevacde Department of Transoer

also.

been proncsed 23 # scenic highwey
This status sho: ce pretectes

Anc firally thers ere numercus picnis, fishinzg a
be maintsired for recreationsi usc.

3

¢ nuntirg sites that shculc

Jiltew
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Response Letter 11

Comment Letter 12

11-2

11-3

11-4

11-5

Issue; Identification of Fishable Streams

Any streams omitted from the DEIS elther had absclutely no fishing
potential or that part sulitable to support a flshery was located on
the Humboldt National Forest.

lssue: Impacts tu Blue Lake and Winnemucca Sand Dunes

Impacts were only diecussed If they were determined to be
significant or if a guestion of potential significant impact was
identified during scoping. Therefore, Blue Lakes and Winnemucca
Sand Dunes were not discussed in the EIS because the analysis
determined that these areas would not be impacted by the
alternatives, including the prouposed action.

Ispue: Visitor Days

The estimation of 200,000 visitor days is a best estimate. With the
exception of hunting and fishing, the Winnemucca District does not
have enouyh reliable use data to break this flgure down accurately.

1ssue: Funding and Manpower

For the purpose of this analysis certain basic assumptions were
made. One of these, in the DEIS, page 3-2, number 13, was that
funding and manpower would be available to implement intensive
grazing management (allotment management plans) and associated
livestock support facilities. This would include costs for such
actions as wildlife, wild horse and burro management and the
implementation of monitoring.

Issue: Recreational Potential

Many comments in the scoping letter are out of date because of
decisions made since the scoping process. The National Park Service
rejected the idea of a National Desert Trail and, according to the
scoplng letter from the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service
dated April 22, 1980, the only currently proposed National Natural
Landmark in the Winnemucca District 18 the Black Kock Desert.
Cultural resources and wilderness were discussed i1n the Draft EIS
and, 1n every alternative except No Action, the north fork of the
Lirtle Humboldt should improve significantly with regard to aguatic
habitat.

In conclusion, all recreational activities will be taken intc
consideration in future CRMP recommendations and their subsegquent
use 1n the planning process.

12-1

12-1

28, 1971
ch* ’ i1l and Dele Delern:
Eox 105E, Winneruccz, mevada £OLLT

To: Euderen . )
Answer to; Paradise/Denic

Envirmentzl Iicract Staterent-rall.

ITiie District }'a.na er coce told & crewd, thzt the men iz tig erltlitey
nGrazing District 12" wee the rri-htest pecyple in Winnerue:o
They were all ey*erbs in their fields. .cw, 11 Goes see= 2 SI
the' ordinary citizer im this éistrict has to show thern fnelr

wi:ile zost of your mers, cnly show the locztion of 2 i iWc, ran che s"
around Jackscn Lounisins, there sre iz fact 15 or 17 fa-iiies livins

or. the nine rancnes loczred aro’ the mountein.

LAID E2°'TCS KAP: (encicsel mep; - e .
Deeded Lzni Not Shown, All of Sec. 24, n.3~a.,T.‘+O,..M
S#z Sv: of Sec. 19. R.31E., T. LS.
3C A. cf N4 KE; Sec. 25, I.40i. R.31%.

FROFOSED ACTiON: (ker exclose . e g
# 1. § or € riles cf fence cn the very top of the counta.r, tl__
Ti- . reex rFasin wcull Te so cestl- to tuild c;d meintein. Tesides
tezrinr ur the mezicw axi tuilding ”“c:d to the site, ycu would thern
te opexnin: vr the whcle zrea for mechine trovei.

#2. Tnese fences are zc:i in the rirht areas. 1f fences =re put 1in,
trer saculd re zltitude fences not cress counirr Iences.

: 3. & pireline cut cf Donne Snez Sprinr would te tetIer thar =z
well.

RANCE FACILIIIZI AT LLT TmZ DIENIS: A R .
irescrived Turninf: Toese areas on the wesi side cf Jzcescn leuntzin
dor't have 211 that =uck trush te Turn.

LIVESTOCi REDUCTICH/ MAXTHIZING WILD :
1 sure hate To se:s hcze tuTred over to ihe

RANCGE FACILITIES AD LAID IREADE
acne of your fences are CCrrect arcurni Jacikscn M- rtain.
not sncwn ar2 fiexz=ier, Ectile Creez, Zar Creck, JceT
Xeary S;c:.n and Jaciscn Jreek. fesides fenceld fields
Field and Fottiie Creci. nanch-s not shown as fenced

Trc . Oreek, Willew Creex z1d Urper Eapzy Creek.

Corrals not showr ere Winter Carrp, Fot t"*r...ngs, kock c’:':_:;:, Tnacker
Well, Rattle Snake, Fox Farz, herman Dan and 2ctile Creex CTeorral.
Keservoirs not shown are Smokey Srring, Red Putte, Eot Sprin:, Donnez
Shea, Fish Fond and Fliss Canyon.

Well and Trouch showr ss a spring is Salt Well. #inter Caxp has
2 ccxual, wim~ i1l a2nd trouch. Gavicez well has cerral, wind=Il11,
trourh and reseveir.

Water Trourhs not stewn are; Smekey Epring, Fox Far.:, -rush Easin,
neilrozd Srring, -el Spring, Woodcatp, South Sprinc, el srrine,
MNew iears Canyor, w-ite Fcint Spring, natile Sra:.e Spring and
Elack Canyon.
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Comment Letter 12

Comment Letter 12

12-1

12-2

12-3

12-4

12-5

12-6

March 28, 1981
Frezy Eill and Dale Delonc
fcx 1052, Winnezucca, Kevadz IOk

Continued: Tc Z.L.i.

Weter trourhs not shown are: Smc: Tiney ?cxeia;:z
Zsilroad Spring, Notel Sprinc, % (o2 5,‘§9L~“_,:r1;il =0
Xew Years Canycn, w-ite Fiint Srrizg, Aalile onage Sprins

—1lzck Cenycn.

trour: and resevc.r tec, Lorth Fcttle Creek Futte Well

Fresnol Well and Fiden Flzre Wells toth nzve & trourh.

Wind=ills not shown: Zerd fan, Winter Camp, Coriwal Well haz
n

i
n
R
o M
-
o
&
o
.

There realr is nc reascn £ o
RANGE FAIILIT v 2 TREATIC Iill, @
Dele DeLonr m=“e several trirs t ffice end
T.L... Terscnzl on larpge scale mars where and what kini cof water
develorments existed in this Erez of Jackscn lountain.

snown con
- e

2ll the ristzies
< b |

2

VLGEIATION TYEES: you left cut i-ary Sloan Sz

#001 Grass, sc many kinds of grass and
Trhe reseeded areas ycu put int

T2is mer lcooks like 2 pairnt by nucter ricture dcne T ?unih of
kinderzartern kilis. You doha't ever hzve saretrush areas rirht.

EAEITAT SCIDITICK CF FISEAELE STREANS AXD SELNSITIVE FLARTS
35 1€ SETesmsS Cn your msr

is silly, the ® two excellent

Slozr and Eoulder Creex, toth dry ur tc themcuth of the canyon -ost
years. Jackson Creek was & good fisrting stres= 1ntil z courle of

clouiturst kit it severzl yezrs acc.

SENSITIVE FLAKTS: I can't find these rlznts listel in ihe plant-
list sent me v the University. Doer § &. “ryctes nevadensis mean

2 nztive Kevada tlue grass?

LIVESICIE VECETATICI CCIDITICH: Wny put horses on Jacksor Meuntain
if it's such pocr feed. This map contradicts vegetation types mars
as tc feed in Desert Valley. i

RANCE STTDIES: EXCLOSTUREE. Sec 25 or 3¢ (I'm nct sure fo locktion

cn your ma;) R. 38 E. T. 39M. Anyway the fenced ir rlets nerth cf
Paradise EZill station the west side of Ewy 95. I've mzde note of this
a sever: -.eetinrs and ask whzt the study datz cn it was. Nc one

cf the EL.!l. rerscnal knew anythinrs ztout it. Sc, wnzt is the stery
on these fenced rlots?

BIG GAME USE AREAS FULE DEZR: Alt-c you show cnly two rancaes around
Jackscr Mountain, there zre eitht rancnhes with irrirat on purps
wiich keer the fields green and lush far inte fall. hary fwwns are
tern in these fields, The deer know this zni each ranch has many
deer in tneir flelds. Frcm obersavation the deer winter in the south
slopes cf the foot hills. I know the deer liver year zrocund on or in
the “acXscn i.ountain. Your map doesn't show it.

£IG GAYE USE ASTAS ANTELOFL AND EIGIORN STEiF: Antelope ye-rlcng
range shown isn't the cnly rlace they stay yezr around.

12-7

Larch 28, 1082
Frez: Zill and Dale Deleng
Eox 105t, winnerucca, lievada EOLLET

Ccniinued; To E.L.i..
WILD ZCRSE AID ITRIC USE ARCAS: Ferce rroject # 4559 tc be re-oved.

i
Tnere are nc wili norses cr rturros nezr thic are We nave foux!
s fence cost helpfull to prevent over grazing.

-
[

VISTAL RESOURCE IMANAGE'ENT CLASSELS AlD WILDEALESS INVEIL2C-Y CATECCSIES:
Eciz maps are ideas 1 <o not like.

Tre rredicitions to the year 2024 is hard to swallow.

ATter living on the Jackscn Creek Randh (KV 020-602) for over L years,
1 know no one ccul., Lave forcast the chanres that rave cccoured ir
that time. Firths and deaths, Rur-1 rower, telerhcnes, tlack tcr
roads, irrifeticn wells that hzve mede ¥ it Te tle to rrecw mere
fcrage on each ranch. Cloudrurst azd fires, rood moisture yezrs

and ted, lete fpost and early frosts heve made many diflerences t::zt

ne one could fertell. Z.L.i.. hasn't lezrnei to contrel ihe veat:ér
yet!
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Response Letter 12

Comment Letter 13

12-1

12-2

12-3

12-4

12-5

12-6

12-7

1ssue: Map Discrepancies

Maps used in the DEIS were included as references. They are to be
used as a basis for comparison of the alternatives including the
proposed action and the existing situations. Because of the small
scale of these maps (.1 inch equals one mile or 1:1663,000) it is
extremely difficult to show exact locations. Large scale maps,
(e.g., one inch equal one mile) will be used in the development and
implementation of any management plans or range improvements.

Igsue: Grass Types
See Table 2-2, DEIS, page 2-5, for an explanation of vegetation type
composition.

Issue: Aquatic Habitat Condition of Fishable Streams

The aguatic habitat section discussed only the condition of the
stream habitat. The survey system used to evaluate stream habitat
condition dealt with factors such as bank stability, vegetative
shading, composition of the stream bottom materiales and pool
quality. The excellent rating corresponded to the quality of the
habitat and not necessarily the quality of the fishing.

Issue: Sensitive Plants
The common name for Oryctes nevadensis is Nevada digger. BSensitive
plante and their common names are listed in the DEIS, page 2-7.

Issue: Range Study Plot

This study was set up by the University of Nevada, Reno, in the mid
1970s. It was used to study vegetation production on soils that
were covered with a vesicular surface layer (a hardened crust).

Issue: Mule Deer Use Areas

The mule deer use areas delineated on this map represent the areas
where major mule deer populations are found. It is recognized that
mule deer make occasional use outside these boundaries and live in
agricultural fields as well. In addition, there are areas within
the delineated boundaries that mule deer make only limited use.

lesue: Fence Removal to Accommodate Wild Horses

Under the No Livestock Grazing and Livestock Reductlon/Maximizing
Wild Horse and Burro Alternatives, the Jackson Mountains were
proposed as a herd management area. The area would be limited to
wild horse use under these alternatives and, therefore, all fences
would be removed to insurs the continusd wild and free roaming
nature of the wild horses within the area.

I

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
AEGION Ix
215 Fremont Street
San Francisco, Ca 94105

Project § D-BLM-K65044-NV

Frank C. Shields, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management

705 East 4th Street

Winnemucca, NV 89445

Dear Mr. Shields:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has received and
reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
titled PROPOSED DOMESTIC LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT PRO-
GRAM FOR THE PARADISE-DENIO RESOURCE AREA.

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 public 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.

The EPA's

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

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please con-
tact Susan Sakaki, EIS Review Coordinator, at (415) 556-7858.

Sincerely yours,

IMSEL.

Sheila M. Prindivill
Acting Regional Administrator

Enclosure
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Comment Letter 13

Comment Letter 13

13-1

13-2

Water Quality Comments

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) indicates
that there will be significant water quality impacts as a
result of the proposed plan (see conclusions, page 3-9). At
a minimum, the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS)
should address the following issues:

1. The DEIS indicates that the water quality impacts of the
proposed plan will be from diffuse or non-point sources.
The FEIS must demonstrate that the proposed plan is in
conformance with the State of Nevada regulations for
controlling water pollution from diffuse sources (Septem-
ber 9, 1980).

2. The FEIS should demonstrate coordination between relevant
aspects of the State-certified Nondesignated Area Water
Quality Management Plan (WQMP, promulgated pursuant to
Section 208 of the Clean Water Act) and the Nevada Division
of Environmental Protection (NDEP). Specifically, the
FEIS should ensure that appropriate Best Management Prac-
tices (BMPs), as outlined in the State Copservation
Commission handbook, are implemented as appropriate.

EIS CATEGORY CODES

Envirommental Irpact of the Action

LO--Lack of Objecticns

f?k has no objection to the proposed action as described in the draft
P st t; or g9 s only minor changes in the proposed action.

ER--Environmental Reservations

EPA has reservations concerning the enviromnmental effects of certain
aspects of the proposed action. EPA believes that further study of
su?q¢stnd alternatives or modifications is requircd and has asked the
originating Federal agency to reassess these aspects.

EU--Environmentally Unsatisfactory

EPA believes that the proposed action is unsatisfactory because of its
potentially harmful effect on the environment. Furthermore, the Agency
believes that the potential safeguards which might be utilized may not
adequately protect the environnent from hazards arising from this action.
The Agency recommends that alternatives to the action be analyzed further
(including the possibility of no action at all).

Adeguacy 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 rea-
sonably available to the project or acticn.

Category 2--Insufficient Information

EPA believes that the draft impact statement does not contain suffi-
cient information to assess fully the environmental impact of the pro-
posed pruject or action. However, from the information submitted, the
Mgency is able to make a preliminary determination of th2 impact on
the environment. 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 statcement does not adequately assess
the environmental impact of the proposed project or acticn, or that the
statement inadcquately analyzes reasonably available alternatives. The
Agency has requested more information and analysis concerning the poten-
tial environmental hazards and has asked that substantial revision ke
nade to the irpact statceane.

1f a draft impact statement is assigned a Catecory 3, no ratirng will ko
made of the project or action, since a basis docs not generally cxist on
which to make such a dctcrwination.
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13-2

Issus: Impacts to Water Quality

During the CRMP process water guality will be one of those resources
reviewed (see discussion of CHMP at the beginning of the Bummary in
the FEIS). Impacts to water quality will be addressed on a
case-by-case basis as allotment management plans are analyzed
through the environmental assessment process.

Issue: Coordination with State Agencies

The State of Nevada Non-Designated Area Water Quality Management
Plan Handbook of Best Management Practices is used in the
development of all management plans which are reviewed by the State
Clearingh + The Handbook is also used in the design of all water
developments to be located on public lands.

14-1 l

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND CONSERVATION SERVICE
Humboldt County ASCS Committee

1200 Winnemucca Blvd. East

Winnemucca, Nevada B9445

March 31, 1981

Bureau of Land Management
District Manager, Frank Shields
705 E. Fourth Street
Winnemucca, Nevada 89445

Dear Mr. Shields:

The following is submitted as a comment to the Paradise-Denio
Draft EIS.

The Humboldt County ASC Committee has a serious concern that the
1978 range survey is not the best information available as stated
on page 3-2. Their reason for this concern is the severe drouth
which was well documented and started during the winter of 1976
and ended the spring of 1978. The stream flow from May - July
1977 on the Humboldt River was approximately 5% of normal and
Martin Creek 10% of normal. Quinn River was 4% of normal. Pre-
cipitation March - May was 20 - 40% of normal. June was very wet
with severe cloudbursts which did little good except in the 7000'
and up elevations. The balance of the summer and fall of 1977
were generally hot and dry.

Due to the severe losses in both range feed and hay production
along with the shortage of irrigation and livestock water, the
State of Nevada along with the Congress of the United States saw
fit to implement two programs which were administered by this
agency. (Drouth and Flood Conservation Program (DFCP) and the
Emergency Feed Program (EFP).

The DPFCP resulted in expenditures on the farmers and ranchers
part in excess of $300,000 for approved projects. additional
$300,000 was estimated to have been spent for unapproved projects.
Approved projects included livestock watering facilities, irriga-
tion water wells and water conservation measures. Approximately
$65,000 in Federal expenditures was spent in Humboldt County to
assist in this effort.

The EFP lasted from September 1977 - April 1978 and resulted in
$295,000 of federal expenditures to assist in the purchase of
around 22,000 tons of hay. Humboldt County ranchers spent in
excess of $1,000,000 for feed not normally purchased. In addition
it was estimated another 10,000 - 15,000 tons of hay raised by the
ranchers, which normally would have been sold as a cash crop, was
fed to prevent liguidation of livestock.
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Our responsibility, in addition to administering these programs,
was to verify the loss in available feed by the rancher. The
range conditions were discussed with Bill Harkenrider, BLM Area
Manager, in September 1977 as in general he stated the range feed
was 40 - 60% below normal although the high country above 7000'
had good feed.

These facts result in the obvious conclusion that there was no
carryover feed into the 1978 Range Year. This in turn resulted

in a 1978 range survey which is the newest, but in no way the

best information available. It is this Committee's view that an
average range survey would result in few, if any, cuts in AUM's

if wild horses are red d to the bers indicated in the proposed
action.

We feel trend studies are necessary to determine trends in the
District. The observed trend as based on one individual's opinion
{page 2-9) is totally unacceptable in determining trend. Regardless
of that person's experience in BLM, it is impossible to accurately
determine trend without the proper studies.

This Committee is also very concerned that actions designed to re-
duce grazing and thereby improve riparian areas and wildlife habitat
could in reality have exactly the opposite effect. Since most
riparian areas are on private land, permitees forced off public
lands would have to fence private lands to survive. This could lead
to exclusion of the public and create more intensive grazing in the
areas needing the most protection. Reservoirs which this EIS show
concern about could, in fact, be drained to produce additional hay

or pasture needed to make up for proposed cuts in AUM's. This could,
in effect, eliminate the resources you are trying to protect.

The Paradise-Denic EIS neither mentions nor address the impacts

caused by the severe drouth, the possible closure of private land to
the public caused by cuts in AUM's or the possible damage to riparian
areas and draining of reservoirs to te for the prop d cuts.

Failure to recognize and address these important factors is a serious
omission from this EIS.

Sincerely,
For t

T Committee

(O

f ¥ n ‘é\)f

4 g
John DeLong, chaxm

Certified No. P0O3-8236593

14 -1 1esue: Use of the Range Burvey

Bee discussion of CRMP at the beginning of ths Summary in the FEIS.
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NEVADA WILDLIFE FEDERATION, INC.

Do A flemete oof thee Satiomiad Webidliho 4 oot

P O BOUX BOZZ / UNIVERSITY STATION ¢ HENO, NEVALA B350 7

April 3, 1981

Mr. Frank Shields, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management

705 E. 4th Street

Winnemucca, Nevada 89445

Dear Mr. Shields:

The Nevada Wildlife Federation has the following comments
on the Draft Grazing Environmental Impact Statement for the
Paradise-Denio Resource Area.

The fact that the document contains a vast amount of specific
information which cannot be thoroughly digested by any single indi-
vidual makes it difficult for the public to make intelligent recom-
mendations on a specific site or allotment. Therefore, the
Federation will comment on the generalities and concepts portrayed
in the DEIS. The Federation, however, was enlightened by the
fact that the DEIS makes detailed information readily available in
a single document.

. The standard operating procedures found on P 1-38,39 are very
straight forward and meaningful. They would, however, be more
meaningful if the BLM could be more prudent in the implementation
of these procedures.

The DEIS summary could use a section on the existing environ-
mental conditions. The information can be found in the document,

however it is spread through the text and tables and is hard to
grasp.

This section might contain some of these facts.
"84% of the range is in ‘poor' condition.”

*"Pour of the 77 allotments show an upward trend, 12
show a static trend, and 58 show a downward trend."

CONSERYE OUR NATURAL RESOURCES

15-1

Mr. Frank Shields, District Manager
April 3, 1981
Page 2

"In general, the quality of mule deer habitat is
declining in the resource area...."

"Antelope habitat can generally.be characterized as
being in 'poor' to 'fair' condition."

"Prime California guail habitat areas are in a degraded
condition.”

"Deterioration of (sage grouse) habitat because of over-
grazing by domestic livestock and wild horses is prob-
ably the greatest single factor that has contributed to
the decline of this bird."

"A large percentage of the riparian areas are in a
deteriorated condition because of overgrazing by
livestock."

"86% of the stream miles were in fair or poor condition.”

The need for responsible action is long overdue and anxiously
awaited; however, the Federation does not find any of the alter-
natives or the proposed action acceptable. Although they point out
the issues and problems, they all fall short of providing and
implementing solutions to the basic problem: How can we improve
the condition of the native vegetative resource, which would in
turn benefit almost all resource userg.

The Nevada Wildlife Federation requests that the BLM include
another alternative in the Final EIS Which might be cdalled the
“Conservation" alternative. Some of the concepts that should be
incorporated into this alternative include the following.

1. Available vegetation would be allocated to
big game, livestock and wild horses. Combined
allocations would not exceed proper use levels.
Reduction in livestock and wild horse numbers
to, or below the carrying capacity should be
implemented immediately.

