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CHAPTER 5

CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

In September 1995, the Statewide Resource Advisory
Council (RAC) was formed to begin work with BLM

and the State of New Mexico in the devel opment of
Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for
Livestock Grazing Management in New Mexico. The
RAC met numerous times, with all meetings open to the
public to develop draft standard and guidelines.
Following public comments on the draft standards and
guidelines mailed out to over 3,000 peoplein May 1996,
the RAC revised the standards and guidelines. This
revision became the proposed action in the Draft
RMPA/EIS. Input from abroad spectrum of the public
including academicians, ranchers, environmentalists,
elected officials, and private citizens made comments
during the comment period. Thiswasimportant in the
development of the proposal. Members of the RAC
who devel oped the Proposed Action (RAC Alternative)
described and analyzed in the Draft RMPA/EIS
document are listed in Table 5-1.

The Resource Advisory Council consists of 15
members whose representation is balanced equally
among the following three general interests:

C 1) grazing, mining, timber, off-highway vehicle
and devel oped recreation interests

C 2) environmental organizations, archaeological
and historic, and wild horse and burro
interests

C 3) state and local government, Indian tribes,
natural science, academicians and the public
at large

On January 31, 1996 the NEPA/RMP process was
initiated with a Notice of Intent published in the
Federal Register. This notice requested public
comments on the proposal to prepare an environmental
document and to modify decisionsin all New Mexico
BLM RMPs. On May 27, 1996, a second Notice of
Intent announced atotal of 16 public meetings across
the State to receive comments on the draft standards
and guidelines that had been mailed out to over 3,000
people. The Notice of Intent also stated that written
comments would be taken and announced that the
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comment period would close on June 30, 1996.

Nearly 300 people signed in as attending the public
comment meetings. Public meetingswere held in
Deming, Lordsburg, Silver City, Las Cruces,
Alamogordo, Roswell, Glencoe, Carlsbad, Socorro,
Truth or Consequences, Albuquerque, Grants, Gallup,
Santa Fe, and Taos, New Mexico; and Antonito,
Colorado. Both BLM and RAC members attended the
comment meetings to receive comments on the draft
standards and guidelines. A total of 276 written
comments were received during the comment period.

The RAC had several meetings following the close of
the comment period and they revised the draft
standards and guidelinesinto the Proposed Action
presented in Chapter 2 of the Draft RMPA/EIS
document.

In September 1996, aBLM Team (list of preparers) was
selected, aslisted in Table 5-2. Each Field Office
provided a contact for data and other information.
Those contacts are shown in Table 5-3.

The State of New Mexico requested to be ajoint lead
for this project, resulting in a Memorandum of
Understanding between BLM and the State. The State
teamislisted in Table 5-4.

In 1997, ten RAC members' terms expired. Of the ten,
two members were reappointed and eight new members
were appointed. Table 5-5identifiesisthe New Mexico
RAC which was announced on August 20, 1997.

Table 5-6 identifies the New Mexico RAC which was
announced on April 1, 1999. These RAC members
made changesto the Proposed Action (RAC
Alternative) based on public comments received by
BLM during the 90-day comment period on the Draft
RMPA/EIS document. The modified RAC Alternative
isanalyzed in this Proposed RMPA/Final EIS.

Table 5-7 identifies the present New Mexico RAC
members.



Table5-1
NEW MEXICO RESOURCE ADVISORY COUNCIL 9-95 THROUGH 8-97

NAME LOCATION INTEREST
Nancy Brantley Carlshad 3
Celestino Gachupin Zia Pueblo 3
Sid Goodloe Capitan 1
Fred Gross Jr. White Rock 2
Shannon Horst Albuquerque 2
Pete Aguilar* SantaFe 3
Kenneth Heil Farmington 3
David Kincaid Pinon 1
Ruth Musgrave Albuquerque 3
Frank Nordstrom Aztec 2
Joseph Quintina Taos 1
Sanford Schemnitz Las Cruces 2
Buddy Shaw Farmington 1
Alexander Thal Silver City 3
Marvin Lee Watts Carlsbad 1
Steve West Carlsbad 2

Source: BLM Resource Advisory Council records.

Notes: *Pete Aguilar of Santa Fe was amember of the RAC from September 1995 until August 1996 when histerm
expired. Hewasreplaced by Kenneth Heil.
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Table 5-2

BLM PLANNING AND NEPA TEAM MEMBERS

NAME TEAM TITLE OFFICE
JW. Whitney Project Manager New Mexico State Office
Mark Blakeslee Asst. Project Manager New Mexico State Office

Robert Alexander

Technical Coordinator

New Mexico State Office

Roger Cumpian

Writer - Livestock

Socorro Field Office

Mike Howard Writer - Vegetation, T& E Species Las Cruces Field Office
Jerry Wall Writer - Soil, Water, Air Albuquerque Field Office
Rand French Writer - Wildlife Roswell Field Office
Kathy Walter Writer - Recreation, Special Areas Rio Puerco Field Office
Jackie Neckels Writer - Realty, Land Use Farmington Field Office

Brenda Wilkinson

Writer - Cultural, Historic

Socorro Field Office

Gary Stephens Writer - Minerals, Geology New Mexico State Office
Don Boyer Writer - Editor Roswell Field Office
Jeanette Pranzo Reviewer - Economic Colorado State Office
Roberto Costales Reviewer - Socid Colorado State Office
Veronica Maldonado Staff Assistant New Mexico State Office

Rena Gutierrez (Final Only)

Writer-Editor (Responses to Comments)

Las Cruces Field Office

Table5-3

BLM CONTACTSFOR DATA AND OTHER INFORMATION
NAME OFFICE
Sam DesGeorges Taos Field Office
Steve Fischer Albuquerque Field Office
Lisa Phillips Las Cruces Field Office
Steve Daly Carlsbad Fidld Office
Mark Matthews Socorro Field Office
Tom Phillips Las Cruces Field Office
Ray Sanchez Farmington Field Office
John Spain Roswell Field Office
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Table5-4

STATE PLANNING AND NEPA TEAM MEMBERS

NAME AREA OF CONTRIBUTION

Cecilia Abeyta Project Manager for State.

