Environmental Assessment Errata Sheets
Livestock Management Plan

Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area

Washington State

The following errata should be attached to the Draft Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area Livestock Management Plan and Environmental Assessment (LMPEA).  The combination of the LMPEA and these errata, prepared in response to public comments on the LMPEA, form the complete and final record of the Finding of No Significant Impact.

The environmental assessment was available for public review and comment for a 45-day period from August 23 through October 7, 2004.  The comments received were analyzed to determine whether any new issues, reasonable alternatives, potential for significant impacts, or mitigation measures were suggested. The public comments received did not identify new issues, alternatives, or mitigation measures, nor did they correct or add substantially to the facts presented in or increase the level of impact described in the environmental assessment.  Comments in favor of or against the proposed action or alternatives, or comments that only agree or disagree with National Park Service policy are not considered substantive. Substantive comments were received on the following topics: water access, water quality, noxious weeds,  historic grazing use, public involvement, five party agreement, and alternatives.  Public comments received resulted in clarification of policy, alternatives, or procedures and did not provide substantive information to change the plan’s purpose, goals, objectives, selected alternative, and environmental impact analysis.  
Changes to the environmental assessment are outlined below in Part I.  Language that is changed or added is identified by italics.  The page number refers to the draft document that was reviewed by the public.  A summary of public comments and park responses is described below in Part II.

Part I:  Plan and EA Clarifications and Additions.
Section 5.3 Alternative 2 
Page 8 Text reads: This alternative is a summary of the combined plans.
Change made reads:  This alternative is a summary of the combined plans with some modifications.
Page 8 language added:  This alternative modifies the permittee plans and considers only NPS lands.
Page 8, Table 1.
Language added under the Season of Use column for Green and Rosenberg #2:  Two months in the Fall.  
Section 5.4 Alternative 3.
Starting at page 8 several additions were made to the description of alternative 3 for clarification and are described below.  

Page 8 language added:  It is the intent of this alternative to work closely with the permittees and other land managers in the state to determine the best strategies to accomplish the objectives of this livestock management plan.

Page 9 text reads:  A monitoring program would be developed to assess the effectiveness of management actions and evaluate changes to natural and cultural resource conditions due to livestock grazing.
Change made reads:  A monitoring program will be developed and implemented by park staff to assess the effectiveness of management actions and evaluate changes to natural and cultural resource conditions due to livestock grazing.

A table describing alternative 3 was added for clarification.  This information was already present in the plan under Appendix B., the executive summary and the body of the text.  The table is almost identical to that describing alternative 2, with the exception of the season of use and use level columns.

Table 2.  Description of  Alternative 3.  Actively Monitor and Manage Grazing Activities 

   on Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area Lands.

	Allotment
	NPS Acres 
	Key Species *
	Season of Use
	Use Level by 

Weight or Height
	**  Total Livestock
	AUM use on NPS

	Henslee
	59
	POPR and BRTE 
	See Appendix B for fields with native bunchgrasses.
	50% Spring

60 % Fall
	8 horses

7 llamas
	16.4



	Eckman
	14.3
	POPR and ELRER
	See Appendix B for fields with native bunchgrasses.
	50% Spring

60 % Fall
	64 cattle
	4.9



	Esvelt
	9
	BRTE and POBU


	Use may be delayed until wetlands are restored.
	50% Spring

60 % Fall
	23 cattle
	1.8



	Gifford
	44
	ELIN 
	See Appendix B for fields with native bunchgrasses. 
	50% Spring

60 % Fall
	10 cattle
	26  

	Coffman
	35
	Crested Wheatgrass (intro. bunchgrass)
	See Appendix B for fields with native bunchgrasses
	50% Spring

60 % Fall
	15 cattle
	Approx. 25

	Green
	225
	Perennial bunchgrass, 

Bitterbrush
	April 1st to May 31st.  Up to two months in the Fall.
	50% Spring

60 % Fall
	50-55 cattle
	32 

	Rosenberg #1 

Spring Cany.
	47
	Perennial bunchgrasses
	April 1st to May 31st.  May not use all AUMs per season.
	50% Spring

60% Fall
	15 cattle
	5

	Rosenberg #2

Shaw/ Neal Canyon
	244
	Bunchgrasses, annual grasses, bitterbrush
	April 1st to May 31st.    

Up to two months in the Fall.
	50% Spring

60 % Fall


	50-55 cattle
	40


* POPR: kentucky bluegrass,  BRTE: cheatgrass, ELRER: quack grass,  POBU: bulbous bluegrass, ELIN: intermed. wheatgrass.