2. Monitoring programs would be set up in order
to make adjustments in allocations as range
conditions change. Effective monitoring is
essential to any resource management plan.

3. Increases in allocations would be balanced be-
tween livestock and wildlife. Native species
should be given priority over wild horses and
burros in such allocation.
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Mr. Frank Shields, District Manager
April 3, 198}
Page 3 . 15-1 Issue: HNeed to Consider Alternatives

See response to Issue 5-22. Also, please see discussion of CRMP at

the beginning of the Summary in the FEIS.

4. Proposed range improvements would be geared
toward improving our native range instead of
artifically rebuilding it with sagebrush control
and monotypic seedings. i.e. A range improving
from poor to good condition by proper manage-
ment would be much more acceptable and cost
effective than a portion of a range converted
mechanically from poor condition to a Beeding in
good condition. While adjacent areas remain poor.

5. Riparian areas have been continualy degraded
and would receive special consideration, fencing,
rest from livestock grazing, etc.

6. Wildhorses and burros would be reduced or
eliminated, in some cases, to allow proper
management of the resource.

7. The proposed $9 million would be used to enhance
all uses not exclusively livestock.

B. AMP's should give higher priority to wildlife
needs, riparian areas, improving range trend,
and improvment of resource as a whole.

9. Available funding would be spent on areas of
highest concern to promote rehabilitation of
critical areas.

10. Where vegetation manipulation is considered
desirable for all resources; prescribed burning
would be utilized. Spraying of pesticides
would only be allowed in extreme cases.

The "Conservation® alternative proposes to manage the resource
for all uses, for the good of the resource.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Paradise-Denio
DEIS. The Federation is deeply concerned and wants to be proud of

the management of our public lands. Thanking you in advance for
your consideration of our comments and suggestion of a true

“Conservation®™ alternative.
Sizely yours, :

Gerald Brown, President

GB:rie

6¢€
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JOSEPH J. THACKABERRY
LAND MANAGEMENT CONSULTANT

1208) 3450975 528 idoho Building

P. O. Box 1405
Bolss, idoho 83701

April 3, 1981

Mr. Frank C. Shields
District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
Winnemucca District

705 E. Fourth St.
Winnemucca, Nevada 89445

Dear Mr. Shields:

Please consider this letter as my comment on Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, Proposed Domestic Livestock
Grazing Management Program for the Paradise-Denio Resource
Area, Humboldt and Pershing Counties in Nevada.

The Proposed Action to allocate available vegetation
is unacceptable. This is due to the fact that the 1978 Range
Survey, which is used as the basis for the allocation, is
highly inaccurate and unreliable.

Numerous field examinations made by B.L.M. personnel,
B.L.M. permittees, and myself reveal that the field data
gathered in the 1978 Range Survey is erratic and inaccurate.
This is demonstrated by plant species not being recorded on
type field write up sheets, where in fact, those plant species
actually exist in significant quanities on the ground. Also,
actual plant densities and composition in many types are
different than that indicated on the field write up sheets.
Examination of the compilation of the 1978 Range Survey reveal
that data used is inaccurate and improperly applied. This is
demonstrated by an erroneous result from the forage acre re-
guirement study, and proper use factors that are unapplicable
as to season of use. Suitability criteria, such as the pro-
duction criteria, for the most part, has been improperly
applied.

The results of the 1978 Range Survey as reflected in
the Draft EIS are completely unrealistic and cannot be sup-
ported by any analysis. It is unfortunate that people who
will review this Draft EIS and who are not familiar with the
techniques of this type of range survey, will be completely
mislead by the inaccurate and misleading data derived from
the Survey.

Mr. Frank C. Shields
April 3, 1981
Page 2

Because the Proposed Action is based on such inaccurate
information as to allocation of vegetation, and because the
four alternatives are so unrealistic in practical application,
it is suggested that a fifth alternative be developed to re-
place the Proposed Action. This fifth proposal should adopt
as the beginning point for livestock stocking levels, the
existing use for livestock for the last three years average
licensed use, as set forth in Table 1-1. This average use
can generally be used for most allotments concerned. On those
allotments where extraordinary circumstances have existed
during the last three years, adjustments should be applied to
the average as needed. The results of monitoring studies
should be used to adjust this initial stocking level as reli-
able information becomes available.

The development, revision, or maintenance of existing
AMP's on approximately 57 allotments as set out in the Pro-
posed Action should be adopted. These improved management
systems will not only enhance livestock grazing but will en-
hance wildlife use as well.

The proposed periods-of-use as set forth in Table 1-1
are idealistic and unrealistic. The establishment of inten-
sive or improved management systems and conventional periods-
of-use, will eliminate the reasons for establishing such pro-
posed periods-of-use as set forth in Table 1-1.

The concept of eliminating all horses from all allotments
except the Little Owyhee Spring Range is inoperative and un-
workable and should be discarded. No exclusive wild horse
herd management areas should be established.

I believe that the modification of the Proposed Action
as set forth above will more adequately meet the objectives
of multiple use management and will also create harmony among
the users of the various resources.

I am not going to complement you on the production of
the Draft EIS for the reason that I believe the report does
not begin to represent conditions as they actually exist in
the Paradise-Denio Resource Area. Also, I believe the pro-
duction of this document has been made at a tremendous cost
to the taxpayer, and for the most part this document serves
little to no purpose.

Very truly gours,
osgbh Thackaberr

JJIT/am
CC Mr. Edward F. Spang
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16-1 18auve: UL: of the Range Survey

See discussion of CRMP at the beginning of the Summary in the FEIS.

17-1

17-2 |
17-3 |

April 3, 1981

Mr. Frank Shields, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management

705 E. 4th Street

Winnemucca, Nevada 89445

Dear Frank:

After attending the March Multiple Use Advisory Council
meeting and reviewing the Paradise-Denio DEIS, I have several
comments concerning future management of the Paradise-Denio
Resource Area. 1 submit the following comments and suggestions
for inclusion into the Paradise-Denio final EIS.

The basic document certainly contains a wealth of information
and as I read, I had questions which were answered as 1 read
further.

Chapter 2 discusses the condition of the Paradise-Denio
Resource Area. Although these depressing statistics are nothing
new, the EIS process gives us a chance to make changes and reverse
the continual downward trend of our natural resources. The range
of alternatives discussed in the DEIS is lacking a good middle of
the road alternative. The proposed action is so similar to the all
of the other "action" alternatives as far as wildlife numbers are
concerned, that there is no real choice. The "no action"™ alter-
native is obviously out of the question after the discussion in
Chapter 2.

The initial allocation of big game forage to meet the demand
of the existing population is acceptable. However, increases in
big game allocations should be made as range conditions improve
instead of the entire allocation going to livestock as shown in
essentially all proposals.

"The proposed action would spend $9 million on so-called range
improvements that would benefit only livestock. First of all,
whatever happened to multiple use? Secondly, adopting a plan that is
based on future federal funding is wishful thinking.




L

(44

Comment

Letter 17

Response Letter 17

174

17-5

17-6 |
177 |

Mr. Prank Shields, District Manager
April 3, 1981
Page two

The objective of improving riparian and stream habitat on
P.1-1 seems to have been lost in the shuffle. The proposed action
does nothing to improve these areas which are so critical to all
wildlife and the resource as a whole. These areas need improvement
and the adopted plan should do so.

Allocation of forage for livestock, wildlife, and wild horses
within the productive capability of the land is essential. Equally
essential is an effective monitoring program in order to maintain
allocations at the proper level.

Wild horses must be managed as part of the resource if they
are not removed entirely from an allotment. Forage allocations for
such horses should be made from the livestock allocation, not at
the expense of native wildlife species. Also, we need an effective
way to remove horses if their numbers get too high.

1 know the Bureau has spent thousands of man hours preparing
this document, and I have spent many hours wading through it. I
hope my comments will help you and your staff in preparing the
final EIS, and most of all help in the proper management of our
precious natural resources.

Sincerely yours,

Yy

Thomas A. Cavin
Wildlife Representative
Multiple Use Advisory Council

TAC:mc
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17-2

17-3

17-4

17-5

17-6

17-7

Issue: Big Game Forage

The forage demand of reasonable big game bers likely ds the
available vegetation, and as such represents a management objective
to be realized through habitat improvement resulting from the
implementation of activity plans.

Issue: Range Improvements

See Errata - Chapter 1, correction to Tables 1-5, 1-17, and 1-20.

Issue: PFuture Funding

See response to lssue 11-4.

lssue: Protection of Riparian and Stream Habitat

Bee response to Iasus 5~15,

Issue: Allocation and Monitoring

Bee discussion of CRMP at the beginning of the SBummary in the FEIS.

Issue: Available Vegetation Allocations for Wild Horses and Burros
The proposed avallable vegetation allocation in the Paradise-Denic
EIS considered competition between livestock and wild horses to be
direct and severe. Proposed allocation of available vegetation was
either to cattle or wild horeses. There were no areas where the

number of any wildlife ppecies was red d to date wild horse
numbers.
Issue: Wild Horse Removal Methods

Presently, wild horse numbers are reduced by using hslicopters to
round up the animals. Thie method seems to be the most efficient
method of removal and would probably be a primary management tool in
the future.
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18-1

18-2

18-3

April 2, 1981

Frank Shields

District Manager
Winnemucca District
Bureau of Land Management
705 East Fourth Streetz
Winnemucca, Nevada 83445

Dear Mr. Shields:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Paradise Denio
Draft Graging Environmental Impact Statement.

1 feet that the BLM team has done an excellent job of presenting
the data collected and 1 paricularly wish to compliment you on
the charts and maps. It is easy to distinguish the effects of
the various alternatives.

Perhaps my greatest reservations come from what I perceive as

the detrimental effect of the proposed action on the land. For
example, one of the adverse impacts listed under the proposed
action would be the degredation of riparean areas and aspen stands.
Seventeen streams will be degraded in some way, thirteem will
exceed turbidity standards, and fourteen will exceed temperature
standards. In view of the importance of small streams to the

arid southwest, especially wildlife and visual resources, it would
seem that such degradation is totally contrary to good land
management practices. Any adoption of an EIS which recommends
such adverse action would be totally opposed by all envirommental
and wildlife groups. This section must be modified to imsure that
good stream habitats can be maintained and poor omes improved.

Another area of concern is the proposed land treatment program
in the recommended action. The seeding of 114,000 acres with a
single species - mainly crested wheat grass - is contrary tc
land management recommendations. Because single species plantings
are more subject to grasshopper invasions and various diseases,
a selection of native grasses would be far better. As far as
sagebrush controlp is concerned, I feel that prescribed burning
does the least environmental damage and contributes least to
erosion problems, which are so common on arid western ranges.
However, the proposed action recommends use of spraying with
2,4-D over most of the 140,000 acres selected for sagebrush
control. The other control would be chaining. Both of these
methods are of dubious value and could have gross delet@rious
effects on the environment.

18-4

18-5

In contrast to the Land Treatment program proposed in this EIS, the
Carson City BLM office is proposing burning plus some small amount
of chaining mostly to benefit wildlife for their Reno EIS and Land
Management plan. They feel that spraying is too expensive. They
alsc believe that planting with a single species is contra-indicater
and plan to use a mixture of grasses for their plantings.

Another section of the proposed altermative that concerns me

is the recommendation regarding wildlife. The reduction of the
deer herd may be realistic, but in many ways hunting is a more
important economic resource than open range grazing. Also it

is proposed to add 753 head of bighorn sheep to the range, which
would compete for the forage needed by cattle. While I am very
much in favor of re-introducing bighorn sheepr to their mnative
range (for example in the south Jacksons), I do not understand the
rationale of a policy that converts one type of browse to another
and reduces one kind of wildlife in favor of another.

The enormous cost of the proposed alternative would hardly seem to
be worth the benefits right now. The graging fee is $2.25 per
AUM. The subsidization of cattlie grazing on the open range

might be worthwhile if it contributed significantly to the

local economy. However, I understand that the largest cattle
operation in the area is owned by out-of-state financiers rather
than local ranchers. 1 am not sure that these "absentee land-
lords" need this kind of financial assistance.

While it is true that much of the range is presently in poor
condition, I do not believe the proposed alternative will accom-
plish a marked improvement in this condition and it certainly
will cost an enormous amount of momey - a cost that will even-
tually be picked up by the taxpaver. I understand that it is
important to preserve the ranching community in such places as
Nevada, but it would seem that this could be accomplished in a
modest way with the expenditure of less money and an emphasis

on the environmental health of the land and its water, wildlife,
and wilderness values. (1 plan to comment on wildermness specifi-
cally when the studies of the WSA's begin.)

I would urge that a different alternative be studied and that ar
am#@ended environmental impact statement be issued which accom-
plishes this goal. While the "no-grazing alternative" is perhaps
the best for the land, it is not politically viable and therefore
can not be the preferred alternative.

I would be happy to discuss this EIS with you further because

I am very much concerned about the environmental health of this
i . <
'W AAAGJMLL

particular area.
N
Marjorie Sill

720 Brookfield Drive
Reno, Nevada 89503

Sincerely,
1
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18-1 1esue: Protection of Btream Habitat CRMP Local #1
815 Harmony Rd.
Bee response to Issue 5-15, Winnemucca, NV. B9445

April 2, 1981
18'2 Issue: Rangeland Beedings

It is current Bureau policy that seedings include a variety of

epecies. Pubescent wheatgrass, Russian wildrye and yellow Frank Shields 1
sweetclover are commonly included with crested wheatgrass for District Manager — BLM

rangeland seedings. Although native species are sometimes seeded or East 4th Street

transplanted (e.g., bitterbrush), high cost and low availability Winnemucca, NV. 89445

prohibits their use in many cases.
Dear Frank:

18-3 1ssue: Methods of Land Treatments RE: Paradise-Denio Grazing EIS Draft
CRMP Local #1 is a local organized group interested in achieving

appropriate and suitable multiple use of public lands. The membership

represents various state and federal agencies and interest groups.

Methods of sagebrush control will be analyzed in Environmental
Assessments on a case-by-case basis. The method chosen will be
based on the objectives of the project (i.e., enhance mule deer
habitat, increase livestock forage, etc.) and characteristics of the
environment. Prescribed burning may be the preferred method in many
cases. Please note that burning removes vegetation temporarily,
leaving the soil unprotected and more susceptible to erosion than
spraying would. BSpraying with 2,4-D leaves grass and brush stems
intact. It is not anticipated that chaining will be widely used in
the Paradise-Denic Resource Area due primarily to its high cost. As
previocusly stated, the advantages and disadvantages of the various
methode will be considered on an individual project basis.

Several members have submitted written response to the Paradise-
Denio Grazing Environmental Impact Statement Draft. These responses
express the deficiencies, inaccuracies, omissions and consideration
as viewed from their respective areas of interest or expertise.

CRMP Local #1 concurs, there are multiple errors in the EIS Draft
that should be addressed bv BLM. Consideration was not given to the
impact of proposed action upon privately owned lands. Because of the
private-public lands relationship in ranching operations, changes
effecting public lands most likely translate into adjustments in private

18-4 Issue: Big Game Numbers land use.

We note the CRMP concept is alluded to in several parts of the

The vegetation manipulation projects proposed under the
a o e draft. Specifically appropriate is that; "Concepts of CRMP will be

alternatives, including the proposed action, were primarily analyzed
as providing forage for livestock, however, vegetation manipulation 19-1 considered in all cases prior tg allocation of vegetation for livestock,
projects will be designed to benefit all uses in an area. To wildhorses, burros and big game" (p.iii S@q). The CRMP process as
accomplish this consideration will be given to project layout and initiated by our group can effectively contribute to an acceptable

seed mixtures along with other mitigating measures. As analyzed in multiple use of public lands in this District.

the DEIS, the treatments as proposed would have a significantly

adverse impact on mule deer and antelope in some allotments. On the Sincerely,
other hand, there would be some spin-off benefits for bighorn sheep, —_—
once reintroduced. Bighorn sheep, however, would not be reintroduced & By e (;/ = @& A_g
at the expense of other big game species. = 7 .
Sammy Ugalde .
Also see response to Issue 24-15. Chairman
SU/1jb

18-5 1esue: HNeed to Consider Alternatives

Bee reponse to Issue 5-22. Also, see discussion of CRMP at the
beginning of the Summary in the FEIS.
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19-1 1ssue: Role of CrMp

Bee discussion of CRMP at the beginning of the Summary in the FEIB.

14

20-1

20-1

Aoril 3, 1381

Prem John snd Judy Dalaas
Star Rpvute Box 33°
HWinnemucca, Nevada B?h.hS

Te: B.L.M.
Answer te Paradise/Denic Envirmental Imvact Statement Draft.

We hsve s sritun document from the BLM stating that the survey

is in errer "wrong information". If we were tec uss their
information besed on their aurvey, the visual overations in the
Denie/Paradise Resource Area would ge dewn the érain. After

looking threugh the EIS Draeft there mistaikes as >lsip as can basl

The District Directer once was guoted as saying hxz Grazing District®
ne had the brightest people in Winnemucca ip his eoffice. Thney wers
all expertz in their fielda. Are we here te do the correcticns

for the BLK psrsonnel?

®hile most of your mepa, only show the location cf 2 (twe) rsnches
around Jsckson Meuntsins, there zre in fsct 16 or 17 ranching
families living on the nine ranches lecated around the mauntain.

LAND STATUS MAP:
Desded Land Not Showm: All of 3ec. 2L, 3.30E.,TI..0%.
SW} of Saz, 19, R.31E.,T.L0R.
30a. of NW3 KE: Sec. 25, T.LON. R31E,

PROPOSED ACTICN:
#1. 5 or 6 miles of fence on the very top of the mountain, thru

Big Creek Besin weuld be so costly te bulld and maintain. Besides
teering up the meadow and building a read to the site, you weuld then
be opening up the whole area for machine travel.

#2. These fences are not in the right aress. If fences are put in,
they should be sltitude fences not cress country fences.

#3. A pipelins out of Donna Shes Springs would be better then a
well.

RANGE PFACILITIES AMD LAND TREATMERTS:
Prascribed Burciag: These areas on the West side of Jacksen Mountain

don't have &ll that rruck trush te burn.

LivsSTOCK REGUCTION/MAXIMIZING WILD EORSE AND BURLO:
I sure hsts to see my homs turned over te the Wild Horses and Burres.

RANGE FACILITIES AND LAND TREATHENTS, EXISTING:

Nene eof your fences are correct arotnd Jackson Mountaln. Hanches
not shown are Alexander, Bottle Creek, Happy Creei, Deer Creek,
Mary Sloan and Jeckson Creeck. Besides fsnced fields &t Sweeney
Pieléd and 3cttle Creek. Ranches not shown sz fenced are Meyer's
Farm, Trout Creek, Willow Creek, and Upper Happy Creek.

Corrals not shown are Winter Camp, Hot Soringzs, Rock Sorings, Thacksr
Well, Rattlesnake, Fox Farm, Morman Dsn, and Bottle Creek Corral.

Reserveirs not shown are Smokey Springs, 3ed Butte, Eot Springs, Demna
Shea, Fish Pond, Bliss Canyon snd Blue Mountaio.
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20-2

20-3

20-4

April 3, 1983

Prom John end Judy DeLong
Star Route Box 335
Winnemuces, Vevade 33445

Tontinued: To R.L.M.

Well  and trough shown as s spring is Salt Well. Winter Camp has
a corral, windmill snd truugh. Gevica Well has & corral, windmill,
trough and resevolr.

Water troughs not shown are: Smokey Springs, Fox Farm, 3rush Basin,
Railroad Springs, Kobel Springs, Woodcamp, South Spring, Jet Spring,
lsw ¥esrs Canyon, White Point Soring, Rattlesnake Spring, Black
canyan, and Trail Springs. =

Windmills not shown: Herd Pan, Winter Camp, Corbesl Well has s
trough snd resevoir too, North Bottle Cresk Butte Well has & trough,
resnel w2ll and Hidder Ples¥a wWells both hsve s trough.

There sre reselly ne resscns for all the mistskes shown on the mawp of
RANGE FACILITES AND LAND TREATMENTS EXISTION. Bill, John, Tim =nd
Dale DeLong made several trips teo the B.L.M. office #nd showed

the B.L.K. verscnnel on large scrle meper whers and what kind of watsr
develoorentas existed in these sreas of Jacksor Mountains,

HARITAT CCYXDITION CF FISHABLE STRRAMS AND SENSITIVE PLANTS:

This is si11y! The Twe excellent fishing streams on your map are
Mary Sloazn =»nd Boulder Creek, both dry up to the meuth of ths
canyon most years. Jackson Creek was good until s couple of
cloudbursts hit it several years azo.

SENSITIVE ®LAWTS:
I can't find thsse plants listed in the plant list sent me by the
Uhiversity.

LIVESTOCK VEGETATICY TONDITICR:
Why put herses on Jackson Mcuatesln if it's such peor feed? This map
contredicts verstation types maps as to feed in Desert Valley.

RANGE STUDIES: EXCLOSURES: Sec. 25 er 236 {I'm net sure of lecatien en
Yyour mep). R. 38E. T.39N snyway the fence inplots Nerth of Paradise
Hill Station ths West side of HWY 35. I've made note of this at
3everal meetings snd ask what the study data on it was., Not one

of the B.L.K. Personnal knew anything sbout it. Se, What is the Story
on these fenced rlets?

BIG GAME USE 43iEAS, MULE DEER: Altho you show only twe ranches around
Jacksen Mountain, there are eight ranches with irrigation pumps which
keep the fields green and lush far inte fall. Many fawns are born in
these fields.
fields. From cobservation the desr winter in the South slopes of

the foet hills., I know the deer live ysar reund on or in the Jacksen
Mountasin. Your map dees not show this. The map does not show year
round spring time use on Jacksen Mountain. Where do thsy go? Nothing
is said sbout ths hundreds of desr on privste lands year round on
Jackson Mountains and Pine Forest.