John Fowler Social, Economics, Livestock

G.B. Oliver Socia, Economics

Pat Quintana Social, Economics, Custom, Culture, Historic
Alex Tha Social, Economics, Custom, Culture, Historic
David Sanchez Livestock

Jay Groseclose Soil, Water, Air

Greg Fitch Soil, Water, Air, Land Use, Mineras, Geology, Vegetation
John Bokich Land Use, Wildlife, Mineras, Geology
Chuck Moran Land Use, Mineras, Geology

Ron White Wildlife, Recreation

In addition to the BLM and State Planning Team
Allan Vesely from the Bureau of Indian Affairs
Eastern Navajo Agency was also ateam member.
Allan’s Area of Contribution was Native American
Interest.
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Table5-5
NEW MEXICO RESOURCE ADVISORY COUNCIL 897 THROUGH 12-98

NAME LOCATION INTEREST
Danny Charlie* Kirtland 3
Nancy Clopton* Hachita 1
Celestino Gachupin ZiaPueblo 3
Gregory Green* Santa Fe 2
Kenneth Heil** Farmington 3
Phillenore Howard* Santa Fe 2
Dan Lopez* Albuquerque 3
Bob Nordstrum* Albuquerque 2
Joseph Quintina Taos 1
Ronnie Rardin* Alamogordo 3
Joe Romero* Vearde 1
Sanford Schemnitz Las Cruces 2
Buddy Shaw Farmington 1
Marvin Lee Watts** Carlsbad 1
Steve West Carlsbad 2

Notes: *New Appointments, ** Reappointments
From January 1, 1999 until April 1, 1999 no new RAC members had been appointed.
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Table 5-6

NEW MEXICO RESOURCE ADVISORY COUNCIL 4-99 THROUGH 8-99

NAME LOCATION INTEREST
Randolph Barnhouse* Gdlup 3
Anthony Benson* Taos 1
Bennett Brown* Animas 2
Danny Charlie Kirtland 3
Nancy Clopton Hachita 1
Gregory Green Santa Fe 2
Kenneth Heil Farmington 3
Phillenore Howard Santa Fe 2
Barbara Johnson* Santa Fe 2
Philip Kennicott* Sandia Park 1
Dan Lopez Albuquerque 3
Bob Nordstrum Albuquerque 2
Roger Pattison Clovis 1
Joe Romero Vearde 1
Richard Zierlien* Alamogordo 3

Notes: *New Appointments, appointed 4-1-99
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Table5-7
NEW MEXICO RESOURCE ADVISORY COUNCIL 9-99

NAME LOCATION INTEREST
Randolph Barnhouse Gdlup 3
Anthony Benson Taos 1
Bennett Brown Animas 2
Danny Charlie Kirtland 3
Gregory Green Santa Fe 2
Kenneth Heil Farmington 3
Michael Koranda* Hurley 1
Phillenore Howard Santa Fe 2
Barbara Johnson Santa Fe 2
Philip Kennicott** Sandia Park 1
Bob Nordstrum Albuquerque 2
Roger Pattison Clovis 1
Charles Pergler* Los Alamos 3
Patrick Torres* Santa Fe 1
Richard Zierlien** Alamogordo 3

Notes. *New Appointments, appointed
COOPERATORS

Nine New Mexico Counties requested to be
cooperators for this project resulting in a Memorandum
Of Understanding with the counties. The cooperating
counties are Catron, Chaves, Eddy, Grant, Hidalgo,
Lincoln, Luna, Otero, and Sierra. In addition, the
Navajo Nation requested to be a cooperator for this
project. A Memorandum Of Understanding for
cooperator status with the Navajo Nation has been
prepared but has not been signed to date.

CONSULTATION

Consultation with the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) isrequired prior to initiation of any
project by BLM that may affect any Federally-listed
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** Reappointments

species or its habitat. Conferencing with USFWS will
occur on potential effects to species proposed for
Federal listing. Consultationisrequired by Section 7 of
the Endangered Species Act of 1973. Informal
consultation with USFWS began on October 23, 1996
(see Appendix C-1). The consultation processwill be
completed prior to finishing the Record of Decision for
the RMPA.

CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER PLANS

At thistime there are no known inconsistencies
between any of the alternatives and any officially
approved and adopted resource-related plans of other
Federal agencies, state and local governments or Indian
tribes. Coordination and consultation will continue
throughout the planning process.




DISTRIBUTION OF THE DRAFT
RMPA/DRAFT EIS

The Draft RMPA/EIS was available on the New Mexico

BLM web page at the following web address:
www.nm.blm.gov

Below isapartial listing of various Federal, State and
local agencies organizations, Indian tribes and
individual s to which both the Draft RMPA/EIS and
Proposed RMPA/Final EISwere sent:

Federal Agencies
Department of Agriculture

U.S. Forest Service
Natural Resources Conservation Service
Department of Energy
Office of NEPA Oversight
Department of the Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Chinle Agency
Southern Pueblos Agency
Eastern Navajo Agency
Bureau of Mines
Bureau of Reclamation
Office of the Secretary
National Park Service
Fish and Wildlife Service
Environmental Protection Agency

State Agencies
Department of Agriculture

Department of Economic Development
Department of Game & Fish

Department of Tourism

Environmental Department

Energy, Minerals & Natural Resources Department
Governor's Office

Interstate Stream Commission

Office of Cultural Affairs

State Land Office

County Offices
County Commissions

Berndillo
Catron
Chaves
Cibola
Colfax
Curry
DeBaca

DonaAna
Eddy
Grant
Guadal upe
Harding
Hidalgo
Lea
Lincoln
Los Alamos
Luna
McKinley
Mora
Otero
Quay

Rio Arriba
Roosevelt
Sandoval
San Juan
San Miguel
SantaFe
Siera
Socorro
Taos
Torrance
Union
Vaencia

City Offices
Alamogordo
Anthony
Artesia
Bayard
Carlsbad
Carrizozo
Central
Clovis
Deming
Eunice
Farmington
Fort Sumner
Galup
Grants
Hurley

Jal
Lordsburg
Lovington
Magdalena
Meslla
Reserve
Roswell
Santa Rosa



Silver City
Socorro
Tatum
Tucumcari
Tularosa

Tribal/Pueblo Groups
Acoma Pueblo

Isleta Pueblo

Jicarilla Apache Tribe
Laguna Pueblo
Mescalero Apache Tribe
Navajo Nation

Navajo Tribal Council
Pojoague Pueblo

San Juan Pueblo

San Felipe Pueblo

San Ildefonso Pueblo
Santa Clara Pueblo
Santa Ana Pueblo
Taos Pueblo
ZiaPueblo

Zuni Pueblo

Other Groups
Albuquerque Production Credit Association
Albuguerque Wildlife Federation

Black Range Resource Conservation & Development,

Inc.

Center for Wildlife Law

Coalition of Arizona/New Mexico Counties
Committee of Wilderness Supporters, Inc.
Concerned Citizens del Norte

Continental Divide Trail Society
Deming-Luna County Chamber of Commerce
Dona Ana County Associated Sportsmen, Inc.
El Paso Group of SierraClub

Forest Guardians

Lighthawk

National Audubon Society

National Wildlife Federation

National Wildlife Federation

Natural Resources Defense Council

New Mexico State University

New Mexico Cattle Growers Association
New Mexico Farm and Livestock Bureau
New Mexico Public Lands Council, Inc.
New Mexico Natural History Institute

New Mexico Land Use Alliance

New Mexico Wilderness Study Committee
New Mexico Woolgrowers Association

59

New Mexico Oil and Gas Association
Northern Wilderness Watch

Northern New Mexico Stockman Association
People for the West

Public Lands Action Network

Randal Davey Audubon Center

San Juan Basin Livestock Association
Sangre de Cristo Audubon Society

Santa Fe Group Sierra Club

Sierra Club -Rio Grande Chapter
Southeastern New Mexico Grazing Association
Southern New Mexico Group Sierra Club
Southwest Environmental Center

Southwest Consolidated Sportsmen

Sunland Brittany Club

Sunwest Bank

Texaco Exploration

Tri-State Navajo Extension Service
University of New Mexico Mountaineering Club
Washington Public Land Coordinator
Wilderness Society

Wildlife Management Institute

Wildlife Legidative Council

Y ates Petroleum Corp.