** The total livestock number is for private and park land.  There is no fencing to separate the two land types on most allotments
Page 9 language added:  Allotment size will not increase from that which is currently being used.  In most cases allotments are bordered by private lands, the lake, roads, or undesirable grazing lands.  
Page 9 language added:  Season of use will be in the Fall and Spring.  The exact timing and dates will vary depending on environmental conditions (dry, wet, or normal precipitation year) and vegetative growth for each allotment.  District Rangers will need to work directly with the permittees to determine livestock use during low production years.  Please refer to Appendix B. 

Page 9 language added:  Livestock numbers would stay the same as they are today, but may change over time if monitoring proves a need to do so.  
Page 9 text reads:  Figures 2 and 3 depict 1997 special use permit information.
Change made reads:  Figures 2 and 3 depict 1997 special use permit information, which show differences in park permit data from actual on-the-ground practices of today.
Page 9 text reads:  Most actions would be implemented immediately, but others such as Level II monitoring and upland watering source developments would be phased in over time.  

Change made reads:  Most actions would be implemented immediately, but others such as Level II monitoring, upland watering source developments and new fence construction would be phased in over time.  

Page 9 language added to clarify the 50%/60% native bunchgrass grazing policy:  These guidelines are currently followed by the Bureau of Land Management and NRCS in the state of Washington.
Page 9 subheading for alternative 3 text reads:  Sensitive Habitat Improvements

Change made reads:   Range Improvements
Section 5.4 Alternative 3, Range Improvements
In the document many clarifications are made to the importance of park and permittee cooperation. 
Page 9 language added:  Park staff will work with individual permitees.
Page 14 text reads:  Costs of improvements will be borne by the permittees and/or the park as agreed to in individual allotment management plans.  Please refer to Appendix A. #11.

Change made reads:  Costs of improvements will be borne by the park and permittees as agreed to in individual allotment management plans or cooperative agreements.  Please refer to Appendix A. #11.

Section 5.4 Alternative 3, Treatment of Noxious Weeds 
Page 14 language added:  When chemical treatments are made the application method will be the least invasive to the resources.  For example:  off road vehicles will not be used outside development zones.

Section 5.4 Alternative 3, Inventory and Monitoring
The paragraph describing the proper functioning condition assessment was moved to Section 6.4.7 Current Conditions of Wetlands.  The assessment was an evaluation of the resources (current condition) and not specific to actions described in alternative 3.

Page 15 text reads:  It is important to remember this monitoring regime applies only to federal National Park Service lands.

Change made reads:  It is important to remember this monitoring regime applies only to federal National Park Service lands and will be conducted by park personnel.

Page 15 language added:  The rapid assessment form and impact analysis form are independent of each other and will give resource managers a snapshot in time of what is happening on the ground.  Level I monitoring is not intended to determine rangeland health, but rather assess any major changes.

Page 15 language added:  Line transects will be conducted to give adequate representation of the resource conditions.  Larger and more diversified allotments may require more transects.
Page 15 language added:  Park natural resource staff will determine the basic monitoring criteria and method.  Once the baseline is established then the District Rangers will be responsible for implementing the program.  
Section 5.4 Alternative 3, Administration
Page 16 language added:  District Rangers will be the primary field contact for the permittees.
Section 6.4.1, Water Resources – Access
Page 22 text reads:  In the process of accessing water, removal of native vegetation and increases in algae along shorelines, stream banks, and stream/lake confluences is occurring, which can result in increased water temperatures, reduced levels of dissolved oxygen, channel erosion/instability, and increased stream/lake sediment loading.

Change made reads:  In the process of accessing and drinking water, removal of native vegetation through hoof action along shorelines, stream and lake banks, and stream/lake confluences may occur, which can potentially cause soil erosion, impact water quality, and damage cultural resources particularly during water draw downs.  Feces deposited in these areas may also impact natural resources and visitor experiences. Trail braiding to water sources and livestock use down steep lake banks also has been documented.

Page 23 Columbia Basin Project Act.
Text  reads:  There are no irrigation districts defined for the area north of Grand Coulee Dam.  All of Lake Roosevelt NRA is north of Grand Coulee Dam, including the NPS livestock allotments.  According to the Bureau of Reclamation, the National Park Service’s main management responsibility is for recreation purposes, and has no administrative responsibility for Columbia Basin Project purposes, including access for agriculture.