The deer know this and sach rgnch has many deer in their

20-5

Apri}l 3, 1981

Johe and Judy DsLong
Star Route Box 335
¥innemucca, Nevada B3LLS

Continusd: To BLM

BIG GAME USE AREA, ANTELCPZ AND BIGEYRN SEEEP: Antelops year
leng range zhown isn't the only place they stay year around.

Fence project #5539 to be removed.
There sare no wild herses or burros near this ares. We have found
this fence most heipful to prevent over grazing. Wild horses have
never used higher elevationa. Shawnes Cresk to Eonita Spring South
has been their main country. There Las always been a mizratory
route from South Jackson Mountain ecross the Black Reck Desert te
the Black Reck Range and back.

WILD HORSE AND BURRO USE ARBAS:

VISUAL RESOTURCE MANAGEMENT CLASSES:
Was it s westerners visual eys or an eastarnera?
of opinion bases on whe promoted his educaticn.

Whose visual eye was 1t?
Its & matter

WILDERKESS INVENTORY CATEGORIES: The West side of Scuth Jacksen
Mountsin from Erush Basin South around te Alaska Canyen on the

North is the only real actusl wilderness country en Jackson Mountain.
This is where we proposed s wilderness area. The Boundaries are
nstural, self explanitory wharesver one looks st the terrain,

This whole book ssems too complicated and complex for mme to

understand. Those who are not awares of the pessibilities of
errors believe it te be the gospel truthl J. (’\
k) \

4 {/,. ﬂc
’&Uay

(%
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Comment Letter 21

20-1

20-2

20-3

20-4

20-5

Issue: Map Discrepancies

Sse response to lssue 12-1.

Issue: Fishable Streams

See response to Issue 12-3.

Issue: Range Studies

See response to lssue 12-5.

Issue: Mule Deer Use Areas

See response to lIssue 12-6.

lesue) Fence Removal

See response to Issue 12-7.

i

Established 1664 NINETY - SIX RANCH c102) 5783541
Comumercial Cattle
Paradise Valley, Nevada 88426

April 6, 1981

Frank Shields, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Winnemucca, NV 89445

Dear Mr. Shields,

I wish to comment on the Paradise-Denio Grazing Environmental
Impact Draft Statement,

I have written letters on other occasions prior to the publi-
cation of the draft statement, To assure that my previous comments
be be considered within the time frame of the comment period follow-
ing publication of the draft statement, I am resubmitting those
letters. They are enclosed herewith.

In addition I would like to make the following comments:

1, It iz my judgement, based on a lifetime familarity with the
Ninety-Cix Kanch Allotment, that there are many inaccuracies and
mistakes in the statement. The range survey was done in a year
immediately following an extreme draught, and thus did not reflect

the true overall condition of the range, Methode and factors used

in figuring available forage were not consistent with range conditions
in this area. Other criteria should have been applied in order to in-
dicate true conditions. There are many indications to me that this
range is in an upward trend, however the survey indicates it is 66%
overgrazed., My cattle have always left the range in good condition
which they would not have done if the range had in truth been so
greatly overgrazed. This fact alone convinces me that the range sur-
vey was grossly inaccurate.

2, The maps do not show all the available water., Many springs have
been ommited. '

3. The forage type lines are not accuate in several instances)
specifically in the Mud Springs and lower Charlie Young areas.

4, It has always been recognized that there are no wild horses on
the Ninety-Six Allotment. Yet the map showing the proposed wild
horse management area includes the eastern portion of the Ninety-Six
Allotment near Greeley and Sagehen,
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5. Consideration should be given to the fact that the range cattle
induetry is energy efficient., Very little fossil fuel is expended

to produce a valuable and necessary food item, in contrast to the
large amounts of fuel used in an intensive farming operation., If

the range cattle industry is not permitted to survive, many operations
will be forced to become more intensive, thus much less energy effi--
cient, with the subsequent higher food prices.

In closing I want to repeat and emphasize several points con-
tained in my previous letters that I feel are crucial to the continued
operation of the Ninety-Six Ranch.

1, Spring use is the historic and 1icensed use of the Ninety-Six
Allotment. Spring use works into ranch and Forest Service manage-
ment, Elevation, available water, and forage types are best suited
for spring use. The existing AMP meets the needs of rest and defer-
ment of the plants on the basis of spring use.

2, The range survey on the Paradise-Denio district should not be
used to determine proper stocking rates. Instead, present numbers
should be used as a starting point, Then adjustments should be made,

ugu;{d or downward, by establishing and monitoring trend and condition
studies,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment,

! p o = 7
\ tew | {F .l ed

Leslie J. Stewart

Sincerely,

21-1 1ssue: Range Burvey

Bee discuasion of CRMP at the beginning of the Bummary in the FEIBS.

21-2 lssus: Map Discrepancies

Bee response to Issue 12-1.

21 -3 1lssue: Location of Herd Management Areas

The Little Owyhee Herd Management Area shown on the Wild Horse and
Burro Use Area map in DEIS Chapter Two should only include that part
of the Little Owyhee known as the Spring Range. Any area west of
the Spring Range boundary that is shown as a Herd Management Area is
incorrect and was caused by a diastortion on the map when
transferring information from larger scale maps. The allotments
that are within use areas are listed in Table 2-8 of the DEIS.
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22-1

T Quarter Circle Ranches, Inc.
3000 Highway 40 Wesl
Winnemucca, Nevada 89445

Bureau of Iand Management
Nevada State Office

300 Booth Street

P. 0. Box 12000

Reno, Nv.

Attention: Mr. Ed Spang

I wish to make a public comment on the Draft Paradise-
Denio Grazing Environmental Impace Statement.

The entire E.I.S. is based on a range survey which was
poorly done. Since it was an Ocular survey it is extremely
suseptible to personal opinions and personal bias. The
"on-the-ground" experience of the survey crews were very
limited. The credibility of the E.I.S. will depend largely
on the Bureau's ability to accurately reflect site specific
variables, rather than guestionable broad generalizations
concerning the three suitability criteria.

The current proper-use-figures have been adjusted since

the early 1960's survey. This apparently was done without
actually consulting any animal nutritionists. Thus, many
high quality forage species do not have P.U.F.s. This
apparently was done to provide credibility to the Bureau's
position econcerning range conditions, example: the fictious
"Nevada Report". If the old P.U.F.s were used, there would
be no need for a reduction of any A.U.M.s. It would clearly
show that most of the range is at least in a siable condition
or actually on an upward trend.

The Forage Acre Requirement is wrong. It is an average of
native range F.A.R. laken at Squaw Butte in Oregon, and

several area "crested wheat seedings” (some in very poor
condition, because of lack of BLM maintenance.) It should

not be an average, as native range and "crested wheat seedings®
are always used seperately. In fact many alloiments do not
even have "seedings”.

This poorly compiled 'Range Survey' is the Bureau's only
source for justifying a reduction of A.U.M.s. With a truer
‘Forge sacre Requirement' figure, more reasonable'Proper Use
Figures' and corrections of obvious mistakes in the survey,

a much fairer 'Resource Management Plan' could be arrived at.

222

22-3

-

The period-of-use figures do not consider at all the large
amount of forage available from annuals. These annuals can
only be used properly from approximately March 1 to June 30
each year. Some use of this large amount of top quality forage
needs to be incorporated into the proposed action as well as
any alternative considered. None of the alternatives consider
any/or reduction in A.U.M.s will have on private land in the
unit. Most streams are either on private property or access

is controlled by private property. Most of the large season
long streams are controll ed by valid state water rights. If
A.U.M.s are reduced and/or period-of-use changed, nearly all
private property now managed by the BLM (under exchange-of-use)
will be fenced. This will cause a severe impact on reparian
qualities, wildlife and public access on such lands.

Regarding general range conditions, of which the BLM has no
valid studies concerning actual trend, the alternative of
"No Action” is the most economically feasible. The trend of
the range should be studied for a period of a few years and
ad justments could be made as needed.

The following is a list of the types in the survey which we

feel contain mistakes: Sand Pass--42-01, 42-03, 42-04%, 42-05,
42-07, 42-011, 42-012, 42-815, 42-016, 42-018, 42-022, 42-023,
42-025, 42-026, 42-030, 42-033, L2-041, 42-050---Humboldt Valley---
62-002, 62-005, 62-007, 62-01k, 62-016, 62-021, 62-024, 62-028,
62-028, 62-038, 62-041, 62-043, 62-046, 62-047, 62-049. 62-050,
62-051, 62-053, 52-058, 62-060, 62-063, 62-064, 62-065, 62-066,
62-067, 62-069, 62-070, 62-076, 62-077, 62-103, 62-104. - —————-
Sand Dunes--60-004, 60-005, 60-011, 60-013, 60-014, 60-017,

60-019, 60-022, 62-032, 60-036, 60-042, 60-060, 60-064, 60-077,
60-078. The Draft also show a fence around the Sand Pass allotment
which is erroneous as there ie no fence there.

The draft does not recommend removal of wild horses from Sand Pacs,
Sand Dunes and Humboldt Valley allotmers until about 1987. All
three allotments contain over 50% private land, all owned or con-
trolled by the permittee's. Most of this private acreage is
managed under exchange-of-use agreements. Some is used without
ex?hgnge-of—use for livestock grazing. The BLM has been asked in
writing, numerous times since 1977 and in personal meetings even
before 1977, to remove these horses as reguired by law. The BLM
has continuously fgnored the T Quarter Circle Ranches requesis.

Now the T Quarter Circle permit is in Jjeophardy bccause of the mie-
management of the horses by the BLM. This is to say nothing of the
possible long term damage the horses have possibly caused to public
domain, private acreage, private property and wildlife. These horscs
utilize water pumped by the permitae and many times cause great
damage to private property, such as pump engines, corral fences,
and young calves besides drinking most of the water and keeping

the permitee’'s cattle away from the waters.
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-3~ B 22-1 lssue: Range Survey

Bee discussion of CRMP at the beginning of the Summary in the FEIS.

If the BLM would have managed the wild horses and asked for and
accepted local cooperation the range would be in gven better
condition thar. it actually is, and the BLM could be held in much 22.2

higher esteem Isspye: Map Discrepancies

Instead of trying to manage the range lands of the West from Bas) Taspouss T YRAK 1214

behind a desk in Washington D.C., wouldn't it be more sensible

to manage the land from the back of a horse or from behind a
“sage brush" in the West in cooperation with the people from the 22-3 1ssuer W11d torss Hemoval
West who know and use the land being managed? The priorities for reduction of wild horse and burro numbers were
Very truly yours determined by locations for proposed herd mana areas, herd use
i : areas and then for aresas where range condition is most susceptible
T QUARTER CIRCLE RANCHES, INC. to overuse. The area where Band Pass and Band Dunes allotments are

located, because of funding priority changes since the release of

) 4 the DEIS, is presently scheduled for reduction of wild horse numbers
! Voo ja ‘/: L3 - during the fall of 1981.
Hahk Angus ‘;

CC: Prank Shields
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Box 98
Golconda, Nv. 89414

Bureau of land Management
Nevada State Office

300 Booth Street

P. 0. Box 12000

Reno, Nv.

Attention: Mr. Ed Spang

1 wish to make a public comment on the Draft Paradise-
Denio Grazing Environmental Impace Statement.

The entire E.I1.S. is based on a range survey which was
poorly done. Since it was an Ocular survey it is extremely
suseptible to personal opinions and personal bias. The
*"on-the-ground” experience of the survey crews were very
limited. The credibility of the E.I.S. will depend largely
on the Bureau's ability to accurately reflect site specific
variables, rather than guestionable broad generalizations
concerning the three suitability criteria.

The current proper-use-figures have been adjusted since

the early 1960's survey. This apparently was done without
actually consulting any animal nutritionists. Thus, many
high quality forage species do not have P.U.F.s. This
apparently was done to provide credibility to the Bureau's
position concerning range conditions, example: the fictious
"Nevada Report”. If the old P.U.F.s were used, there would
be no need for a reduction of any A.U.M.s. It would clearly
show that most of the range is at least in a stable condition
or actually on an upward trend.

The Forage Acre Requirement is wrong. It is an average of
native range F.A.R. taken at Sguaw Butte in Oregon, and
several area "crested wheat seedings" (some in very poor
condition, because of lack of BLM maintenance.) It should
not be an average, as native range and "ctrested wheat seeding:
are always used sepzrately. In fact many allotments do not
even have "seedings”.

This poorly compiled 'Range Survey' is the Bureau's only
source for justifying a reduction of A.U.M.s. With a truer
Forge ncre Requirement' figure, more reasonable'Proper Use
Figures' and corrections of obvious mistakes in the survey,

a much fairer 'Resource Management Plan' could be arrived at.

23-2
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The period-of-use figures do not consider at all the large
amount of forage available from annuals. These annuals
can only be used properly from approximately MKarch 1 to
June 30 each year. Some use of this large amount of top
quality forage needs to be incorporated into the proposed
action as well as any alternative considered. None of

the alternatives consider any of the adverse effects the
changes in period-of-use and/or reduction in A.U.M.s will
have on private land in the unit. Most streams are either
on private property of access is controlled by private
property. Most of the large season long stireams are con-
trolled by wvalid state water rights. If A.U.M.s are re-
duced and/or periods-of-use changed, nearly all private
property now managed by the BLM (under exchange-of-use)
will be fenced. This will cause a severe impact on reparian
gualities, wild life and public access on such lands.

Regarding general range conditions, of which the ELM has no
valid studies concerning actual trend, the alternative of
"No Action™ is the most economically feasible. The trend
of the range should be studied for a period of a few yeare
and adjustments could be made as needed.

The following is a list of what we feel are mistakes in the
range survey on the Golconda Butte Allotment. 41-014, 41-020,
41-005, 41-016,- 41-013.

After reviewing the draft we find that the BLM has mistakingly
listed the boundary of the Golconda Butte and Sand Pass
allotments as being fenced. This is completely wrong, there
is no fence, and how many other mistakes has the BLM made

area wide?

Very truly yours
7 = N
2 oy~

Glenn Tipton 7~
¥ /

JiSPW . 5 i
F.” BT Fposty Tipton

cc: Frank Shields - '
e ol e

Y 4 )7 4~f.¢4
Mitch Moiola
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23-1 1esue: Range Burvey T'E Wildli.fc S"Cie‘y

Ses discussion of CRMP at the beginning of the Summary in the FEIS.
Nevada Chapler
P,0. Box 1E&06
23-2 Issuer Map Discrepancies Carson City, NV 89701

Bee response to lesue 12-1, 1 April 1981

'r. Prank C. Shields, Di.trict llanager
Burezu of Land [anagement

705 E. 4th Street

#¥innemucca, NV 89445

Dezr lr. Shields:

The Nevada Chapter of The Wildlife Society hcs reviewed the
Draft Environmental Impact Stateaent (DEIS) for the laradise-
Denio Resource Area and our comments follow.

In general, this is the best prepared gruzing DZIS of any we
have reviewed for Nevadu. It has been well layed out, the
discussions ure for the moust »urt succinct, to the point, and
provide an accurate description of the existing situation, and
proposed action und alternatives. Even though we do not agree
with all of the discussions or mznzgement approaches, it is a
well done document. Our co ments wiil range from fairly gene-
ral to fairly specific, depending on the topic we are addres-
sing.

Pables. Siunary Table 1 is the first of its kind we huve seen
In a gruzing EIS and we hope all future BL® grazing EIS's will
have this feature: it allows the reader to gquickly peruse the
proposed action and ulternatives and their effects. Several
tables were, however, difficult to read--specifically tables
1-1, 1-2, 1-14, 1-16, 1-19, and 3-5. Making the type larger

at the expense of several additional pages would be & pre-
ferred alternative.

Maps. These are generally eusy to read and understand, and
24-1 hcve adejuate color contrust. Specific couments: 1. Land
Status-thc term National Resource Lundo was outdated three or
four years ago-we suggest you use the term Tublic Lands, instead.
2. Range Facilities and Lund Treatments-1980-Froposed Action-
24-2 the légend should include the number of ucres of sagebrush con-
%3 trol and seedings, plue the numbers of other improvements--
miles of fence, upring developments, pipelines, etc. 3. Range
Facilities and land Treatments-Maximizing Liveatock Alternative-
1980: prescribed burning is s:own here, but not in the Proposed
24-3 Action. ‘hy? 4. Range PFucilities und Lund Treatments Exisi-
ing- no seedings or opray jobs are shown. VYas this area not
a part of the old Beowawe project, and were not considerable
24-4 acreages sprayed and seeded? On page 2-11, in the discussion
on Sage Grouse it is noted that 94,220 acres of sagebrush had
been removed. These areas should be shown on the existing

The internationsl Orger y of Pr w Wildiife Ecologists and Managers
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Mr. Prank Shields page 2 Mr. Frank Shields puge 3
runge fucilities and lund treatments mup to put things in chukars do not utilize sagebrush for food, sagebrush pro-
accurate perspective for the reader. These would be particularly vides eopential escupe cover. In ureus which huve had
necessvary when makin;g comparisons between this map and the sugebrush removed, either by sprusing or by fire, cven though
proposed action map. 5. The map showing Antelope and Bighorn thare may be a good stund of cheutgrass recuining, use by
24-5 I Sheep iu slightly misleuding as therc are no sheep on DL 24-9 chukars is low. We urge you to put a thorough discussion on
public lunds now, but the legend does not stute this. Map chukars into the final EIS, as they will be affected by the
comparisons. 1. Livegtock Vegetative Condition vs. Range propooed action, and they are suggwgnvimportan; recreational
24-6 ac €8 and Land Treatments--Fropous :d Action: why ie sage- species. -
) brush control necescary in the Willow Creek area north of
Greeley Crossing if range condition is good? 1Is this project Porage Allocation. ‘e are not happy to reud that 550 to T40
really nceded? The same questions apply to the Yillow Springs 24-10 | Teor Irom existing populations will not be nllocated forage.
arez: on the east side of the Pine Forest Ranpge., 2. Vegetative In perspective, this io o 14 or 15 percent recduction from the
Types, 1980 vs. Bighorn use areas: the Jackson !‘ountains are estimated 5,000 animals which use the area. Ve are happy to
pinyon-juniper or ocltbush; the rest of the sheep use areus see that forage will be allocated to bighorn sheep and for
are in big sagebrush types. These types are.not preferred by additional antelope. Ve support this overall conocept in that
most bighorns, exceptions beini;; those sheep which come from the a greater species diversity will be the likely result. Ve
Devert National ¥ildlife Refuge north of L.c Vegus. Ve, there- support the overall forage allocating as it is described in
fore, wonder about the suitubility of theose ureus. Terhaps the DEIS~-a major reduction for both livestock and wild horses.
more discussion should be devotud to the proposed cheep re- ¥e rezlize that the vegetgtion resource is finite, and agree
lease areas in the narrative of the DEIS. that the proposed action i. necessary. Je do, however,
seriously gquestion the concept of forage allocation under the
'7i1d :nd Pree Roaming Horscs. Ve totally endorse the proposed No Livestock Grazing A1¥ET§E¥Tve-—'hat is the use of, or need
Teluctions ol horse numbers under the proposed action, in- for, allocating forage to the remaining big game and wild
cluding their restrictions to just a few areas instead of horses? Je cannot see & need for this, as current populations
resource urea wide, of deer and horses are & long way from filling the AUN con-~
sunption gap caused by removal of livestock. A technical
50ils. #Je question whether any soil loss is acceptable in ) point: Summary Table 1 shows only cattle as being present,
Trcat Basin wildlands. The 5o0il Conservation Service's accepted 24-11 yet the narrative states there is one full time sheep permittee
criteria of three to five tons per acre is questionable, as - in the DEIS erea, plus three other permittees who run both
most of their work, except for soil survey work for the BLI, sheep and cattle. This should be clarified in the finel EIS.
25 been on private lunds having much bettcr soils than ure
normally found on the rangelunds in the Great Basin., A con- Sm:11 Habitats. While there are broad expanses of typical
24-7 version of the tons per acre to inches of soil lost per acre Vegetation such as sagebrush, saltbrush, and pinyon=-juniper,
would be much more meaningful to those of us reading the EIS. there are very restricted habitats such as oprings and seeps,
We suggestithis chaspge be made in the final EIS. upland meadows, riparian zones, and groves of guaking aspen
. ‘ and mountain mahogany, which are of crucial importance to
Sensitive Plants. New data are available since the DEIS was wildlife, 'Yhile these habitats in the Great Basin comprise
prepared: these should be used. They include a new federal less than one percent of the land surface, they are essential
listing of endangered plants plus those under consideration to the continued survival of at lezst 75 per cent of the verte-
24-8 | for listing, plus results of a meeting on T & E plants held brate wildlife living in the Great Basin. These habitats sup-
last November in Reno. Your district botanist should have this Ply part or all of the annual life cycle requirements for these
information at hand. Also, 'inzel, 1978 znd 1979 should be species, If the habitats are further degraded or destroyed,
spelled Tinzl, wildlife individuals and perhaps populations may be lost. The
riparian habitats are of particular importance, for no other
Chuker. The DEIS does not cover the most important upland habitat supports such a diverse fauna in terms of both species
game species in the DEIS area--chukar. Je are very surprized and individuals. Riparian habitat, or its maintenance and
that thi:s species was omitted. The Paradise-Denio EIS area improvement, are the number 8 objective for this DEIS, yet
ha: some of the best chukur populations and finest hunting 24-12 every action--the proposed action and all the alternatives
249 anywhere in the United States, based on our knowledge, ex- except No Livestock Grazing (which is unrealistic) will de-
perience, and Nevad: Department of Wildlife data. To leave grade riparian habitat in the Paradise-Denio EIS area!
them out is & major omission. '"hile chukars may not be According to the data supplied in the EIS area there are 3,694
severely affected by the proposed action, certain populations acres of riparian habitat--out of 4,330,283 total acres in the
micht be, such as those using the Double H mountains, which EIS areu. Yet there is not onc propoeal to protect any of this
are proposed for sagebrush spraying in their entirety. Vhile small acreage of ripariun hubitat by any means! This to us,

as professional wildlife biologists und munagers, is totally
unacceptable! e are simply a lled that there is so little
regerd for riparian habitat in i%Ia DEIS. At the least,

€S
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24-13

24-14

r, Frank Shields page 4

every bit of identified riparian habitat should be fcenced to
exclude all livestock and oll wild horses., Nowhere has 1t been
demonstrated that any grazing system or gruzing munagement
scheme will do anything otuer than degrade riparian habitat. To
put this situation in perspective, the proposed action inclu-
ding all support facilities (Table 1-5) will cost NINE

MILLION DOLLARS (at 1980 costs). Riparian areas are so few,

80 fragile und so important to so many wildlife species, that
they must be protected, preferably by fencing. And the addi-
tional costs of a few more miles of fence will only be a drop
in the bucket compared with the total implementation costs,

The same can be said for aspen stands, as they ure also very
important to many wildlife species. They too, are miniscule

in acreage when compared with the EIS area size. We urge that
aspen stands be protected by fencing, as fencing is the only
tool which we ure aware of that will do an adequute job of
protection. To not fence or othcrwise protect these areas is,
we feel, to abrogate BIL!'s responsibilities as resource mana-
gers of public lunds. Urotcction of these habitats, purticularly
riparian, is required in D' mrnual 6740, presidential execu-
tive order, and PLI{’A. Ap o lust comment, we urge you to send
as many of your runge und wildlife specialists and area managers
as poosible to the symposium sponsored jointly by The Wildlife
Society and Society for Rangc Manugement which will be held in
¥inemuceca on April 14, 15, and 16. lopefully those who pre-
pared the DEIS will learn first hand of the importance of these
small habitats to wildlife.