Soil and Water Conservation Districts (S& WCD)
Border S& WCD

Caballo S& WCD
Canadian River S& WCD
Carlshad S& WCD
Carrizozo S& WCD
Central Curry S& WCD
Central Valey S& WCD
Chaves S& WCD

Ciudad S& WCD
Claunch-Pinto S& WCD
Colfax S& WCD
Coronado S& WCD
Cuba S& WCD
DeBaca S& WCD
Deming S& WCD

East Rio Arriba S& WCD
East Torrance S& WCD
Edgewood S& WCD
Grant S& WCD
Guadalupe S& WCD
Hidalgo S& WCD
Hagerman-Dexter S& WCD
LaUnion S& WCD
LavaS&WCD
LeaS&WCD




McKinley S& WCD

Mesa S& WCD
Mora-Wagon Mound S& WCD
Northeastern S& WCD
Otero S& WCD

Penasco S& WCD
Quemado S& WCD
Roosevelt S& WCD
Salado S& WCD

San Juan S& WCD

San Francisco S& WCD
Santa Fe-Pojoague S& WCD
SierraS&WCD

Socorro S& WCD
Southwest Quay S&WCD
Taos S&WCD

Tierray Montes S& WCD
Upper Chama S&WCD
Upper Hondo S&WCD
Ute Creek S& WCD
ValenciaS&WCD
Western Mora S& WCD

Ranch Operators
Those permittees/|essees who signed in at a scoping

meeting, sent written comments during the scoping
period, or requested to be on the RMPA/EIS mailing
list.

COMMENTSAND RESPONSES

A comment period on the Draft RMPA/Draft EIS was
originally scheduled to cover a 90-day period from
February 12, 1999 to May 17, 1999. The printer finished
printing the document and mailed all copies on January
20, 1999. Because of this, the comment period was 15
dayslonger than originally planned. During the
comment period, 108 comment |etters were received on
the Draft RMPA/EIS document. In addition, four
comments were |ate but were accepted aslate
comments. Public hearingswere held in 12 |ocations
around the State (each with an afternoon and evening
hearing) to provide for individual testimony. During
the public hearings, 38 individuals provided testimony.
Three people showed up after the hearing was over and
wished to make comments on the Draft RMPA/EIS, and
their comments were taken on tape and | ater typed for
the record.

All letters and testimony were reviewed and considered
in preparation of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS.
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Comments which addressed the adequacy of the Draft
RMPA/EISreceived aresponse. Each commentor was
assigned a number according to the order of receipt.
Commentors are listed on Table 5-8.

The comment letters and verbatim transcripts of
testimony taken at the public hearings are not all
printed in this document. However, comment letters
received from local, State and other Federal agencies
are printed in thisdocument. The letters are displayed
in Appendix G. Copies of all comment |etters, hearing
transcripts, and typed comments from taped comments
are availablefor viewing at the BLM New Mexico State
Office, 1474 Rodeo Road, Santa Fe, New Mexico.

Every comment which addressed either the adequacy
of the Draft RMPA/EIS or the merits of the alternative
contained in letters, verbal testimony, and taped
comments was assigned anumber. The appropriate
team member was then assigned the comments relating
to his/her speciality in order to develop aresponse.
Once the responses were compl ete, an effort was made
to combine comments that contained the same or
similar subject matter. Comments were also grouped by
Chapter and Appendix. Comments are shown by
environmental component in the same order asthe
Table of Contents.

Commentors should be able to track their comments
from Table 5-8 by finding their name and noting the
comment number assigned to their comment. The
comment and response can then be found by looking
up the comment number in the section following Table
58.



Table 5-8
LIST OF COMMENTORS

SOURCE (REPRESENTING) TYPE OF COMMENT
COMMENT & NUMBER(S)
1 Frank Nordstrom (Self and the LC1&
environment) OH-1 67,163
2 Legislature of the State of New LC-2 68
Mexico (Senate)
3 Brice Lee (Permittee, Private OH-2 8,911,18
land owner &
environmentalist)
4 Paul Brandy (Permittee & Vice OH-3 68, 69
President of San Juan
Livestock Association)
5 Ted Graham (Owner of San OH-4 68, 111
Juan Livestock SalesBarn &
President of San Juan Basin
Livestock Association)
6 Stella Montoya (Self) OH-5& 12, 18, 50, 60,
LC-73 159, 250, 251,
284, 285, 295
7 Barbara Truby (Livesand OH-6 & 144, 155, 178,
works on a Ranch) LC-96 179, 190, 191,
200, 208, 322
8 Grace Mason (Native Plant OH-7 37
Society)
9 David Sanchez (Sef, Lt OH-8 209, 210, 267
Governor’'s Office, & NM
Cattle Growers)
10 Charlie Chacon (Self) OH-9& 3,42, 112,209
LC-20
11 VirginiaBlack (Sdif) OH-10 23
12 Casey Sanchez (Self) OH-11 5,70, 196
13 JuliaMullen (Northern NM OH-12 68, 71,112

Lega Services & Farmersand
Ranchers of area)
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Table 5-7 continued

SOURCE (REPRESENTING) TYPE OF COMMENT
COMMENT & NUMBER(S)

14 Roger Peterson (SantaFe OH-13 & 47,51, 67, 93,
Group of Sierra Club) LC-18 A, 95

15 Jim Bates (Southwest OH-14 72
Consolidated Sportsmen)

16 Alice Anderson (Native Plant OH-15& 51,218
Society) LC9O

17 Marianne Thaeler (Self) OH-16 51

18 Ross May (Cattle Rancher) OH-17 62, 134, 211

19 Jack Carter (Native Plant OH-18 51,67,73
Society)

20 Tommy Perez (Self & Chairman OH-19 6, 13, 24, 180,
of Public Land Advisory 212,213,291
Committee to the Luna County
Commission)