Change made reads:  There are no irrigation districts defined for the area north of Grand Coulee Dam (Honey, 2003).  All of Lake Roosevelt NRA is north of Grand Coulee Dam, including the NPS livestock allotments.  This does not mean that historic farming and agriculture use can’t occur outside of the 1937 Act irrigation districts.  The National Park Service’s management responsibility lies within the recreation zone of the Lake Roosevelt Management Area.  The Bureau of Reclamation has exclusive jurisdiction within the reclamation zone and management responsibility for Columbia Basin Project purposes (Lake Roosevelt Cooperative Management Agreement, 1990).
Section 6.4.2 Noxious Weeds
Page 23 language added:  Noxious weeds may also spread into the park unintentionally through park visitor use and from adjacent lands.  
Page 24 language added to explain park’s involvement in the biocontrol program.

Language added:  Two allotments are currently in this program, Henslee and Gifford.  More allotments may come into the program in the future.
Section 6.4.7 Wetlands
Page 28 text reads:  Non-evaluated wetlands are believed to occur within the Eckman, Esvelt, Green, and Rosenberg allotments.

Change made reads:  Un-mapped and unevaluated wetlands are believed to occur within the Eckman, Esvelt, Green, and Rosenberg allotments.

Text was transferred from Section 5.4  monitoring description to page 29 discussion on riparian assessment.

Page 29 language was added to explain preliminary results of the proper functioning condition assessment.
Language added:  The interdisciplinary team conducted wetland delineation evaluation on the Henslee allotment, and it was determined that no wetlands exist.  Preliminary findings determined that the stream surveyed east of Neal Canyon within the Rosenberg allotment was functional at the upper reach and functional-at risk in the lower reach.  The surveyed riparian reach of Kaufman Canyon within the Green allotment was  functional.  The stream surveyed within the Eckman allotment was found to be non-functional (stream was incised, head-cutting up the channel, former wetland areas were dry and providing an environment for invasive exotic plant species to establish).  It was recognized that some of the channel incision was due to lake level flucuations.  A final report of findings on all the allotments is forthcoming. 
Section 7.1 Alternative 1 Impact Analysis
Appropriate language was added to the impact analysis section to clarify impacts to natural and cultural resources are potential or may occur due to livestock grazing.  Monitoring will play a large role in determining these potential future impacts.
Page 39 text under “visitor experience” reads:  Livestock would continue to access the lakeshore for watering purposes and cause associated impacts.  
Change made reads:  Livestock would continue to access the lakeshore for watering purposes and potentially cause associated impacts.  

Appendix C
Level I Inventory and Monitoring forms were modified to more clearly explain the methodology used for park ranger application.  The main change involves the resource management staff establishing the initial transects and providing the baseline information on the forms for rangers to use for future monitoring.

Part II:  Summary of Public Concerns and Responses
The following is a summary of public comment submitted on the Lake Roosevelt National Recreation Area Livestock Management Plan and Environmental Assessment (LMPEA).  Fourteen letters were received through October 25, 2004.  One form letter with 280 names attached was received.  Public responses were received by hand, email, and post.  This section of the errata provides a summary of the main topics of concern expressed in the public comments received, and a response to each concern.
Water Access
Comment:  State water law permits exemptions to permitting for watering livestock.  
Response:  The park recognizes that stock watering is a valid use of the park’s waters and that this use under certain conditions is exempt from groundwater permitting, but that same use must not contribute to degradation of established water quality standards.  In Kim vs. Ecology-2003, the Washington State Court of Appeals clarified the RCW 90.44.050 permitting exemptions and determined that “…any withdrawal of public ground waters for stock-watering purposes applies to water farm animals drink in the course of grazing or otherwise being raised under natural conditions.”  The intent of “natural conditions” is meant to apply to open range grazing as opposed to feed lots.  

Comment:  The most important permittee need is to provide water for livestock.  We do not want restrictions placed on water use that would be economically unfeasible.
Response:  We recognize the most important need for the permittees is to provide water for livestock.  We are committed to work together with each permittee to achieve this goal.  We understand that range improvements such as upland water source development must be economically feasible so that operations can continue.  The key will be for park staff to work cooperatively with the permittees.  Each allotment has its own unique set of circumstances regarding water needs.  Protecting the resources and visitor experience while at the same time allowing livestock watering will be a coordinated management effort with each permittee and appropriate agencies or organizations.

