
the alternative projects would likely be offset in fence modifications by BLM and 
depredation payments by NDOW. 

Alternative 3: 

This alternative is also based upon a premise that all additional elk use will be 
made in areas unused or slightly used by livestock operations. The premise is untrUe, 
and therefore all projections and suppositions of negligent conflict by elk are 
untrue. Specifically of importance is that elk are going to use areas where waters 
are currently available, as do livestock. The notion that elk will use other areas, 
when the document itself notes that such lack of water is the limiting factor to 
increasing livestock and wildlife populations, is wrong. 

This alternative would, using the BlM's figure of 1.25 elk/ADM, result in an 
increase in forage demand in areas of currently available water and forage of 21,120 
ADM's. If the forage and waters will support the proposed elk numbers, then they 
will certainly support cattle and sheep. BlM should properly act in accordance with 
the provisions of the Taylor Grazing Act, MUSY, FlPMA, and PRIA, and activate 
suspended livestock ADM's in the subject_area, to the extent of 21,120 ADM's, and 
monitor the effects of such increase, prior to further consideration of any increases 
in elk populations. This is consistent with the land use plan and existing statutes and 
regulations. 

The objective for alternative 3 also needs to include, besides private land
 
resources, the total grazing preference by livestock permittees as an object of
 
protection. The same problems exist with this alternative as with alternative 2 in
 
defining and specifying minimization standards that will be followed. We refer you
 
to that comment above.
 

This alternative also fails to consider _the trade-offs of elk introduction and 
increases versus the enhancement of other resource uses. The impact of increasing 
livestock use of the resource area by 21,120 ADMs, assuming an eight-month grazing 
season on the federal lands, is a 2640 animal increase. Assuming an 80% calf crop, a 
weaning weight of 400 pounds, anda selling price of $0.75 per pound, the livestock 
numbers represent sales receipts of $633,600.00 annually, nearly all of which 
accrues to the local economy. TIlis figure does not include the local multiplier value 
for Eko and the local area for goods and services. Additionally, all of this comes at no 
additional cost to the BlM in fence modification, and would in fact ~ over $41,800 
annually to the federal coffers, of which $20,900 would come back to the BlM for 
additional range improvements which would benefit both livestock and wildlife.. 
NONE of these moneys are provided by increasing elk numbers as called for in the 
Amendment/FA, and the moneys which the alternative projects would likely be offset 
in fence modifications by BLM and depredation payments by NDOW. 
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Alternative 4: 

This alternative is also based upon a premise that all additional elk use will be 
made in areas unused or slightly used by livestock operations. The premise is untrue, 
and therefore all projections and suppositions of negligent conflict by elk are 
untrue. Specifically of importance is that elk are going to use areas where waters 
are currently available, as do livestock. The notion that elk will use other areas, 
when the document itself notes that such lack of water is the limiting factor to 
increasing livestock and wildlife populations, is wrong. 

This alternative would, using the BlM's figure of 1.25 elk/ADM, result in an 
increase in forage demand in areas of currently available water and forage of 33,600 
AUM's. If the forage and waters will support the proposed elk numbers, then they 
will certainly support cattle and sheep. BlM should properly act in accordance with 
the provisions of the Taylor Grazing Act, MUSY, FLPMA, andPRIA, and activate 
suspended livestock ADM's in the subject area, to the extent of at least the total 
preference of the livestock permittees within the resource area, and possibly by the 
full 33,600 AUM's, and monitor the effects of such increase, prior to further 
consideration of any increases in elk populations. This is consistent with the land 
use plan and existing statutes and regulations. 

The objective for alternative 4 also needs to include, besides private land
 
resources, the total grazing preference by livestock permittees as an object of
 
protection. The same problems exist with this alternative as with alternative 2 in
 
defining and specifying minimization standar<;lsthat will be followed. We. refer you
 
to that com:ment above.
 

This alternative also fails to consider the trade-offs of elk introduction and 
increases versus the enhancement of other resource uses. The impact of increasing 
livestock use of the resource area by 33,600 AUMs, assuming an eight-month grazing 
season on the federal lands, is a 4200 animal increase. Assuming an 80% calf crop, a 
weaning weight of 400 pounds, and a selling price of $0.75 per pound, these livestock 
numbers represent sales receipts of $1,008,000.00 annually, nearly all of which 
accrues to the local economy for· goods and services. 1bis figure does not include the 
local multiplier value for Eko and the local area. Additionally, all of this comes at no 
additional cost to the ElM in fence modification, and would in fact £dd over $66,500 
annually to the federal coffers, of which $33,250 would come .back to the BIM for 
additional range improvements which would benefit both livestock and wildlife. 
NONE of these moneys are provided by increasing elk numbers as called for in the 
~mendment/FA, and the moneys which the alternative projects would likely be offset 
in fence modifications by BlM and depredation payments by NDOW. 

Alternative 5: 

This alternative is also based upon a premise that all additional elk use will be . 
made in areas unused or slightly used by livestock operations. The premise is untrue, 
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and therefore all projections and suppositions of negligent conflict by elk are 
untrue. Specifically of importance is that elk are going to use areas where waters . 
are currently available, as do livestock. The notion that elk will use other areas, 
when the document itself notes that such lack of water is the limiting factor to 
increasing livestock and wildlife populations, is wrong. 

This alternative would, using the BLM's figure of 1.25 elk!AUM, result in an 
increase in forage demand in areas of currently available water and forage of 46,080 
AUM's. If the forage and waters will support the proposed elk numbers, then they 
will certainly support cattle and sheep. BLM should properly act in accordance with 
the provisions of the Taylor Grazing Act, MUSY, FlPMA, and PRIA, and activate 
suspended livestock AUM's in the subject area, to the extent of at least the total 
preference of the livestock permittees within the resource area, and possibly by the 
full 46,080 AUM's, and monitor the effects of such increase, prior to further 
consideration of any increases in elk populations. This is consistent with the land 
use plan and existing statutes and regulations. 

The objective for alternative 5 also needs to include, besides private land� 
resources, the total grazing preference by livestock permittees as an object of� 
protection. The same problems exist with this alternative as with alternative 2 in� 
defining and specifying minimization standards that will be followed. We refer you� 
to that comment above.� 

This alternative also fails to consider the trade-offs of elk introduction and . 
increases versus the enhancement of other resource uses. The impact of increasing 
livestock use of the resource area by 46,080 AUMs, assuming an eight-month grazing 
season on the federal lands, is a 5760 animal increase. Assuming an 80% calf crop, a 
weaning weight of 400pounds, and a selling price of $0.75 per pound, these livestock 
numbers represent sales receipts of $1,382,400.00 annually, nearly all of which 
accrues to the local economy for goods and services. This figure does not include the 
local multiplier value for Elko and the local area. Additionally, all of this comes at no 
additional cost to the BLM in fence modification, and would iD. fact i!dQ over $91,200 
annually to the federal coffers, of which $45,600 would come back to the BLM for 
additional range improvements which would benefit both livestock and wildlife. 
NONE of these moneys are provided by increasing elk numbers as called for in the 
Amendment/FA, and the moneys which the alternative projects would likely be offset 
in fence·modifications by BLM and depredation payments by NDOW. 

Finally, throughout the document, the BIM admits its inability to predict the 
environmental consequences of its proposed or alternative actions, and cites 
monitoring by NDOW taking 3-5 years to assess. Until the environmental impacts CAN 
be accurately estimated, and until monitoring is accomplished to detennine the 
impacts from the LUP levels and areas of use, and until the LUP range improvements 
and livestock adjustments are accomplished, we believe it foolhardy to undertake the 
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