Streams. Again, thcse are very smzll hubitats, very restricted,
and yet the proposed action will -allow continued deterioration
on 17 -of the 20 which the DEIS noted are protectable. This

is simply unnacceptable, for most of the reasons discussed
above. Ve offer the same suggestions as for ripurian areas:
protect these limited habitats by fencing them, as nothing
else we are aware of seems to work. It should not be the
responsibility of the BL'!'s wildlife habitat program in your
district to protect streams and riparian areus from the con-
tinued degradation caused by livestock grazing--even BLM
policy notes this. We urge you to reconsider the effects of
the proposed mction (and all alternatives except No Grazing)
on streams, and add sufficient fencing in the final EIS
proposed action to adequately protect this extremely valuable
Tresource.

Yhile there are several grazing treatments discussed on

ages 1-8 and 1-11, and while we support several of these
FTreatmenta 1 and 2) for improving aspen and perhaps riparian
areas, we seriously question their feasibility in the real
world of functional allotment management plans and permittee
cooperation. In other words, these look good on paper, but we
doubt whether they can ever be implemented. 'We must note, how-
ever, that this discussion of grazing treatments is the flrst
of 1ts kind we have seen in a grazing EIS and you are to be
commended for it.

24-15

24-16

24-17

“This point should be addressed in the final EIS.

ir. Prank Shields page 5

Spraying and Seeding. The total of 254 ,000-plus acres of
seeding and opraying is an awsome amount by anyone's standards.
We will preface our remarks on this by saying that we urge you
to use every possible means but epraying and seeding (which
includes water developments, Tencing, and proposed grazing
treatments) for two full graging cycles, if possible, before
embarking on the ambitious vegetative type conversion program
described in the proposed action. Barring that, we support the
spray-seed program you propose as long as you follow the re-
strictions you huve discussed, such as epraying in strips in
deer use areas, and following the guidelines set forth for
sage grouse habitat protection as presented by the Western
States Sage Grouse Comuittee. The inclusion of these stipu-
lations is comnendable, and we highly support your stand.

There are, however, several statements in the DEIS which need
clarification. TIage 3-14: 2,4-D "“is thought to have no
detrimental effect® yet no one knows for sure. It is also
stated that forbs return to their former ubindance in 5 to 19
years after spraying. We find this unacceptable, considering
the life spans of most wildlife species, including mule deer,
antelope and sage grouse are less than ten years. ‘'Yhat will
these semi-forb dependent wildlife species and populations
exict on during the first four years after spruying has been
done? Forbo are essential for the survival of sage grouse
chicks, and the; are essentialYlactating mule decer and antelope.

Potassium Nitrate poisoning: ™large herbivores must be re-
stricted from using those plunts which accumulate potussium
nitrate* , If such plunts are found in the EIS area, how do
you propose to restrict their use by mule deer and antelope?
‘fe do ap-
preciate the honesty and cuandor expressed in the various dis-
cussions of the effects of these management methods which will
alter so much habitat. We suggest also, where spraying is
coneidered near riparizn and meadow areas, that the protective
buffer strip be widemed from 300 feet to 1,500 feet. We have
seen such things as domestic rodes killed by 2,4-D which had
drifted almost & mile. . . .

Other comcents. Bighorn sheep--how firm are the release site
Proposals? Je are aware that the Nevada Department of Wildlife
diocuussed proposed releases on public lands in several Nevada
BL! districts, and urged the BLM to develop habitat management
plans and their environmental analyses for sheep transplants.
The plans were written, but NDOW plans or priorities changed
and the releases have either not been mude or hiave been
deluyed several years. It is something the JVinnemucca dis-
trict should be aware of. Something which you might consider
in the final EIS is to concentrate the bighorn sheep trans-
plante to only two or three sites, and let the forage allocated
to the other sites revert to use by mule deer und antelope
where they are pre ent.
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Mr. Prank Shields page 6

Overall, as noted above, this is the best grazing DEIS we have
reviewed. The document is well written, gives an honest
sepnraisal of the effects of the proposed action and alterna-
tives, particularly as they affect wildlife habitats, the
grazing methods discussion and summary tables are well thought
out and prepared, as is the first part of chapter three--
assumptions and analysis guldelines, the threshold concept,
and 80 on. We urge you to make the chanpges we have suggested,
particularly aus thoose epply to ripurian areas and other small
habitats including otreams, and proposals for spraying and
seeding.

¥o thunk you for the opportunity to commont und wivh to be
kept on ull muiling lioto for the finul EIS for ‘arudiuc-
Denio, ull gsegments of CRLP, as well as the Sonoma-Gerlach

E1S.
Sincerely, =
o Sligun R S

William R. Brigham
President

24-1

24-2

24-3

24-4

24-5

24-6

24-7

24-8

Issue: Land Status Terminology

See Errata - Chapter 1.

Issue: Range Pacilities and Land Treatments

A complete breakdown of size and number of range facilities and land
treatments by allotment are shown in the DEIS Appendix B, Section 2,
page 6-1.

Issue: Prescribed Burning

The proposed prescribed burning areas shown on the Range Facilities
and Land Treatments - Maximizing Livestock Alternative Map are areas
that are specifically identified for that type of treatment. Other
areas proposed for sagebrush control (either in the proposed action
or maximizing livestock alternative) may be controlled by a variety
of different methods which include diecing, chaining, burning,
spraying, etc. as stated on DEIS page 1-11. No areas in the
proposed action were specifically proposed for prescribed burning,
however, this type of land treatment may be identified during the
CRMP process. See response to Issue 18-3 and discussion of CRMP in
the beginning of the Summary in the FEIS.

Issue: Existing Beedings and Sprayings

There were considerable acreages seeded and sprayed in the
Paradise-Denio Resource Area. Agreeably, addition of existing
spraying and seeding would have been helpful in comparing the
alternatives. All information necessary for this comparison is
available in the Winnemucca District Office.

Issue: Big Game Use Areas - Antelope and Bighorn Sheep Map

See Errata - Chapter 2.

Iessue: Proposed Land Treatments

The DEIS identified areas that have potential for land treatments.
Actual on-the-ground manipulations will not take place until their
need is identified through the CRMP process and an environmental
assessment and cost-effective analysis have been done.

Issue;: Bediment Yield Measurements

Tons/acre is a generally accepted unit of description used in
sediment yleld determination, just as gallons/minute is commonly
used in water quantification. One reason for this is that soil loss
in inches would be measured in minuscule amounts (i.e., one
tone/acre equale .006 inches of soil loss).

Issue: Sensitive Plants

Bee Errata - Chapter 2, Chapter 3 and Bibliography.
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24-9

24-10

24-11

24-12

24-13

24-14

24-15

24-16

24-17

Iasue: Analysis of Impacts to Chukar

See response to Issue 7-1.

lssue: Mule Deer Numbers

See response to Issue 7-5.

Issue: Domestic Sheep

The term "livestock™ as used in Summary Table 1 of the DEIS is used
to mean both cattle and domestic sheep.

Issue: Protection of Riparian Habitat

See response to Issue 5-15.

lssue: Maintenance of Aspen Stands

Grazing Treatment 1, DEIS, page 1-8, was designed to perpetuate
reproduction of aspen. In those allotments where this treatment is
applied, it is anticipated that aspen stands will be maintained. The
effects of this treatment will be monitored and adjustments made
accordingly. Pencing of individual aspen stands may develop through
CRMP. See discussion of CRMP in the beginning of the Summary in the
FEIS.

Issue: Protection of Stream Habitat
Bee response to lasue 5-15.
Issue: Protection of Wildlife During Treatment

Vegetation manipulation treatmente will be developed through the
CRMP process (please see CRMP discussion at beginning of the Summary
in the FEIS) and specific projects will be proposed at that time.
Bite-specific environmental assesements analyzing the impacts
anticipated on wildlife and their habitat will be completed at that
time. Mitigating measures will be applied prior to on-the-ground
treatments. Also see Btandard Operating Procedures on DEIS page
1-32, 1-38 and 1-39.

Issue: Potassium Nitrate Poisoning

Adverse impacts to wildlife resulting from toxic accumulations of
potassium nitrate in some species of vegetation will be analyzed
once specific spraying projects are proposed. Such projects will be
developed through CRMP (see CRMP discussion at the beginning of the
Summary in the PFEIS).

Issue: Bighorn Sheep Reintroduction

This agency and the N da Department of Wildlife have identified
areas with suitable habitat for bighorn sheep and also the
reasonable numbers which could be supported in these areas once
reintroductions have taken place. Priorities for releases vary.

The Jackson Mountains are second in the State (California bighorns).
Other areas are of lower priority. It is recognized that priorities
may change as intensive livestock grazing systems and other accivity
plans are implemented and vegetative responses occur.

25-1 |

Ster e box (i3
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Map Discrepancies
Fishable Streams

Sea response to Issue 12-1,
Bee response to Issue 12-3.

25-1 lssue;
25-2 lssue:
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SMITH & GAMBLE. LTD.

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

JULIAM C BMITH, SR BO2 NORTH DIVISION STREET

:‘:::’:,::::nmw Aptil 1' 1981 U::::::‘:m;:m
Mr. Ed Spang

State Director

Bureau of Land Management
300 Booth Street, Room 3008
Federal Building

Reno, Nevada 89509

Dear Ed:

I attended the Public Comment Hearing in Winnemucca on
March 11, 1980, on the Paradise-Denioc EIS. 1In reviewing the
EIS, I note that the BLM claims that the 1578 range surveys
are “the best information available®™ for determining the
carrying capacity of the range. In view of your commitmant
to monitoring and in view of the startling results that
Resource Concepts has uncovered in the Caliente rssource
area and various other areas throughout the stats, it would
seen imappropriate to place so much reliance on range
surveys that appear to be shown faulty whenever submitted to
close scrutiny.

The Paradise-Denioc EIS also appears to advocate monitor-
ing and forage allocation adjustments based on the coordinated
resource management and planning process. Prom reading the
EIS, however, I was unsure if the variocus alternatives

26_1 propossd implementation of livestock reductions based on the
rangs inventory as & prereguisite to coordinated resource
managamant and planning. I asked this guestion of Frank
Shields after the hearing, and he confirmed that it was his
intent and understanding to impose the livestock grazing
reductions outlined in the preferred alternative as a basis
wdihich coordinated resource management planning would be

ated.

It is my view that if the BLM intends to force the
range inventory results on the coordinated resource manage-
ment and planning committees that the entire process would
be doomed. This type of approach to coordinated resource
management planning in the Winnemucca District can only
further alienate the Bureau of Land Management from the
permittees. As a case in point, Pine Forest Land and Live-
stock Company, having permits in the Pine Porest in Paiute

Mr. Ed Spang
April 1, 1981
Page Two

Allotments is looking at 76% and 86% vreductions in livestock
grazing. This ranch has been using the public lands for
grazing since 1918 in the same family. The deer herds,
antelope herds, chucker population and sage grouse population
have all bean on a substantial increase in the past 20
years. MAccording to Frenchy Montero, -the range conditions
and weaning weights have substantially improved over the
past 20 years. In spite of this, the range inventory through
application of the suitability criteria has determined that
nearly 100,000 acres of the 124,000 acre Pine Forest Allotment
is unsuitable for livestock grazing. It would be easier for
the BIM staff to convince the Montero's that the world is
flat than it would be to convince them that 100,000 acres of
the 124,000 acre allotment is unsuitable for livestock
grazing. To force them to accept that as a data basis for
the initiation of CRMP is ab d. We di d this in our
March 17, 1981, meeting. At that time, you indicated that
you didn't intend for the grazing reduction to be a pre-
requisite to CRMP. I haven't heard yst if Mr. Shields has
received that information.

The Paradise-Denic EIS, as well as the Caliente EIS,
fails to analyse one of the most cbvious alternatives. The
alternative of maintaining livestock grazing at ths present
levels, initiation of monitoring and implementation of range
improvemants in arsas shown to have ths gr t need th g
monitoring is simply not analysed. I would hope that in
future EIS's being preparsd by the BIM this alternative will
be addressed. As you know, NEPA does not reguire you to
analyse the obviously impractical alternative. In my view,
the analyzation of the maximizing wild horse alternatiwve
falls in this category. To implemsnt this alternative would
be beyond the intent of Congress in adopting the 1971 wWild
Horse and Burro Act, and definitely bsyond the authority of
the Bureau of Land Managsment.

If coordinated resource managemsnt and planning can be
undertaken on the Pine Forest Allotment without the prerequi-
site that the 1978 range inventory be accepted as valid,
then Pine Forest Land and Livestock Cosmpany, Inc., would
like to initiate CRMP on that allotment. It would seem to
me that a logical unit for CRMP would be the entire Pine
Porest mountain range. This would involve Woodward's Ranch,
Big Creek Ranch and Alder Creek Ranch, owned by Prank Pendola,
and Knot Creek Ranch. We have not discussed with these
other r hers the p pect of joining in a CRMP planning
unit.
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:;_ifdlsp;:;gl 26-1 Issue: Implementation of the Range Survey
T. .
Page T Implementation of the 1978 Range Survey will not be a prerequisite

to CRMP. However, the Range Survey does contain information which

may be helpful in developing a monitoring program. See discussion
I am advised that Richard Drake of the Knott Creek Ranch Of CRMP at the beginning of the Summary in the FEIS.

drained Enott CreekX Reservoir as a result of a disagreemeant

with local BIN authorities.

I also note that the Paradise-Denio EIS calls for
axtensive utilization of Big Onion Reservoir as a recreation
site. I am curious if Prank Pendola has been consulted
concerning these plans. It seems that BLM's approach to
fostering recreation in the Pine Forest area is resulting in
a net loss of recreational facilities. The closing of
numercus roads, including the road to Blue Lake, to create
“roadless areas" and othar high-hanfied management decisions
by the local BLM managers, could have devastating effects on
the total recreation potasntial of the area.

Another case in point concerns Leonard Creek. The EIS
proposes reduction of livestock grazing by Pine Porest land
and Livestock Company of 76t with one of tha potential
benefits being enhancement of the fisheries along Leonard
Creek. The EIS also recognizes that ld miles of the 20-mile
langth of Leonard Creek are privately owned. Essentially
all of that 14 miles is presently open to fishing and other
recreational activities by the general public. The net
result of reduction of 76% of the livestock on the public
range can only result in an intemsification of the use of
the private lands. Thers is absclutely no guastion that the
total private lands of Pine Porest Land and Livestock Company
will be fenced and the public excluded therefrom if the BLM
persists in such a drastic reduction in livestock numbers.

The Pine Porest mountain range is an area that cries
for CRMP, but it can only be successful there if the BLM
starts with an open mind and uses the available data and not
the faulty range inventory.

Best petrsonal regards,

SMITE & GAMBLE, LTD.

Julian C. Smith, Jr.
JCS:nat
cc: PFrank Shields

6S
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27—1 Issue: Range Burvey April 1, 1981

See discussion of CRMP at the beginning of the Summary in the FEIS.

Bureau of land Management
Winnemucca District

705 East 4th Street
Winnemueca, NV Bo4kl45

Re: Paradise=Benio Envir t Impact Statement

Dear Sirs:

We would like to be on record as objecting and protesting to
the draft EIS. We feel that the survey, the study, the find-
ings and the proposals are not necessarily correct.

Pirst, on page 1-1, the FLPMA states that the "lands and their
resources are periodically and systematically inventoried®. To

28-1 us, one survey conducted in 1978, an unusual year, does not
constitute a periodic or true inventory. Certainly the trend
of these areas should be considered if intelligent theory or
management is to follow. As long-time permitees in one area,
we object to having had no input in surveys, findings,
improvements, or proposals in this draft.

The Range Suitability Criteria used is probably the biggest
mistake made in this draft. MNone of the RSC were specifically
determined for this particular area and what is true, for
example, at Squaw Butte in Burns, Oregon is not necessarily
true at Golconda in Humboldt County, Nevada. Consideration of
slope and distance from water are affected by other factors such
as weather and accessibility. Produetivity did not consider
annuals and other vegetation known to be consumed by animale
and are of more impertance than the perennials in this area.
Much of the productivity of these lands is determined by soil
chemistry which we fail to see considered in any depth.
According to Table 2-2, page 2-5, a total of 32% of these
vegetations in this EIS area grow in alkaline soil, which will
improve little under the very best of growing conditions as
shown by the railroad rights-of-way which have been fenced for
many, mAny years.

\ Another point we find completely overlooked is "natural® fires
(as opposed to controlled burning). These areas are sub ject

19
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28-2

28-3

BIM
Page Two
April 1, 1981

to frequent electrical storms and man-caused fires, and one
year could completely wipe out any results that might have been
accomplished and completely change the short and long-range
planning. Other results of "Mother Nature®™ have not been
considered as well; such as drought (similar to the one prior
to 1978) or cloudbursts causing erosion: both are prevelant
here.

In our particular area, two BIM improved springs are not
included. One is marked with a very large sign as being BIM;

the other was totally developed by the BIM and has all the signed
agreements on record. Neither one is on the master map.

Another blunder concerns wild horses. In Table 2-B, it is
estimated that 1980 there were 30 wild horses in our area;

this area was designated wild horse free in 1971 and remains

so0 today.

If trend has not and is not to be considered, we fail to see
where the draft shows a need for any of the proposals, and
should the proposals be implemented, that any of them would
be successful in increasing production.

In conclusion, we feel the study is in opposition to reality.
This is a basically desert type area that hasg¥Producing revenue
for close to 100 years. The draft proposes drastic reductions
in that revenue for the next 42 years in its futile attempts
to make the vegetation, soil, and terrain inte something that
can never be accomplished., Summing up, this draft is written
proof that you, the BIM, don®’t even know the territery or
anything that comes with it.

Sincerely,

PINSON and PETTIT RANCHES
FF A s,
MO | Adae eryT_

~

51!“1;31-_) JO CHRISTISON

Jc/dsc

28-1

28-2

28-3

Issue Range Survey

See discussion on CRMP at the beginning of the Summary in the FEIS.

Issue: Spring Identification

See response to Issue 12-1.

Issue: Wild Horse Numbers

The data ehown in Table 2-8 were correlated prior to the 1980
inventory of the district, and therefore estimates of wild horse
numbers were made for each area. The 1980 inventory of the Osgood
Mountains area showed that there were 25 wild horses utilizing the
area.
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Response Letter 29

Comment Letter 30

29-1

29-2

29-3

29-4

lssue;: Impacts to Sage Grouse and Quail

Bummary Table 1 in the FEIB reflecte an anticipated increase of 50
percent in the sage grouse and quail populations under the
"Maximizing Livestock Graziny" alternative. Impacts resulting from
implementation of this alternative are analyzed in the Wildlife
section of Chapter 3 in the DEIS.

lsaue: Rancher Wealth

The term "rancher wealth" refers to the value that has accrued to
BLM AUMs as a result of grazing fees which have traditionally been
lower on public range than on private. Because this fee is lower,
ranchers have been willing to pay more than the original AUMs' cost
for the opportunity to graze on federally managed range. As a
consequence the grazing permit has acquired a market value that
contributes to the capital and credit structure of ranches because
the permit may be sold in the market place or used as collateral for
loans. Use of the term is in accordance with Washington office and
Nevada state office guidance.

Issue: Ranch Value

Correspondence with a number of brokers dealing with the sale and
purchase of ranch properties as well as the Federal Land Bank,
indicates that the value of BLM AUMs in northern Nevada ranges from
$25 to $60 per AUM with an average value of about $50 (Falk 1980).

