OBJECTOR’S NOTICE OF OBJECTION, STATEMENT OF ISSUES AND LAWS,
AND REQUESTED REMEDIES

NOTICE OF OBJECTION

April 10th, 2021

Shane Jeffries, Forest Supervisor
Ochoco National Forest

3160 NE Third Street

Prineville, OR 97754

RE: Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project’s objection to the Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization and
Wildlife Habitat Improvement Project Draft Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact and
Environmental Assessment

Dear Objection Reviewing Officer,

Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project (BMBP) hereby formally submits the following objections to the
Ochoco National Forest’s Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization and Wildlife Habitat Improvement Project
(aka “Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization”) Environmental Assessment and Draft Decision Notice and
Finding of No Significant Impact. BMBP has secured the right to submit objections and thereby
participate in the pre-decisional administrative review process for this project. BMBP has submitted
timely. written scoping comments regarding this project and extensive comments on the Draft
Environmental Assessment, including field survey sheets and photographs from our surveying the

affected area. ¥ 5, 4#,“%@{

Decision Document
Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization and Wildlife Habitat Improvement Project Environmental
Assessment and Draft Decision Notice and Finding of No Significant Impact

Date Decision published
March 12, 2021

Responsible Official
Shane Jeffries, Forest Supervisor, Ochoco National Forest

Description of the Project

The Ochoco National Forest Service has selected in its entirety the Proposed Action, including the
following proposed management actions. Therefore, this objection focuses on the Proposed Action, as
specified in the Draft Decision Notice. The Decision is summarized as follows:
“Table 1 summarizes management activities of the Proposed Action [on p. 3 of the Draft Decision
Notice]. Activities proposed generally include reauthorization of grazing, changes in numbers of
pastures, changes in livestock management requirements (i.e. grazing rotation, timing of grazing),
construction or reconstruction of rangeland improvements, planting of riparian hardwoods, felling trees
into and along stream channels and stream restoration activities, including head-cut repair. Also, wildlife
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habitat improvements of road closures and conifer thinning would occur. Appendix A contains the
Resource Protection Measures (RPM), design elements, and monitoring described in the Final EA, while
Appendix B contains maps of the spatial locations of the management activities and actions.” (Draft
Decision Notice, pp. 2-3)

The following are specific management actions to be taken under the Proposed Action that are
specified in Table 1 that we find to be excessive regarding potential negative impacts to the ecosystem,
wildlife, soils, riparian functioning, hydrologic flows, and/or water quality or that are both excessive
management and very costly, considering the already very degraded conditions and increasing climate
change inevitably making these allotments even more unsuitable and unsustainable for continued cattle
grazing: providing forage at the current rate; high allowed numbers of AUMS and cow/calf pairs of up to
200 cow/calf pairs (now averaging 120), up to 800 cow/calf pairs (now averaging 600 pairs), and 563
cow/calf pairs (now averaging 400 pairs) for the three allotments; long allowed seasons of cattle grazing
use up to April 15t or May 1% all the way to October 31* although current season target or average
seasons of use are usually shorter (May 15 or June 1% to August 15t to September 15 likely due to lack
of enough forage by early fall, as we witnessed in early September); 106 planned water developments;
61.5 miles of new fencing; and approximately 1,966 acres of thinning out juniper up to 20.9” dbh with fir
and pine to be thinned at less than 12” dbh. Not included in Table 1 is planned leaving of livestock
ponds in their current condition that are currently directly blocking stream channels and blocking natural
stream flows, which we also oppose.

Location
The project area is located on the Paulina Ranger District of the Ochoco National Forest (ONF),
approximately 17 miles northeast of Paulina, Oregon, along the eastern edge of the ONF. The project

area encompasses three grazing allotments (Dry Corner, Sunflower, and Wind Creek) covering 51,530
acres of National Forest System Lands.

Appellant’s Interests

Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project has a specific interest in this decision, which has been expressed
through participation throughout the NEPA process. BMBP supporters visit much of the affected area for
hiking; camping; relaxing; bird, wildlife, and wild flower viewing; photography; hunting; and more. The
value of the activities engaged in by BMBP volunteers, supporters, and staff would be damaged by the
implementation of this project.

BMBP is a non-profit organization that works to protect Eastern Oregon National Forests. Staff,
volunteers, and supporters of BMBP live in various communities surrounding the Ochoco National
Forest and use and enjoy the Forest extensively for camping; hiking; drinking water; hunting; fishing;
general aesthetic enjoyment; gatherings; viewing flora and fauna; gathering forest products; and other
purposes, such as solar eclipse viewing.

Request for meeting

BMBP requests a meeting with the Forest Service to discuss matters in this objection and seek
resolution of concerns through negotiation before the Ochoco Forest Service makes a final decision on
the Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization and Wildlife Habitat Improvement Project (aka the Sunflower

Grazing Reauthorization Project).

Specific issues addressed in this objection



NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act) violations, including: proposing actions inconsistent with
achieving the stated purpose and need for the project; failure to provide an adequate range of
alternatives; failure to adequately analyze direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the project;
inaccurate use of the science; failure to disclose the methodology used; and planning large scale conifer
thinning outside the scope of allotment renewal without adequate analysis of effects.

Violations of the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) and the Ochoco Forest Plan, including
failure to provide for population viability for multiple Management Indicator species and other wildlife
species and violations of the Ochoco Forest Plan, as well as relying on a very outdated Forest Plan to
justify allotment grazing reauthorization .

Potential violations of the Ochoco National Forest Plan include not updating suitability assessment for
livestock grazing under current science and conditions; failing to adequately consider and uphold other
multiple use values under the Forest Plan other than livestock grazing; and violations of Forest Plan
standards, including INFISH/PACFISH requirements and Northern goshawk protections under the
Eastside Screens; and violations of Forest Plan standards for avoiding detrimental impacts to soils and
ensuring that permittees meet grazing standards, including stubble heights.

Endangered Species Act violations include contributing to a trend toward federal uplisting for the
following species: Threatened-listed Gray wolf; Threatened-listed Mid-Columbia steelhead trout;
Sensitive Columbia Spotted frog; Sensitive Redband trout; and various Sensitive-listed wildlife species
and plants known to be or suspected to be within the project area.

Potential Clean Water Act violations include failure to ensure water quality and water flows in
streams, springs, and areas with livestock ponds.

We also express concerns regarding potential violation of adequate prevention measures for preventing
invasive plant introduction and dispersal under the Region 6 invasive plant management plan, the
excessive public costs of the many developments planned to enable current and future unsustainable
livestock use of the area, and foreseeable impacts to climate stability.

BMBP objects to the Sunflower allotments grazing reauthorization Jor the following reasons:
I. The Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization Project violates the National Environmental Policy Act

The Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization project violates the National Environmental Policy Act in the
following ways: inconsistency with the stated “purpose and need” of the project; failure to provide an
adequate range of alternatives; failure to adequately analyze direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of
the project; failure to take the requisite “hard look™ at project impacts required by NEPA; inaccurate use
of the science; and failure to disclose methodology for key analysis assumptions; and proposing large
scale thinning outside the scope of grazing reauthorization without adequate analysis of potential effects.

Inconsistency with the stated purpose and need of the project

The Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization project (aka Sunflower project) is not consistent with all the
purpose and need goals as expressed in the Environmental Assessment. The Sunflower project includes
the following statement that constitutes the purpose and need for the Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization
project in the Environmental Assessment (EA) page 3:

“Grazing....
The purpose of NEPA review and evaluation of livestock grazing reauthorization in the Sunflower
Cluster is to meet the stipulations of the Recission Act (1995) and ensure livestock grazing would be
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managed in a manner that maintains or moves National Forest grazing allotments towards the objectives,
desired conditions, and standards and guidelines identified in the Ochoco National Forest Land and
Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan).

Review and evaluation of livestock grazing on the Sunflower Cluster allotment is needed because:
*Where consistent with other multiple use goals and objectives, Congressional intent is to allow grazing
on suitable lands....

*National Forest lands within the Sunflower Cluster are identified as suitable for domestic livestock
grazing in the Forest Plan and continued domestic livestock grazing is consistent with the goals and
objectives of the Forest Plan.

*It is Forest Service policy to make forage available to qualified livestock operators from lands suitable
for grazing consistent with the Forest Plan....

*[t is Forest Service policy to contribute to the economic and social well-being of people by providing
opportunities for economic diversity and promoting stability in communities that depend on range
resources for their livelihood....

Wildlife Habitat Improvement: Thinning and Road Closures

... The proposed road closures, conifer thinning and riparian restoration activities in the Sunflower
project area are needed to:

* Address the increase in conifer (primarily juniper) encroachment to restore/improve the native
bunchgrass and shrub understories;

*promote elk and deer distribution on their seasonal ranges on National Forest System lands and reduce
impacts to adjacent private lands where they damage crops and pastures and limit the State’s ability to
manage populations;

*Restore/improve the native bunchgrass and shrub communities;

*Provide more secure calving and fawning habitat for elk and deer;

*Reduce sediment delivery into tributaries leading to critical steelhead habitat; and

*Provide an economically sustainable transportation system.

(from the final Environment Assessment for the Sunflower project, pp. 3-4)

The need for action should be based on current habitat conditions within the project area, which we
field-surveyed and documented in our survey sheets and photographs, incorporating our field survey
sheets and photographs of conditions on the ground as part of our comments. Comments are quoted and
cited below based on the page number of our typed comments on the EA where they can be found.

Examples of our comments on the inconsistency of proposed management actions with the stated purpose
and need for the Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization project, regarding encouraging the continued
grazing of livestock at current levels not being consistent with: promoting stability in communities that
depend on range resources for their livelihood; promoting elk and deer distribution and reducing impacts
to adjacent private lands; reducing fine sediment delivery to streams; improving wildlife habitat in
general; and regarding reduction of dense small trees over time, as cattle over-grazing promotes the dense

in-growth of small young trees by eliminating competition with the trees from higher, denser grasses and
shrubs:

“Encouraging the continued grazing of livestock on very marginal and degraded grasslands, when creeks
are drying up is not “promoting stability in communities that depend on range resources.” (EA p. 5) This
is especially true with the foreseeable advent of more high temperatures and droughts and more intense
wild fires under escalating climate change. Yet the Forest Service fails to analyze climate change effects
and their interactions with the existing situation of severe extensive over-grazing, long-term riparian

4



damage, and evidence of what were probably historically perennial creeks drying up. If the cumulative
effects of climate change and continued livestock grazing in this area were analyzed in depth, there
would be a clear indication that continued livestock grazing authorization is not advisable. Local
ranchers are bound to face more and more cut-backs in the grazing season and numbers of cattle that can
be supported and other limiting grazing requirements under adaptive management due to increased loss
of forage to drought and fires and lack of sufficient water due to drought, high temperatures, and the
continued high demand on water by the cattle. This situation can lead to increasing economic loss to the
ranchers and eventual abandonment of the allotments, at which point the existing riparian area
destruction, loss of plant diversity and abundance, soil impacts, and stress on wildlife populations will be
even more intense and much harder to recover and restore.” (BMBP comments p. 4, last par. & par. 1,

p-5)

«EJk and deer would be far better distributed on these allotment areas if they had enough to eat. It’s no
wonder that we were not seeing elk or deer or even much sign of elk (none) or deer use (few tracks)
because there is not enough forage left for them due to the excessive cattle consumption of already
marginal available forage. Cattle are at least as big a factor in poor deer and elk distribution and
excessive fine sediment loading in streams as roads, if not more.” (BMBP Comments, p. 5, par. 2)

“Continued livestock grazing in these allotments would be contrary to, and not compatible with wildlife
habitat improvement, as the ecological destruction from cattle is too severe and entrenched to be
remedied by the proposed alternative.” (BMBP Comments, p. 9, 18 par.)

“So much proposed tree felling up to 20.9” dbh cannot be explained by a goal of increasing forage for
cattle—especially as livestock over-grazing creates the conditions for dense young tree growth, so such
growth would likely re-grow if the grazing pressure isn’t discontinued completely. There are clearly too
many cattle in the allotments over too long a season still planned.” (BMBP Comments, p. 16, last full
par.)

Resolution

BMBP has commented on its objection to the Ochoco National Forest’s (ONF) Sunflower Grazing
Reauthorization project in comments (see quotes and citations above.)

We request that, to be consistent with the purpose and need for the project, conditions on the ground,
and restoration goals, that the Forest Service:
*Re-plan and re-write the proposed action to be consistent with the purpose and need stated for the
project in a new Environmental Assessment or Environmental Impact Statement or choose a modified
alternative that is consistent with the stated purpose and need for the project as follows: not permitting
grazing re-authorization or significantly reducing cattle numbers to sustainable levels for the land and
requiring a shorter grazing season which avoids the early Spring reproductive season of April and May
and prohibits fall grazing beyond September. These measures would allow for greater ranching
community stability and for more available forage for elk and deer to help with their distribution. Such a
modified alternative should also include needed active riparian restoration and exclusion of cattle from

perennial creeks and intermittent stream sections that are damaged and not meeting riparian management
objectives.

Failure to provide an adequate range of alternatives
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The Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization Environmental Assessment included an inadequate range of
alternatives.