21 Leedrue Hyatt (Self) OH-20 38, 268, 333

22 David Bouquin (Self) oT-1 51,67

23 Kevin Bixby (Southwest oT-2 72
Environmental Center)

24 Cheryll Blevins (Chair of the oT-3 51
Southern NM Group of the
Sierra Club Executive
Committee)

25 S.D. Schemnitz (Self) LC3 113,181

26 Susie Rossmann (Native Plant LC4 51
Society)

27 Tiana Scott (Native Plant OH-21 51
Society)

28 Gary Simpson (Rangeland OH-22 51, 67
Issue Chair for Rio Grande
Chapter of Sierra Club)

29 Priscilla Tracy (Self) OH-23 47,135, 157,

201, 292

30 John Stockert (Self) OH-24 51
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Table 5-7 continued

SOURCE (REPRESENTING) TYPE OF COMMENT
COMMENT & NUMBER(S)
31 Charles Walker (Self and OH-25& 44,70, 133, 192
Lincoln Forest Permittees LC-107
Association)
32 Joe Duft (Self, Member of OH-26 51
Native Plant Society)
3 Hildy Reiser (Native Plant OH-27 & 2,35,36,43,51,
Society) LC-88 74,108, 139,
148, 154, 164,
174, 175, 176,
184, 185, 186,
187, 188, 189,
193, 195, 199,
205, 206, 255,
256, 257, 279,
293
A CurtisDoyal (Seif, BCI OH-28 214, 337
Incorporated)
35 Clarissa Hughlett (Self) OH-29 114
36 Cassandra Witherspoon (Self) OH-30 115
37 Lewis Derrick (Chairman of OH-31 39, 40, 114, 115,
Eddy County Land Use 165, 338
Committee)
38 William Briney (Sdif) OH-32 286
39 Hollis Fuchs (Lincoln County OH-33 149, 166, 344
Public Land Use Advisory
Council)
40 Margaret Stevens (Self) OH-34 167
41 Dan Girand (Regulatory and OH-35 25, 26, 39, 63
Affairs Director for Mack
Energy and Chase Farms)
42 Joel Carson (Permittee, Self) OH-36 10
43 Bud Eppers (New Mexico OH-37 & 1,7,19, 20, 21,
Public Land Council and LC-100 22,25, 27, 28,
Southern New Mexico Grazing 2930, 31, 68,
Association) 261, 266, 281,
310, 320
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Table 5-7 continued

SOURCE (REPRESENTING) TYPE OF COMMENT
COMMENT & NUMBER(S)
44 Don Brewer (Rancher) OH-38 168
45 Jeff Burgess (Self) LC5 75,76, 77,78,
79, 80, 81
46 George Wuerthner (Self) LC6 140, 202, 215
47 Julie Kutz (Seif) LC-7 82, 83, 84, 85,
86, 87, 169, 170,
269, 270, 271,
272,273,274
48 Eddy County (Board of LC8 14, 39, 212, 216,
Commissionersfor Eddy 217, 275, 282,
County) 294, 295, 339
Alice Anderson LC9 See Commentor Number 16
49 Wildlife Management Institute LC-10 41, 47,52, 64,
(WMI) 116, 141, 171,
172,203
50 New Mexico Environment LC11 158
Dept. (NMED)
51 Thomas Lee Boles (Self) LC-12 67
52 USDA Natural Resources LC13 32, 65, 88, 89,
Conservation Service (NRCS) 90, 91, 145, 156,
276
53 Noel Marsh (Self and Otero LC-14 4,33,34,53,
County Cattlemen’s 146, 173, 219,
Association) 334
54 County of Lincoln (Board of LC-15 54, 220, 283,
Commissioners of Lincoln 345
County)
55 Imogen Stein (Self) LC-16 92
56 T. A. Tanner (Self) LC17 221
Roger Peterson LC-18 See Commentor No.14
57 Rex Johnson Jr. (Self) LC-19 %
Charlie Chacon LC-20 See Commentor No. 10
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Table 5-7 continued

SOURCE (REPRESENTING) TYPE OF COMMENT
COMMENT & NUMBER(S)
58 Robert Stevens (Self) LC21 222,223, 224,
225, 226, 227,
228, 229, 230,
231,232
59 Gustauo Martinez (Self) LC-22 42,112
60 Rosendo Serrano (Self) LC-23 42,112
61 Kathleen Stachowski (Self) LC-24 286
62 Jane Schafer (Self) LC-25& 14,15, 221, 233,
LC-102 234,295
63 Agnes Jaramillo (Self) LC-26 42,112
64 Phillenore D. Howard (Sdlf) LC-27 97,98, 99, 117
65 R. Matthew Bristol (Self) LC-28 55
66 James & Jeanette Coupland LC-29 112, 115, 221
(Sdif)
67 VirginiaW. Cates (Self) LC-30 42,112
68 PatriciaA. Stineburg (Self) LC31 286
69 Thomas C Evans (Self) LC-32 286
70 Connie Shupla (Rep. of Estate LC-33 42,112
of EliasA. Garcia)
71 Murray & Judy Keeler (Selves) LC-34 62, 235, 236
72 Blaine N. Bagwell (Sdlf) LC-35 42,112
73 Grace M. Bagwell (Sdif) LC-36 42,112
74 Martha Coody (Self) LC-37 340, 341, 343
I6) Jake Vigil (Sdif) LC-38 42,112
76 John B. Shawcroft Ranches LC-39 42,112
(Sdif)
7 Jim Coody (Self) LC40 296, 340, 341,
343
78 Dennis and Ernest Moeller LC41 42, 112
(Selves)
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Table 5-7 continued

SOURCE (REPRESENTING) TYPE OF COMMENT
COMMENT & NUMBER(S)
79 Michael Berman (Self) LC42 100, 101, 102,
237,313
80 Jennifer L. Six (Sdf) LC43 238
81 Public Lands Foundation (PLF) LC-44 103, 118, 122,
182, 287, 297,
323, 324, 325,
326, 327, 328,
329, 330, 331,
332
82 Hidalgo County (Board of LC-45 239, 240, 277
Commissioners for Hidalgo
County)
83 Central NM Group of the Sierra LC-46 19, 56, 57, 104,
Club (Central NM Group Sierra 105 106, 107,
Club) 119, 120, 121,
122,136, 137,
142, 147, 298,
299, 335
34 Rio Grande Chapter of the LC47 104, 105, 106,
SierraClub (RG Chapter Sierra 107, 119, 120,
Club) 121,122, 137,
142
85 Jmmy Goss (Sdlf) LC-48 221,294
86 Sandi Chatfield (Sierra County LC-49 235, 241, 242,
Treasurer) 300
87 Harvey Chatfield (Self) LC50 235, 243, 301,
314
83 Bobby Jones (Self) LC51 14, 40, 212, 245,
253, 295, 340
89 Frances Goss (Self) LC52 221,294
0 Carire B. Green (Sdif) LC53 221, 294
91 National Park Service (NPS) LC-4 No comments
92 Harold Monsimer (Self) LC-55 42,112
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Table 5-7 continued