The overall value of a ranch can be estimated in terms of the herd
size {(number of animal units) that it can support on a year-round
basis. 1In Humboldt County, ranch value averages about $1,500 per
animal unit (AU). This value includes the ranch's investment in
land, equipment and buildings as well as i1ts BLM AUMs. The loss of
all its BIM AUMs does not reduce the ranch's investment in these
other resources. Because the ranch retains the capacity (land,
equipment, and buildings) to support its original herd size on its
base property, and because a ranch has a number of options regarding
the acquisition of alternative sources of feed (e.g., private
pasture rental or lease, development of additional forage on base
propapty or purchase of hay), it 1s not possible to predict the
decline in ranch value which would be incurred from the loss of BLM
AUMs. Approaching the rancher wealth analysie in terms of an animal
unit basis was discussed during the preparation of the draft EIS.
Although reduction in BLM AUMs definitely affects the animal unit
support capacity of a ranch, for the reasons discussed above it was
decided that the decline in ranch value could most accurately be
reflected in the loss of the value of the BLM AUMs themselves.

The economic analysis of the No Livestock Grazing Alternative
estimated that 50 ranches, 75 percent of the ranches with BLM
permits in the EIS area, would have the greatest probability of
ceasing operation. While these ranches might cease operation, their
fixed resources (land and improvements) would not be idle. Other
ranch firms, agricultural investors or nonagricultural investors
would buy the real property and continue to use it in ranching,
farming, or develop it for nonagricultural uses. Changes such as
these could even increase the land's value.

Issue: Role of CRMP

See discuseion of CRMP at the beginning of the Summary in the FEIS.

-

WAIMINGTON, D.C. 30006
208 nag-8210

Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.

25 KEARNY STREET
S5AN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94105

415 421-6561

Washingion Office New York Office
1795 3 STREET, MW 133 BAST 4aND STREET
sviTE 6oo April 6, 1981 NEW YORK, M.Y. 10168

218 949-0049

Frank Shields, District Manager
Winnemucca District

Bureau of Land Management

705 East 4th Street

Winnemucca, Nevada 89445

Re:; Draft Paradise-Denio Grazing Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Bhields:

I have reviewed the above-captioned draft environ-
mental -impact statement (EIS) and wish to submit the following
comments on behalf of the Natural Resources Defense Council,
Inc. (NRDC).

A8 you may already know, NRDC, a nonprofit environ-
mental membership organization, has long been concerned about
the management and current conditions of the publicly-owned
We believe that
adequate range EIS's are the key means by which the actions

rangelands in Nevada and other western states.

necessary to improve current conditions and achieve multiple
use management can be identified and their implementation sup-
ported.

The draft EIS reveals that a number of gerious manage-
ment problems exist in the Paradise-Denio Resource Area. These
include lack of any season of use restrictions, over obligation
of available vegetation, and conflicts between livestock use
and wildlife, riparian and recreational resources. It also
reveals that, as the result of these and other problems, the
publicly-owned resources of the area have been, and are being,
adversely impacted. For example, 84% of the lands are in poor
condition and riparian areas have been severly degraded.

100%, Recycled Paper
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Paradise-Denio EIS
April 6, 198:

Page 2

Obviously, prompt changes in existing management are needed in
order to remedy the problems and improve the conditions.

The proposed action which is addressed in the EIS con-
tains some features which appear responsive to existing prob-
lems, including, for example, the long-overdue establishment of
seasons of use and necessary reductions in livestock numbers.
It is clearly not a multiple-use plan, however. Moreover, the
alternatives to the proposed action which are considered in the
EIS were clearly not properly selected. Because of time con-
straints, these comments will deal principally with these two
issues.

According to the EIS, the proposed action will, if
implemented, increase livestock forage by 86% while improving
range condition by only 13%. This will be accomplished through
the expenditure of more than $9 million in public monies. 1In
fact, the true costs of the proposal are probably higher since
1980 prices were used. P. 1-12.-l/ Such funds are even less
likely to be forthcoming today then they were when this pro-
posal was originally developed. More importantly, virtually
all of these funds will admittedly be spent for the sole bene-
fit of livestock. Pp. 1-12, 1-13. The EIS not only fails to
justify this massive subsidy for the livestock industry, but
also the manner in which the needed funds will be ex-
pended.—g/
will come at the expense not only of the public treasury, but

It does reveal, however, that these expenditures

1/ All page references are to the draft EIS.

2/ The EIS does provide the criteria used to determine the
priorities for AMP development and implementation. Table 1-6,
p. 1-14. It does not, however, apply those criteria to the
allotments. The final EIS should do so in order that members
of the public may evaluate the manner in which the BLM proposes
to use their money.

Paradise-Denio EIS
April 6, 1981

Page 3

also of publicly-owned resources and values, including wild-
life, riparian areas, water gquality and cultural resources.
See, e.9., Summary Table 1. This manifest bias toward live-
stock use appears to be a clear violation of the Bureau's
multiple-use and stewardship mandates.

The alternatives to this proposal which are considered
in the EIS appear to have been designed to justify the proposed
action. In any case, although the alternatives, including the
proposed action, contemplate several different levels of live-
stock use, they certainly do not include all reasonable alter-
natives or encompass the range of alternatives reasonably
available as required by the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969 (NEPA). See, Council on Environmental Quality, Regula-
tions for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the Nation-
al Environmental Policy Act, 40 C.F.R., Part 1500 (1978),
§§1502.14(a), 1502.2(e) (hereinatter CEQ Regulations).

The EIS purports to consider four alternatives to the
proposed action: no grazing, no action, maximizing livestock,
and livestock reduction/maximizing wild horses and bur-
ros.—3/ See, e.g9., Summary Table 2. Consideration of three
of these alternatives--no grazing, no action and maximizing
wildhorses and burros--is required by NEPA. This fact does not
make them realistic alternatives, however. For example,
although no one could reasonably expect the Bureau to eliminate
grazing entirely in the Paradise-Denio Resource Area, analysis
of this alternative is necessary to provide essential baseline
information against which to compare all the alternatives
involving grazing, including the proposed action. Similarly,
given the environmental degradation which has resulted from
existing management, or the lack thereof, as well as the

_3/ In fact, the so-called maximizing wild horse and burro
alternative contemplates reducing their populations by 650%.
It has obviously been misnamed.
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Paradise-Denio EIS

April 6, 1981
Page 4

Bureau's affirmative statutory duty to improve current
conditions for all range resources, it is plain that the no
action alternative also is not a realistic option.

At best, the EIS provides a choice between the pro-
posed action and maximizing livestock. In fact, however, the
only difference between these two options is that the latter
involves even more vegetation manipulation for the sole purpose
of increasing livestock forage than does the proposed action.
Table 1-20, p. 1-35.-3/
zation levels and all other management actions are identical.

Even in the unlikely event that the necessary funds
were available, the proposed action with or without more
vegetation manipulation unguestionably does not constitute the
only reasonable option for management of the publicly owned
lands and resources in this area.
MNEPA itself, the CEQ regulations and case law plainly
demonstrate that the Bureau is under an affirmative mandate to
seek out and evaluate these options in order to comply with the
most important aspect of the entire EIS process--i.e., the
consideration of alternatives. Clearly, that duty has not been
met in the preparation of this EIS.

Stocking rates, areas of use, utili-

There are other alterna-
tives.

_4/ Only a few criteria for the selection of areas to be
treated are supplied. They involve sage grouse, raptors and
riparian areas. See, p. 1-38. While we support these cri-
teria, we believe that additional ones are necessary. They
include: 1) treatments will be proposed only in areas that
would not be expected to respond to grazing systems; 2) treat-
ments will be proposed only in areas having conditions (soils,
climate, precipitation, etc.) which are suited to a favorable
response within 3 years; 3) treatments will not be undertaken
in known critical wildlife habitats, unless made in accordance
with an approved habitat management plan for the area; and 4)
all treatments must be cost-effective and demonstrably designed
for multiple uses, not single use. Because decisions to engage
in land treatments are essentially decisions to allocate the
lands involved to livestock use, the criteria must be incorpor-
ated in the land use plan. ’

Paradise-Denio EIS
April 6, 1981

Page 5

In order to remedy this fatal deficiency, we submit
that the final EIS must include a genuine, fiscally realistic
multiple-use alternative which does not rely on extensive land
treatments for livestock forage production and which will, at a
minimumg§ a) protect and enhance all of the area's deteriorated
riparian resources as required by the Bureau's wetland-riparian
area guidelines; b) protect and enhance critical wildlife habi-
tats; c) incorporate different--i.e., lower--utilization levels
on areas in poor condition as well as different seasons of use
and other features which can reasonably be expected to produce
improved range conditions; d) eliminate or reduce livestock and
other grazing use of unsuitable lands; and e) ensure that
future management actions address the areas most in need of
attention first.

Thank you in advance for considering these comments.
We hope that they will be fully addressed and incorporated in
the final EIS.

Sincerely,

L # ,
Vi g, HiEad,
Johanna H. Wald

JHW /am

P.S8.--The final statement and any future correspondence should
be sent only to NRDC's San Prancisco office.
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30-1

30-2

30-3

30-4

30-5

Issue: Relationshif Between Vegetation Condition and Vegetation
Production

See response to Issue 5-2,

laesue: Benefits from Range Facilities and Land Treatment

See Errata - Chapter 1.

Issue: Allotment Management Plan Implementation

See response to Issue 5-11.

Issue: Evaluation of Land Treatments

It is etandard policy that environmental assessments and
cost-effective analyses be completed for all land treatments prior
to implementation of those treatments. The need for land treatments
and range facilities will be established through the CRMP process
(see discussion of CRMP in the beginning of the Summary in the
FEIS).

Issue: Need to Consider Alternatives

See response to lssues 5-22 through 5-35.

3141

United States Department of the Interior

T REEAGE CONSE RN A TTON AND RECRE ATHON SERVE |
PACTEH SOUTHWEST BN
SAN T RANCISCO CALTORNIY S

450 Golden Gate Avenue Box 36062

PSW 2200

DES-81/5

Memorandum

To: District Manager, Bureau of Land Manag t, Wi Diastriot,
Nevada

Froa: Assistant Regional Director, Grants Assistance and Environmental
Services Divisions

Sub ject: Review of draft environmental statement for proposed domestic

livestock grazing management program for the Paradise-Denio
Resource Area, Humboldt and Pershing Counties, Nevada

We have reviewed the subject document and offer the following comments for
your consideration.

General Comments

We support adoption of the proposed action as it relates to improvement of
water quality of the North Fork of the Little Bumboldt River and improvement
of recreational opportunities in the Onion Valley Recreation Area.

Since the North Fork of the Little Humboldt River (from the reservoir at the
Little Humboldt River confluence to the source) has been included in the
Nationwide Rivers Inventory, we encourage efforts to improve water quality,
reduce sedimentation, and enhance fishery values.

Improved recreational opportunities in the Onion Valley Recreation Area,
resulting from fencing end exclusion of livestock grazing from campgrounds and
fishing areas, are also encouraged. Site-specific planning to improve camp-
ground and fishing facilities should be coordinated with the Nevada Division
of State Parks.

Predicted impacts to potential National Natural Landmarks, identified during
the scoping process by this Service and the Nevada Division of State Parks,
are not specifically addressed in the subject document. Significant natural
areas should be identified and predicted impacts, including changes in
vegetation and erosion, should be addressed.

@WM‘%
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WHOA! :

31-1 Issues Potential National Natural Landmarks

BOARD OF TRUSTEES WILD HORSE ORGANIZED ASSISTANCE P O Box 399
DAVID R. BELDING INC Reno. Nevads 89304
In your Bcoping document letter dated April 3, 1980, your JACK C. McELWEE A Foundation for the Welfare of Telephone 321-5908
oryanization stated that a portion of the proposed Black Rock Desert GORDON W HARRIS Wild Fres-Roaming Horses snd Burros Ates Code 02
National Landmark may be in the resource area. A very small part of BELTON P. MOURAS
the proposed landmark is so located, but there would be no conflict ?-!.‘:'1-’::'.0""4"“‘““? April 3, 1981
between grazing and the purpose of the proposed landmark to LOUISE C HARRISON
highlight the vast alkali playa. This was the only potential VELMA B JOHNSTON. “Wild Horse Anmse "

national natural landmark that was discussed in your letter. ;
Mr. Edward F. Spang, State Director

Department of the Interior

Bureau of Land Management-Nevada State Office
300 Booth Street

Post Office Box 12,000

Reno, Nevada 89520

Re: Paradise-Denio Grazing Environmental
Impact Statement 4

Dear Mr. Spang:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Paradise-Denio
EIS. The Bureau is to be commended for the collection of data that
Pinpoints site specific problems in the current management practices
of the public rangeland resource. The Paradise-Denio document is
substantially reduced in size from previous statements, therefore
WHOA! expected to immediately plunge in and extract the necessary
information that applies to our interests and then comment upon thea..
During this process we found that the DEIS contained little more
than an estimated population of the total population of wild horses
and very little information that substantiated the proposed action
and alternatives. We had to fall back on the MFPs, believing the
rationale would adequately address our concerns with the DEIS, they
did not, so we went further and requested the URA for the background
on inventories and data that provided some clues for the DEIS proposed
action. Our conclusion, based on review of the'UHA, the MFP I & II and
the DES, 1s that the DEIS identified a significant adverse impact on wild
harses and burros. The document does not analize, in sufficient detail,
those impacts; therefore you should prepare an additional environmental
statement on wild horses and burros as well.

In as much as the URA provided the data for compilation for the
DEIS, we have added our comments to the URA, attached to a copy of the
32'1 Paradise-Denio URA and want those made a portion of our comments on
the total Paradise-Denio DEIS. The comments that follow address our
view of a totally negative, exceedingly deficient document, that if
implemented will violate not only specific laws--but Bureau policy and
regulations as well,
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Comment Letter 32

URA

1. WHOA! requested the URA which would include pertinant data upon
horse and burro inventories and habitat relating to the data
on page 2-17 (Table 2-8) of the Paradise-Denio Draft Environmental
Impact Statement., We have number the pages of the URA (attached)
because we received what looks like only a portion of what was a
larger document., We request the following, the URA copy be reviewed
as our total comments for the Paradise-Denio DEIS,

Page 1, Table 1 & 2

No statistical procedure is avallable which will make data collected
under different conditions comparable. 1/ The degree of error with
aerial inventories is completely unacceptable when the purpose is to
calculate rate of increase, 2/

Relatively simple tasks involving collected inventory data--birth rate/
death rate. 3/ Example: the lst inventory may be collected late summer
(August), which would give adult/foal ratios; the second inventory could
then be done in mid-winter (February) that would give adult/yearling/foal
ratios, the latter would give an estimate of natality for the year in
question and an estimate of mortality for that portion of the populations.
This technique need not involve expensive nor time consuming efforts, but
a simple observation (spotting scopes) on a sample populationy which could
be used resource-wide. The use of life-tables provides the Bureau with the
most promising method of determining mortality in the populations. Once
the mortality/natality has been collected, the rate of increase can be
determined by comparing this data with the total number of animals present.
Aerial inventorles can be compared with young/adult ratios, every year--
twice a year, to identify and minimige the known biases that exist in any
one method. These activities would not increase man hours or travel time
if collected when personnel were in the field for all other range purposes.
One would surmise that high standards would have predicted this practice
for the wild horses speclalists for the past ten years.

Page 1, Table 2

The paragraph indicates the Jackson Mountains are divided into tWwo areas
does the Table 2 reflect that or is it only one of the areas?

Footnotes

1/ wWildlife Society, 1963, Wildlife Investigational Techniques, 2nd Edition,
pg 93. Edward Bros., Inc. Ann Arbor, Michigan.

2/ Graeme Caughley 1974, Bias in Aerial Survey, Journal of Wildlife Management,
32 (1) January 1979.

3/ Must be done slightly before or after peak foaling season for comparability,

Page two-UEA

Page 2, paragraph 1

Does this vegetative data apply to page 1, the Jackson Mountains or to
the Krum Hills in Table 12?7 Although inventoried in 1977, the season
of inventory was not noted, thus comparison with the other data is
questionable.

Page 3, Table 14

Since 'juveniles' agaln lu not specific) we must assume the District
explanation must apply here as well, 4/ Guestion, was there no foals
born in 1974 and 19757 You cannot compare the 1974, 1975 and 1977
data. (refer footnote 1 & 2) When was the count done in 19777

Page 4, Table 16

(refer back to page 2, table 12) Since horses are known to interchange
among the Bloody Run, Slumbering Hills, ‘Blue Mountains and Krum Hills
and since the season of inventory was not given--being nearly identical—
could this in fact be the same horses, inventoried in other areas at
different times? Is the District treating these as two distinctive herds
or does the District proposce two options for the same band?

Page 5, Table 18

The URA gives no inventory data as referred to in the 39% and the 61%

herd use areas, Please explain why these previous years inventories were
not included, if avallable, in this URA? Does the URA imply the 'average
overall' of all recent inventories, mean the information in Table 18 is
verifiable? How did you determine the use area and what 1s the justification

for utilizing these percentages in computing a portion of the population
for Table 197

Page 6, Table 8

Again the discrepancies of seasons defy any legitimate use of comparison.
Why was Golconda Butte the only area inventoried in 1977 in this area and
what was the season and type of inventory?

While it is true Caughley studies verified discrepancies in surveys
it also stated it could vary from 29% to B&% (Caughley, 1977). Why should
the District take the mafimum upon wWhich to base population estimates?

Footnotes cont.
ﬂ/ Paul Jancar-personal communication 3/81; ®juveniles are those animals
not adults, but not born the current foaling season,"
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Page three-URA

You should develop sound techniques for verifying accuracy of your
censusing for each herd unit., Sample herds of mortality/natality,

life tables, type of alrcraft, season of inventory, experience of pilot,
and counter are all factors that build credibility into the Bureau's data.

Based on the unknowns cited in the URA, the general confusion and
misunderstanding (population condition, season of use, migration, etc.,)
it 1s not surprising the proposed action in the DEIS is unsound. Your
'best available' information only confirms our claim that reduction and
reduction only is the perception of responsiblility under PL 92-195.

Page 7, Table 10

What is the basis for establishing nine horses as the estimated population
in 1974, when the winter inventory shows 277 How does the Bureau separate
horse use from livestock use in order to make a generalization that

impact to the wet meadows is from horses? This area does nmot indicate

the portion of public/private land statis. The inventory of spring 1977
only shows us the Bureau has abrogated it's responsibility of protecting
those animals.

Page 8, Table 12

You indicate the inventory data applies to the entire area, does this
mean the entire Slumbering Hills? How does this data compare with

Table 16, page 4; given they move from Bloody Run, Slumbering Hills, Blue
Mountains, and Krum Hills?

Page 9, Table 13

North and South ends of what? We assume it means the page before
( page 8, Table 12)7?

Page 10, Table 14

How does the population inventories and estimates compare with page 2,
Table 12, where the populations interchange? It does not specify the
portion of public lands/private lands for reader clarification. The
assumptions and statements in the paragraph follwing the table are
representative of a child's games in that given ten blocks and five are
taken away, it is assumed that five are left; when variables such as
theft, breakage could alter that end number., Playing such games with
wildlife populatlons is dangerous and amateur. While inventories are not
necessary to allocate forage or determine optinum numbers for the resource
the importance and significance of an inventory to establish the numbers
to be left is essential, The  URA admission could substantially alter
the populations then in the Lower Paradise, Snowstorus, and the Osgood
Mountains. This is not anything close to what is required by law,

Page four-URA
Page 12

What techniques is the Bureau using to separate wild horses and livestock
use in this area? No need to repeat scientific methods that could be
used. We presume the astericks indicate different inventory counts by
the two districts, has elther used any methd to verify either? Since
the Bureau just reduced wild horses in the Snowstorms, we would surmise
that you would have counted the remaining wild horses in that area for
future usell

Page 13

The 1951 surveys and anything previous to 1971 are immaterial to the
inventorying, forage allocation or future use of wild horses.. The

profound conclusion of this paragraph graphically illustrates ocur impatience
with the Bureau and our arising alarm at Bureau practices. . . .

"There was a roundup conducted by the Bureau of Land Management from
August 31, 1977, to November 4, 1977, on this area. One thousand
sixty-five horses were gathered in this period of time, It is
estimated by field personnel that the present numbers are similar to
those that occurred before the roundup.” —_—

I would like to know what personnel, what method, the area that was
censused, the time of census, and the number counted.
BLM's IEFINITION OF RESPONSIBILITY UNDER FL 92-195!

Someone must review and define policies on how, when, and under what
conditions data is to be collected if the Bureau does not want to
defend these types of documents before Congressional hearings or
the judiclal system.

o ar
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32-4 |

Paradise-Denio DEIS

Summary (111)

The Paradise-Denio draft proposal and alternativés are a poor substitute
for the many 'reasonable alternatives' that were not proposed or
analized in behalf of the wild horses and burros. WHOA! refuses to
believe these are the 'best' the District could develop and we

challenge you to 'prepare and circulate' an appropriate document, revised
draft that complies with the present laws. 1/

Summary Table 1 (iv)

The District is to be congratulated for your strategic placement of this
table in that it allows the reader to quickly determine the proposals
failure to consider true multiple use. It's one major attraction and
common denominator indicates the beneficial results from the 'no grazing'
alternative. Although WHOA! has never accepted any proposal or alternative
that does not consider multiple use, we never-the-less recognize the past
dominant use theories that continue to expouse from within the Bureau,
making it quite tempting.

Summary Table 2 (xii)

It would be useful to know 1f the DEIS reflects that reduced income
from the now defnct inventory tax. The livestock community is complain-
ing about the 'current use' as being economically distructive to the
industry ‘and want preference returned; therefore, the 'no action'
alternative not only continues the decline of the resource but is a
significant impact impact on the future ability of the range to produce
forage for anything. 2/

Summary Table 3 (xiv)

There appears tc be little difference between proposed action and the
'maximizing livestock' alternative; suggesting dominant use.