Our related comments explain our position and include the following:

«The Forest Service is obviously not considering and analyzing in depth a full range of alternatives
when both the No Action alternative alone and the Proposed Action alternative alone are only expected
to improve upland plant vigor ‘slowly’ and over an unspecified ‘long’ term. Riparian plant conditions
are expected ‘to improve at a more accelerated rate than alternative 2 through the No Action
alternative—i.e. from removing all cattle after two years. Yet riparian functioning in the most damaged
creeks would likely be slower without some active restoration, so the obvious solution would be to
combine cessation of livestock grazing after the required two years with proposed active riparian
restoration such as needed head-cut repair, wood placement to stabilize stream channels, and riparian
hardwood planting, as well as closing road segments damaging RHCAs. This would be the
environmentally preferred alternative.” (BMBP Comments, pp. 9-10)

“Following is a summary of some of our key concerns about the proposed action and reasons to support
either the No Action alternative 1 or a modified alternative we are suggesting that would phase out
livestock grazing over two years as with No Action and include proposed active riparian restoration, but
not the extensive conifer thinning planned unless it is reduced to the typical non-commercial size limit of
9” dbh and is done by hand only, with more limited scale based on specific criteria relating only to
riparian area restoration.

e The No Action or a modified No Action/Active Riparian Restoration Only alternative would
have far greater benefits for riparian recovery and for the viability and recovery of Threatened
Mid-Columbia steelhead trout, Sensitive Redband trout, Sensitive Columbia spotted frog, and
other aquatic life and riparian plant biodiversity than the proposed continuance of livestock
grazing under Alternative 2 and would better meet Forest Plan standards, PACFISH/INFISH
objectives, and Clean Water Act requirements. The Environmental Assessment analysis supports
our contention that recovery of riparian areas would occur more quickly (and more completely)
with no continued cattle grazing. This leads to the logical conclusion that existing fish
populations of Redband trout and downstream Threatened Mid-Columbia Steelhead trout,
Columbia Spotted frogs, and other aquatic life and riparian-associated Sensitive plants would be
more likely to survive and would benefit more from either the No Action alternative, or better
yet, our proposed modified alternative that incorporates both no reauthorization of the grazing
permits plus the proposed riparian restoration activities planned for Alternative 2. Such a
modified alternative is such an obvious solution to the existing riparian condition problems as an
environmentally preferred alternative that the Forest Service should have thought of it, based on
staff and public concerns, and proposed this as an alternative. The EA instead has an inadequate
range of alternatives.” (BMBP Comments, p. 1,pars2 & 3)

“Jt is easily foreseeable that proposed grazing management changes would not be sufficient, as there is so
much long-term livestock damage to these creeks and the Forest Service is not proposing a definite
reduction in cattle numbers, changes in the season of use, or keeping cattle completely out of the riparian
areas.” (BMBP Comment pp. 7-8)

«“Beneficial effects rather than further impacts to Mid-Columbia Steelhead trout, Redband trout, and
Columbia Spotted frog is another reason for our support for the No Action alternative or our suggested
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“No grazing reauthorization plus riparian restoration™ alternative over the Proposed Action alternative.”
(BMBP Comment, p.'11, par. 3)

“The Forest Service is failing to provide a full range of alternatives, as the first two alternatives
considered but eliminated from detailed study are viable alternatives in keeping with the purpose and
need of improving upland and riparian conditions. Actually, an alternative that suggests dramatically
reduced utilization is not covered by the proposed alternative as claimed. Alternative 2 proposes variable
seasons of use without significantly reducing cattle numbers, and therefore not reducing overall
utilization levels. It’s not at all clear that the proposed action would actually sufficiently reduce the
season of use in riparian areas or other sensitive areas. This is perhaps the reason why the Forest Service
characterized this as only “implied” by the analysis of the proposed action. The suggested reduction or
elimination of the season of use in riparian and other sensitive areas is by no means guaranteed by the
proposed action. Existing severely degraded riparian areas give reason for concern that there should be
mandated reduction or elimination of the season of use in riparian areas or other sensitive areas to allow
for their full recovery” (BMBP Comments, p. 9)

“We support the No Action/No Grazing alternative or No Action combined with Riparian Restoration
Only as an alternative that does not reauthorize livestock grazing but still proposes needed active
restoration for riparian areas. Decommissioning of livestock-related water developments and removal of
fencing no longer needed could be included as part of our proposed modified alternative. The most
destructive water developments and fencing could be prioritized for decommissioning if there is not
enough current funding for immediate removal, with scheduling for removing defunct water
developments and unnecessary fencing later. Road closures and decommissioning could also be
included, although these are not usually planned for livestock grazing reauthorization and could be done
separately. This alternative would not include non-commercial thinning without significant tree size and
acreage reduction, confining it only to riparian restoration objectives, as discussed above. Such changes
and limitations would turn this into a credible “Wildlife Habitat Improvement Project”, which could be
the name of this proposed modified alternative. This new alternative would still provide local jobs.”
(BMBP Comments, p.8)

Resolution

BMBP has commented on its objection to the ONF’s inadequate range of alternatives in the Sunflower
Grazing Reauthorization Environmental Assessment and requested a broader range of alternatives in our
comments. See our comments quoted and cited above.

To remedy this problem, the Forest Service would either have to reissue a new Environmental Impact
Statement offering a full range of alternatives as required by NEPA for public review and comment, or

better meet our concerns by choosing our modified alternative or the No Action alternative, as expressed
in related comments as follow:

“We support the No Action/No Grazing alternative or No Action combined with Riparian Restoration
Only as an alternative that does not reauthorize livestock grazing but still proposes needed active
restoration for riparian areas. Decommissioning of livestock-related water developments and removal of
fencing no longer needed could be included as part of our proposed modified alternative. The most
destructive water developments and fencing could be prioritized for decommissioning if there is not
enough current funding for immediate removal, with scheduling for removing defunct water
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developments and unnecessary fencing later. Road closures and decommissioning could also be
included, although these are not usually planned for livestock grazing reauthorization and could be done
separately. This alternative would not include non-commercial thinning without significant tree size and
acreage reduction, confining it only to riparian restoration objectives, as discussed above. Such changes
and limitations would turn this into a credible “Wildlife Habitat Improvement Project”, which could be
the name of this proposed modified alternative. This new alternative would still provide local jobs.”
(BMBP Comments, p.8)

Failure to adequately analyze direct, indirect, and cumulative effects

The Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization Environmental Assessment demonstrates failure to adequately
analyze environmental effects of the project in various parts of the document, including omissions and
distortions such as the following addressed in our comments:

“The non-commercial thinning proposed sounds more like a subsidized hand-out to the allotment
permittees to increase forage for cows than a justified wildlife habitat improvement. Such thinning is not
likely to increase forage significantly under current grazing pressure. The proposed conifer negative
thinning impacts to wildlife, carbon storage, and recreational values would need to be analyzed in depth.
Non-commercial thinning up to only 9” dbh by hand only is much less damaging and less controversial
than planning to thin up to 21” dbh, which is equivalent to a timber sale regarding the loss of live trees
for wildlife, long-term snag and log habitat, recreational values, and carbon sequestration. Such
foreseeable impacts need to be analyzed and avoided. We suggest limiting any non-commercial thinning
to 9” dbh maximum, greatly scaling down the acreage on which this occurs by confining it to situations
of meadow and riparian hardwood encroachment, and setting clear criteria for where, under what
circumstances, at what degree of intensity, and why this would take place—or drop the non-commercial
thinning with this project.” (BMBP Comments, p. 8, par. 4)

“Jt sounds like planned non-commercial thinning with tracked excavating equipment with booms would
be likely to exceed the Forest Plan limit for detrimental soil impacts of 20% of an activity area when
calculated combined with existing detrimental soil impacts. Further, [the] EA does not analyze in depth
the effects of intensive thinning up to 20.9 dbh over larger areas for specific areas.” (BMBP Comments,
p. 10, 4" par.)

«The Table 2 findings of continued adverse bank stability and fine sediment loading for the No Action
alternative fails to account for mid to long-term benefits from plant regeneration on stream banks from no
cattle grazing and passive recovery, which would gradually stabilize stream banks and reduce bank
instability and fine sediment delivery. Cattle trampling around riparian areas causes bank instability and
excess fine sediment loading in streams. No cattle use would also contribute to a better width to depth
ration for stream channels and help reduce stream temperatures due to far less grazing and hedging of
riparian hardwoods.” (BMBP Comments, p. 11, par. 3)

“Limit tree felling to only limited wood placement in stream channels and floodplains and limited non-
commercial thinning only up to 9 dbh by hand, only where trees are encroaching on riparian hardwood
habitat or moist meadows. There should be detailed analysis justifying any tree felling or non-
commercial thinning. Just citing project design criteria is not enough for NEPA requirements or to allay
our concerns.” (BMBP Comments, p. 15, last par.)



Re: inadequate cumulative effects analysis:

“ Encouraging the continued grazing of livestock on very marginal and degraded grasslands, when
creeks are drying up is not “promoting stability in communities that depend on range resources.” (EA p.
5) This is especially true with the foreseeable advent of more high temperatures and droughts and more
intense wild fires under escalating climate change. Yet the Forest Service fails to analyze climate change
effects and their interactions with the existing situation of severe extensive over-grazing, long-term
riparian damage, and evidence of what were probably historically perennial creeks drying up. If the
cumulative effects of climate change and continued livestock grazing in this area were analyzed in depth,
there would be a clear indication that continued livestock grazing authorization is not advisable. Local
ranchers are bound to face more and more cut-backs in the grazing season and numbers of cattle that can
be supported and other limiting grazing requirements under adaptive management due to increased loss
of forage to drought and fires and lack of sufficient water due to drought, high temperatures, and the
continued high demand on water by the cattle. This situation can lead to increasing economic loss to the
ranchers and eventual abandonment of the allotments, at which point the existing riparian area
destruction, loss of plant diversity and abundance, soil impacts, and stress on wildlife populations will be
even more intense and much harder to recover and restore.” (BMBP comments, pp. 4-5)

“The costs of new water developments, water development reconstruction, miles of new fencing, and
active riparian restoration far outweigh any benefit to the ranchers. The public and the ecosystem bear
the expense. These ecological expenses include continuing destruction of fish populations; and loss of:
water retention; water and forage for wildlife; natural hydrologic and riparian functioning; plant
diversity; and recreational and scenic values. Beyond all this, the cattle also contribute to the severity of
climate change effects through both methane gas emissions and depletion of water, loss of water
retention, and soil and plant impacts that decrease the viability of wildlife species. Elk also spend energy
and lose otherwise suitable habitat by actively avoiding cattle.” (BMBP comments that specify ecological
expenses/impacts not considered in any depth in the EA analysis, p. 7, 4" par.)

Resolution:

BMBP has commented on its objection to the ONF’s failure to adequately analyze direct, indirect, and
cumulative effects of the Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization project on a range of receptors.
See our comment quotations and citations in the paragraphs above regarding inadequate analysis.

To resolve this objection, an EIS needs to be prepared that adequately analyzes direct and indirect
effects of the Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization project, and cumulative effects of the project in
combination with past, ongoing, and reasonably foreseeable future actions to NEPA standards, with a
public comment period to enable informed public comment and agency review.

Inaccurate use of the science

There are some instances in the Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization EA of analysis not reflecting the
full range of best available science or using science inaccurately. Examples of failure to accurately using
science from our comments:

«What exact field evidence studies support full recovery of streamside plants through cattle dispersal and
riparian restoration without full exclusion fencing or reduction in numbers of livestock and shortening
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the season of use? The benefits of no cattle use to both riparian and upland plant diversity are well
documented for cattle exclusion and passive recovery. It is not clear (or discussed in the analysis) that
cattle dispersal due to management actions proposed would come close at all to full riparian and upland
recovery even in the long-term.” (BMBP comments, p. 11, 15t par.)

«It seems highly questionable to assume that potential for effects to infiltration rates and soil structure
by such heavy animals with intensive grazing habits and tendency to congregate only occur during the
growing season, not during the later summer dry season recurrent use of riparian areas and continued
upland grazing. It is also dubious whether these effects ‘are relieved by freeze-thaw processes the
following winter.” This does not account for the legacy impacts of cattle trampling and compaction of
soils from year to year and over decades compounding the intensity of impacts. This seems like a biased
selection from the science and a misrepresentation of the science as a whole.” (BMBP Comments, p. 13,
15t par.)

Resolution

BMBP has commented on its objection to the ONF’s failure to use science accurately. See our
comment citations and quotations in the paragraphs above.

In order for the Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization project to comply with NEPA, the Forest Service
needs to use the science accurately, with professional integrity in analysis in a new EIS available for
public comment. This would better and more accurately inform public comments, agency review, and
decision-making.

IL The Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization project violates the National Forest Management Act

The Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization project violates the National Forest Management Act in the
following ways: failure to ensure the viability of Management Indicator and other species, including
Northern goshawk, failure to ensure current suitability of the allotment lands for continued livestock
grazing, and potential violation of Forest Plan standards and guidelines for riparian area (RHCA)
protection, grazing standards, and protection of soils through proposed actions. The Forest Plan requires
adherence to INFISH requirements, including moving toward attainment of Riparian Management

Objectives in forest areas, and protection guidance for the Northern goshawk under the Eastside Screens
requirements.

Failure to ensure the viability of Management Indicator Species (MIS)

Our comments noted many areas of analysis in which the Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization EA
failed to demonstrate that the viability of Management Indicator (MIS) and Sensitive species would be
ensured with project implementation. Species of concern for protection of viability include the following
Management Indicator species: Redband trout, and Rocky Mountain elk, as well as Northern goshawk,
which has protection guidance under the Eastside Screens.

We are also concerned about failure to ensure viability of Sensitive and Threatened-listed species on
the Forest, including Threatened-listed Gray wolf; Threatened-listed Mid-Columbia River steelhead
trout; Sensitive-listed Wolverine; Sensitive Columbia Spotted frog, and Sensitive-listed Redband trout.

The Forest Service has legal responsibilities to protect the viability of Management Indicator species,
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but not to reauthorize livestock grazing no matter what the cost to other values protected by the Forest
Plan.