SOURCE (REPRESENTING) TYPE OF COMMENT
COMMENT & NUMBER(S)
93 Otero County (Board of LC-56 25, 138, 150,
Commissionersfor Otero 162, 217, 244,
County) 267, 295, 300,
302, 303, 315,
316
A Juan Garcia (Sdif) LC57 42,112
9%5 Ronnie Garcia (Self) LC-58 42,112
9% Kendra Goss (Self) LC59 221,29
97 Lee and Karen Ankrom LC-60 221,294
(Selves)
98 Michael J. Hudak (Self) LC-61 75,76, 77,78,
79, 80, 81
9 Marguerite Benedict (Self) LC-62 342
100 Scott Maxwell (Self) LC-63 151
101 JWade Bennett (Self) LC-64 14, 39, 212, 245,
294, 295
102 Elizabeth Shelford (Self) LC-65 72
103 Emily Uptegrove (Sdif) LC-66 72
104 James E Scoggin (Self) LC-67 42.112
105 Dania S. Howell (SdIf) LC-68 58, 246
106 Peoplefor the USA (Luna LC-69 Resolution
Chapter)
107 Environmental Protection LC-70 Rating
Agency (EPA)
108 NM Department of Game and LC71 59, 152, 153,
Fish (NMDG&F) 183, 247, 248,
249, 288, 289,
34
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Table 5-7 continued

SOURCE (REPRESENTING) TYPE OF COMMENT
COMMENT & NUMBER(S)
109 National Audubon - NM, New LC-72 104, 105, 106,
Mexico Audubon Council, 107, 119, 120,
Pajarito Group of the Sierra 121,122, 137,
Club, New Mexico Natural 142
History Institute and the Forest
Guardians (The five groups
listed above)
StellaMontoya LC-73 See Commentor No. 6
110 Robert E. Cowan (Seif) LC-74 60, 159, 250,
251, 284, 285,
295
111 New Mexico Coalition of LC-75 49, 106, 107,
Sportmen (NM Coalition of 116, 137
Sportmen)
112 Palemon A. Martinez (Cerro LC-76 42,112
Azul Grazing Association)
113 Paul Gutierrez (Self) LC77 60, 159, 250,
251, 284, 285,
295
114 Ronald L. Merritt, Sr. (Self) LC-78 239, 240, 282,
294
115 Larry Caudill (Sef) LC-79 123,124, 125,
126, 127, 128,
129, 130, 131,
132,197, 198,
204
116 Caren Cowan (New Mexico LC-80 159, 240, 251,
Cattle Growers' Association) 284, 295, 341
117 Francisco E Vigil (Northern LC81 42,112
New Mexico Stockman's
Association)
118 Frank F. Gallegos (Seif) LC-82 42,112
119 Dawn M. Robbins (Self) LC-83 60, 250, 285,
295
120 Randall J. Summers (Self) LC-&4 60, 159, 250,
251, 284, 285,
295
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Table 5-7 continued

SOURCE (REPRESENTING) TYPE OF COMMENT
COMMENT & NUMBER(S)
121 Mary Ell Christian (Self) LC-85 60, 159, 250,
251, 284, 285,
295
122 Caren Cowan (Self) LC-86 60, 159, 250,
251, 284, 285,
295
123 Catron County (Board of LC87 1,252, 253, 254,
Commissionersfor Catron 264, 278, 295,
County) 305, 306, 316,
317, 318, 319,
A2
Hildy Reiser LC-88 See Commentor No. 33
124 Chaves County Public Land LC-89 1, 252, 253, 254,
Advisory Committee (Bud 264, 278, 295,
Eppers Chairman) 305, 306, 316,
317, 318, 319,
A2
125 Mr. and Mrs Bobby Melton LC-90 14, 66, 221, 295,
(Selves) 339
126 Mitch and Kelly Hibbard LC91 14, 66, 221, 295,
(Selves) 339
127 Broadfoot Taylor (Self) LC-92 109, 143
128 Coalition of AZ/NM Counties LC93 1, 46, 48, 160,
(NM County Members) 161, 252, 253,
254, 258, 259,
260, 264, 278,
305, 306, 307,
316, 317, 318,
319, 342
129 Martin and Beckie Mosiman LCHA 42,112
(Selves)
130 Brenna Goss (Self) LC-95 221,294
Barbara Truby LC-96 See Commentor No. 7
131 Jennifer Truby (Self) LCO7 194, 207, 265
132 Bill Taylor (Seif) LC-98 221,29
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Table 5-7 continued

SOURCE (REPRESENTING) TYPE OF COMMENT
COMMENT & NUMBER(S)
133 Justin or Brenna Goss (Self) LC99 221,294
Bud Eppers LC-100 See Commentor No. 43
134 Innis Lewis (Self) LC-101 295
Jane Schafer LC-102 See Commentor No. 62
135 Arden Lewis (Self) LC-103 294, 295, 340
136 JonnaL Schafer (Self) LC104 14, 294, 295
137 DaleLieth (Sdlf) LC-105 221, 234, 295
138 Robert Lorentzen (Self) LC-106 61, 177, 280
CharlesR. Walker LC-107 See Commentor No. 31
139 Joe Bill Nunn (Seif) LC-108 221, 262, 336
The following comments were late, but were accepted and answered with aresponse
140 Joe T. Maestas (Santa Cruz LC-109 42,112
Irrigation District)
141 Debbie Hughes (New Mexico LC-110 16, 311, 321
Association of Conservation
Districts)
142 Robert S. Jenks (Commissioner LC111 45,110
of Public Lands)
143 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service LC112 263, 290, 312
(USF&WS)

a/ Notes: Oral Hearing Testimony [OH], Oral Taped Testimony OT] or Letter Comments[LC]
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT RMPA/EIS
AND RESPONSES

GENERAL

1. Comment: The DEISisdifficult tofollow in part due
totheir convoluted formatting and manipulation of both
State analyses aswell as Cooper ating County inputs.
CEQ requiresthat an EI S document be clear and
under standableto the general public. Thisis
definitely not the case as supported by testimony from
thepublic hearings. Thereisadefiniteintermingling
of State and County laws and regulations within the
DEI Swhich adds consider able confusion to the general
public. The DEISisnot in compliance with the NEPA
Handbook under Chapter 44.19 which states:

If the EISiscombined with another
decisionmaking document [e.g., Cooperating
County [EIRSg] [the EI S] will be clearly and
separately identified and not intenvoven into
other portions of or spread throughout the
[EI'S] document.

Asit now standsthe DEI'S does not meet this
requirement. It isimpossibleto understand what the
real impactsare, much lesssort out these distinctions
cited above.

Response: Chapter 4-Section 4.19 of 516 Departmental
Manual of the Department of the Interior refersthe
reader to 516 DM 4.6D. It states:

If CEQ’s standard format is not used or if the
ElSis combined with another planning or
decision making document, the section which
analyzes the environmental consequences of
the proposal and its alternatives will be clearly
and separately identified and not interwoven
into other portions of or spread throughout the
document.

