






Public Hearing Comments 

Idaho �F�a�l�l�~�,� May 5, 1981 

Jerry Jayne - I,daho Environmental Council 

31-a. I was surprised to see that the present net 
worth before the Proposed Act ion was higher than 
for Alternative 4 which just doesn't figure. 

Response: The net present worth of the Proposed 
Action is higher than that for Alternative 4 
primarily due to range improvement construction 
and mai ntenance. It was estimated that under the 
Proposed Action $326,000 would be spent locally 
for range lmprovement construction. Annual 
maintenance would bring $16,000 per year into the 
local econoll1Y- Under Alternat ive 4 there would be 
$120,000 spent on construction and $6,200 annually 
on maintenance of range improvements in the local 
econOOlY· 

31-b. I thi nk to make a rig id canpari son of the 
econanic aspects of each alternative, one has to 
figure the true costs and the true benefits 
relative to the taxpayers and the Nation as a 
whole and not just to the region. 

Response: The net present worth calculations done 
for this tiS were intended to portray the relative 
impacts on the local economy of the alternatives. 
It is not a cQ,lprehensive benefit/cost analysis 
which considers all social costs and benefits. 
This �t�y�~� of analysis will however be acc(Ji1plished 
at the allotment management plan level. 

Jeff Siddoway - Idaho �W�~�1�9�r�o�w�e�r�s� Association 

32-a. I think there are Sail! benefits of the 
Proposed Action that perhaps haven't been counted 
in the EIS: Not only the increased AUMs but the 
gains in the management benefits of less work and 
where a manager's time could be better spent. 
That perhaps increases the efficiency and output 
of an overall operation. 

Response: The benefits of less work and better 
use of the manager's time are highly variab le, 
depending on factors such as the individual's 
managerial abil ity. It is not possible for the 
Bureau to estimate these types of benefits. 
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ERRATA SHEET 

Changes and additions to the draft EIS text in addition to those listed 
below are referenced in comment responses I-a, l8-a, 20-f, 20-k, 20-m and 
20-p. 
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Table 2-3 Summary of Proposed Action and Alternatives Section 3 

Change burn acres, Proposed Action column to 55,000. 

Page 23 

Table 2-13 Proposed and Existing Use. Alternative 3, Increased 
Livestock Use 

Place an asterisk (*) after 43,641 AUMs. 
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Table 2-9 Comparative Analysis of Impacts 

In the recreation section, Alternative 4 column, change 40 percent 
and 10 percent decrease to 40 percent and 10 percent increase. 
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