Examples of how our comments express these concerns regarding the failure to ensure the viability of
Management Indicator and other species:

«The ‘Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization and Wildlife Habitat Inprovement Project’ Environmental
Assessment’s Proposed Action (alternative 2) would reauthorize cattle grazing on Ochoco National
Forest public/treaty lands on the Paulina Ranger District despite widespread severe over-grazing and
long-term riparian damage to creeks and springs from current and past livestock grazing. Continued cattle
use would set back badly needed recovery of riparian areas, natural plant cover and diversity, and soil
integrity and fertility. Continued cattle grazing of the allotments area, even with proposed adaptive
management and limited riparian restoration, threatens the continued viability of the Sensitive Redband
trout populations and Sensitive Columbia Spotted frogs, downstream Threatened Mid-Columbia
Steelhead trout, and many Sensitive or declining bird species, including the Greater Sage Grouse, as well
as harming meadow habitat for Sensitive native Bumblebee species and a Sensitive butterfly species.
The planned continued grazing of 1,563 cow and calf pairs would still remove needed forage for native
Mule deer, Rocky Mountain elk, and Pronghorn. The long grazing season, which the Forest Service does
not promise to reduce, eliminates nutritious spring forage for wild ungulates and wild horses, summer
forage, and late fall forage very important to deer and elk winter survival. Many Sensitive plants,
especially riparian plants, would also be at risk from continued cattle grazing. Water quality and
hydrologic flow recovery would also be significantly impeded by continued cattle grazing even with
planned adaptive management and limited active riparian restoration.” (BMBP Comments, p. 1, par. 1)
3)“Based on the EA analysis, wildlife species that would be threatened by the proposed cattle grazing
reauthorization (and some by the proposed extensive tree thinning up to 16-20.9” dbh) but would
benefit from the No Action or modified No Action/Active riparian restoration alternative include:
the Sensitive Greater Sage grouse; the Sensitive Silver-bordered Fritillary butterfly; the Sensitive
Western bumble bee and the Morrison bumble bee; the Sensitive Fir Pinwheel snail; Management
Indicator species Rocky Mountain elk and Mule deer; Focal species Pronghorn, wild horses, and
Northern goshawk; Sensitive Lewis’ woodpecker; raptors; and a number of Birds of Conservation
Concern, including: Flammulated owl; Calliope hummingbird; Olive-sided flycatcher; Willow
flycatcher; Loggerhead shrike; Sage thrasher; Brewer’s sparrow; and Sage sparrow; as well as Focal
bird species: Chipping sparrow; Nashville warbler; Red-naped sapsucker; Red-eyed vireo; Yellow
warbler; MacGillivray’s warbler; Western wood peewee; Warbling vireo; Vesper sparrow; Lincoln’s
sparrow; and Savannah sparrow. This is an extraordinarily high number of Sensitive-designated
species, Focal species, and species in decline (which also would include Threatened Steelhead trout,
Sensitive Redband trout, Sensitive Columbia Spotted frog, and many Sensitive plant species) that
would potentially be harmed by the proposed action. This is especially egregious in that the No
Action alternative should have been identified as the Environmentally preferred action or a modified
No Action/riparian restoration alternative should have been proposed, identified as the
Environmentally preferred action, analyzed in depth, and offered as the Proposed Action. Planning
for potential continued decline of so many Sensitive wildlife species demonstrates Forest Service
disregard for the Endangered Species Act goal of preventing upward trends in species listed—for
example, from Sensitive to Threatened and from Threatened to Endangered listing. The agency’s
willingness to sacrifice so many wildlife species also shows disdain for the National Forest
Management Act’s goal of ensuring the viability of all native vertebrate species.” (BMBP comments,
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p.2, #3)

“Beneficial effects rather than further impacts to Mid-Columbia Steelhead trout, Redband trout, and
Columbia Spotted frog is another reason for our support for the No Action alternative or our suggested
“No grazing reauthorization plus riparian restoration’ alternative over the Proposed Action alternative.”
(BMBP comment, p. 11, par. 3)

“Drop all planned thinning within goshawk Post Fledging Areas. Northern goshawks select for denser
forest habitat for nesting and foraging. Apparently the planned thinning in goshawk PFAs is ignoring
(and not discussing) Greenwood [Greenwald] et al.’s literature review on goshawk habitat requirements.
Goshawks need dense forest, not just large trees, snags, and down wood. Along with other accipiter
hawks, they evolved for a dense forest habitat niche and are out-competed by raptors and large owls for
prey if the forest is opened up too much by logging. Goshawks also need at least 60% canopy closure for
nesting and at least 40% for foraging, based on the science. The proposed thinning is so unrestricted that
there is no guarantee that areas thinned would remain suitable goshawk foraging or nesting habitat.”
(BMBP comments, p. 16, 2" par.)

See our additional comments supporting our objection re: the need to maintain the viability of MIS
species under NFMA at p.5, 2nd par. and p. 9, 1% par.

Resolution

BMBP has commented on its objection to the ONF’s failure to provide for viability of Management

Indicator and other species in the Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization project. See our comment citations
and sample quotes in the above paragraphs.

Resolution of this issue would include:

Re: Northern goshawk:

* No commercial-size logging in suitable primary goshawk habitat and PFAs and any non-commercial
size thinning (up to 9” dbh) should be dropped or limited to less than one quarter of a PFA and not occur
within the nest core 30 acre buffer.

Re: deer and elk:

* Retain more overall tree density and deer and elk cover—especially by dropping thinning in
microhabitat patches where greater density would naturally occur, such as at higher elevations, within
RHCASs, on North to Northeast aspect slopes or in hollows, and in wildlife connectivity corridors.
*Road density should be reduced to at least the Forest Plan standards and objectives for elk.

Re: Redband trout and Columbia Spotted frog: See recommended remedies below, under Forest Plan
violations—INFISH. Riparian and aquatic species in particular would benefit from no continued
livestock grazing combined with active riparian restoration.

*QOther species mentioned in our comments would likely benefit from much less livestock grazing
intensity (i.e. no livestock grazing or much smaller numbers, no livestock use or shorter seasons of
livestock use than the average current seasons which avoid the early Spring reproductive season in April
and May) and active riparian restoration to bring back native grasses, shrubs, and riparian hardwoods,
including planting of native riparian hardwoods.

Forest Plan violations
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Forest Plan violations in the Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization project include likely continued
violations of Forest Plan standards by further setting back attainment of INFISH/PACFISH Riparian
Management Objectives; not updating suitability of the land for livestock grazing based on current
conditions; sacrificing other values and goals under the Forest Plan in order to perpetuate the single use
of livestock grazing; failing to meet grazing standards (e.g. stubble height) and a disconnect between
proposed actions and full use of the current best available science due to reliance on an outdated Forest
Plan. Violation of Forest Plan standards also include potentially not adequately protecting Northern
goshawk under the Eastside Screens and exceeding Forest Plan limits to detrimental impacts to soils.

Violation of the Forest Plan Eastside Screens

INFISH Violations

Our comments on potential Forest Plan violation regarding failure to demonstrate adherence to
Riparian Management Objectives clearly state our concerns. See BMBP comments quoted and cited
below:

“The ‘Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization and Wildlife Habitat Improvement Project’ Environmental
Assessment’s Proposed Action (alternative 2) would reauthorize cattle grazing on Ochoco National
Forest public/treaty lands on the Paulina Ranger District despite widespread severe over-grazing and
long-term riparian damage to creeks and springs from current and past livestock grazing. Continued cattle
use would set back badly needed recovery of riparian areas, natural plant cover and diversity, and soil
integrity and fertility. Continued cattle grazing of the allotments area, even with proposed adaptive
management and limited riparian restoration, threatens the continued viability of the Sensitive Redband
trout populations and Sensitive Columbia Spotted frogs, downstream Threatened Mid-Columbia
Steelhead trout, and many Sensitive or declining bird species, including the Greater Sage Grouse, as well
as harming meadow habitat for Sensitive native Bumblebee species and a Sensitive butterfly
species....Many Sensitive plants, especially riparian plants, would also be at risk from continued cattle
grazing. Water quality and hydrologic flow recovery would also be significantly impeded by continued

cattle grazing even with planned adaptive management and limited active riparian restoration.” (BMBP
comment, p. 1, par. 1)

«“Creeks are also drying up outside of exclosures, where the only lush, healthy forage and hardwoods
remain. This level of intense forage and water consumption by cattle alone is in violation of numerous
Forest Plan standards and goals, such as for higher residual stubble heights, less browsing on riparian
hardwoods, the forage to be reserved for wildlife, and Riparian Management Objectives in general under
PACFISH/INFISH to preserve fish habitat, riparian biodiversity, and ecological processes. Creeks in the
allotments are clearly not meeting criteria for bank stability, sediment, width-to depth channel ratios, and

riparian hardwoods. See our survey sheets and photos from sample riparian locations.” (BMBP
comments, p. 9, last par.)

«We’re concerned that so much mechanized equipment use could contribute significant excess fine
sediment to the channel, further erode banks, or otherwise degrade riparian conditions. What project
design would be used to avoid these impacts?” (BMBP comment, p. 5, 3 par.)

«All the severely damaged riparian areas outside exclosures are not moving toward Riparian
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Management objectives under INFISH. “ (BMBP comment, p. 7, 3" par.)

“This is not that reassuring, the voluntary possibility that now the Forest Service might adjust the
season [of livestock use to meet Forest Plan goals, objectives, and desired conditions, as well as the
ability to meet utilization and] streambank alteration standards after many decades of apparently not
doing so in these allotments. The riparian and upland forage conditions are far too degraded to just hope
that the Forest Service staff (some of whom may be the same during the long period of neglect) will now
be able to meet the Forest Plan goals, objectives, desired conditions, and utilization and streambank
alteration standards without reducing the number of cattle greatly and shortening the season of use or

removing the cattle altogether.” (BMBP comment, p. 13, par. 2) (The brackets indicate a typo of missing
text in the original comment.)

«“We are strongly opposed to the conversion of any existing exclosures, including the Murray “Holding
Pasture” to “holding” or “riparian” pastures for cattle use or any other livestock use. These exclosures
are the only remaining examples of riparian vitality resembling conditions prior to livestock grazing.
They are important reference condition or near reference condition areas to show how riparian areas in

these allotments could flourish without livestock use. Allowing cattle into the exclosures defeats their
purpose and degrades the last riparian reserves in the area for wildlife.”

« Exclosure fences around spring development areas should not be ‘small’ but big enough to encompass
the entire spring and ground water source riparian area to protect associated biodiversity. The planned
exclosure around Cougar Creek is not big enough and should not be grazed at all. There is severe over-
grazing by cattle all around Cougar Creek with very short stubble heights and areas of bare ground. (See
our photos around Cougar Creek.) Cattle allotment planning needs to either fully exclude livestock from
riparian areas except for small water gaps and exclude cattle from all damaged areas or else not
reauthorize cattle grazing. It’s extremely sobering to witness the extreme cattle damage in these
allotments.”(BMBP comments, p. 6, last two par.s)

“We oppose developing new spring sites for use by cattle and drilling any new wells for livestock.
Springs are one of the greatest sources of natural biodiversity, along with other riparian areas such as

creeks, seeps, and fens, and should no longer be allocated to and destroyed by livestock.” (BMBP
comments, p.7, par. 1)

Resolution

BMBP has commented on the Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization project’s potential violations of
INFISH Riparian Management Objectives. See our comments cited and quoted above.

To resolve this objection, the Forest Service needs to:

*Reduce the number of cattle allowed to use allotment pastures with degraded riparian zones, creeks, or
springs, including but not limited to those pastures not meeting Riparian Management objectives and not
showing a consistent upward trend toward meeting RMOs.

*Shorten the season of use for pastures with riparian zones, including creeks, streams, and springs to
exclude the early Spring season of April and May, to allow for full growth and re-seeding of riparian
zones before any cattle grazing. Remove the cattle off pastures every season before too much plant
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reduction and trampling of meadows, floodplains, stream channels, and streambanks occurs in the fall—
i e. before wet weather resumes, so no later than the end of August or mid-September.

*Prohibit any cattle entry or use within riparian exclosures and keep exclosure fencing maintained.

« Exclosure fences around spring development areas should not be ‘small’ but big enough to encompass
the entire spring and ground water source riparian area to protect associated biodiversity. The planned
exclosure around Cougar Creek is not big enough and should not be grazed at all. There is severe over-
grazing by cattle all around Cougar Creek with very short stubble heights and areas of bare ground. (See
our photos around Cougar Creek.) Cattle allotment planning needs to either fully exclude livestock from
riparian areas except for small water gaps and exclude cattle from all damaged areas or else not
reauthorize cattle grazing....” (BMBP comments, p. 6, 2nd to last par.)

«If the Forest Service is going to reauthorize the cattle grazing on the Wind Creek allotment (which we
oppose), the North Wind Creek exclosure should be built before any grazing is allowed, not waiting to
see if proposed grazing management changes result in the desired effects in North Fork Wind Creek. It is
easily foreseeable that proposed grazing management changes would not be sufficient, as there is so
much long-term livestock damage to these creeks and the Forest Service is not proposing a definite

reduction in cattle numbers, changes in the season of use, or keeping cattle completely out of the riparian
areas.” (BMBP comments, p. 7, last par.)

*Drop development of any new spring sites and wells for cattle.

“There needs to be a strict prohibition against causing any more impacts to groundwater-dependent
ecosystems. Don’t develop any more springs for livestock use. Instead use exclosure fencing around all
existing springs and fens to keep livestock out and allow for the passive restoration of spring and fen
riparian functions and biodiversity. Existing spring developments should be changed to meet proposed
criteria or decommissioned and restored, as in the case of cattle removal.” (BMBP comment, p. 15, 2nd
par.)

“Spring ‘development’ (destruction) for livestock should not be an exception that allows for fence
construction within spring sites, seeps, or other ground water-dependent ecosystems, such as fens. These
areas should have large exclosure buffers that encompass the entire affected zone—or better yet, close
that part of the pasture to livestock use.” (BMBP comments, p. 15, 31 par.)