The BLM interprets the manual section to require a
clear and concise analysis sectioninthe EIS. The
analysis of impacts should not be spread throughout
the document. Consistent with the direction in the
Manual, Chapter 4 of the DEIS isthe analysis of the
proposal and alternatives.
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2. Comment: You should have each line numbered for
ease of referencefor those submitting comments.

Response: The numbering of linesis difficult when
using adua column format. The BLM chose not to
follow the comment because the document isin adual
column format.

3. Comment: The comment period isvery short and
the public should be given enough ampletimeto
request, or do whatever they want to do, asfar as
comments.

Response: The comment period on a Draft RMPA/EIS
isnormally 90 days. On this document the comment
period was 107 days. The BLM believes that amount of
time was adequate.

4. Comment: Itisimpossibleto properly review and
comment on a document, with thisamount of technical
material, within the allowed comment period. Request
asix month extension for comments.

Response: The comment period on a Draft RMPA/EIS
isnormally 90 days. On this document the comment
period was 107 days. The BLM believes that amount of
time was adequate.

5. Comment: RioArriba County for somereason is
not listed as a cooperator for the project.

Response: On October 11, 1996 BLM sent aletter to
the New Mexico Counties that had not requested
cooperator status for this project, formally inviting
them to be a cooperator. Rio Arriba County did not
request to be a cooperating county; however, they did
provide BLM acopy of their custom and culture. The
custom and culture of Rio Arriba County isin
Appendix E on pages E-45 through E-48 of the Draft
RMPA/EIS. Appendix E isaso printed in this
Proposed RMPA/Final EIS document.

6. Comment: We understand that as cooperating
agencieswewill be ableto addressalong with the BLM
the comments made during this comment period.



Response: The BLM and State Team will prepare
responses to public commentsin the areas of expertise
they provided in the Draft RMPA/EIS. The counties
can then review theresponses. The BLM, asthelead
Federal agency, has the final responsibility for the
responses.

7. Comment: Wefirmly believethat the issues
identified in these commentsrequirearewrite of the
DEIS. Thisshould be undertaken so the State,
Countiesand general public completely understand
what precipitated this process and how their
livelihoods, customs and cultur es, communities,
schools, and business communitieswill be affected. If
it isnot rewritten we arefearful that protest, appeals
and litigation will prevent responsible management of
our renewableresources. No onewinsif this happens.

Response: Itisnot possibleto identify site-specific
impactsin the programmatic analysis |level of the EIS.
Thisisdueto the fact that BLM has not determined
which lands are meeting the standards. Because of
this, BLM does not know who is affected. After the
planisin place and the site-specific targets identified,
the public land will be assessed for compliance with the
standards. Where the standards are not being met, a
determination of the current practices contributing to
the standard not being met will be made. Only then
would BLM know who is affected by the guideline.

An action specific Environmental Assessment (EA) will
be completed prior to site-specific decisions.

8. Comment: What aretheregulatory consequences
of thisEIS?

Response: Thedirection of establishing statewide
standards and livestock grazing guidelinesis
consistent with the 43 Code of Federal Regulations
84180. The RMP Amendment/EIS, would not have an
impact on theregulations. The alternatives are options
on how the regulations will be implemented.

9. Comment: What isthe appeal process?

Response: For the decision made asto the State
Director’ s decision on which alternative is selected for
the Proposed Plan Amendment/Final EIS thereisa 30-
day protest period. The specifics of how to protest is
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provided in the Dear Reader |etter located at the front
of this document.

Appeals and protests of individual decisions that
implement the standards or guidelines are governed by
standard procedures for the activities that would be
affected. For livestock grazing decisions, the
procedures are outlined in 43 CFR 84160 and 84. These
regulations are available at BLM offices. For other
activities, the appeal procedures arefound in 43 CFR
84.

10. Comment: Supportsthe continuation of the public
land for grazing and letting the supervision be at the
lowest possible level becauseit hasa big affect on our
local gover nment and our local economy.

Response: The BLM is charged with managing the
public land and reporting to Congress on the
conditions of theland. The various Field Officesare
responsible for the administration of the public land
which includes grazing supervision and others uses.

The RMP Amendments would establish the standards
for the public land. Asthe Field Offices determine
which areas do not meet the standards, they will
determineif current uses are keeping the standards
from being achieved. Where current livestock grazing
practices are determined to be areason the standards
are not being achieved, the guidelines will be applied.
How the guidelines will be implemented will be
developed by the local Field Office personnel in careful
and considered consultation, cooperation, and
coordination with affected permittees/lessees,
landowners involved, the Resource Advisory Council,
State of New Mexico agencies having lands or
responsible for managing resources within the
allotment, counties and the interested public.

11. Comment: Am | going to havetheseregulations
enforced on my private land which areintermingled
with the public lands?

Response: The regulations governing the management
of public land do not apply to private land regardless of
their location. However, where the same livestock
graze on adjoining private land and the public land in
common, the requirements of the guidelines may affect



use on the private land if the private landowner elects
to not fence the private land from the public land and
manage them separately.

12. Comment: Need to haverepresentativesfrom each
digtrict that would comein and be ableto talk about
what the problemswereinstead of trying to decidethat
everything hasto bedonein a certain way and get it
from Washington or wherever they doit.

Response: The RMP Amendments would establish the
standards for the public land. Asthe Field Offices
determine which areas do not meet the standards, they
will determineif current uses are keeping the standards
from being achieved. Where current livestock grazing
practices are determined to be areason the standards
are not being achieved, the guidelines will be applied.
How the guidelines will be implemented will be
developed by the local Field Office personnel in careful
and considered consultation, cooperation, and
coordination with affected permittees/lessees,
landownersinvolved, the Resource Advisory Council,
State of New Mexico agencies having lands or
responsible for managing resources within the
allotment, counties and the interested public.

13. Comment: How can we do a complete and accurate
site specific assessment on each allotment if the EISis
not even completed? It seemsthat we need to finish the
EIS, likeit or not, whatever comes out and then do our
environmental assessments.

Response: EAsand EISs are completed with the best
existing availableinformation. Unfortunately, the EISis
not finished, but BLM has permits and leases that need
to be reviewed for renewal and must move forward.
Thus, the permits/leases are being reviewed against the
fundamental s of rangeland health as described in 43
CFR 84180.1.

14. Comment: TheBLM haswritten afinding of no
significant impact (FONSI). Thismay not havea
national baseimpact but we fed it will have impact at
the County basis.

Response: A Finding of No Significant Impacts
(FONSI) is adetermination by the Federal agency that
environmental impacts are not significant, and an EIS
does not need to be prepared. Following scoping,
BLM determined that the establishment of the
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standards and guidelinesin New Mexico was
controversial enough to merit preparation of an EIS.
Thus, a FONSI was not prepared.

15. Comment: TheRhetoricis: “protect the family
farmer” but everything that gover nment does seemsto
have the opposite effect and winds up putting them out
of business. Theland isthen gobbled up by sub-
divisions, big corporationsor by the Federal
Government, as appear sto bethe aim of the Secretary
of theInterior with the Standar dsand Guidelinesthat
will satisfy him.

