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discourages BTNF from making strong statements using “will” assuming with 100% certainty the
event will occur. We recommend, at the very least, changing “will” to “may.”

e Page 4 - 5, Aquatic Habitat Guidelines: “They are also more resilient in the face of climate
change. This would not change grazing management direction compared with the No Action
Alternative.” We believe the first sentence is subjective, as we have no pre-an  post-data to
compare.

e Page 4 -7, Cumulative Effects: “Allotment Management Plan revisions for both the Gros
Ventre and Granite Creek allotments provide opportunities for analyzing the ability of
existing management to move range and forage toward desired condition. Because the de. ed
conditions (and ecological functions) of the designated river corridors would be more clearly
described under the proposed action, these revisions would also be expected to provide a
positive cumulative effect.” WDA reiterates our comments of focusing on the two specific
allotments and assuming the allotments are not meeting desired con tions.

e Page 4 — 8. Climate change: This par: raph is written verbatim to the paragraph above. WD
urges BTN  apply these comments throughout the document when climate change is
discussed.

e Page 4 — 22, Big Game: “Restrictions on silvicultural activities in this alternative limit some
opportunities for habitat enhancements, but restrictions also help to maintain habitat
effectiveness and maintain habitat security for ungulates. The 60 — 65% Forest-wide
Utilization Standards limit competition between wild ungulates and livestock for forage.” We
are unclear how limiting timber harvest maintains habitat effectiveness or security. Federal
land ownership secures habitat, not lack of forest management. WDA requests the BTNF add
to is section, “Livestock grazing improves forage quality and reduces chances of large
wildfires by reducing fine fuels.”

e Page 4 — 23 Cumulative Effects, first paragraph: We believe the BTNF has interchangec ¢
uses, purpose, and goals of the permit renewal process, AOls, and AMPs. We recommern  1e
BTNF clarify the distinct differences known throughout the document.

e Page 4 — 23, second paragraph: “Climate change, currently producing reductions in the
distribution of whitebark pine, may reduce the availability of an important seasonal food
source for grizzly bears.” Does the E  NF have site specific « mate change studies of white
ba pine to make this statement? WDA believes the inability to manage timber, single age
class, and pine beetles are all reasons the BTNF should consi vhen analyzing the
cumulative effects to grizzly bear. Specifically, the BTNF mx ns this on age 4-32, “The
current timber management in the analysis areas has direct and indirect impacts to whitebark
pine. Whitebark pine is in decline due, in part, to previous fire suppression which has allowed
shade tolerant trees to establish and competitively exclude whitebark pine in some areas as
well as allowing native beetle popoulations to become agents of mortality for whitebark pi.

We recommend BTNF analyze e document consistently and comprehensively throughout.
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Page 4 — 46, Range Resources: “Currently, the BTNF Forest Plan has maintained range
resources, proving forage for livestock and wildlife and income to local communities.” We
recommend the following: “The TNF Forest Plan and MUY A manage forest range resources
for multiple uses and benefits, including forage for livestock and wildlife, and income to loc:
communities.”

“...habitat areas such as crucial winter range, seasonal calving areas, riparian areas, s. 2
grouse leks, and nesting sites.” We recommend changing “calving areas” to “parturition
areas” to ensure these are specific to wildlife.

“Though there is concern that current Forest Plan forage utilization standards may reduce
prevalence of key forage species...” We strongly discourage the BTNF making subjective
statements, which conveys there is universal “concern” by all interested parties. This simply is
not the case, and where proper data collection warrants change, permittees work with their
respective range staff to develop AMPs and AOIs with appropri e utilization levels in norm:
precipitation years, as well as years of drought. We recommend removing the sentence.

Page 4 — 5, Cumulative Effects: “Although all of these activities have the potential to impact
vegetation communities, the elk feedground is most likely to show localized measurable
impacts similar to those of livestock grazing. Considerable overlap (as much as 80%) exists
between the composition of elk and cattle diets....” WDA recon 1ends removing the words
“similar to those of livestock grazing,” as this is an issue specific to elk feedgrounds and does
not need to compare to livestock grazing. When scussing elk feedgrounds, WDA
recommends removing any reference to livestock as this is already thoroughly discussed
through the Forest Plan, AMPs, AOIs, and perm renewals.

Page 4 — 48, Monitoring: “It is recognized that levels of concern could be determined by
impacts other than livestock grazing, such as high levels of wild ungulate browsing.” We
appreciate BTNF acknowledging this concern, and request the addition of the following
statement: “The BTNF will not require addition: burdens or reduce AUMs in the AMP
revisions or AOISs if monitoring does not show livestoc  grazing management is causing
negative impacts.”

Page 4 — 50, Effects: Given most climate change models, rainbc ' trout are expected to be
increasing.” We recommend B NF provide site spec ¢ references or remove these
generalized statements.

Page 4 — 60, Socio-economic Resources: The EA states, “No new restrictions are proposed i
the Forest Plan Amendment that would endanger the economic well-being of the communities
involved.” WDA urges the BTN to not only consider the comu 1nities, but also the loc:
citizens and their businesses. We believe reductions in timber harvest and reductions in
permits for river guides or hunting guides, are a couple of examples to analyze and publii ¢
disclose.
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Page 1 — 5, CTSRHA: The proposed designated segments provide mileages, but we ask the
BTNF to convey the acreage within each segment. According to the [WSRA, each segment
should not exceed 320 acres of land per river mile.

Page 2 — 15, River Value by Segment: WDA recommend this section include current
inventory information to convey current value and how the BT}  plans to “enhance” each
ORYV on each of the segments.

Page 4 — 7, Fencing and Safe Road Crossings Guideline: “Fences should be modified to meet
Wyoming Game and Fish Department wildlife-friendly guidelines or removed.” WDA using
our comment from page

Page 4 — 25, Indicator: The BTNF interchanging the use of “stock™ versus “recreational
livestock” in the CRMP. We recommend using recreational livestock, which also clearly
distinguishes them from commercial livestock.

Page 4 — 27, Livestock related: The section provides a list of “potential strategies” to address
concerns. We recommend the BTNF include the following language: “BTNF will work
cooperatively with livestock grazing permittees to voluntarily develop and implement
solutions.”

WDA appreciates the BTNF’s willingness to work with us the past few months to ensure our concerns
were addressed. We also appreciate the acceptance and integration of our most recent comments on ¢

EA and the
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CRMP. Please keep the WDA informed of all upcoming meetings and changes.

{[ Y asoanearneyhough

Director

JFjw

CC:  Governor’s Policy Office
Wyoming Board of Agriculture
Wyoming Stock Growers Association
Wyoming Wool Growers Association
Wyoming Farm Bureau Federation
Wyoming Association of Conservation Districts
Wyoming Game and Fish Department