#*Trees cut for in-channel wood and floodplain roughness should not be trees contributing to shade (or
bank stability) at all. Get rid of loopholes! Ground-disturbing equipment should not be used in RHCAs
at all unless operating from a Forest Service open road. Except for loophole exceptions that allow for
more riparian damage, we generally support proposed aquatic restoration criteria. There are science-
based guidelines for most appropriate cross-channel angles for tree felling for large wood abundance.”
(BMBP comment, p. 14, 2" to last par.)

*Drop commercial logging and heavy equipment use within RHCA buffers except for large wood

placement up to 18” dbh for riparian restoration which retains conifers providing streambank stability
and primary shading.
*Drop any planned heavy equipment stream drainage crossings.

Failing to adhere to Eastside Screens Protections for Northern goshawks

Our comments on the EA regarding goshawk clearly explain our rationale for this objection:
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“Drop all planned thinning within goshawk Post Fledging Areas. Northern goshawks select for denser
forest habitat for nesting and foraging. Apparently the planned thinning in goshawk PFAs is ignoring
(and not discussing) Greenwood [Greenwald] et al.’s literature review on goshawk habitat requirements.
Goshawks need dense forest, not just large trees, snags, and down wood. Along with other accipiter
hawks, they evolved for a dense forest habitat niche and are out-competed by raptors and large owls for
prey if the forest is opened up too much by logging. Goshawks also need at least 60% canopy closure for
nesting and at least 40% for foraging, based on the science. The proposed thinning is so unrestricted that
there is no guarantee that areas thinned would remain suitable goshawk foraging or nesting habitat.”
(BMBP comments, p. 16, 2" par.)

Resolution

* Keep noncommercial thinning away from recently active goshawk nest sites, including outside the 30
acre buffer around the nest—i.e. for goshawk nests occupied within the last 5 years.
*"Drop all planned thinning within goshawk Post Fledging Areas....” (BMBP comment, p. 16, 2" par.)

Road system management:

Our related comments support planned road closure and decommissioning and also propose more
effective closure and decommissioning methods than have usually been used on the Ochoco National
Forest:

“While we support closure and decommissioning of ecologically damaging, unnecessary, or redundant
roads, rocks and berms often fail to prevent continued ATV or truck traffic. The post and pole gates are
often destroyed or modified for easy access. The Forest Service should use strong metal gates for system
roads and fully decommission hydrologically connected and otherwise ecologically damaging roads.
Preventing continuing resource (life source) damage and hydrologically stabilizing the road should be
required, not be optional. We ask that all ecologically damaging roads, overgrown roads, and redundant
roads identified for closure be closed permanently. As many as possible of the damaging roads should be
fully decommissioned or scheduled officially for future decommissioning if funding is not available
currently.” (BMBP comments, p. 8, 3 par.)

Potential Violation of Soil Protection Standards

Our comments explain our objection:
“The proposed action would increase already extensive detrimental soil impacts to levels that would
likely exceed Forest Plan standards, while the No Action or modified No Action/Active riparian
restoration alternative would greatly decrease detrimental soil conditions and more quickly restore
riparian areas and plant biodiversity. The Environmental Assessment analysis supports our concern
that existing detrimental soil impacts likely already violate the Forest Plan standard limit and would
definitely perpetuate violation of the Forest Plan 20% of the total activity area standard after
implementation of Alternative 2.” (BMBP comments, p. 2, #2)

« Re: Table 2, regarding detrimental soil impact calculation for Alternative 2, in many cases much more
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than 20 feet (10 feet on each side of the drainage) is badly over-grazed, trampled, compacted, and/or
contributing excess fine sediment to creeks. See our field survey photos showing wider expanses of
detrimental soil conditions. This indicates Forest Service under-estimating of detrimental soil conditions
from alternative 2.” (BMBP comment p. 10, par. 2)

“The proposed action description for detrimental soil conditions in Table 2, pp. 18-19, fails to state
whether or not detrimental soil conditions from the proposed action would cumulatively exceed the
Forest Plan standard limit of 20% of an area or other relevant Forest Plan standards. The analysis also
understates the scale of effects from alternative 2, with no survey of existing detrimental soil impacts,
including upland overgrazed areas.” (BMBP comments, p. 10, par. 3)

«Jt sounds like planned non-commercial thinning with tracked excavating equipment with booms would
be likely to exceed the Forest Plan limit for detrimental soil impacts of 20% of an activity area when
calculated combined with existing detrimental soil impacts. Further, [the] EA does not analyze in depth

the effects of intensive thinning up to 20.9” dbh over larger areas for specific areas.” (BMBP comments,
p. 10, par. 4)

Resolution

BMBP has commented on our objection that the Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization Project as
proposed could violate Forest Plan soil protection standards. See our comments quoted and cited above.
To resolve this objection, the Forest Service needs to do the following:
*Identify specific areas where extensive or intensive ground disturbing management is planned and,
additionally, specific areas that already have existing high levels of ground disturbance and soil impacts
approaching, equal to, or exceeding the 20% area limit for detrimental soil disturbance in the Sunflower
Grazing Reauthorization project area. Then the overlap of planned extensive or intensive ground
disturbance with existing high levels of detrimental soil impacts should be analyzed in order to identify
areas where additional detrimental soil impacts should not be allowed.
*Drop ground disturbance planned in areas which have already high degrees of detrimental soil impacts
or sensitive soils making further extensive ground disturbance likely to lead to violation of Forest Plan
standards for soil protection with proposed management. Sources of additional detrimental soil impacts
can include continued livestock use of an area, ground disturbance from planned thinning, or soil impacts
from planned riparian restoration actions.
*Drop thinning of any steep slopes or areas within RHCAs to reduce potential erosion, loss of soil
integrity, and potential sedimentation of creeks, if adjacent.
*Drop any ground disturbing management in areas unlikely to meet Forest Plan standards for detrimental
soil standards without further mitigation, as mitigation is unlikely to be 100% effective.
* “Keep cattle out of lithosol habitat (“scabland”) completely.” (BMBP comment, p. 14, 2" to last par.)

Suitability of the Land for Livestock Grazing and Violation of Grazing Standards

Our comments express our concerns for these objections.

Re: Suitability of the land for livestock grazing:

“The ‘Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization and Wildlife Habitat Improvement Project’ Environmental
Assessment’s Proposed Action (alternative 2) would reauthorize cattle grazing on Ochoco National
Forest public/treaty lands on the Paulina Ranger District despite widespread severe over-grazing and
long-term riparian damage to creeks and springs from current and past livestock grazing. Continued cattle
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use would set back badly needed recovery of riparian areas, natural plant cover and diversity, and soil
integrity and fertility.” (BMBP comment, p. 1, par. 1)

“The Sunflower allotment lands should no longer be considered suitable for domestic livestock grazing
based on current extensive and intensive cattle grazing damage to riparian areas, plant diversity, forage
abundance, soils, and associated water quality, hydrologic flows, and wildlife habitat. The Ochoco
Forest Plan is very outdated, including in its designation of lands suitable for livestock grazing. The
Sunflower allotment cluster area has had such extreme over-grazing for so long that the area likely will
never fully recover for decades or meet Forest Plan standards and guidelines, including
PACFISH/INFISH RMOs and newer stream assessment objectives without the complete removal of all
cattle and the use of both active riparian restoration and long-term passive recovery made possible by
cattle removal.” (BMBP comment, p. 4, 2™ to last par.)

«“Based on the maps of proposed grazing-related actions, it’s clear that too many water developments are
being used and planned for cattle, including new wells and new spring development and much water
development reconstruction, for the area to be viable for cattle grazing. See Figures 2, 3, and 4.” (BMBP
comment, p. 8, 2" par.)

“The provision of the current rate of forage for cattle, as proposed under Alternative 2 (see Table 1), is
obviously unsustainable, as virtually no forage was left in both the Sunflower and the Wind Creek
allotments (we didn’t check the Dry Corner allotment) as of early September. Significantly, most of the
cattle had already been removed, probably due to the lack of forage and diminishing water availability.
The cattle are consuming far more than their share (assuming that they should have a share at all), with
nothing left for fall forage for wildlife. No wonder Mule deer are declining! While there are other
factors in Mule deer decline, in the Sunflower allotments, the lack of forage left for deer may be a key
cause.” (BMBP comments, p. 9, 31 to last par.)

Comments re: violation of grazing standards, particularly stubble height:

“Creeks are also drying up outside of exclosures, where the only lush, healthy forage and hardwoods
remain. This level of intense forage and water consumption by cattle alone is in violation of numerous
Forest Plan standards and goals, such as for higher residual stubble heights, less browsing on riparian
hardwoods, the forage to be reserved for wildlife, and Riparian Management Objectives in general under
PACFISH/INFISH to preserve fish habitat, riparian biodiversity, and ecological processes.” (BMBP
comments, p. 9, 2" to last par.)

“There is severe over-grazing by cattle all around Cougar Creek with very short stubble heights and areas
of bare ground. (See our photos around Cougar Creek.) Cattle allotment planning needs to either fully
exclude livestock from riparian areas except for small water gaps and exclude cattle from all damaged
areas or else not reauthorize cattle grazing. It’s extremely sobering to witness the extreme cattle damage
in these allotments.” (BMBP comments, p. 6, most of last par.)

« The Forest Service is not obligated to reauthorize livestock grazing when the damage threatens or
destroys other values under the Forest Plan or fails to meet Forest Plan standards, as is the case with
these allotments. Remaining stubble as short as 1 to 2” tal] with areas of bare ground does not meet
Forest Plan standards or best available science constraints.” (BMBP comments, p. 7, 34 par.)

«Conditions are currently so bad on the Wind Creek allotment (as of early September 2020) that most
of these pastures, if not all, need to have no cattle grazing at least until after bunch grass seed set every
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year for years to come to recover from long-term over-grazing effects to the bunch grasses, as well as to
most other plants.” (BMBP comment, p. 7, last par.)

“Based on our field surveying, cattle were not being removed from pastures before the forage stubble
height limit was reached. Current typical stubble height requirements for removal of livestock are
triggered by reaching 4 to 6” of stubble height. Such stubble height limits were violated —apparently as
the norm, considering the long-term cumulative legacy effects—across pastures and allotments. So
monitoring of conditions and removal of cattle prior to stubble height thresholds being reached are not
“routine administration” on this part of the Ochoco. So now a whole new culture of livestock
management would have to be instilled and enforced, preferably with different new staff who were not
involved with allowing the previous cattle degradation to occur year after year.” (BMBP p. 13, par. 3)

« Almost all pastures are already in unsatisfactory condition. The starting points for proposed
monitoring and standard enforcement should start immediately with these dismal conditions. These
measures should have been taken decades ago. Almost every part of pastures we surveyed were at only
one to two inches of stubble with extensive or intermittent bare ground. Severely degraded creek banks
and stream channels and hardly any or no riparian hardwoods was the norm outside of exclosures.
Notably our field surveying locations were relatively random, based on easily accessible mapped
locations of livestock ponds and road crossings of creeks and on a few opportunistic stops, not based on
selecting for the most damaged locations.” (BMBP comments, p. 14, par. 4)

Resolution:

*Due to the current lack of suitability of the Sunflower allotments area for cattle grazing, our preferred
resolution would be no reauthorization of livestock grazing, as under the No Action alternative, with two
years before cattle removal, but with active riparian restoration implemented to restore riparian
conditions from what appears to be decades of legacy damage from over-grazing from livestock. Current
cattle use at current numbers and current long seasons of use apparently is preventing any significant
riparian recovery, as well as not meeting stubble height requirements (as of early September 2020, based
on our field surveying) over the majority of the Sunflower and Wind Creek allotments. Only complete
removal of cattle and related passive recovery over years may restore riparian areas to meet riparian
management objectives and restore conspicuous large areas of bare ground, as well as simplified plant
communities with little botanical diversity.

If grazing is reauthorized, the following partial remedies should apply:

*<Why hasn’t all this monitoring to meet grazing criteria and Forest Plan requirements not been done?
Range monitoring should be done more than twice a season to avoid damage. Monitoring at the end of
the grazing season could indicate changes that need to be made for the next season but does not prevent
the tremendous amount of damage that could occur between mid-season and the end of the season. There
should be at least three monitoring visits during the grazing season for each pasture in each allotment,
such as in late Spring, mid-summer, and at the end of the season. If active herding is required, ideally the
permittees would be required to move the cattle at least every three or four days. More monitoring is
needed to make sure that active herding is happening, there are no exclosure fence gaps, that cattle
numbers and distribution are as they were directed, and that thresholds for stubble heights, riparian
hardwoods, and bank stability (etc.) are not being violated.” (BMBP comments, p. 13, 2" to last full par.)
* “Were the cattle in these allotments taken off the pastures early due to lack of forage in 20207 1t
looked that way in early September. So much for our faith in the Forest Service using “range readiness”
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criteria to guarantee avoidance of legacy soil, plant cover, and riparian impacts. The Forest Service
should be monitoring livestock grazing frequently enough to stop impacts before they become severe or
legacy impacts regardless of the status or stage of the permit authorization process.” (BMBP comments,
p. 12, last par.)

*«Conditions are currently so bad on the Wind Creek allotment (as of early September 2020) that most of
these pastures, if not all, need to have no cattle grazing at least until after bunch grass seed set gvery year
for years to come to recover from long-term over-grazing effects to the bunch grasses, as well as to most
other plants.” (BMBP comment, p. 7, 2nd to last par.)