Response: The Department of the Interior has
indicated our intent isto improve the health of the land.
It isnot our intent to stop livestock grazing on the
public land or put anyone out of business.

16. Comment: Individual Soil and Water Conservation
Districts have M emorandums of Under standing
(MOU’s) signed with BLM: these are not being
utilized.

Response: Wewill review the existing Memorandums
of Understanding (MOUs) and where they will facilitate
implementation of the standards and guidelines, BLM
will contract the appropriate Soil and Water
Conservation Districts.

COVERLETTER

17. Comment: Wequestion why, in a document that is
supposed to address standards and guiddinesfor lands
under the stewar dship of the US Department of
Interior's Bureau of Land Management, the cover
letter ismost prominently signed and sealed by some
Lieutenant Governor.

Response: The State of New Mexicoisajoint lead for
this project. Asjoint lead, the State was asked if it
wanted to sign the document and it did. The signature
is not making any decisions, but rel eases the Draft
RMPA/EIS document for public review and comment.

SUMMARY

18. Comment: Thisisnot auser friendly document. It
isvery, very hard to figure out what isaffecting San
Juan County, San Juan water shed, what it’sdescribed
her e, and the specifics of thisarea are not summarized



in any one point in thisdocument. You haveto read
through the complete document beforeyou find out
what’sgoing to affect me.

Response: The BLM recognizesthat it does not have
data on which specific areas meet the standards and
which areas have conditions that do not meet the
standards. Therefore, only gross estimates were
provided, and they were not tied to specific locations
or maps. Determinations of impacts to specific
individuals or allotments have not been made and
therefore, cannot beidentified by reading the
document.

19. Comment: Therangereform regulations should
have been included in the document (up front in the
summary) to deter minethereationship and
application of all of theregulationsnot just the
standards and guidelines. Theentiregrazing
regulations, have never gonethrough the NEPA
process and so the public has not had the opportunity
to analyze or even under stand what is contained within
thoseregulations. Theseregulationsif published in
this document would have helped people maybeto get a
little better under standing of how the BLM isgoing to
appr oach addressing the properly functioning
condition of our rangelandsunder the standardsand
guidelines set up by the RAC.

Response: The Rangeland Reform ‘94 Draft EIS and
Advance Notices of Proposed Rulemaking were made
available for public comment. Final Rulemaking was
published in February 1995. Since that time, the final
rules have been published by the US Government
Printing Office (GPO) in the 43 Code of Federal
Regulations. Copiesare available fromthe GPO. Thus
they are readily available to the public. To reduce
printing costs, they were not printed in thisEIS.

20. Comment: Under the summary pages of the
document in the second paragraph in the last sentence
I would recommend that you delete theword “ most”
and insert “only” in referenceto livestock grazing.

Response: Livestock grazing is not the only activity
affected by the Standards. Standardswill apply to the
land, and all activitieswill be affected. Therefore, the
use of the term “most” is appropriate.
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21. Comment: Under the summary pages of the
document in thefourth paragraph | would recommend
that you delete “arelative small percentage.” When
you'retalking about arelatively small per centage of
allotmentsthat you envision that may be affected, it
amountsto 13 to 22 percent of the allotments. If these
arethelarger allotments, it could affect alarge
number of livestock and livestock producers.

Response: The phrase “arelative small percentage”
has been deleted.

22. Comment: On pagel X of the Summary, thelast
paragraph isan inaccur ate statement. The fallback
standards and guides should never have been included
in thisdraft. If they have been subjected to the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) processas claimed
by thisadministration why are they awaiting analysis
under thisdraft EIS? If they developed asa part of the
grazing regulations back in 1995 why hastherenot
been a Record of Decision issued beforenow? It is
readily apparent from my reading and inter pretation
that neither the grazing regulation nor thefallback
standards and guidelines have been through a
thorough NEPA analysis. Thereforethey should not be
considered in this Draft.

Response: In 1993, the Department of the Interior
initiated a program to evaluate and perhaps modify
BLM'’slivestock grazing administration on public land.
After scoping meetings held throughout the West, the
Department published the Range Reform ‘94 Program.
The program included proposed regulation changes
and was the proposed action for an EIS. A Record of
Decision was signed by Secretary Bruce Babbitt on
February 17, 1995. Thefinal regulations reflected in the
Record of Decision included requirements for Fallback
Standards and Guidelinesfor Livestock Grazing should
a State Director fail to implement locally devel oped
standards and guidelines for livestock grazing.
Although the Fallbacks are in place by regulationsthe
Resource Management Plans have not been modified
to bein concert with the regulations. Therefore, the
BLM found it to be prudent to include the Fallback
Alternativein this EIS, so when completed the
Resource Management Plans would be consistent with
whichever alternative was selected.



CHAPTER 1- PURPOSE & NEED
Introduction

23. Comment: | support grazingin thispart of the
woods, and the woods can handleit, for themost part. |
think people have been very conscientious, the
agencies have been very conscientious about designing
grazing programsthat won’'t degradethe area.

Response: No response required.

24. Comment: It appearsthat even theranching
industry hasbeen discriminated against because none
of theother areasor industriesor people who use
public rangeland have been taken to task like we have,
none of the others. Why arewethe only ones?

Response: The standards are for the public land,
regardless of the use being made of the land, beit
grazing, recreation, or mining. Theranching industry is
not being discriminated against asall public land will
have to meet the standard set for the land. If the
standard is not being met, the next step isto determine
why. If an action needs to be taken to change
management of the use of the land, then it will be
determined what action to take. If it is determined, for
example, that current grazing practices are the reason
for the public land not meeting the standard, then a
change in management of livestock would be required.
If it is determined that the public land is not meeting the
standard due to another use, then achangein
management of that use would be required so the land
would achieve the standard.

25. Comment: Whereistheneed? | don't seean

obj ective scientific background or evidencein the book
toindicateaneed. Thebook saysthereisaneed, but
we're expected to accept that without any real scientific
evidence. Therearesome studiesin the appendix but
thereisnothing in the book that justifiesor setsout
and describes objectively a problem. There ought to be
some scientific justification for everything that we do
additionally because we're pretty sensitive when
somebody wants usto spend money and we can
establish areason or aneed for it.

Response: The regulations mandate the Fallback
standards at thistime. The amendment to the land use
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plan would adjust the land use plans to be consistent
with the Fallback Alternative. The Resource Advisory
Council (RAC) recommended the land use plans be
amended for the RAC Alternative as opposed to the
Fallback Alternative. The Counties recommended the
County Alternative, and there was a need to analyze
changes that would amend the land use plan for that
Alternative.