Summary Table 4 (xv)

Other than water facilitles, other -esource values will not benefit

from the $9,000, 928 of estimated costs. In addition to the 1500 miles
of existing fences, an other 247 miles is proposed. It's not acceptable
from an aesthetic point of view and certainly not beneficial for the
other wildlifes populations. Any cattle guards placed in hocse use areas
must be modified.

Footnotes
1/ 1502.9 NEPA
2/ Sagebrush Rebellion, McClure Bill

32-5

32-6

Page two-DEIS
Summary Figure 2 (xvi)

The 1livestock reductions have been extended from 3 to five years under
current frazing regulations, thus full reductions may not become reality
until 1987, wherein the incremental adjustments can be appealed at the

1st and Jrd years. In the case where inventory methodology is challenged,
the fallback would be monitoring, thus little if no reduction may occur.
The DEIS impresses the reader with the 'ideal® rather than reality. In
the meantime wild horses, burros, wildlife will uider-go substantial
reductions in numbers and continued loss of habitat in the case of the lattex
The public is led to believe that over-utilization will end with the
decision and in 3 to § years, the problems impacts upon their particular
interest will cease, The LEIS 1s deficient in emphasizing the assumptions
that are applied in order to make the proposals or alternatives work.

1; that all proposed actions will be acceptable to the various user groups,
2 that costs for range improvements to mitigate the impacts to the
commercial users will be funded, 3) that funds for monitoring will be
forthcoming, 4) that sufficient man-power and man-hours will be granted,
and that ;S no environmental stresses will occur that would circumvent the
pProposed actions.

Summary Table 5 (xvii)

1) How can the Bureau believe they are 'improving' the horses' lot
through elimination? 3/ Is this is what is meant by ‘improving
their habitat.' More correctly, it facilitates agency involvement
and replaces horses and burros with livestock.

3) There appears to be some conflict with #3 & #8 objectives in that
one means the objectives and the other does not. We assume the
same erosion, watershed, ground cover and litter would be the same
in either.

L) We stearnly object to this statement when the health and productivity
of the wild horse/burro is not the basis for this proposed action,
The bottom line again, ie to facilitate the agency and livestock for
if there were any degree of integrity the District would not have
recommended the action. The District is NOT managing wild horses,
they are ELIMINATING THEM AND REDUCING THEM! Furthermore the lack
of management and the current ‘catch as catch can' is encouraging
productivity, not the condition.

5) It is unacceptable that wildlife would take any reduction in numbers
or forage allocation., Sage grouse has declined due to a lack of
habitat, yet the Bureau proposes to spray 100,000 acres of sagebrush.

7) We fail to understand how the objectives are reached under the proposed

Footnotes cont,
3/ 4700.5 (b) (d) 'excess is not used singly, but in conjunction with entire
sentence. 4700.0-6 (c) "where found” 4730.1 (b)s 4730.3
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32-8

Page three-DEIS

action, and not under the maximizing livestockj when there appears to be
little difference.

8)Unacceptable. Sge #3

Areas of controversy

We do not understand why the proposed action was not analized as an

area of controversy for wild horses and burros. We do not consider

nine million dollars economically feasible when opponents of wild horses
feel that the expenditures of five million for the entire eleven western
states, prohibitive. We find the statements 2 & 3 of the last paragraph
to be reflective of the dominant use perception of their 'rights', rather
than privileges. We wonder how the various species survived before cattle
arrived on the scene.

Purpose (1-2)

1) The grazing pegulations clearly define the Bureau's responsibility
in making hard and necessary decisions. It is my understanding, having
attended CRMP meetings, that managers would "find it extremely difficult
to ignore decisions made by CRMP." The CRMP may very well resolve
conflicts once a decision has been reached so long as the 'national’
interests and concerns are considered and not just local interests.

2) There are no sultabllity criteria applied to wild life populations,
therefore we question the application for wild horses and burros.

Proposed Action (1-2)

The proposed action does not reflect multiple use theories, but rather
supports the dominant use. As nearly as we can ascertain, nearly
125,000 AUMs are available; approximately 81% for livestock, 12% for
wildlife, and 3% for wild horses and burros. The 3% is atypical of
BLM tokenism. A reduction of 85% of the wild horses and 52% of the
livestock, with future allocation of forage of ¥ for wild horses and
74% livestock, respectively. In plain English, the wild horses and
burros are Paying, through removal, for range improvements for which
they will not benefit in the future from increased forage production.
If the action were equitable and the reduction of horses Justified, then
they should berlefit with nppropn;te proportions reallocated in the
future. *

Please explain why the District can compute cow/calf forage allocations,
but cannot compute those same known factors for adult/foal ratios in

the allocation of forage for wild horses and burros? Several assumptions
could be used that would give the Bureau the “benefit of doubt" such as
1) that all mares toals (Which they do not), 2) that all colts survive to
enter the adult population (which they do not), and 3) that all foals are
born in April (which they are not). Adult population x 12 AUMs + foal
population x 2 AUMs = Total amount forage consumed; not the standard
practice of charging an AUM for the moment a foal drops to the ground.

Table 1-3 (1-7)

The only notible difference is the 'no amp' for the seven allotments,
not very significant considering there are 76 allotments present.

Grazing Systems (1-11)

The hidden purpose of eliminat{on of in the ma jority of areas 'where
they were found' at passage of the Act, and the designation of specific

32-10

32-11 |
32-12 |

32-13 |

32-14 I
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ranges 18 the persistenti desire by the Bureau to fence the West into
tightly controlled management parcels for the betterment of a single
use group, all other resource values do not derive any benefit from
those fences. It 1s obvious the complex rest rotation systems are not
developed for the benefit of all range users, or they would have
reflected that in the planning systems. It is possible to maintain
Wild horses within these systems as any good range manager realizes but
most 1likely, politically, cannot admit. Wild horse specialists should
work with the range conservationists to identify horse use areas,
through tagging. If then fences are necessary, which we question,
then develop the rotation system by establishing the optinum number
of horses that will not exceed the utilization level when that pasture
is in rest. The fact that this known system 1s not even tried is

due to unqualified range managers or the continued resistance to
accept the horses/burros as an 'integral’ part of the natural system.
It is apparent the Bureau is incapable of multiple use because of a
locked in mentality created by vested interest groups.

Livestock Support facilities (1-11)

Since your proposal states it will take 5 years @ 850 per year for

the reduction of horses, what buffer zone or contingency plan has been
developed for the spraying of 2-4D in those proposed areas of eliminations?
Or will the Bureau arbitrarily spray anyway? If there are negative impacts
to wildlife and stream habitats, then we assume there will be some impacts
to the wild horses and burros,

Table 1-5 (1-12)

How dare the District propose to utilize fortions of public funds for
the sole benefit of one user group! Perhaps when the Bureau eaployees
start drawing their wages from the livestock industry, then perhaps then
you could with 1little difficulty become their sole servants; but the
public lands belong to all the American people, many of whom have no
contact or interest in the livestock community--those same people contri-
bute to the Bureau's salaries, If opponents of true multiple use want
self-supporting programs then we should start with livestock, predator
control, support facilities., What are the average (3 year) intake from
grazing fees for the Paradise-Denio and how long will it take to recoup
the proposed expenditures from those receipts?

General implementation schedule (1-13)

What special consideration will be given the wild horses, in those areas
earmarked for intensive management systems? Will there be any areas
where livestock will start at a lower level than current active use?

The DEIS does not evaluate the costs, in addition to the nine million,
for the removal of B50 horses per year for five years. Furthermore
the impact of inflation will greatly alter the impact of those funds
have on any specific plan, Therefore the nine million dollars of
estimated costs are actually under estimates the costs of Multiple Usel
Does the DEIS estimate include the additional man hours for monitoring,
travel time for these comittments?

Management supervision (1-39)
We assume some written comittment is forthcoming as to how the effects

of horses can be separated from those of livestock? What specific
monitoring programs are proposed for monitoring of wild horses and burros?
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If research or additional information is uncovered on wild horses and
burros, then the District will prepare an additional EA for horses,
prior to modification; as 1t does for livestock?

Administration (1-39)

Does the DEIS include the costs for monitoring season of use, trespass?
The FEIS should state clearly that grazing use above and beyond the
authorized use must be determined 'wilful' to endanger grazing privileges,
a rarity.

Table 1-23 (1-41)

In whose determination is the Owyhee the only area best sulted for wild
horses? The fact that horses are currently present indicates sufficient
portions of their habitat requirements are fulfilled. Furthermore, the
Winnemucca District in their statements of increase proves the area is
well-suited for wild horses, Why wasn't waler development proposed

for the Slumbering Hills? Why do the antelope show increases in the
wild horse areas?

Water Hesources

Please clarify those waters which run northward in the Paradise Denio
area.

Table 2-4 (2-8)

¥hy is condition data missing for 2 allotments? Since horse reduction 1 s
adversely significant, please explain why the condition in allotments
without wild horses are in declining condition?

Please explain the upward trend in mule deer as compared to the Granite
range study which shows dietary overlap within the two species. If
horses contribute significantly in Owyhee and it 1s critical summer/
winter range for deer; why are you designating it for the horse
population? Are there geographical or habitat reasons why big game

is not as prevalent in the other livestock use areas?

Wild Horses and Burros (2-15)

There were several factors in the Buffalo Hills die-off 1) severe climatic
conditions which prevented horses from getting out of the canyons and

2) improperly supervised gates which allowed access. Yes, forage was
depleted; but starvation may not have occurred had the other factor not
been present, The Bureau MUST truthfully admit all factors if the

Bureau credibility is to surface. The same conditions apply to the

use of drought conditions, when in Owyhee during the critical years, there
was sufficient water available, but it was fenced off from the horses'
access and several pumps on public lands were seen that could have provided
relief to the horses----they were shut down! I was witness to all
actions and tire of the Bureau using half-truths to justify the actions.

Have you estimated survival or mortality from a time specific life table
based on samples of captured animals? 1 so, what was the mortality/
survival estimate? How did you get 1t? What time of year?

Table 2-8 (2-17a)

32-24

32-25

32-26

Page six-DEIS

It also should be noted that inventorles as data to justify decislons
must be made at the same time of year, either betfore or after foaling
and under similar conditions., Discrepancies are the result of 1) apply-
ing yearly gross figures, 2) failure to use 1life tables for comparison,
3) failure to compute mortality/natality, 4) the time of census, 5)

the type of aircraft, S) experience of counter/pilot, and 6) climatic
conditions., Those factors can and do vary the results. (Holfe)

It 1s not necessary to know the exact population in order to determine
optinum numbers) the inventory is critical when numbers are to be

removed from public lands, leaving the optinum. (National Academy of
Sciences)

Livestock Grazing (2-19)

If the typical operator is 90% cow/calf operation and there are 100

cows for 72 calves; and there is a death loss overall of 7%~-given

the preventative maintenance of vaccines, dips, retention of portions

on private lands--one would suspect that horses, lacking those protections
would be higher. Has this been compared or analized? If not, why not?

Soctal Profile (2-33)

If environmentalists have a disporportionate share in the say of decisions,
and they are opponents of the livestock operator, as they would like every-
one to belleve; why are the majority of lands still in declining condition?

Why 1is it when ranchers breed their thoroughbreds, its called 'line-back
breeding’ and when 1t is wild horses it's called 'inbreeding?' What
factors are you looking at that tells you that inbreeding in the wild
horses 1s occurring? We assume the typlcal features of roman-nose,
small stature, etc., are those features believed to be inbreeding.

Show me a corrilation between inbreeding and those characteristics?

It isn't sol

The horses were recognized by the livestock industry as a commodity
for which no grazing fees or taxes were paid, in order to subsidize
their own economica picture. Now that it is no longer possible to
derive income from this resource, they want them removed.

Regional (last paragraph)

Only because the Bureau has done such a remarkable job of hard-selling
the public on inflated estimates, rates of increases, unsubstantiated
wildlife conflicts, of the wild horses and burros. In our opinion

the livestock industry has caused widespread vegetative changes and
ecological damage from which the range most likely will never recover and
the numbers and costs in comparison with the wild horses and burros

are infinitesimal,
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The 1971 population has no basis for discussion in the DEIS or the
FEIS when the 1971 figures are highly speculative and largely undocu-
mented. There are no laws, regulations or policlies that require its'
use and in fact instruction memorandums specifically require that 1971
figures not be used.

There are many possible alternatives and mitigation measures that
could have been pursued to insure the continuance of livestock, wild-
1ife, wild horses and burros dispersed throughout the Paradise-Denio
Tesource areaj the fallure to do so properly identifies the predictable
sell-out of the public land resources to vested interests.

Our conclusion, based on a frustrated attempt to make some sense of the
URA-~-upon which the DEIS is based, that the document does not analize
in sufficient detail, the impacts of the proposed action and alternmative
on wild horses and burros) therefore you should prepare an additional
environmental statement on wild horses. Furthermore, we will

take all measures necessary to prevent this or similar actions from
being implemented.

HRespectfully submitted.

Most sincerely,

(’//‘ .

Director
cc: Board of Trustees

Sierra Club
API

32'1 lssue: Comments on Paradise and Denio Unit Resource Analysis

A separate letter, under different cover, was sent to Mrs. Dawn Y.
Lappin in r to her on the URAs.

32-2 Issue: Inventory Tax

Economic impacte from the abolishment of the Inventory Tax are not
discussed. The purpose of the DEIS was to only analyze impacts
resulting from the implementation of the alternatives including the
proposed action. Removal of the Inventory Tax is not proposed in
these alternatives. :

32-3 Issue: Range Facilities and Land Treatments

See Errata - Chapter 1, corrections to Tables 1-5, 1-17, and 1-20.

32—4 lssue: Modification of Cattleguards

See response to lssue 5-9,

32-5 Issue: Wild Horse Elimination

Wild horses and burros would only be eliminated in areas where
management of the animals is not possible because of the large
amount of private land intermingled with public land. These private
land owners have asked for the removal of the wild horses present.
Any further adjustment, if necessary, to wild horse and burro
numbers will be based upon reliable vegetation monitoring and/or
agreements with affected interests. See discussion on CRMP in the
beginning of the Summary in the FEIS.

w
32-6 Issue: Reduction of Wildlife Numbers
See response to Issue 7-5 and 17-1.

lmpacts resulting from vegetation manipulation projects under the

"Proposed Action" could have an adverse impact on sage grouse.

Overall, impacts to this species resulting from implementation of

the Proposed Action in ite entirety would be beneficial, and an

increase in population size is anticipated. See analysis, page 3-2
" of the draft statement, Sage Grouse "summary.”
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32-7

32-8

329

3210

3211

3212

Issue: Suitabllity Criteria Applied to Wild Horses and Burros

Suitability criteria are not applied to wildlife because of the lack
of information pertaining to their application. While suitability
was mapped and analyzed in the EIS it will not be used to determine
initial stocking rates or proposed numbers. Instead, suitability
will be reflected in the monitoriny process and subseguent
adjustments. See discussion on CRMP in the beginning of the Summary
in the FEIS.

Issue: Cow/Calf Forage Allocation

Within the P-D DEIS all computations of forage allocation were for
adult animals in the case of livestock and wild horses and burros.
For the purpose of our analysis the amount of forage for one cow AUM
was egual to the amount of forage for one horse AUM.

1ssue: Land Treatments In Wild Horse and Burro Use Areas

Vegetation manipulation treatments will be developed through the
CRMP (see discussion on CRMP at the beginning of the Summary in the
FEIS) and specific projects will be proposed at that time.
Site-specific environmental assessments analyzing the impacts
anticipated on wild horse and burros and their habitat will be
completed at that time. Mitigating measures will be developed prior
to on-the-ground treatments.

Issue: Range Facilities and Land Treatments

See Errata - Chapter 1, corrections to Tables 1-5, 1-17, and 1-20.

Issue: Relationship Between Intensive Management and Wild Horses

No intensive management systems for cattle were propocsed in areas of
wild horse and burro use under any alternatives except No Action.
Intensive management was proposed for wild horses on herd management
areas. As for areas “where livestock will start at a lower level
than the current active use,* refer to Tables 1-1, 1-10, 1-15 and
1-18 in the DEIS.

Issue: Cost of Horse Removal

The $9 million does not include the cost of removal of B50 horses
per year. To analyze the alternatives completely, various basic
assumptions were made. These assumptions are stated in the DEIS on
pages 3-1 and 3-2. DEIS page 3-2, #8, states that wild horses and
burrcs would be removed or reduced within five years. This
assumption, along with assumption #13, includes the manpower and
funding to complete the proposal.

3243

3244

3215

32-16

Issue: Funding for Monitoring

Bee response to lasue 11-4.

Issue: Relationship Between Livestock and Wild Horse Grazing
Resource damage caused by wild horses may be difficult to isolate
from damage caused by cattle, as utilization by the two is very
similar. The objectives are to prevent damage from occurring. If
through monitoring (eee discussion of CRMP at the beginning of the
Summary in the FEIS) overutilization is shown to be occurring then
adjustments in management procedures for livestock, wild horses and
burros would take place.

Issue; Herd Management Area Plans

At the conclusion of the land use planning process Herd Management
Area Plans (HMAP) will be completed for all areas where wild horses
and"burros are to be managed. These plans will include an
environmental assessment (EA) if reduction in horse and burro
numbers 1s required.

Issue: Cost of Management

The DEIS did not specifically give a breakdown of these costs. These
costs are very difficult to estimate until specific (i.e., by
allotment) management objectives are identified through the CRMP
process. However, for the purpuse of this analysefs a general
assumption (DEIS page 3-2) was made that the funding and manpower
would be available to implement and supervise proposed intensive
management systems.
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32-17

32-18

1ssue; Selection of Horse Use Areas

This determination was made by the Paradise-Denio Area Manager as a
result of the conflict analysis portion pf the Management Framework
Plan Step II. The following were the reasons that the Owyhee was
pelected and other areas were rejected. ¢

1. The Black Rock and Jackson Mountains have been identified by
the Nevada Department of Wildlife for reintroduction of California
bighorn sheep. Blghorn sheep and wild horses may not be in direct
competition for forage. However, managing the wild horse gatherings
every so many years would involve the use of helicopters, other
motor vehicles, capture facilities and the presence of man--which
does create serious conflict to beghorn sheep. These two areas are
also under consideration for wilderness and are wilderness study
units. Wilderness creates a serious conflict for proper management
of wild horses with its restrictions on the use of motorized
equipment and development of facilities within its boundaries.

2. About 15 percent of the Snowstorm Area is in private
ownership and the owner has requested the wild horses to be removed
under 43 CRF 4750.3.

5 The Nevada Department of Wildlife has identified the
Snowstorm Mountains as an area for the reintroduction of California
bighorn sheep. wild horses and bighorn sheep may not be competitive
for forage, but periodic gatherings will be required to balance the
wild horses with the stock rate and this requires helicopters, motor
vehiclee and men, creating a seriocus conflict with bighorn sheep.

Management of the various resources ‘is not feasible in horse
use areas. Grazing systems are designed for livestock to use the
range at certain periods of use and to provide rest and seedling
establishment of the vegetation resources, but it is not practical
to herd wild horses to follow a grazing system.

3. It is doubtful that seven head of horses in the Slumbering
Hills could be considered a viable population or that these animale
were presant in the immediate locale at the time of the passage of
the 1971 act.

4. The Pieh and Wildlife Service are in the process of fencing
their boundary along McGee Mountain and it is likely the fencing
would be completed in the jsummer. If this i§ the case the burros
would be fenced in the Sheldon Refuge as it 13 their summer range.
If they were fenced out of the Sheldon Refuge, a large portion of
their habitat or range would be removed and any area they moved to
would be different from that at the passage of the 1971 act.

5. This area consiste of 398,000 acres of public land and 16,560
acres of private land ranging from about 5,300 feet to over 6,000
feet in elevation. This area would offer many management
opportunities for wild horses, as it is the largest, most
consolidated parcel of public land with the fewest conflicts. By
managing horse numbers the, vegetation resources may also be managed
to maintain the vegetation's vigor.

Issue: Water Development

Water developments were not proposed for the Slumbering Hills
because no allotment management plan was proposed for the Daveytown
allotment. Maintenance of existing water facilities should provide
adequate water for existing uses.

32-19 1ssue: Antelope Number Increases

32-20

32-21

32-22

Page 2-10 of the draft EIS (Antelope) indicates that antelope
numbers since 1967 have risen 263 percent throughout the entire
resource area. This increase is thought to be a result of improved
kid production, mild winters (good overwinter survival), and
improved census techniques.

lssue: Northward Flowing Waters

Two streams, Raven Creek and the east Little Owyhee River in the
Owyhee Desert, flow northward and are part of the Snake River
Drainage.

Issue: Incomplete Vegetation Production Data

Condition data were not collected on the Upper Quinn River
allotment, largely because of the vast acreages of privately owned
land and relatively small amount of public land in the allotment.

Condition data were not collected on the Sand Hills allotment due to
oversight on the part of the bBureau.

Declining condition in a particular allotment may be due to
excessive wild horse numbers, excessive livestock numbers, improper
seasons of use, improper grazing systems, or any combination of
these factors.

lssue: Competition Between Mule Deer and Wild Horses

Competition between wild horses and mule deer would occur to some
degree on the mule deer's spring range, but this would be minimal
providing that wild horses are maintained at carrying capacity as
proposed. Competition would increase as wild horse numbers exceed
the carrying capacity. Refer to the draft statement, page 3-22,
"Wild Horses."

Wild horses do not occur on mule deer summer range. Mule deer
winter range overlaps the Little Owyhee Spring Range only slightly,
therefore competition is minimal. Dietary overlap between the two
animals is also minimal during the winter months.