* «“The stubble height standard should be at least four inches for all pastures and at least six inches for all
riparian zones. This is standard on other Forests where there is active herding or up-to-date better
grazing management being practiced.” (BMBP comment, p. 14, par. 3)

*«Stubble height triggers for livestock movement in green line plants should be six inches across the
board, not just for existing unsatisfactory conditions. Unsatisfactory conditions are already ubiquitous
across these allotments. This, too, is standard for Forests and Districts with better grazing management,
using best available science. Given the drastically altered riparian conditions and greatly diminished
upland plant diversity, we are asking the Forest Service to automatically require reductions in livestock
numbers, a full-time rider for each allotment, rest of pastures, and increased stubble height, as well as a
shorter grazing season (e.g. July 15t to mid or late September) based on existing degraded conditions,
rather than allowing another season of damage first. Of course we support No Action or our modified No
Action/active riparian restoration alternative for quicker riparian recovery and the opportunity for years
of passive recovery to fully restore proper functioning over long-term continued livestock use.” (BMBP
comments, p. 14, par. 5)

% « The Forest Service needs to use the precautionary principle to achieve maximum, not minimum
riparian and upland biodiversity restoration. It is not just a matter of protecting existing riparian and
upland diversity and ecological processes, but of restoring them where they no longer exist, which
applies to the majority of these allotments outside of the small exclosures.” (BMBP comments, p. 14, par.
6)

Potential Violation of Region 6 FEIS on Invasive Plant Management

The Region 6 Invasive Plant Management FEIS emphasizes prevention of the introduction and
dispersal of invasive plants. Prevention measures need to include limiting ground disturbance and
controlling livestock as vectors of invasive plants to be effective. We are especially concerned regarding
the high potential for invasive plant introduction and dispersal in the Sunflower allotment complex
because of the already very extensive detrimental soil impacts, bare ground, and minimal forage cover, as
expressed above under detrimental soil impacts and failure to meet stubble height grazing standards
objections. As discussed below, much more ground disturbance is planned, with no reduction in cattle
numbers or length of the grazing season to reduce the potential for over-grazing and perpetuation of
extensive ground disturbance. There is also no apparent strategic plan to identify the sources of invasive
plant species into the area and to control the vectors, which include the cattle for dispersal, if not for
introduction, of the invasive plants.
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Our comments document our concerns:

“The Proposed Action would increase the introduction and dispersal of exotic invasive plants.
Exotic invasive plants that would be increased by extensive ground disturbance through continued
cattle grazing, extensive tree thinning, water development construction and reconstruction, and more
fencing, plus the use of heavy equipment such as bulldozers for riparian restoration, include the
already existing: Bull thistle; Butter and eggs; Canada thistle; Common mullein; Common St.
Johnswort; Dalmatian toadflax; Diffuse knapweed; Houndstongue; Hardheads; Jointed goatgrass;
Leafy spurge; Medusahead; North Africa grass; Oxeye daisy; Scotch cottonthistle; Spotted
knapweed; Sulphur cinquefoil; and Whitetop, for a combined total acreage over the three allotments
of 744.90 acres of invasive plants—before they are dispersed further by ground disturbance. Cattle
are known contributors to invasive exotic plant species introduction and dispersal in allotments. This

is a strikingly high acreage and number of exotic invasive plant species already established in the
allotments.”” (BMBP comments, p. 3, #5, 1% par.)

«Continued cattle use of the allotments would continue to disperse the existing exotic invasive plants
and likely introduce more invasive plants. The Region 6 FEIS on invasive plant management requires
prevention of the sources of invasive plants, not just perpetual herbicide spraying or other ‘treatment’.
Cattle are a known source of exotic invasive plants. Until the cattle are excluded from all existing
infestations of invasive plants, it is foreseeable that their dispersal would continue, establishing new
populations. Then it would be virtually impossible to control the invasive plants, as demonstrated by the
high acreage and number of exotic plant species already in the allotment. The National Environmental
Policy Act incorporates the goal of using analysis to solve existing resource (life source) problems. The
Forest Service should have analyzed the issue of cattle perpetuation of invasive plant establishment and
spread in more depth and included rather evident solutions to this problem, such as completely excluding

cattle from invasive plant infested areas as part of the Proposed Action or proposing the No Action
alternative.” (BMBP comments, p. 3, #5, 20 par.)

« Re: the Table 2 effects determination of “moderate” for No Action and “low” for the Proposed Action
for risk of “range improvements” to contribute to establishment and/or spread of invasive plants, this
hardly makes sense, as wildlife habitat “improvements” are not proposed for the No Action alternative
yet are judged to contribute to establishment and/or spread of invasive plants more than for alt. 2, which
does plan such “range improvements.” (BMBP comment, p. 12, 2™ to last par.) In other words, increased
ground disturbance is planned for the proposed action, which provides a larger seedbed for invasive
plants, while the No Action alternative would decrease ground disturbance after cattle are removed from
the area and allows for much greater passive recovery of plant cover growth. Thus the proposed action
should be predicted to have more potential for invasive plant introduction, dispersal, and establishment

than the No Action alternative. This is especially the case since cattle are known vectors for introduction
and dispersal of invasive plants.

Resolution:

* “All existing invasive plant populations should be buffered from ground disturbance and cattle should
be excluded from entering them. All Region 6 FEIS prevention measures regarding invasive plant
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introduction and dispersal should be followed. Permittees should be required to use only weed free feed
or pastures for at least two weeks prior to coming onto National Forest lands.” (BMBP comments, p. 16,
2nd to last par.)

* We also recommend evaluating likely entry points for exotic invasive plants on the ground as part of
field surveys and figuring out means of control for point sources and more indirect vectors. Often
invasive plants start at roads or at points of entry (holding corrals) for livestock. Cattle also trail along
riparian zones, dispersing invasive plants that catch on their hair, such as Houndstongue. Cattle manure
can also provide a rich source of nutrients for invasive plant growth, as I’ve seen with Star thistle along
the John Day River.

Failure to Uphold Other Forest Plan Goals and Objectives

While the Forest Service dutifully reiterates the guidance of multiple planning documents and legally
binding Acts that require management decisions to be “consistent with other multiple uses and
objectives” and to ensure that «continued domestic livestock grazing is consistent with the goals and
objectives of the Forest Plan”, the agency fails to use in-depth analysis to determine whether continued
livestock grazing is really consistent with the multiple uses protected by the Forest Plan. Forest Plan
goals and objectives include preserving hydrologic flows, retaining riparian ecosystem functioning and
biodiversity, protecting soil integrity, and protecting the habitat needs of wildlife and aquatic species that
evolved with pre-European colonization historic levels of water abundance and plant biodiversity. Yet
extreme over-grazing situations in allotments such as the Sunflower allotment complex, based on the
cumulative impacts of both legacy over-use by livestock for decades and continued livestock damages
preventing full recovery, challenge the Forest Service automatic assumption of consistency with other
Forest Plan goals and objectives. Other past and ongoing management impacts from timber sales and
roads in the Sunflower allotment complex also contribute to the existing degradation, but full ecological
restoration entails removal of the causes of degradation, including cattle grazing, which is admitted in the
EA to be an unnatural impact that is well beyond the historic range of variability.

Despite such existing legacy damage, the Forest Service is merely proposing cosmetic reforms that are
relatively ineffectual by not supporting cessation of cattle grazing or at the least, significant reductions in
the number of cattle allowed and shortening of the grazing season to allow for significant ecological
recovery.

The Forest Service not only has the ability, but the obligation under the law, to ensure that proposed
management is consistent with other multiple use goals and objectives of the Forest Plan:

“The purpose of NEPA review and evaluation of livestock grazing reauthorization in the Sunflower
Cluster is to...ensure livestock grazing would be managed in a manner that maintains or moves National
Forest grazing allotments towards the objectives, desired conditions, and standards and guidelines
identified in the Ochoco National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan).

Review and evaluation of livestock grazing reauthorization on the Sunflower Cluster allotments is
needed because:
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e Where consistent with other multiple use goals and objectives, Congressional intent is to allow
grazing on suitable lands (Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960, Forest and Rangeland
Renewable Resources Planning Act of 1974, Federal Land and Management Act of 1976)....

e It is Forest Service policy to make forage available to qualified livestock operators from lands
suitable for grazing consistent with the Forest Plan (FSM 2203.1, 36 CFR 222.2(c)).

e It is Forest Service policy to contribute to the economic and social well-being of people by
providing opportunities for economic diversity and promoting stability in communities that
depend on range resources for their livelihood (FSM 2202.1).” (EA (final version), p. 3,
underlining emphasis ours)

As mentioned before, planning to continue unsustainable levels of livestock use in the face of extreme
climate change raising ambient temperatures and causing droughts, leading to predictable water scarcity
in already very marginal and degraded lands where creeks that may have been perennial in the past
appear to be drying up, is not providing any opportunity for economic diversity, nor promoting long-term
or even current stability in communities that depend on range resources for their livelihood.

Our comments supporting this objection:

“The Forest Service is not obligated to reauthorize livestock grazing when the damage threatens or
destroys other values under the Forest Plan or fails to meet Forest Plan standards, as is the case with
these allotments. Remaining stubble as short as 1 to 2” tall with areas of bare ground does not meet
Forest Plan standards or best available science constraints. All the severely damaged riparian areas
outside exclosures are not moving toward Riparian Management objectives under INF ISH.” (BMBP
comments, p. 7, 3" par.)

“This is a tremendous amount of taxpayer-subsidized bolstering planned for a failed and highly
ecologically destructive cattle grazing situation: 50 water developments and 26.2 miles of fence
reconstruction, 8 new water developments, 4 miles of new fencing, non-commercial young and mature
tree thinning of 1,966 acres, pile burning, stream restoration on three creeks—all to prop up a cattle

grazing regime that is clearly not working with these methods. This is insane.” (BMBP comments, p. 6,
3t par.)

“These plans demonstrate how unsustainable this allotment is for cattle grazing, when wells are dug
and maintained to support the cattle’s heavy water demand on an area with little water, where the creeks
and springs have already been sacrificed to cattle at the expense of plant biodiversity and water retention
for wildlife and fish. The unsustainability of the situation is also clear from the perpetual plans for
reconstruction of water developments, construction of new spring developments and wells, and active
riparian restoration to start repairing long-term livestock damage on a woefully limited basis compared to
the extensiveness of the damage.” (BMBP comments, p. 6, par. 4)

“The costs of new water developments, water development reconstruction, miles of new fencing, and
active riparian restoration far outweigh any benefit to the ranchers. The public and the ecosystem bear
the expense. These ecological expenses include continuing destruction of fish populations; and loss of:
water retention; water and forage for wildlife; natural hydrologic and riparian functioning; plant
diversity; and recreational and scenic values. Beyond all this, the cattle also contribute to the severity of
climate change effects through both methane gas emissions and depletion of water, loss of water
retention, and soil and plant impacts that decrease the viability of wildlife species. Elk also spend energy
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and lose otherwise suitable habitat by actively avoiding cattle.” (BMBP comments, p. 7, 4t par.)

«Elk and deer would be far better distributed on these allotment areas if they had enough to eat. It’s no
wonder that we were not seeing elk or deer or even much sign of elk (none) or deer use (few tracks)
because there is not enough forage left for them due to the excessive cattle consumption of already
marginal available forage. Cattle are at least as big a factor in poor deer and elk distribution and
excessive fine sediment loading in streams as roads, if not more.” (BMBP comments, p. 5, par.2)

« 1t seems that the Forest Service really doesn’t care about Sensitive plants or enough about riparian
ecological functioning and biodiversity to avoid foreseen negative impacts to both from continued
livestock impacts. The agency bias toward livestock destruction violates Forest Plan requirements to
protect other Forest Plan values. Likewise, the Forest Service doesn’t seem to care about negative effects
to recreation and wildlife from continued cattle impacts. (See Table 2 Proposed Action negative effects
determinations to Sensitive plants and their habitat versus No Action Beneficial effects and No impact
effect determinations for grazing impacts and effects from proposed “range improvements” on EA p. 23
and risk to dispersed recreation sites and Wilderness values determinations on EA p. 24.)” (BMBP
comments, p. 12, 4 par.)

“The Forest Service does not have a good track record for ecologically sound spring development.
There has been little good placement, few adequately sized exclosures, and little avoidance of severe
degradation of associated biodiversity for many decades, across multiple Forests. Livestock use has been
allowed to outweigh all other Forest Plan values for far too long. Spring development inevitably leads to
increased livestock use and degradation in the spring area, so we oppose new spring developments and
support full exclosure of spring areas (and other riparian zones) from cattle [and] sheep for as long as
livestock are allowed on the “pastures”. Too much riparian biodiversity has already been sacrificed to
_ cattle. Springs should receive at least as much protection as lithosol habitat, which is not proposed for
new water developments or other livestock-attracting modifications.” (BMBP comments, p. 15, par. 4)

Resolution:

*Qur preferred remedy would be to not reauthorize livestock grazing on the Sunflower Cluster
allotments, as continued livestock use seems doomed to failure, especially with legacy degradation and
escalating extreme climate change. Complete removal of the cattle after two years would best ensure
meeting all the other Forest Plan goals and objectives that are currently not being met. However,
including planned active riparian restoration in the modified No Action alternative would help meet
riparian management objectives faster and better support recovery of fish populations and other aquatic
species, as well as sensitive plants, and better restore hydrologic flows and floodplains for greater water
retention, which is badly needed. We ask for a combination of No Action with planned active riparian
restoration.

*If cattle grazing is reauthorized, there needs to be significant reduction in cattle numbers allowed on
these allotments and a shorter grazing season overall that excludes the early Spring reproductive season
(April and May) to allow for plant re-seeding across the area and better re-growth of riparian hardwoods.
The fall grazing season should not extend beyond mid-to late September or when stubble height limits
are reached, whichever comes first. There should still be active herding and adaptive management
planned, as well as rotational deferring of pastures for rest. Cattle should be fully excluded from
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perennial riparian creeks, springs (the full riparian zones), and badly damaged intermittent stream
sections either by fencing (temporary or permanent) or by complete exclusion from that portion of the
pasture. Livestock ponds blocking natural stream channels need to be removed to allow for natural
stream systems and riparian functioning.