Comment:  The Columbia Basin Project Act of 1935 mandates the NPS to manage Lake Roosevelt for the permanent settlement of farm families.
Response:  The Columbia Basin Project Act refers to lands where irrigation districts were established, none of which are north of the dam.  This Act does not preclude farm families above the dam from continuing their farming operations nor does it specifically address them because those lands are not within the boundaries of the Columbia Basin Project irrigation districts.  The Five-Party Agreement states, the “purpose of the Agreement is to allow the parties to coordinate the management of the Lake Roosevelt Management Area, and to plan and develop facilities and activities on Lake Roosevelt and its freeboard lands.  The parties acknowledge and recognize management of the LRMA is subject to the right of the Bureau of Reclamation to accomplish the purposes of the Columbia Basin Project Act.”  

Water Quality
Comment:  Livestock use is not the only cause for water quality degradation.

Response:   The park concurs that livestock use in and adjacent to water sources is not the only cause for water quality degradation, but it is the focus of this plan.  It is outside the scope of this plan to evaluate all the potential impacts various uses may have on park resources.  One of the recommendations of the plan is to implement a monitoring program that would document and help evaluate potential water quality impacts from livestock use.  Water quality monitoring would be coordinated with the State Department of Ecology.

Noxious Weeds

Comment:  Livestock are not the only vectors of noxious weed infestations.  Park should work with the permittees and other agencies with technical expertise to control weeds.
Response:  The park realizes that weeds are also spread through natural means such as wind, water, and wildlife.  These are factors outside the control of park management.   The focus of this plan is to manage livestock use within the allotments, including control of noxious weeds.  The park is currently working with the permittees and local agencies to control weeds and is described under Section 6.4.2 of the plan.  We concur that a joint effort by the NPS, local weed control boards, and permittees would go a long way in controlling noxious weeds.  This partnership effort is the intent of alternative 3 as identified in the plan.  
Historic Grazing Use
Comments:  Livestock use has occurred for generations on the lands surrounding Lake Roosevelt NRA.  Elimination of grazing will economically impact livestock producing families and will force us to sell our private land to developers.
Response:  Development of the Livestock Management Plan validates that grazing is a legally acceptable practice on Lake Roosevelt NRA lands as long as natural and cultural resources are not significantly impacted, the visitor enjoyment is lasting for future generations, and the scenic vistas along the shoreline remain undeveloped.  The park recognizes the historical value of livestock grazing within and adjacent to Lake Roosevelt NRA lands.  We concur that open space ranch lands are more desirable for the visitor experience and resource protection than would be developments.  We are committed to protecting this important value in cooperation with the permittees.

Public Involvement

Comment:  The permittees feel they have not been adequately informed by the NPS or the Department of the Interior on the status of the LMPEA.

Response:  The livestock permittees have been involved in the planning process for over two years when initial efforts began to develop a Livestock Management Plan.  Over the past 18 months scoping meetings were held and the public comment period for the plan was open for more than the required 30 days.  Section 8 of the plan details the Consultation and Coordination performed during the planning process.   An increase in communication between staff and permittees is an action common to all alternatives and is critical to implementing the proposed actions identified in Alternative 3.
Five Party Agreement
Comment:  The Tri-party agreement states that Lake Roosevelt is not intended to be managed under the guidelines of the National Park System.  
Response:  We believe that the agreement you are referring to is the “Tri-Party Agreement of 1946 which was superceded by the Five-Party Agreement of 1990.”  This agreement is between the Bureau of Reclamation, Bureau of Indian Affairs, the National Park Service, the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation and the Spokane Tribe of Indians.  The Agreement specifically states under I. Recitals, I. 

“Whereas, the Coulee Dam National Recreation Area is an existing unit of the National Park system and subject to all NPS laws, regulations, policies and guidelines…”

Alternatives
Comment:  Appendix B. Technical Range Note 34 describing 50% grazing use in the growing season and 60% use in the dormant season differs considerably from recent range science advocating heavier use and rest cycles.

Response:  Appendix B. of the plan describes the management guidelines for native bunchgrasses for eastern Washington as developed by the Natural Resource Conservation Service in the Ephrata and Spokane offices.  The guidelines among other factors state that grazing should be no more than 50% of available forage during growing season, and graze no more than 60% when dormant.  These guidelines are currently followed by the Bureau of Land Management and NRCS in the state of Washington.  The BLM Washington State Natural Resources Plan and Environmental Impact Statement calls for this type of grazing use.  The 50%/60% use is based on accepted science and has a demonstrated track record of at least 24 years in Eastern Washington.

Comment:  Acres grazed per AUM is not a reliable role in determining stocking rate.

Response:  The park recognizes that range condition should be one of the factors in deciding stocking rates.  The monitoring program is a major component in the proposed alternative.  Through monitoring many factors will be evaluated including health of the range condition, cultural resource conditions, natural resource conditions and in particular wetland resources, and the visitor experience.  