Mule deer populations are considerably larger in some other mountain
ranges in the planning area, for example the Pine Forest Range and
Bilk Creek Mountains. Differences in the guantity and quality of
habitat are contributing factors to variations in population size.
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32-23

32-24

32-25

32-26

Issue: Estimate of Survival or Mortality

No time-specific life tables have been calculated because the data
collected on wild horses on the district were not available.
Therefore, no survival or mortality has been estimated.

Issue: Decisione Pertaining to Wild Horses and Burros

At this time no decisions have been made - only recommendations with
the best information that was available at the time.

lssue: Estimating Natality and Mortality

No data were available for the annual mortality of horses in the
resource area. The analysis did consider the estimated annual
increase which would be overall natality (birthrate) minus overall
mortality. Comparison with livestock death loss would have no
bearing on the analysis.

lesue: Wild Horse Inbreeding
The Social Profile was merely a statement of the ranchers' opinions

of the different resource values. It was not a statement of BLM
policy.

33-2 l
33-3

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND COMSERVATION SERVICE
Nevada State ASCS Office
P.0. Box 360
Reno, Nevada 89504

April 7, 1981

Mr. Ed Spang

U.S. Department of Interior
Bureau of Land Management
Nevada State Office

P.0. Box 1200

Reno, Nevada 89520

Dear Mr. Spang:

The draft environmental impact statement prepared for the
Paradise-Denio area provides extensive data. Like any collection
of data, considerable latitude and judgement is made while
interpreting.

The most serious flaw I detected is the use of the 1978 range
survey as your vegetative production base. Thus, the basis

for the entire report on your range survey reflects the effects
of the 1977 severe drought. The range survey would show the
worst possible situation as the entire basis for your analysis.
Therefore, I do not believe that a fair determination of impacts
could be made.

There were several other unequable premises for determinations
made which I will list for your further review:

Why are livestock producers given three years to adjust
numbers while five years are allowed for removal or
reduction in the numbers of wild horses or burros?

Why does aquatic habitat on private riparian lands have

to meet BLM manual 6740 standards? Reduced grazing on
public lands will necessitate increased grazing on private
land, thus further affecting riparian habitat.

Fecal coliform counts are related to wild horses, burros,
wildlife, and man's activities, not just cattle as alleged
several places on your report.
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Allocation of AUM's to wildlife, especially deer, would
lead the reader to think that all feed was received from
the public range resources. A significant portion of
their substance is obtained from the private lands.
Agricultural interests would find it necessary to control
numbers they will now be expected to feed when livestock
is denied AUM's on the public range.

May I again request that your agency take another look at the
vegetative production, perhaps use another method of range
survey. You will find the range capable of & much higher
carrying capacity.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment.
13
ancerel{}/ . )7
) P
ot gt
C. Richard Capurro
Acting Nevada State ASC Committee Chairman

33-1

33-2

33-3

Issue:1 Range Burvey

8See discussion on CRMP at the beginning of the Bummary in the FEIS.

Issue: Wild Horse Removal Time Frame

The time frame of five years was needed to remove wild horses
because of the following limitations.

1. Limited time frame for actual horse removals (July 1 =
February 28) because of the foaling season.

2. The total number of wild horses to be removed.

3. Priorities from other districts within the state which limit
the work that can be done on this district.

Considering these parameters, it was estimated that it would take
five years to remove these horses.

lssue: Aquatic Habitat Standards on Private Land

The DEIS dealt only with public streams or portions of streams. The
habitat condition of the private stream sections was noted, but the
BLM €740 manual requires only that public streams be maintained in
good condition by BLM. This was stated in the last paragraph of
page 3-24 of the DEIS.
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Newrada First Corporation

Farming Ranching Land Development
620 Melarkey Street, P.O. Box N / Winnemucca, Nevada 88445 / (702) 623-2586

April 2, 1981

Mr. Edward F. Spang

Stete Director, MNevada
U.8. Dept. of the Interior
Bursau of Land Management
P.0. Box 12000

Renc, MNevada 89529

Subject: Comments on Paradise-Denio Draft EIS

Dear Mr. Spang:

Nevada First Corporation’s BLM grazing privileges are
identified im the subject EIS Draft as the Bloody Run,
Bullhead, Scott“s Spring, Little Owyhee (summer), Little
Owyhee (spring) end U.C. allotments. Ninety percent of NFC's
activities involving livestock are dependent on the use of BLM
grazing. As a rssult NFC has devoted sn enormous amount ef
exacutive man-hours and e great deal of private funde as a
result of the Paradise Penio EIS process.

While the EIS draft 1s an elaborate, detailed, com-
pliceated document its value as an accurate reference documaent
is alwmost nill. It does points out the issues and gives a
reader an 1idea of the scope and-tomplexities of grazing’s
envircnmental impact. It does not give a reasonable as-
sessment of the active and true grazing impagt on the environ-
ment .

While the 1968 range survey may be the best information
available to BLM from 1its own sources it 1is seriously in-
acyrrate due to innumerable errors and ommissions of field
stidies and office calculations. Forage acre requirement as
used are recongized by private, university aend BLM range
spacialists as unaspplicable, and season-of-use 1is 4inappro-
peratly applied. The 1968 survey is a static one-time state-
mant with no evaluation of trend, and was taken during a

3441

severe drought year. It should not have been used as the basis
for the allocation of vegetation in the EIS as it produces an
overvhelaing bias against livestock , wildlife, wild horse
carrying capacities on a sustained year-after-year basis.

While the EIB Draft 1is full of errors, ommissions amnd
poor judgement, to detail them and correct each would require
another 2 or 3 years project diverting funds from corrective N
monitoring and improvement projects that are recognized
neccessary by all multiple users and agency personal. Futher
delay in decisions would cause irrepairable sdverse impact on
livestock operations, wildlife, wild horses, the local
comaunities and the overall environment as well. It would also
further debsse the enviromental protection cause which forced
the EIS.

The EIS8 haes produced ite desired affect forcing all
intersst to give enviroaomental protection full coneideration
vhen planning their activities. To destroy all activites by
further decision delays in the name of environmental pro-
tection would be counter-productive both for the users of
public land and protectionists.

The EIS Draft Summary (pege 1i1) does give =ll involved e
ray of hope when it states "The concepts of goordinated
-] e _manage anni will be considered in all
cases of future vegetation allocatioms™. The ball is mow in
the hsnds of all interests to make sure a CRMP for each
allotment or area is valid and meaningful. If the CRMP'S are
in fact meaningful and accurate the BLM would be negligent not
to give themfull consideration in its planning and operations.
Cooperative Resource Management Planning participants amust
adequately represent all interests(user & environmental) to be
valid. The wusers and interests must accept the burden of
participation and results if they hope to see their desires
put into action.

At this point I urge you not to try to correct the Draft
by complete re-writing 1if it delays the decision making
process but, instesd,recognize its severe shortcommings during
the CRMP process and make corrections at that time and as the
plans progress through adequate monitoring of operations.

None of the alternatives proposed in the EIS are ac-
ceptable, mnor will they produce the affect desired by the
protectionists who instigated the EIS process.

Don‘t delsy the decision making process any further by
trying to correct 2 years mistakes, correct them through
CRMP‘S. Recognize the value and intent of local CRMP groups,
accept valid CRMP plans as they are completed, allow rea-
sonable time for CRMP’s in process to be completad and
complete your decisions on allotments where permittees, BLM
and ioterests
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(including environmental) are in asgreement without CRMP’S in a
timely manner 8o all can get on with business and quit wasting
time beating a dead horse.

Sincerely yours,

Executive Vice President
Nevada First Corporastion

34-1 Issue:r Role of CRMP

Bee discuseion on CRMP at the beginning of the Bummary in the FEIS.
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NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10032

Law Orrices
ROBERT C. MCCANDLESS
. TENTH FLOOR
1707 W BTREET. K. W.
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20008

NEW YORK OFFICE: (202) 2238440
428 PARK AVENUE e

April 24, 1981

Mr. Edward F. Spang
Bureau of Land Management
Nevada State Office

300 Booth Street

P.0O. Box 12000

Reno, NV 89520

Re: 1792 NRO3, N-020
Dear Mr. Spang:

The American Horse Protection Association thanks you for
the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact
statement for the Paradise-Denio Livestock Grazing Management
Program. We realize that this letter is being sent too late
for inclusion in the final EIS, but we understand that the
comments will still be considered in reaching a final decision.

We find the proposed action to be unacceptable. According
to the EIS, some 65,000 livestock use the grazing area. These
are less than 2,500 horses. The livestock require nearly
200,000 AUMs per year, the horses leas than 30,000. Yet you
Propose to reduce livestock grazing, on the average, by less
than 50%, while the wild horse herd will be chopped to 386 head
-=- an 85% reduction. All the horses are to be removed from
most of the herd areas in Paradise-Denio. Game animals, on the
other hand, will suffer the minimal and temporary loss of only
600 AUMs per year.

Even in the long run, horses will be excluded from most of
the expected range improvements. AUMs allotted for big game
will eventually exceed present use, while livestock AUMs will
return to 84% of present use. Wild horses will be allotted
2,000 additional AUM's to total only 258 of present use. This
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is not an equitable distribution of range resources; the
various users of the range have not been treated egually, with
the horses, as usual, getting the short end of the stick.

The EIS contain no evidence to justify removing B85% of the
horses. To the contrary, if this area is overgrazed, it is
because of livestock use, which is ten times the horses use
today, and has been even greater in the past. Indeed, there is
no way to be certain what the existing horse use is because the
Bureau has no accurate data. The EIS contains no inventory
data; there is no breakdown of how many horses are in each
allotment or in each horse range. The EIS assumes that the
horses are increasing at a rate of 14% per year, but nothing
has been done to substantiate this assumption.

Of the limited alternatives presented, we find the
Livestock Reduction/Maximize Wild Horse and Burro Alternative
most acceptable. Under this proposal, 700 horses would be
allowed to remain, or 28% of the current herd.

The additional horses could be maintained at little
expense to livestock interests. Under the Bureau's estimates,
some 16,000 fewer AUMs would be allotted to livestock at a cost
of $100,000 in yearly income to area ranchers, or 0.3% of total
area income from ranching.

We are somewhat mystified as to why even this minimal loss
is necessary. The additional horses will need fewer than 4,000
extra AUM's yet livestock AUMs will be cut by 16,000, Possibly
this is because the proposal assumes the creation of several
livestock-free horse ranges. This seems totally unnecessary,
and a waste of space and resources. If it is necessary, then
the extra AUMs should be allotted to horses, allowing for more
than 700 to remain on the range.

Whatever alternative is adopted, we believe the Bureau has
overestimated the degree of impact that horses have on the
range and on livestock by way of competition.

The assumption is made that a given range can support
livestock or horses egually. This is not so. First, dietary
overlap between horses and cattle (which comprise most of the
livestock) is not complete. Even in critical spring months, it
is at most 60%. (We note that diet studies should be done
before horses are removed). This means, under the theory of
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common use, that the range can support -- without detriment --
a greater number of cattle and horses together than of each
separately. This should be taken into account in reaching a
final decision.

Second, in computing range suitability and grazing
capacity, the Bureau has also treated horses and livestock as
if they were the same. Again, this is incorrect. Horses graze
on steeper slopes than cattle. They graze farther from water
resources than cattle. This means that a given range will
support more horses than cattle. It means that a given range
will support more horses and cattle together than it will
cattle alone. These factors must be considered.

The case is even more egregious for the 50 burros in
Paradise-Denio. The EIS assumes that burros eat 1 AUM per
month, the same as the cattle or horses. Since burros are only
half the size of horses and cattle, this impact on range
resources has been grossly overestimated.

In sum, we find no basis in the draft EIS for eliminating
85% of the wild horses in Paradise-Denio. The data presented
does not justify it. Reasonable alternatives permitting more
horses to remain on the range were not considered. Essential
data, even as to how many horses there really are, is missing.

Finally, we note that the Bureau has determined that
removing more than 4,000 horses over a five year period is a
substantial impact under NEPA. We trust that if the Bureau
decides to proceed with the massive roundup, it will first
prepare the required environmental impact statement.

Very truly yours,

Attorney for
American Horse Protection
Association

JES/t]

35-2

35-3

35-4

35.1 Issuet

Wild Horse and Burro Inventory Data and Productivity

Inventory data for the EIS were taken from the Unit Hesource
Analysis (URA) and then projected to 1980. Table 2-8 on paga 2-17
of the draft statement shows a breakdown of the current wild horse
and burro areas in the allotments involved. Appendix C, page 6-15,
shows the methodology for computing estimated annual increase in
wild horses and burros, using previous inventory data.

Issue; Application 'of Suitability Criteria to Wild Horses and Burros

Bee response to lssue 32-7.

Issue; Wild Burro Dietary Requirements

Even though wild burros are smaller animals than wild horses the
assumption was made that forage would be equal to that of the wild
horse because of directives stated in Washington Office Memo 76-339
(available in the files at the Nevada State Office and Winnemucca
District Office). This memo states in part "In order to be
coneistent throughout the Bureau, 1.0 AUM will be used in
determining forage allowances for wild horses or burros. This
standard is the same as that for domestic horses and burros which
will appear in the revised grazing regulations.*

Issue: Wild Horse and Burro Gathering

All roundups that are conducted by the district are preceded by a
gathering plan and Environmental Assessment (EA) to determine if
there are any significant impacts. From this determination a
decision is made about the need for an EIS.
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DAVID R GAMBLE

SMITH & GAMBLE, LTD.

ATTORNEYS AT CAW

Mr. Frank Shields

District Nanager
Winnemucca District Office
705 East Fourth Street
Winnemucca, Ncvada B9445

Dear Mr. Shields:

Following are the comments of Pine Forest Land and
Stock Company, Inc. on the draft EIS for the Paradise-Denio
Resource Area.

Alternatives Considered

The draft EIS is legally inadequate because it fails to
consider the most logical alternative. The alternative of
maintaining livestock numbers at the present levels and the
initiation of monitoring to determine carrying capacity and
stocking rates has not been considered. This alternative
should also provide for initiation of range improvements on
a priority basis established through the monitoring process.
This.alternative would have absolutely no economic impact on
the range users or the affected communities initially. The
planning and enhancement of recreational, wildlife, grazing
and other multiple uses of the resource could be best
accomplished through coordinated resource management and
planning. For the DEIS to ignore this alternative makes it
legally deficient under HEPA.

Range Inventory

The DEIS states that the best information available is
the 1978 range inventory conducted by the Bureau of Land
Management. This statement is patently untrue. The sci-
entific community has for more than 30 years recognized that
range surveys in the Great Basin area are not a reliable
method of inventorying forage available. Sporadic pre-
cipitation resulting in vast variation in vegetation in any
given area makes range surveys in the Great Basin area
totally unreliable and therefore useless. At the time the
Bureau of Land Management embarked on preparation of EIS's
with the pilot project at Challis, Idaho, the scientific
community advised the BLM that the use of range surveys in
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the great basins was not an appropriate method of inventory-
ing the range's carrying capacity. 1In spite of this profes-
sional advice, the BLM has embarked on the use of range
surveys even though the procedure has been discredited for
more than 30 years. The University of Nevada, through
various range scientists, has repeatedly reminded the Bureau
of Land Management that range surveys cannot be relied on
for inventorying forage in Nevada.

The range survey conducted in the Paradise-Denic Resource
Area was conducted in a year following the worst drought
known to the area in many years. William Harkenrider of the
Bureau of Land Management stated to the USDA-ASCS in 1977
that the range conditions in the Paradise-Denio Area were
from 40 to 50 percent of normal. In spite of this knowledge,
the BLM conducted its range survey in 1978 at a time when
the range conditions were at an all-time low. With the
application of all adjustment factors, no amount of mathe-
matical calisthenics can correct the range survey results to
show true average range conditions. Any credible range
scientist will acknowledge that range surveys conducted in
years of drought will show less carrying capacity than range
surveys conducted in years of good forage production. The
Paradise-Denio DEIS ignore this fact and purports to allocate
range in the preferred alternative based on drought year
range surveys.

The 1965 range surveys conducted by the BLM have been
totally disregarded in the allocation of forage or establish-
ment of trend on the range. We submit that this evidence is
available to the Bureau of Land Management and should be
considered if the BLM is committed to reliance upon range
surveys in allocating forage.

It is common knowledge that the young people conducting
the range survey in the Paradise-Denio Area in 1978 were
indequately trained and unqualified to conduct an ocular
reconnaisance of such a complex range ecosystem. The surveys
were conducted without establishing any reference points
through clipping and weighing and without the use of rudi-
mentary data verification. State recommended proper use
factors were ignored and in their place PUF's were used that
grossly underestimate the available forage. Cheat grass was
assigned a PUF of less than 100 even though it is considered
an undesirable species.
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On the Pine Forest and the Paiute Allotments, the
season of use allocating toc various regions was totally
inconsistent with both historic use and the common sense use
of the forage. The Blackrock Desert was assigned summer
season of use and other spring use areas were assigned
summer seasons of use, resulting in drastic deficlencies in
the available forage during the assigned season. The use of
an appropriate season of use coupled with a survey during
that season of use will result in the ldentification of
vastly greater amounts of forage. There was absolutely no
consultation with the local ranchers in identifying the
season of use of the various areas or in identifying the
various forage species available in those areas.

The identification of vegetative units for purposes of
the survey was done unprofessionally by inexperienced
personnel resulting in designation of vegetative units that
distort the true forage availability. This inaccurate
designation of wvegetative units coupled with the other
criticism of the range survey hereinabove set forth has
resulted in 82,204 acres of the Pine Forest Allotment being
found unsuitable for livestock grazing because its produc-
tion is below 32 acres per AUM. A properly done survey will
show that the production of the majority of that B2,000
acres will be substantially higher than the 32 acres per AUM
cutoff point.

The application of the 50 percent slope suitability
criteria to the Pine Forest Allotment is totally inappropriate
on most of the range. It is our belief that a more careful
identification of 50 percent slope lands in the allotment
will substantially reduce the 10,195 acres identified as
being in excess of 50 percent slope. After identification
of the portion of the allotment that is in fact with a 50
percent or greater slope, a gqualified range scientist will
determine that most of that steep slope area is suitable for
grazing in view of the fact that there is water occurring on
the slope and in view of the fact that the soil types on
these steep Blopes are not those susceptible to erosion. It
is our interpretation of the suitability criteria concerning
slope that it is only lands with a 50 percent or greater
slope and susceptible to erosion that should be found un-
suitable for livestock grazing. We submit that with the
proper application of this suitability criteria to the lands
in the Pine Porest Allotment that there will be essentially
no land found to be unsuitable for livestock grazing because
of slope.

Mr. Frank Shields
May 4, 1981
Page Four

It is our belief that in view of the pattern established
by range survey crews in other portions of the state, that a
detailed analysis of the range survey data will reveal large
errors in mathematical calculations, application of proper
use factors and other careless workmanship that will ironi-
cally have the net result of reduction in the amount of
forage identified on the allotments.

The end result of the range surveys has been drastic
reductions in forage identified on the Pine Forest and
Paiute Allotments as well as throughout the entire resource
area. These drastic reductions viewed in light of historical
use, previous range surveys, known range production and
wildlife trend, leaves the obvious conclusion that the 1978
range surveys are not the best evidence available but fatally
defective. In view of this fatal flaw in the range surveys,
it is our position that they should be found officially
defective and unreliable and discarded, and in no way referred
to or relied on in preparation of the Paradise-Denio EIS.

Coordinated Resource Manag t and Planning

We endorse the concept of CRMP and feel that the Pine
Forest mountain range is a textbook example of an appropriate
application of CRMP. The DEIS endorses the concept of CRMP,
however, with one fatal prerequisite. The DEIS requires
that CRMP be undertaken with the 1978 range surveys as the
data base. The CRMP committees, in order to be meaningful,
must consist of persons knowledgable with the resource area.
To require these people to accept as fact a range survey
with the flaws as identified hereinabove, is absurd. Planning
in the area must fail when founded on an erroneous data

ase.

The only reasonable method of obtaining a workable plan
for the utilization of the Pine Porest range resource is to
monitor the known and historical use of the range. Initiation
of the alternative suggested in the beginning of these
comments will allow the assimilation of an accurate and
usable data base.

No planning by the Bureau of Land Management that is
done hostile to the owners of the private land can succeed.
The private land controls access to the majority of the
streams and vast tracks of the public lands. The Leo Sheep
case, decided by the United States Supreme Court recently
established once and for all that the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment or any other federal agency has no implied right of
way through private lands. If the BLM chooses to rely on
the erroneous 1978 range survey and expects the cooperation
through CRMP, they are sadly misguided.
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Errors in Mapping

The maps in the DEIS that delineate the Pine Porest
Allotment are grossly in error. The actual allotment
boundaries include all of the drainage of Leonard Creek,
including its tributaries. It encompasses Duffer Peak and
includes portions of the drainage of Knott Creek. The
delineation on the maps in the DEIS do not accurately depict
this.

The map entitled Vegetative Types identifies two
“barren areas" on the Pine Forest Mountain. One of these
barren areas is located in the center of a crested wheat
seeding and the other is located in what is known as Leonard
Creek Meadows, an irrigated meadow area near the headwaters
of Leonard Creek. It is obvious that the personnel who
identified these areas as barren have not seen them. The
map should be corrected in this regard. There are no barren
areas on Pine Forest Mountain other than the tops of large
boulders that would be microscopic to map and insignificant.