IIL The Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization Project Would Violate the Endangered Species Act

We are very concerned that the Forest Service may not be adhering to the intent and management
guidance of the Endangered Species Act. We are concerned regarding Forest Service disregard for the
need to maintain sufficient suitable habitat and conditions to prevent a trend toward federal up-listing for
Threatened-listed Mid-Columbia Steelhead trout; Threatened-listed Gray wolf; Sensitive-listed Columbia
Spotted frog and Redband trout; Sensitive-listed plant species; and Northern goshawk, which is
cumulatively threatened by the ever escalating scale and pace of heavy logging based on density
reduction. All of these species have known active or potential suitable habitat in the Sunflower Grazing
Reauthorization project area that is potentially threatened by the Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization
management plans.

Our comments explain our concerns regarding potential violation of the Endangered Species Act
through degradation or elimination of suitable and core habitat setting back species recovery, threatening
loss of population viability, or otherwise contributing to a federal uplisting trend for the species.
Comments re: Threatened-listed Mid-Columbia River steelhead trout, Sensitive Redband trout, Sensitive
Columbia spotted frog and other Sensitive designated wildlife species, including Sensitive Greater sage
grouse, Sensitive butterfly and bee species, and Birds of Conservation Concern:

«The ‘Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization and Wildlife Habitat Improvement Project’ Environmental
Assessment’s Proposed Action (alternative 2) would reauthorize cattle grazing on Ochoco National
Forest public/treaty lands on the Paulina Ranger District despite widespread severe over-grazing and
long-term riparian damage to creeks and springs from current and past livestock grazing. Continued cattle
use would set back badly needed recovery of riparian areas, natural plant cover and diversity, and soil
integrity and fertility. Continued cattle grazing of the allotments area, even with proposed adaptive
management and limited riparian restoration, threatens the continued viability of the Sensitive Redband
trout populations and Sensitive Columbia Spotted frogs, downstream Threatened Mid-Columbia
Steelhead trout, and many Sensitive or declining bird species, including the Greater Sage Grouse, as well
as harming meadow habitat for Sensitive native Bumblebee species and a Sensitive butterfly species.”
(BMBP comments, p. 1, par. 1)

“Based on the EA analysis, wildlife species that would be threatened by the proposed cattle grazing
reauthorization (and some by the proposed extensive tree thinning up to 16-20.9” dbh) but would
benefit from the No Action or modified No Action/Active riparian restoration alternative include:
the Sensitive Greater Sage grouse; the Sensitive Silver-bordered Fritillary butterfly; the Sensitive
Western bumble bee and the Morrison bumble bee; the Sensitive Fir Pinwheel snail; Management
Indicator species Rocky Mountain elk and Mule deer; Focal species Pronghorn, wild horses, and
Northern goshawk; Sensitive Lewis’ woodpecker; raptors; and a number of Birds of Conservation
Concern, including: Flammulated owl; Calliope hummingbird; Olive-sided flycatcher; Willow
flycatcher; Loggerhead shrike; Sage thrasher; Brewer’s sparrow; and Sage sparrow; as well as Focal
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bird species: Chipping sparrow; Nashville warbler; Red-naped sapsucker; Red-eyed vireo; Yellow
warbler; MacGillivray’s warbler; Western wood peewee; Warbling vireo; Vesper sparrow; Lincoln’s
sparrow; and Savannah sparrow. This is an extraordinarily high number of Sensitive-designated
species, Focal species, and species in decline (which also would include Threatened Steelhead trout,
Sensitive Redband trout, Sensitive Columbia Spotted frog, and many Sensitive plant species) that
would potentially be harmed by the proposed action. This is especially egregious in that the No
Action alternative should have been identified as the Environmentally preferred action or a modified
No Action/riparian restoration alternative should have been proposed, identified as the
Environmentally preferred action, analyzed in depth, and offered as the Proposed Action. Planning
for potential continued decline of so many Sensitive wildlife species demonstrates Forest Service
disregard for the Endangered Species Act goal of preventing upward trends in species listed—for
example, from Sensitive to Threatened and from Threatened to Endangered listing. The agency’s
willingness to sacrifice so many wildlife species also shows disdain for the National Forest
Management Act’s goal of ensuring the viability of all native vertebrate species.” (BMBP
comments, p. 2, #3)

“There is no guarantee that Silver-bordered fritillary, Western bumblebee, or Morrison’s bumblebee
would remain viable under the Proposed Action management plan. ‘May impact individuals or habitat’
could be a death sentence for these Sensitive species in the area, as they rely on a diversity of flowers
throughout spring and summer. Plant and flower diversity is greatly diminished in the allotment area due
to over-grazing. Continued over-grazing seems inevitable under alternative 2 and could eliminate these
species’ food source. Fir pinwheel viability is also at risk under alternative 2 due to continued cattle
degradation of most riparian areas.” (BMBP comments, pp. 11-12, last and 1% par.s)

« The effects determination statements in Table 2 for Birds of Conservation Concern and Focal species
reflects a lack of species-specific effects analysis and an unsupported assumption that “managing habitat
within HRV” somehow ensures that adequate habitat would be provided for all of these diverse species
with different habitat needs overall. This ignores the very unnatural impacts of continued over-grazing
and trampling by a big exotic invasive species: European cattle. These impacts include loss of sufficient
grass height and shrubs for ground and shrub bird nesting and foraging, and exposure of ground nests to
heavy and concentrated cattle trampling. Riparian areas are key biodiversity hot spots in the region, yet
most of them in the allotments area would be negatively affected by cattle, as is the case now. ‘HRV’
(Historical Range of Variability) is also often estimated by the Forest Service based on inappropriate
comparisons with already over-logged and over-grazed lands during years post-dating the required
baseline of prior to European colonization. The use of inappropriate baseline data could then compare
current conditions with already over-logged and over-grazed conditions rather than contrasted with
natural conditions pre-dating European colonization.” (BMBP comments, p. 12, par. 2)

Gray wolf:
Background re: Threatened-listed Gray wolf in the Ochoco National Forest from our Black Mountain
timber sale comments that illuminate missing cumulative effects analysis in the Sunflower Grazing
Reauthorization EA:

The Ochoco National Forest is “not considered” occupied by wolves based on no population study or
wolf surveys or camera sets or fur sets on the ground. So it is really not known if the Ochoco National
Forest is currently occupied by wolves, since not all wolves in Oregon are radio-collared. Even
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dispersing wolves need to be able to forage and have security from humans who would shoot or trap
them, so as to perpetuate the species’ recovery through dispersal for genetic diversity in the packs.

As elk and deer are the primary prey for Gray wolves and effects to elk and mule deer from the
Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization project (as well as the pending Black Mountain timber sale and other
timber sales) would result in a negative trend in habitat, we are concerned that too much logging of
thermal and hiding cover for deer and elk from proposed thinning would also negatively affect the
viability of recovering resident or transitory dispersing wolves in the Sunflower project area.

There are obvious problems with the DEIS rationales for no adverse impacts to Gray wolves as: Gray
wolves are known to disperse through the Ochoco, so this is a known area of wolf activity; security
habitat would likely be reduced for wolves overall due to loss of cover for elk and deer and increased
human disturbance from new “temporary” roads and re-opened closed roads in other “projects” such as
the Black Mountain timber sale; and there are significant foreseeable negative effects to Gray wolves
from displacing them (along with their elk and deer prey) to adjacent private lands—i.e. higher risk of

wolves predating on livestock and thus higher risk of wolves being killed. The wolves are likely to be
adversely affected.

Comments re: Gray wolf in response to the Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization project EA:

“Potential negative effects of the Proposed Action alternative to Region 6 Sensitive species are ignored
in Table 2 effects determinations. These include the continued loss of forage to cattle affecting etk and
Mule deer, whom we did not see at all during early September field surveying, when there was virtually
no forage left from the cattle over-grazing and hardly any hardwoods outside small exclosures. This lack
of forage would also negatively affect Pronghorn and indirectly affect Gray wolf by limiting its major
prey species. Yet Gray wolf has a determination of ‘not likely to adversely affect’, and the
determinations for elk, Mule deer, and Pronghorn hangs on consistency with an extremely outdated
Forest Plan. Forest Plan consistency has not prevented declines in many species on the Ochoco or on
other Forests with similarly outdated Forest Plans across eastern Oregon and southeastern Washington.
There is no evidence that continued viability of these species can be ‘expected’ based on Forest Plan
consistency alone. In fact, there is a regional decline in Mule deer under these Forest Plans and
Pronghorn remain well below historic numBé?s’?“{QMBP comments, p. 11, 2™ to last par.)

Comments re: Sensitive-listed plant species:
“Based on the Environmental Assessment analysis, Sensitive plants that could be harmed by
continued livestock grazing but would benefit from either the No Action alternative or our suggested
modified No Action/Active riparian restoration alternative include the following, which are either
documented or suspected to be in the area and are mostly associated with riparian areas such as
creeks, springs, or wet meadows: Henderson’s needlegrass; Wallowa needlegrass; South Fork John
Day milk vetch; Bastard kentrophyta; Upward-lobed moonwort; Crenulate moonwort; Botrychium
lunaria; Mountain moonwort; Twin-spiked moonwort; Peck’s mariposa lily; Lesser panicled sedge;
Idaho sedge; Slender sedge; Retorse sedge; Bolander’s spikerush; Least rush; Ochoco lomatium;
Northern adderstongue; Rafinesque’s pondweed; Wolf’s willow; Arrowleaf thelypody; Lesser
bladderwort; Richardson’s calliergon moss; Star campylium moss; Great mountain flapwort;
Schistidium moss; Pinkstink dung moss; Mucronleaf tortula moss; and Little brownwort. Plant
trampling by European cattle is typically indiscriminate and concentrated in vulnerable riparian
areas. The Sunflower allotments are not exceptions to this. Riparian areas in eastern Oregon are
concentration centers of high plant and wildlife biodiversity. Declines in less common riparian
plants are directly associated with domestic cattle and sheep grazing, as well as with other legacy
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mis-management such as road building in riparian areas and intensive heavy logging in riparian
areas. The EA analysis acknowledges that the contribution to forage (and plant biodiversity) loss is
far higher from the large number of cattle than from wild ungulates and the relatively low number of
wild horses combined. Planning to allow continued loss of so many Sensitive plants that are known
or suspected to be in the allotments area reflects a disregard for plant biodiversity and the goals of

the Endangered Species Act, and a strong agency bias to perpetuate livestock grazing at any cost.”
(BMBP comments, pp. 2-3, #4)

Resolution:

Biue Mountains Biodiversity Project has commented on our objection regarding violations of the
Endangered Species Act. See our comment quotations and citations in the paragraphs above. Some of
the species addressed in this objection have remedies cited under NFMA—MIS and other species
viability above, that are also applicable to the ESA violations.

Additional partial resolutions are by species below:

Re: Mid-Columbia Steelhead trout:

*«All pastures that could cause impacts to Mid-Columbia Steelhead trout, apparently including ‘that
pasture on Wind Creek’ under permit #05687, North Fork Wind Creek, and Congleton Creek, must either
be closed to livestock use entirely or fenced off to completely exclude cattle from the riparian zones in
these pastures in order to fully protect Threatened-listed Mid-Columbia Steelhead trout, including their
spawning redds, that could be destroyed by excess fine sediment from upstream cattle use or from
increased water temperatures due to lack of creek shading from cattle over-grazing, or from direct
trampling.” (BMBP comment, p.7, 3" to last par.)

* “Protection of Steelhead redds in any creek, including North Fork Wind Creek and Congleton Creek
should require protection of the redds and the surrounding area by electric fence or complete cattle
removal from access for the associated pasture for the entire length of the creek. Steelhead fry and adults
can also be harmed by trampling or delivery of excess fine sediment or loss of plant shading in other
parts of the creek. It should not be assumed that topography or woody debris will adequately protect the
redds, fry, or adult Steelhead or their habitat from cattle impacts.” (BMBP comment, pp. 13-14, last par.
to 1%t par.)

* Any creek with potential for Steelhead trout spawning should not be grazed until at least July 15t to
protect spawning habitat. This is standard on some of the other regional Forests and based on best
available science.

Re: Sensitive Redband trout and Columbia Spotted frog and Sensitive riparian plant species:

*Drop all heavy equipment use and related commercial-size logging (aka “non-commercial thinning up to
217 dbh) in potential Columbia Spotted frog habitat and Redband trout habitat stream reaches and within
RHCAs in general except for aspen stand restoration or large wood placement-related conifer thinning up
to 217 dbh or less, as long as trees contributing to bank stability and primary stream shading are retained.

Buffer and protect any Columbia spotted frogs or Sensitive plants found in current or pre-implementation
surveys.

* « The required monitoring outlined on EA pages 26-27 should also be required for pastures without
Threatened fish species to prevent loss of Redband trout, Columbia Spotted frog, and riparian
functioning in general.” (BMBP comment, p. 14, par. 2)
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Re: Gray wolf:

*Retain more good security cover (hiding and thermal) for elk and deer where there is high use by elk
and deer, and through dropping thinning suitable in habitat for other density-related species, such as
Northern goshawk..

*Gray wolf would most benefit from no livestock grazing in the area, as Gray wolves are most often
killed due to conflicts with livestock. Our preferred resolution is to not reauthorize livestock grazing in
the Sunflower allotments complex project area. Otherwise, we ask that the rancher permittees are
required to use non-lethal means to protect their cattle—especially during calving—if they aren’t already
doing so. Non-lethal methods for livestock include active herding, use of lights or fladry around
vulnerable animals, and immediate proper disposal of any livestock carcasses.

Re: Northern goshawk:

* No commercial-size logging in suitable primary goshawk habitat and PFAs and no non-commercial size
thinning (up to 9 dbh) in PFAs and within the nest core 30 acre buffer.

Re: Birds of Conservation Concern and Sensitive-designated butterfly and bumblebee species:

*Most birds of conservation concern and Sensitive butterfly and bumblebee species would best benefit
from no livestock grazing (as an EA acknowledged unnatural impact for the ecosystem that is already far
beyond the natural range of variability.) If cattle use is reauthorized, cattle should be excluded from
riparian zones and wet meadows, as most biodiversity in flowers used by Sensitive butterflies and
bumblebees is located in riparian areas. Beyond that protection, cattle should be removed promptly when
stubble height limits are reached. These butterfly and bee species and ground-nesting or riparian-
associated birds would also be benefitted by shortening the cattle grazing season to exclude the early
Spring reproductive season (April through May) and late season cattle use (e.g. in late September and/or
October) that tends to remove riparian hardwoods and trample plants into dust, with impacts that carry
over into the next grazing season.

We request such shorter grazing seasons for these allotments, which seem to already be happening due to
lack of forage re: later fall grazing. Lower numbers of cattle also mean reduced impacts to ground-
nesting birds, birds dependent on ground cover for foraging, shrub-nesting birds (particularly in riparian
areas), and butterflies and bees dependent on moist meadow flowers or other flowers lost to cattle
grazing (particularly in riparian areas.) We are also asking for reduced numbers of cattle more
appropriate to the very marginal grazing conditions if grazing is re-authorized.

Re: Sensitive plants:

*«“We support beneficial effects to two Sensitive plant populations and 4,011 acres of riparian potential
Sensitive plant habitat and to one Sensitive plant population and 8,771 acres of riparian potential
Sensitive plant habitat from active riparian restoration if the existing plant populations are located in
exclosures or are avoided with heavy machinery, but not at the expense of continued cattle grazing
damage after the two year phase-out period (required for No Action). Longer-term continued cattle use
of the allotments area equates to continuing unnatural impacts from cattle to Sensitive plant populations
and their suitable habitat.” (BMBP comment, p. 12, par. 3)

* If cattle grazing is re-authorized, many Sensitive plants may not recover unless there are reduced
numbers of cattle and shorter grazing seasons, with cattle excluded from riparian zones and wet
meadows. Most Sensitive plants have habitat within riparian zones. Any Sensitive plant populations that
are mapped or found during surveys should be made off limits to cattle by temporary fencing or closure
of that area to grazing.

*“Ground-disturbing equipment should not be used within the 100 foot buffer around Sensitive plant
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populations, with no exceptions unless the equipment is on existing open roads.” (BMBP comment, p.
15, 2" par.)

IV. The Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization Project Would Violate the Clean Water Act
Examples of our comments regarding water quality and potential violations of the Clean Water Act:

“Water quality and hydrologic flow recovery would also be significantly impeded by continued cattle
grazing even with planned adaptive management and limited active riparian restoration.” (BMBP
comment, p. 1, par. 1)

“We are opposed to the Forest Service allowing historic livestock ponds to continue to block stream
channels. There is no good reason to continue to block stream channels and alter natural flows this way,
contrary to the best available science. These livestock ponds look like denuded sewage ponds; they are
not something that should be preserved because they are “historic” degradations. A few could be
retained which have heavy wildlife use as a stop gap measure pending broader riparian restoration of
perennial streams, but these should be prioritized where they are not blocking what used to be a perennial
or larger intermittent stream channel. See our survey sheets and photos regarding existing livestock
ponds, wildlife sign, wildlife sightings, and our recommendations.” (BMBP comments, p. 14, last par. &
p. 15, 15t par.)

Resolution:

*<Most livestock ponds should be decommissioned to allow reconnection of historic stream channel
flows. Any livestock ponds retained for wildlife use should have wild life friendly exclosure fencing,
native riparian hardwood planting, and water being piped to an outside trough at least 200 to 300 feet
outside the riparian area, with no exceptions, for as long as cattle are still on the allotments. Wildlife
ramps inside the troughs should be used to prevent rodent and bird deaths. We are strongly opposed to
the development of any more springs, livestock ponds, and wells for livestock.” (BMBP comments, p. 15,
par. 1)

*Drop all new development of springs, livestock ponds, and wells for livestock. Reconstructing and
maintaining existing water developments for livestock should only be done if livestock grazing is
reauthorized or for the worst problems that should be corrected for the two years of further livestock use
before cattle removal under the No Action alternative. Spring restoration by excluding cattle from
springhead riparian zones and moving water sources outside the spring riparian zone should be
implemented if grazing is reauthorized or during the two years before cattle removal under the No Action
alternative or a modified alternative.

*Drop planned commercial size thinning and heavy equipment use in the RHCAs, except for large wood
placement or aspen stand restoration-related conifer thinning up to 18” dbh, which retains all conifers
contributing to stream bank stability or primary shading of a stream.

*Drop any planned thinning equipment stream crossings, with our preference being only non-commercial
thinning by hand up to 9” dbh.

Inadequate Analysis and Mitigation Regarding Effects to Climate Change
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Once again, the Forest Service fails to accept responsibility for their increasing contributions to climate
change through the increasing scale and pace of incremental deforestation and carbon storage reduction
through repeated timber sales at an accelerated pace and scale, including the nearby planned Black
Mountain timber sale, as well as through continued livestock over-grazing. Removing junipers up to 217
dbh as planned for the Sunflower Grazing Reauthorization project is not necessary nor desirable
regarding loss of carbon storage. See our related comments below:

“ Encouraging the continued grazing of livestock on very marginal and degraded grasslands, when
creeks are drying up is not ‘promoting stability in communities that depend on range resources.’ (EA p.
5) This is especially true with the foreseeable advent of more high temperatures and droughts and more
intense wild fires under escalating climate change. Yet the Forest Service fails to analyze climate change
effects and their interactions with the existing situation of severe extensive over-grazing, long-term
riparian damage, and evidence of what were probably historically perennial creeks drying up. If the
cumulative effects of climate change and continued livestock grazing in this area were analyzed in depth,
there would be a clear indication that continued livestock grazing authorization is not advisable. Local
ranchers are bound to face more and more cut-backs in the grazing season and numbers of cattle that can
be supported and other limiting grazing requirements under adaptive management due to increased loss
of forage to drought and fires and lack of sufficient water due to drought, high temperatures, and the
continued high demand on water by the cattle. This situation can lead to increasing economic loss to the
ranchers and eventual abandonment of the allotments, at which point the existing riparian area
destruction, loss of plant diversity and abundance, soil impacts, and stress on wildlife populations will be
even more intense and much harder to recover and restore.” (BMBP comments, pp. 4-5)

“Beyond all this, the cattle also contribute to the severity of climate change effects through both methane
gas emissions and depletion of water, loss of water retention, and soil and plant impacts that decrease the
viability of wildlife species.” (BMBP comment, p. 7, 4" par.)

Resolution:

BMBP has commented regarding Forest Service failure to acknowledge and mitigate their contributions
to catastrophic climate change. See our comments quoted and cited above regarding the contribution of
the Sunflower project proposed action to climate change.

To resolve this problem, the Forest Service needs to make the following modifications to the Sunflower
Grazing Reauthorization project, as suggested in other proposed resolution remedies below:
* Acknowledge and analyze in depth direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of proposed projects to
climate change, including calculating Greenhouse gas emission contributions of planned actions in future
planning documents. Global warming (aka climate change) is by definition from cumulative effects that
all contribute to the problem. Global warming is now the biggest crisis of our time, threatening the loss
of a viable planet for the majority of existing species, including humans, and the loss of fundamental
ecological processes that support life. No one is off the hook for accountability to help reduce and slow
climate change, especially government agencies.
* Don’t reauthorize livestock grazing (our preference) or significantly decrease the number of cattle
allowed on the allotments and shorten the season of use for better water retention and plant recovery.
* Significantly decrease the intensity of planned cattle use if grazing is reauthorized, including, in
addition to planned pasture rotations and adaptive management, complete exclusion of cattle from
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perennial creeks and badly damaged intermittent stream channels, as well as from expanded exclosures
around springs to account for historic spring riparian zones.

* Retain all large tree structure, including all mature juniper over 9” dbh and all other conifers over 9”
dbh with the exception of limited trees up to 18” dbh for tree tipping for riparian restoration. This also
helps maintain soil carbon sequestration over time.

*Retain more soil sequestration of carbon and soil water retention by dropping heavy equipment use in

areas that would exceed Forest Plan detrimental soil impact standards prior to mitigation, which is often
not 100% effective.

Thank you for your consideration of these objections and our proposed resolution remedies. We look
forward to meeting with you to work on a resolution to our concerns. Many remedies for resolution were
suggested throughout our comments.

Sincerely,
; Karen L. Coulter /

Karen L. Coulter, Director, Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project
27803 Williams Lane, Fossil, OR 97830
(541) 385-9167
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Type of Allotment Site:

Stream Spring Aspen Stand Other:
Stream Conditions: '
Overgll Description:_(ATERM JTENT g%mm,. . TAMED. CoBRlk . LACkS Kicaziay Plenge .
’» EX T 4 2L Ll 2 UM H UIE] AL G420 WBLL B NED &M m
-Channel: = CeV/BIRS vmvRER RD . ’
Fine sediment level:___ QX . Signs of Livestock damage:
Width vs. depth ratio: 84D WD 7} TVAPH KA7x M gED SHBBLE HelT  Hsucady NSAR. RP
Bank stability: e¥opd : gbos 2%
Meander or straight:_rmesan/pege.
Size of cobble: o1 foo
Large wood:_Lg0 KA Jer

Riparian hardwoods: Aspen, Alder, Red Osier dogwood E Willow_\/__ Rocky Mt. Maple
Cottonwood Other: .

Riparian Plants: V\/M .

Exotic invasive plmmzmﬂwuw LYE

Impoundments/livestock ponds/weirs: :

Spring Conditions:

‘Overall Description:
Trough Springbox. : Source Fenced off to cattle?
Riparian hardwoods: Aspen Alder Red Osier dogwood Willow_1~~ Rocky Mt. Maple

Cottonwood Other:

Signs of Livestock damage

Spring flow/Amount of flow: . :

Trough: Animal escapement device: Pipe into ground for overflow?
Distance from Spring headwaters: ' : '
Extent of fencing around spring:

Aspen Stand Conditions_:

- # of live Aspen: #of Aspen snags # of Aspen Logs Co
I iPER Young conifer encroachment/shading out of Aspen? From which direction (IN/S/E/W)?
Describe:
P P Old growth/Large trees near Aspen? (>/= 21”dbh) How many? Distance from Aspen? From what direction (N/S/E/W)
Describe: )

Fenced? Condition of fencing, type of fencing? area size fenced, any breaks?
.Describe:
Aspen sprout condition: Hedged? Height? Estimate # of sprouts. Describe:
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Other signs of cattle around the area: Cattle trails, Cattle tracks, Cattle Scat, Cattle present? Describe:_( ReSEn/7w 75, THE Qs

Overgrazing in the area? What plants or shrubs or tree species? Height of hedging? Height of grass or sedge (stubble)
in inches? Any stunted shrubs or trees? Areas of bare ground? Describe: S AT,

7 ot 7h

Photo guidelines: Identify camera used, include photo number/time stamp, include at least a dozen photos per survey,
and provide brief description of photo. Have photos highlight the conditions described in the survey form (stubble
height, stream channel, trough, fencing, Aspen stand, etc.)

Photo # and description:
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Subjective evaluation of area: B ap coved A& ﬂgnwp n smevs SGenan/ S/ AT Q\g_) of 5'X</0770

VDUPG Beenuss Hps AT LBAST & hQuane. (LanTs AVO recedy  Surveyors Names'

URIENT WiLDuFe USE 45 WATERSouce. Coutd) Be GRenily enHanceD Ml/a;- ¥ ICA—/&W

?}’ faNee 0FF To CATile W water AP ANO ﬂm»fcr;e;&mml Haedwools, 24,,%,,,‘,, mgp,,@, LAND
& w 34 Yern s 17EES TO (RoFIT-

e 3% of‘w{otment s AoTMENT WEWL- 06 HoGs LoDy TO p

Stream Spring Aspen Stand Other: SPRinG or Wete Pox W/ sleeiRic AM/

Stream Conditions:
Overall Description:

~-Channel: N/4
Fine sediment level: : Signs of Livestock damage:
Width vs. depth ratio: : '
Bank stability:
Meander or straight:
Size of cobble:
Large wood:

- Riparian hardwoods: Aspen, Alder, Red Osier dogwood Willow Rocky Mt. Maple
Cottonwood Other: .
Riparian Plants:
Exotic invasive plants:
Tmpoundments/livestock ponds/weirs: ’ /sl
ok Wwew- Fep

Spring Conditions:
‘Overall Description:

Trough Springbox : Source Fenced off to cattle?
Riparian hardwoods: Aspen Alder Red Osier dogwood Willow. Rocky Mt. Maple
Cottonwood Other: v

Riparian Plants: MM,LM%JL@MM
Exotic invasive plants:____Be/z M / @ ATHA (LASS

Signs of Livestock damage: 72gyu AL LEA radoiaal

Spring flow/Amount of flow: . :

Trough: Animal escapement device: Pipe into ground for overflow?
Distance from Spring headwaters: ) :
Extent of fencing around spring:

Aspen Stand Conditions:

# of live Aspen: ' #of Aspen snags # of Aspen Logs Co
Young conifer encroachment/shading out of Aspen? From which direction (N/S/E/W)?

Describe:

Old growth/Large trees near Aspen? (>/=217dbh) How many? Distance from Aspen? From what direction (N/S/E/W)
Describe: )

Fenced? Condition of fencing, type of fencing? area size fenced, any breaks?
Describe:
Aspen sprout condition: Hedged? Height? Estimate # of sprouts. Describe:
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%ther signs of cattle around the area: Cattle trails, Cattle tracks, c;m:.scat Cattle present? Deécribe:b,__/ﬁgj&wr’

Overgrazing in the area? What plants or shrubs or tree species? Height of hedging? Height of grass or sedge (stubble)
in inches? Any stunted shrubs or trees? Areas of bare ground? Describe:
i ol/e s

Photo guidelines: Identify camera used, include photo number/time stamp, include at least a dozen photos per survey,
and provide brief description of photo. Have photos highlight the conditions described in the survey form (stubble
height, stream channel, trough, fencing, Aspen stand, etc.)