Fencing

The DEIS identifies various fences to be installed on
the Pine Forest Allotment. There has been absclutely no
discussion with the permittees on the allotment of the
location of these fences. The fences as identified on the
DEIS map are simply ridiculous. On the contrary, there is a
fence needed on the Paiute Allotment that would separate the
use by the Paiute Ranch from the use by the Leonard Creek
Ranch on that allotment. This fence has been proposed for
decades and would be an extremely useful management tool.
The DEIS does not identify this much needed management tool.

Figure 1

Figure 1 in the DEIS graphically shows a comparison of
the four alternatives analyzed by the DEIS. It does not,
however, indicate the present situation on the allotment.
This results in the representation being grossly misleading,
bordering on outright dishonesty. We would recommend that
the figure be redrawn to reflect the existing situation so a
comparison can be drawn as to the effect of all of the
alternatives.

Mr. Frank Shields
May 4, 1981
Page Six

Acreage Analysis

I have been unable to find in the DEIS analysis of the
acreages identified in the range survey as being suitable
and unsuitable for livestock grazing. I am aware that this
data is available to the BLM, and it would appear to me that
it would be absolutely essential to the decision-maker in
evaluating the impact of the various alternatives on the
resource. It is conceivable that the decision-maker on the
document may very well conclude that an alternative that
finds over half of the resource area unsuitable for live-
stock is fatally defective. This is especially true knowing
that the entire resource has been used for livestock grazing
for more than a century.

Trend

The DEIS purports to identify the Paiute and Pine
Forest Allotments as being in a downward trend. However,
there have been no trend plots or exclosures established in
these allotments prior to the survey. BLM staff, who con-
ducted the survey, have admitted that they have no way of
assessing the trends in these areas. Yet the DEIS purports
to identify the trends. We are alsc aware that trend plots
have been established subsequent to the 1978 range survey
and we are also aware that those trend plots show a substan-
tial upswing in the condition of the range. This upswing in
the range condition has been with the historical livestock
utilization, not the reduction advocated in DEIS. We feel
that is inherently dishonest for the BLM to disregard their
most current data regarding trends in analyzing the various
alternatives. Of course, BLM policy is that the suitability
will not be applied in range with an improving trend. The
majority of the reduction in livestock carrying capacity
indicated in the preferred alternative on the DEIS would be
wiped out if there was no application of the suitability
criteria on the Pine Forest and Paiute Allotments. This is
true even with all of the flaws in the range survey herein-
above indicated.

Treatment No. B

The DEIS is extremely difficult for me to read and
comprehend because of its convoluted presentation of the
facts. My interpretation, however, of the grazing treatment
analysis is that in allotments scheduled for AMP's that
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treatment No. 8 will be applied. Treatment No. B proposes
to hold livestock off of the allotment until early summer.
The analysis on page 1-11 indicates that there is continuous
use of the range on these allotments. This is a grossly
erronecus assumption. On the Pine Forest and Paiute Allot-
ments, the normal migration of the livestock is from the
spring country to the summer country back to the winter
country, with substantial numbers of the livestock being
removed before going to the winter country. There are long
periods of absolutely no use by livestock on substantial
portions of allotments during different portions of the
year. The implementation of grazing treatment No. 8 would
both have devastating effects on the livestock operations
and accomplish absolutely no useful purpose in the manage-
ment of the range. It would totally waste utilization of
approximately one-third of the range on the east portion of
the Pine Forest Allotment and in addition it would leave
Pine Forest Land and Stock Company without a place to
pasture the cattle during the most critical pasture season.

I guestion my interpretation of the DEIS in this
respect because it is uncomprehensible to me or to my
clients that the DEIS actually purports to implement this
absurd range treatment. I would hope that this is a mis-
reading on our part.

Respectfully,
TH & GAMBLE, LT

Jdlian C. Smith, Jr.
JCS:nat

cc: + Pine Forest Land and Stock Co.
Ed Spang

36-1

36-2

36-3

36-4

36-5

36-6

Issue: Need to Consider Alternatives

Bee reaponse to Issue 5-22.

Issue: Role of CRMP

See discussion on CRMP at the beginning of the Summary in the FEIS.

1ssue: Map Discrepancies

See response to lIssue 12-1,

Issue: Vegeration Typea Map

See Errata - Chapter 2 corrections to Vegstation Types Map.

Iesue: Present Allocation in Summary Figure 1

For the purpose of comparison the No Action alternative would be
egual to the present situation.

Issue: Suitable and Unsuitable Acreages

A breakdown of suitable and unsuitable acreages by allotment is
shown in Appendix G, Table G-1, on DEIS page 6-28.
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AGHICUIL TURAL | XL HIMENT STATILN

May 6, 1981

Mr.Frank C. Shields, District Manager
Bureau of Land Management

705 East 4th Street

HI\'nnemcca. NY B9445

Dear Frank:

Here are some comments on the “Paradise-Denio Grazing Environmental
Impact Statement™ draft. Thank you for sending me copies to review.

As with previous draft environmental impact statements on grazing of
rangelands administered by the Bureau of Land Management, the Paradise-Denio
EIS is based on range survey,use of suitability criteria, and use of a
computer program for allocation of forage. Strict application of these
approaches has not been generally acceptable. The draft EIS also reflects
an apparent continuing bias against livestock use (at least at present
levels) on BLM administered lands.

It has been my experience in the Great Basin that there are so many
variables, unknowns, and considerations sometimes erroneously accounted for
that it is nearly impossible to allocate forage using the methods outlined
in the draft EIS. A more acceptable approach for use in large areas such as
Paradise-Denio will probably involve review and evaluation of use and manage-
ment over the past several years, use of condition and trend data, management

\ plan preparation involving all interests and expertise available, and a monitor-
ing program to aid in making changes where needed if resource objectives
aregnot being met.

\

Recent statements by BLM people and what appears to be wholehearted and
sincere participation in the Coordinated Resource Management and Planning
program in the Winnemucca area tell me that the forage allocations suggested
in the draft EIS will not be aproblem. This is also strengthened by brief

37-1 discussions of CRMP in the draft EIS. I am assuming that use of the “CRMP
and monitoring" approach will be more clearly and definitely spelled out in the
final EIS. It may even be possible in the final EIS to develop the proposed
action around “Resource optimization and protection” with heavy emphasis on
using the CRMP process.

1f the CRMP process is effectively used there should be few unresolved
resources problems in the Paradise-Denio area. [ do have a few further
comments and suggestions for BLM and those working through CRMP:
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1 - There is substantial agreement among range professionals that grazing
management systems can be developed to provide for livestock use during the
early spring without damage to the resource -- especially where there are
crested wheatgrass seedings.

2 - Wild horses are projected only in a few allotments. It may work
better to determine a reasonable number of wild horses and spread them over
more area where they are acceptable to the people involved.

3 - 1 don't understand why some allotments should not have allotment
management plans. It seems they are appropriate in all grazed areas.

4 - The schedule for implementation (Table 1-6) will probably change
depending on eagerness of grazing users to develop resource plans. [ notice
the UC allotment is lowest priority in the draft EIS but now is the first
to have a plan through CRMP.

5 - Re-establishment of bighorn sheep is proposed in a number of locations.
I don't hear a big clamor for their introduction on a large scale basis.

6 - Only B.7 percent of the area has soil surveys. | strongly recosmend
their completion in the whole EIS area. Soil surveys can be correlated with
range sites to help determine ecological potential (helpful in formulating
meaningful objectives and measuring progress toward them). They are useful
for preparing management plans and are of value especially in making general
plans for range improvements.

7 - The draft EIS estimates only 3694 acres of riparian area. The potential
for restoration of additional riparian areas is undoubtedly substantial. Many
have deteriorated to brush types and their potential is not recognized. Hopefully
the many benefits of their restoration will be fully recognized relative to
costs as improvements are considered.

8 - There is much attention given to such as water quality, visual
resources, and cultural resources which are all important considerations.
1 would hope that all of these aspects are fully considered as improvements
are planned and applied. There should not be much need for strict applica-
tion of arbitrary standards and parameters if CRMP groups agree with what
is to be done and these dimensions are included in general standards for
the work to be done.

Although the Paradise-Denio draft EIS presents problems for many people
in the area I believe the Winnemucca district can now proceed with final EIS
preparation and implementation of a grazing program that will involve all
interests and provide for red meat production from public lands at near or
possibly exceeding present levels. Other uses will be fully considered and
the resource base will be sustained or improved.

If you have questions on these comments or if I can help otherwise let me know.

Sincerely,
» .
f;—"u {”“‘“aﬁ
cc: Bill Calkins James Linebaugh

Mike Kilpatrick Range Specialist
gr. Dale Bohmont
r, 1 Tueller "
Joe ﬂgckaﬁrry JL:jc

Ken Sakurada
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LEGISLATIVE BUILDING SENATOR MILE &
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37—1 lesue: Role of CRMP

Bee discussion on CRMP at the beginning of the Summary in the FEIS. STAE DIRECIOR: RORERTE: RRICKSON, T IS

District Manager
BLM-Winnemucca District
705 E. 4th Street
Winnemucca, NV 89445

Dear Sir:

The Nevada legislature's federal regulation review committee
has reviewed your draft environmental impact statement for
grazing in the Paradise-Denio area. In response to this
statement, the following official comments are provided:

l. According to your impact statement, the existing
use of AUM's is 238,876 per year. Your 1978 range
survey, however, showed that only 124,927 AUM's are
available in this area for livestock, wildhorses
and burros, and wildlife. Our committee would
therefore guestion why any vegetation exists at all
in this area if annual vegetation consumption is
twice the amount available. This question leads us
to two possible answers: (a) wvegetation is being
grazed twice as heavily as the plants can produce
new growth each year, or (b) the 1978 range sur-
vey is inaccurate. Because this area has not been
overgrazed into a vast desolate wasteland, we
asgume that the 1978 survey is not particularly
accurate.

2. We strongly su rt the following policy expressed

on page 1-2 of your document: "The intent of the

38-1 BLM is to use reliable new information that becomes
available from BLM land users or other sources
before implementation of decisions.® (emphasis
added). For example, later documentation developed
by range users in the Caliente resource area of
Nevada demonstrated that the initial range survey
used by BLM was inaccurate and deficient. We
therefore support the use of new information by BLM
as it becomes available.
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38_1 Issuas Use of New Information
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the

Paradise-Denio statement. See discussion on CRMP at the beginning of the Summary in the FEIS.
S:.ncerely,/ -
e S

Karen Hayes, Chairman

KH:REE:jlc:4.2.BLM

68




o

Comment Letter 39

Comment Letter 39

OFFICERS.
PRESIDEN]
b ined) Eyre
Lurrha
FIRST VICE PRESIDENT
Wayne Marteney
il
SECOND VICE PREMDENT
James B Tennitle
Cavente
WOW (B Hall
Paradoe Valley
Wayne Hage
Tonopah
Harvey Hames
s
EXECUTIVE SECRETARY
Paul Hotia
i
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
Lk (Ned) kyre
Fureha
Warne Marteney
ks
James B 1enndie
Calvenir
WOW () el
Paradese Valley
Lave Sexrist
Flh
Mait Benson
Lardnervilie
b Hewd
fioe
Marty Moeniy
Lovelod b
Hoberl R Wright |ex oftsco)
Clover Valley. Wels
PAST PRESIDENTS
ba bl Kent
Faln
Vernon Dalwon
Wells
Lows Bergevmn
Cardnecyile
Lwshe Stewan
Paradise Valley
Peter Marble
Deerh
Huliery Harnes
™
oy Young
i
Fred 1 Dressher

Wobert K Wraght
Chaver Valley, Wekls
Dave Serist
Elho

Ca%’clemgn'_s
Association

975 Fifth Sireet - Elko, Nevada 89801
(702) 7389214

May 7, 1981

Mr. Ed Spang, Director
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box 12000

Reno, NV 89520

Dear Mr. Spang:

The Nevada Cattlemen's Association provides the following brief
comments on the Paradise-Denio Environmental Impact Statement:

Pg. 1-1, Alternatives including the Proposed Action.

39_1 CRP: This paragraph states that since the 1978 range survey

is the best information available to the BIM, at this time, it
mstxsedasthehasmfortmprqmedallmmmofve@uum
We do not support using the forage data from this

to establish stocking rates. Range professionals have documented
that many errors have been made in the forage data for the survey.

We support the setting of stocking rates through the evaluation

of long-term trend and utilization studies. These are probably the
most reliable means available to determine the actual conditions
of the range. However, they can also be influenced by personal
bias.

Livestock adjustments should not be made until a trend can be
determined through the monitoring program.

Wild horses must be reduced immediately in areas where they are
in excess of 1971 numbers or where they were already excessive
in 1971. Unless wild horses are controlled, it is impossible to
conduct multiple-use management on the public lands.
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NATIONAL ms ASSOCIATION
Affiliate Member

Mr. Ed Spang
May 7, 1981

Page 2

An active range improvement program shoul

as soon as possible in order to provide
range improvements that have been held up due to the unfortunate
approach taken to fulfill N.E.P.A.

We realize that these comments are brief and really don't support any
of the alternatives. However, we strongly feel that the public lands
should be managed under the most practical and scientifically proven
methods available. What we have recommended fulfillsthese requirements.

Sincerely,

Paul Bottari, Executive Secretary
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Comment Letter 40

39-1 i1ssue: Role of CRMP

See discussion on CRMP at the beginning of the Summary in the FEIS.

COMMENTS ON DRAFT E.I.S.

This will not be a complete response to the E.I.S. Draft.
That would take a week to present; however, I would like to hit
some of the highlights.

I sincerely doubt that a fair and impartial E.I.S. could
have been written under the administration of Chet Conard. One
of his first comments to the people of Winnemucca District was,
"You people are spoiled, and I've come here to teach you the
facts of life, which 1 intend to do before I leave." From that
beginning the situation and communications eroded to zero.

In my opinion, the E.I.S. team leader, Bill Harkenrider,
had neither eduction, experience, nor desire to author a fair
and unbliased E.I.S..

The draft E.I1.S. fails to adequately explore the history
of livestock use in the area and the past relationship of
livestock to wildlife and wild horses. Beneficial effects of
livestock grazing are not explored. A negative regard for
livestock and their influence on the environment is expressed
throughout the draft. Data available does not support this
negative attitude.

Forage allocation provisions for big game are unnecessary.
Forage in excess of big game needs exist in areas denied to
livestock allocation. (i.e. rested fields, time livestock
can not be on B.L.M.) Also, big game generally consume different
plants than do livestock.

Forage surveys for E.I.S. was done in the second of two
drought type years, and many were done in the Fall with personnel
who were not sufficiently trained to evaluate under these
circumstances.

To the best of my knowledge, none of the permitees in
Paradise-Denio were notified that a range survey was being done
on their allotment, even though I know some had requested to be
notified and allowed to participate.

Data from range survey was denied, at least to me, until
I requested it under the "Freedom Of Information Act". Even then ,
I had to pay for copies of all material I received. It is my
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under@tanding that livestock people were the only ones who were
treated in this manner.

The draft is developed from insufficient data in regard
to trend and condition, simply because the trend and condition
studies were not done, and were not current.

The draft does not take into consideration grazing rights.
These "rights" were established by law under the Taylor Grazing Act
and confirmed as rights through all acts of the Internal Revenue
Service, whom the Bureau Of Land Management has never challenged.

A Federal Judge ordered the Bureau Of Land Management to
make an Environment Impact Statement of the Western Rangeland
administered by the Bureau O0f Land Management; however, I don't
find any place where he ordered them to make a readjudication of
livestock. That should come after the judge accepts the final
E.I.S. and all arguments are heard in the courts or hearings.

No consideration was given to the fact that Western Range-
land use by livestock is energy efficient. This energy resource
can only be harvested and put to use for the benefit of all
people through the utilization of livestock grazing.

No consideration of the environment was given to the fact that
livestock and agriculture are the true backbone of the environment.
Other uses may come and go, but we all know that agriculture and
livestock uses have historically been the most permanent and
stable of all uses.

There iis one question that must be answered. What are we
writing an Environment Impact Statement forl Are we trying to
extablish a pristine environment, a recreation environment, a
productive environment, or something realistic in between all
of these uses?

I would like to enter here a paper by Dr. C. Wayne Cook,
Department Of Range Science, Colorado State University.

Enterg - EXHIBIT A.

I request that the method advocated by Dr. Cook and a
ma jority of range scientists, for establishing stocking rates,
be implemented into the Paradisie -Denio E.I.S. to replace the
Ocular Reconnaissance and Forage value method presently being
used in the E.I.S. draft.

Mr. Spang, On behalf of the Nevada Cattlemen's Association
and myself, I request a six (6) month extension of time for
public comments. The time limit now proposed, April 7, 1981, is
totally unrealisitic in view of the amount of technical data that
must be reviewed to make a complete response to the proposed E.I.S..
After all, you are asking us to review and comment on this document,
the Paradise-Denio Environment Impact Statement, that took a full
staff working full time for approximately two years to write.
If you truly want an accurate and intelligent response, you will
grant us sufficient time to accomplish thisl

¥ 4 ,
Y
i N AL
W. W. Hall
BARNEN CATTLE INC.




€6

Comment Letter 40

Comment Letter 40

EXHIBIT A.

Determining Grazipg Capacity of Ranges

C. Wayne Cook

Department of Range Science
Colorado State University

Currently Range Scientists do not feel that carrying capacity of a
range can-be determined by any survey method used to date. Rather, it
appears the best, and most modern approach to determining carrying capacity
of rangeland is to evaluate the uti]ization being made of the area along with
determining changes in vegetation expression with respect to vigor, repro-
ductfon, death and replacement of plants over a perfod of 3 to 5 or even ten
years, This would yield information regarding degree of use that would be
acceptable on key areas representing the larger range sites to be managed.
Trend of ramnge condition could be objectively measured through internittap}
measurements over time, -

Grazing systems could be initiated and evaluated by this appfoach.
Permanént plots would by necessity have to be established and revisited to
determine change over time. These bench marks would be representative of
larger and/or critical range sites.! Several plots uopld be established for
each vegetation type 1n each allotment. At the same time corrective measures
for any udverse features apparent in the grazing system could be made from
year to year as the management plan is evaluated. If we are truly concerned
with management of the land resource some method resemblirg this approach must
be used.

Grazing capacity of the range would depend upon the season of use and the
species of an1m) grazing the area. For instance, most desert ranges used
during the winter have twice the capacity as the same range used during the

spring and summer.

Various combinations of “range condition® and “range trend" are considered
unsatisfactory and need corrective measures. Mo range in a downward trend
regardless of range condition can be considered satisfactory and would require
corrective measures. Range trend, however, requires at least two visitations
to the same plot or area where data is collected for comparison. Trend should
consider rather long-term climate (weathcr) shifts. Poor range except in the
local areas should be in an upward trend. Fair and good condition range could
be and often 1s considered satisfactory 1f the trend is static or upward.

The corrective measures to be considered, include: change of season of
use; change in class of animal; obtaining better distribution through water
development, salting, drifting or herding and trail construction; range improve-
ment and reductions in numbers.

The mecessary corrective measure or measures may be only one of the above
or any combination including all five measures. Tne cause of the adverse effects

in most cases can be identified and corrected rather effectively.
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HEARING COMMENT T1

40-1 Issue: Range Burvey

Bee discussion of CRMP in the beginning of the Summary of the FEIS.

The following are portione of spoken conmantu]preuantsd at the public
hearing conducted in keno, Nevada, March 10, 1981. Only those portions
which required a response were reprinted along with the response from BLM.

T1-1

T1-2

ROBERT HAGAR:

The entire concept of the one-time range survey and
stock grazing based upon a one-time survey of forage
levels is ridiculous. Monitoring is the only
scientific grazing method which can be used to
determine what the proper stock grazing are and any
attempts to base stock grazing on this unsclentific
data is intellectually dishonest.

First, the economic impact. The most i’ecent, the most
advanced econometric modeling sh d that a prop a
reduction resulted in ap $6,326,880 impact, direct
impact on the local economy. This figure is based upon
a 570 per AUM impact and this is the figure that the
Department of the Interior in Washington D.C. 18 now
accepting as the most recent impact in terms of the
econometric model.
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S6

Issue: Range Burvey

See discussion on CRMP at the beginning of the Summary in the FEIS.

Issue: Method of Economic Analysis

See response to lssue 5-16 and 29-3.

The following are portions of spoken comments presented at the public
hearing conducted in keno, Nevada, Marjch 10, 1981. Only those portions
which required a response were reprinted along with the response from BLM.

T21

T2-2

TINA NAPPE:

1'm not totally in contradictory with Mr. Hagar but I
had great concerns about the lack of emphasis and
concerns about the riparian areas and also about the
reductions of deer herds.

1 am gtill unclear about the range survey method as a
layperson and how that relates to what Mr. Hagar
proposes as far as monitoring and it's very unclear to
me how CRMP is going to work inithere since CRMP is not
totally defined as to who will be represented in it and
apparently the document does say that it will rest on
CRMP, certain amount for decisions that come out,
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The following are portions of spoken comments presented at the public
hearing conducted in Winnemucca, Nevada, March 11, 1981. Only those
portions which required a response were reprinted along with the response
from BLM.

2-1 Issue: Protection of Riparian Habitat

see''response to lssue 5-15.
po

2-2 Issue: Role of CHMP

See discussion on CRMP in the beginning of the Summary in the FEIS. LAWRENCE FRENCHY MONTERO:

I'm just going to be making some comments on some
things that I saw in the E.I.S. that I figured were
wrong in it and the thing--it states there that--the
3-1 BLM states that Pine Forest has 124,000 acres of land
and the Paiute allotment has 177,000 acres and out of
the 124,000 acres on the Pine Forest, they state that
100,000 of those acres are unsuitable for cattle . . .
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HEARING RESPONSE T3

3-1 issues: Range Survey

Bee discuesion on CRMP in the beyinning of the Bummary in the PEIS.
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