Photo # and description: /g
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ent Site:
Stream Spring

Aspen Stand Other:

Stream Conditions:
Overall Description:

~-Channel:
Fine sediment level:

Width vs. depth ratio:

Signs of Livestock damage:

Bank stability:

Meander or straight:

Size of cobble:

Large wood:

Riparian hardwoods: Aspen Alder
Cottonwood Other: CA7IAILS

Red Osier dogwood

Willow (/ Rocky Mt. Maple

Riparian Plants:

Exotic invasive plants:__ Ay/s. mfuz ; Vex/iggm ‘@rKa 55
Tmpoundments/livestock ponds/weirs: L. :

Spring Conditions:

‘Overall Descripﬁon:ﬂlm CONVERTED 7D L5 Hap

Trough,
Riparian hardwoods: Aspen Alder
Cottonwood Other:

Springbox ) Source Fenced off to cattle?_A/)
Red Osier dogwood

Willow 4~ Rocky Mt. Maple

Riparian Plants:, _W/LLoW , cA7 A
Exotic invasive plants: .

Signs of Livestock damage:
i ‘L"lr’ / 7 ¢

SBALE. LseH

QUIA (7
Spring flow/Amount of flow:

Trough: Animal escapement device:

_Pipe into ground for overflow?

Distance from Spring headwaters:

Extent of fencing around spring:

Aspen Stand Conditions:

# of live Aspen: #of Aspen snags

# of Aspen Logs o

Young conifer encroachment/shading out of Aspen? From which direction N/S/E/W)?

Describe:

Old growth/Large trees near Aspen? (>/=21"dbh) How many? Distance from Aspen? From what direction (N/S/E/W)

Describe:

Fenced? Condition of fencing, type of fencing? area size fenced, any breaks?

‘Describe:

Aspen sprout condition: Hedged? Height? Estimate # of sprouts. Describe:

ﬂﬂﬁa‘ﬂ'no‘ﬂ.' /Lﬂw camp AD3. AN occupeD RV oN SITE



Other signs of cattle around the area: Catile trails, Cattle tracks, 93tt1e Scat, Cattle present? Describe:

Overgrazing in the area? What plants or shrubs or tree species? Height of hedging? Height of grass or sedge (stubble)

in inches?éAny stunted shrubs or trees? Areas of bare ground? Describe: FonMDRRys A
ﬁ,ﬁé - TMIPER. _ [rsens i

Photo guidelines: Identify camera used, include photo number/time stamp, include at least a dozen photos per survey,
and provide brief description of photo. Have photos highlight the conditions described in the survey form (stubble
height, stream channel, trough, fencing, Aspen stand, etc.)

Photo # and description:
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Type of Allotment Site:
Stream Spring_V~_ Aspen Sta.nd Other:

Stream Conditions:
Overall Description:

~Chapnel:
' Fine sediment level: : Signs of Livestock damage:
Width vs. depth ratio: i '
Bank stability:
Meander or straight:

Size of cobble:
Large wood:

Riparian hardwoods: Aspen, Alder Red Osier dogwood Willow Rocky Mt. Maple
Cottonwood. Other: .

Riparian Plants:
Exotic invasive plants:
Impoundments/livestock ponds/weirs:

Spring Conditions:

‘Overall Description: Seg-p DERESS A X CAVATED DLE NITE AT LSHES( FEn Llimsse g;\b
Rl D AN £ ’.‘I/‘ 4 L ANTS  ALDrinP WA, HOLE 7y, SIMPLI OA P& OF (SERM

Trough Springbox. . Source Fenced off to cattle? _ A/O

Riparian hardwoods: Aspen Alder Red Osier dogwood_____WillowsMgy, Rocky Mt. Maple

Cottonwood Other: £

Riparian Plants: J_&zsm,_‘fmwm/f

Exotic invasive plants:

Signs of Livestock damage W GRAZIA

Spring flow/Amount of flow: :

Trough: Animal escapement device: Pipe into ground for overflow?
Distance from Spring headwaters: '
Extent of fencing around spring:

Aspen Stand Conditions:

# of live Aspen: ] #of Aspen snags # of Aspen Logs Co
Young conifer encroachment/shading out of Aspen? From which direction (N/S/E/W)?

Describe:

Old growth/Large trees near Aspen? (>/= 21”dbh) How many? Distance from Aspen? From what direction (N/S/E/W)
Describe:

Fenced? Condition of fencing, type of fencing? area size fenced, any breaks?
.Describe:
Aspen sprout condition: Hedged? Height? Estimate # of sprouts. Describe:
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Other signs of cattle around the area: Cattle trails, Cattle tracks, Cattle Scat; Cattle present? Describe: A2 cas A@SW
Wres

Overgrazing in the area? What plants or shrubs or tree species? Height of hedging? Height of grass or sedge (stubble)

in inches? Any stunted shrubs or trees? Areas of bare ground? Describe: YY)
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of

Photo guidelines: Identify camera used, include photo number/time stamp,

and provide brief description of photo. Have photos highlight the condition
height, stream channel, trough, fencing, Aspen stand, etc.)

include at least a dozen photos per survey,
s described in the survey form (stubble

Photo # and description:
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Recommendauons Blue Mountains Bmdwers1ty Pro_] ect DATE 7- 5-20
No W allotment location: 27803 Williams Lane NTL FOREST
oT eNEN Fok—TH%  Fossil, OR 97830 DISTRICT, ﬁ%
7STUNE O/L FENLE OFPF 4r0 (541) 385.9167 Grazing Allotment j1//40) CAERL—
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jective evaluation of area: ____M_mﬂm n NE4
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Type of Allotmentt Site: . CuLverT
Stream_+”_ Spring Aspen Stand Other: Atso i SW ¢opasere oF
) . Ms s&mod
Stream Conditions:
Overall Description: x)  ColBlE Smew 1 LAfLE
~Chaonel:
X Fine sediment level: : Signs of Livestock damage:Sumédsn/ & ,
Sh@dmj] . Width vs. depth ratio: Bg0 LAtk oF Ritap i ns [anirs, LATE of SICESS o
onifers Bank stability: SLumOume GaeRen, RoOING E%mmﬂazmmﬁﬂz,_ﬂoa)ﬂ/ss
. Meander or straight:_/MeEADI ) ﬂMMMA@; owre— — '
Udexs Size of cobble:_Sppe 7o LARGE CHAC Ll AUl FRIUD, BUL THISTEE + IFESTATION
Large wood:
’ Riparian hardwoods: Aspen Alder, \/ Red Osier dogwood Willow Rocky Mt. Maple
* _ Cottonwood Other: .
m“ﬁ’w . Rlpanan Plants:_ /@2 AelaitE

M ov Exotic invasive plants:
W Impoundments/livestock ponds/weirs:

Mm Spring Conditions:
‘Qverall Description:
n‘aM./ -

Trough Springbox. : Source Fenced off to cattle?

Riparian hardwoods: Aspen Alder Red Osier dogwood Willow Rocky Mt. Maple
Cottonwood Other: :
Riparian Plants: ,

Exotic invasive plants:_MyLie i) Sy, THISTE

Signs of Livestock damage:

Spring flow/Amount of flow: . 3

Trough: Animal escapement device: Pipe into ground for overflow?

Distance from Spring headwaters:
Extent of fencing around spring:

Aspen Stand Conditions;
# of live Aspen: #of Aspen snags # of Aspen Logs Co

Young conifer encroachment/shading out of Aspen? From which direction (N/S/E/W)?

Describe:

Old growth/Large trees near Aspen? (>/=21"dbh) How many? Distance from Aspen? From what direction (N/S/E/W)
Describe:

Fenced? Condition of fencing, type of fencing? area size fenced, any breaks?
.Describe:
Aspen sprout condition: Hedged? Height? Estimate # of sprouts. Describe:
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' . No i
Other signs of cattle around the area: Cattle trails, Cattle tracks, Cattle Scat, Cattle present? Describe:

Qvergrazing in the area? What plants or shrubs or tree species? Height of hedging? Height of grass or sedge (stubble)

in inches? Any stunted shrubs or trees? Areas of bare ground? Describe: :

ELIND VIR ND SWELLE fro 22oond Tie (LeF—

Photo guidelines: Identify camera used, include photo number/time stamp, include at least a dozen photos per survey,
and provide brief description of photo. Have photos highlight the conditions described in the survey form (stubble
height, stream channel, trough, fencing, Aspen stand, etc.)

Photo # and description:
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Recommendations : Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project DATE ?’ 5-20
for allotment location: 27803 Williams Lane NTL FOREST, OC#4D
Z:chl- ap72E Areotmanr/r o) Fossil, OR 97830 DISTRICT, @Zﬂ 1&%
45 o EVDENCE TR o 71y (541) 385-9167 GrazmgAllotmcn A
RETSRATIGN AN Mmg%m Wil Resprs HsToR(CAL & "“"”‘B?vle * spuan SE oF CUl
ALT3 g POR AJATIVE SATES Lotation Coordinates /N ZoRO 5§50 NE
7 (’f (vae evaluation of area: 7THE fale L& Exaosww Skbws nar 5&‘- E 'OoF t—aoé L
EVersyming Mot iV EXPLEZRE W 158 DESIROEEL By catris. W SurveyorsNames 5’01 5850-550
5 wnee pevere, FencetRifoeimn ACEAS THE omy waY FoRwieol AE, M N of 5850 - #o!
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Stream \~_Spring Aspen Stand Other:

Stream Conditions: »
verall chrlpﬁongm_&é_L_&ﬂ_@Efzﬁg[&LuéMLf_M—m AM
vreian ’a’fﬂmﬂm\/ EFFLRT INCL/pine- LARE WOOD FPLACEMENT

~Channe}:
Fine sediment level: 24& ; Signs of Livestock damage: /
Width vs. depth ratio: Ges2> M€ INS £ :

(4

Bank stability: _&osD -
Meander or straight; A &anvDEL.

Size of cobble:_gALAz2 7B L AR &E
Large wood'yzs. 2 AnD MANY N ,&‘sgmm»l

Riparian hardwoods: Aspen Alder Red Osier dogwood Willow Rocky Mt. Maple
Cottonwood Other: .

R.lpanan Plants:MEyTie
Exotic invasive plants:_A4
Impoundments/livestock pondslwen's

Spring Conditions:

‘Overall Description:

Trough Springbox. ) Source Fenced off to cattle?

Riparjan hardwoods: Aspen Alder Red Osier dogwood Willow Rocky Mt. Maple
Cottonwood Other:

Riparian Plants: ,

Exotic invasive plants M@QL&&;_E “ULLTHIQ’LE

Signs of Livestock damage:

Spring flow/Amount of flow: . :

Trough: Animal escapement device: Pipe into ground for overflow?
Distance from Spring headwaters: i '
Extent of fencing around spring:

Aspen Stand Conditions: '

# of live Aspen: ; #of Aspen snags # of Aspen Logs T
Young conifer encroachment/shading out of Aspen? From which direction (N/S/E/W)?

Describe:

0Old growth/Large trees near Aspen? (>/= 21”dbh) How many? Distance from Aspen? From what direction (N/S/EIW)
Describe: 1

Fenced? Condition of fencing, type of fencing? area size fenced, any breaks?
.Describe:
Aspen sprout condition: Hedged? Height? Estimate # of sprouts. Describe:
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Other signs of cattle around the area: Caftle trails, Cattle tracks, Cattle Scat, Cattle present? Describe:

Overgrazing in the area? What plants or shrubs or tree species? Height of hedging? Height of grass or sedge (stubble)
in inches? Any stunted shrubs or trees? Areas of bare ground? Describe: :

Photo guidelines: Identify camera used, include photo number/time stamp, include at least a dozen photos per survey,

and provide brief description of photo. Have photos highlight the conditions described in the survey form (stubble
height, stream channel, trough, fencing, Aspen stand, etc.)
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Distance from Spring headwaters: i
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Aspen Stand Conditions: )
# of live Aspen: ] #of Aspen snags # of Aspen Logs Cor

Young conifer encroachment/shading out of Aspen? From which direction (N/S/E/W)?
Describe:

Old growth/Large trees near Aspen? (>/= 21”dbh) How many? Distance from Aspen? From what direction (N/S/E/W)
Describe: '

Fenced? Condition of fencing, type of fencing? area size fenced, any breaks?

.Describe:

Aspen sprout condition: Hedged? Height? Estimate # of sprouts. Describe:
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Photo guidelines: Identify camera used, include photo number/time stamp, include at least a dozen photos per survey,
and provide brief description of photo. Have photos highlight the conditions described in the survey form (stubble
height, stream channel, trough, fencing, Aspen stand, etc.)
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Young conifer encroachment/shading out of Aspen? From which direction (N/S/E/W)?
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Old growth/Large trees near Aspen? (>/= 21”dbh) How many? Distance from Aspen? From what direction (N/S/E/W)
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Fenced? Condition of fencing, type of fencing? area size fepced, any breaks?
.Describe:
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Other signs of cattle around the area: Cattle trails, Cattle tracks, Cattle Scat, Cattle present? Describe:

) o C 73
Overgrazing in the area? What plants or shrubs or tree species? Height of hedging? Height of grass or sedge (stubble)

in inches? Any stunted shrubs 02 trees? Areas of Eﬁe ground? Describe: C¥ a0 LE5%
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Photo guidelines: Identify camera used, include photo number/time stamp, include at least a dozen photos per survey,

and provide brief description of photo. Have photos highlight the conditions described in the survey form (stubble
height, stream channel, trough, fencing, Aspen stand, etc.)
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