26. Comment: What arethe Standards, weneed a
mor e specific definition. They're so broad that they
can be anything. We can bewanting to put awell in
over in an area and the parametersaren’t thereto tell
uswhether we're going to be ableto go thereand build
aroad on alocation or drill awell because these
definitions are so broad they can be anything,
depending on whoisreviewing the application and
what hethinksabout the public. Ther€ snot objective
standar dsto measur e against, what isthe desired
plant community?

Response: The BLM agrees with the commentor that
the standards are broad in nature and by reading the
standards one cannot tell what activities can take
place on the public land. Specific uses allowed for
activities can be found in the land use plans at the
various Field Offices.

27. Comment: In general the public hasinadequate
information to make an informed decision regarding
thisdocument. We have scoping meetings and we go
to the meetings and nothing isdisclosed. It'sjust a
guestion and answer process of anybody who might
have a question or answer or identify an issuesthat
they think ought to be considered. Then we get the
draft document, and therereally hasbeen no
disclosur e of the contentsto the general public and
how the BLM wantsto proceed in the management,
under this new management procedure.

Response: In May 1996, a scoping document was put
together to inform the public of the standards and
guidelines developed at the National level that would
take effect unlesslocal standard and guidelineswere
adopted. The scoping document informed the public
of the work the Resource Advisory Council (RAC) had
done at that time in the development of local standards
and guidelines. Previousto that time, the RAC had
received ideas from the public through public comment



at their meetings. Once the 16 scoping meetings were
held around the State and the RAC and BLM received
the comments from the public, the RAC made changes
to the standards and guidelines, which werein the
scoping document. The RAC then revised the
standards and guidelines based on scoping and other
comments and came up with the standards and
guidelines documented and analyzed in the Draft
RMPA/EIS. The Draft RMPA/EIS documentisa
disclosure of the Proposed Action and alternatives as
well as the impacts of the Proposed Action and
aternatives. The guidelines are the management that
would be followed if the public land does not meet the
standard, provided that the cause of the land not
meeting the standard isin part attributed to livestock
grazing. If the causeis other than livestock grazing,
then changes to the management of that use would be
made. The BLM did identify the RAC’ s Proposed
Action as being the agency preferred alternativein the
Draft RMPA/EIS document in the Abstract and on page
1-5 of the Draft RMPA/EIS. In the scoping document,
BLM described the implementation procedure, in
general. Beginning on page 1-2 under the heading of
“Planning Amendment Process” of the Draft
RMPAV/EIS, isinformation on implementation.

28. Comment: A concernthat weall might shareis
wildlife habitat; and although it’sbeing alluded to
within thisdocument, there arereally no definite needs
or requirements of wildlife, of any species, that are
addressed in thisdocument. They arealso grazing
animals. Thisisjust for livestock. Clarification is
needed whether thisisalivestock grazing EISor what.
Apparently the public does not under stand it.

Response: Inthe design of the EIS, in Chapter 2, each
of the alternativesincluding the Proposed Actionisa
package of actionsthat BLM could take to achieve the
objectives of the regulations. Chapter 3 isadescription
of the elements of the environment as they exist today
and includes discussion on such topics as vegetation,
wildlife, recreation, water and economics to name afew.
Chapter 4 then looks at how the various elements of the
existing environment would change due to the package
of actions contained in each alternative. Thisanalysis
iscalled the " cause-effect” or “from-to” relationship.
Where an action causes an change, the effects are
traced to other environmental components.
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Asmentioned in the Draft RMPA/EIS on page 1-1
under the “Introduction”, this EI S analyzes the effects
of adopting standards for public land health and
guidelines for livestock grazing management.
Standards will establish conditions for the land that
BLM will maintain for the land to be considered
healthy. All activitieswill then be adjusted to ensure
the standards are achieved and maintained. Thus,
livestock grazing is not the only activity affected by
the Standards, as all activities may be affected. Inthis
case, the alternativesinclude livestock grazing
guidelines, thus, the effects discussed in Chapter 4
include not only the effects from implementing the
standards, but livestock grazing guidelines aswell.
Because of this, the EIS has amore detailed analysis of
the ranching environment and activities when
compared to others.

The Affected Environment generally describes those
species that may occur or be affected by the various
aternatives. Habitat requirements for wildlife species
cannot be fully identified. In Chapter 4, under the
Environmental Consequences, the effectsto wildlife
habitat and certain wildlife species can be found (i.e.,
number of acresimproved, or remain the samefor a
specific area).

29. Comment: On page 1-1in thefourth paragraph, |
recommend deleting “ most effectiveif it can be” The
standardswill betailored to site specific types of land,
and think that would be more appropriateto deletethat
language and declar e that the standar dswill apply to
site-specific types.

Response: The change has been made.

30. Comment: On page 1-1in the sixth paragraph
would recommend deletion of theword “ believed” and
add “documented by monitoring.” Thisisbecausewe
need documentable evidence based on monitoring to
identify if thereisa problem or not.

Response: In the Proposed Plan Amendment/Final
ElS, BLM has deleted the word “ believed” and
replaced it with the word “determined.” “Determined”
means: To decide by an authoritative decision after
reasoning, observation, etc.



The 43 CFR 4180.1(c) states:

The authorized officer shall take appropriate
action as soon as practicable but not later
than the start of the next grazing year upon
determining that existing grazing management
practices or levels of grazing use on public
land are significant factorsin failing to
achieve the standard and conformwith the
guidelines that are made effective under this
section.

31. Comment: We have had a situation herein Roswell
where BLM hasgone out and looked at theriparian
areas along the Pecos River and they found all of these
riparian areasin properly functioning condition. Yet,
they aredrafting allotment management plansthat are
going to result in morerestrictive management of the
livestock grazing operation. Assuming BLM istrying
to bring the range conditions up to a properly
functioning condition (the goals and objectives of this
plan), | think that thelivestock operatorsought to be
allowed to continue using practiceswheretheir
rangelandsarein properly functioning condition.

Response: A riparian condition of properly functioning
indicatestheriparian areais providing the watershed
function uniqueto riparian areas. A rating of properly
functioning, does not indicate that the BLM is satisfied
with the present condition. For example, along the
Pecos River, as mentioned in the comment, theriparian
areaisrated as properly functioning but the present
vegetation is dominated by non-native plants such as
salt cedar and Russian olive. Although these plants
provide for watershed protection and function, they are
not the desired vegetation species. Asthe BLM,
permittee, and other landowners work to remove the
undesired vegetation and plant or reseed more desirable
species, some adjustments in grazing may be necessary
to protect the young plants.

32. Comment: On page 1-1, the definition of an
Ecological Siteisasfollows. An ecological site, as
defined for Rangeland, isa distinctive kind of land with
specific physical characteristicsthat differsfrom
other kindsof land in itsability to produce a distinctive
kind and amount of vegetation. (NRCS - National
Range & Pasture Handbook, 1997)

527

Response: BLM has changed the definition to reflect
the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS)
definition.

33. Comment: Livestock grazingisthe standard,
normal social and cultural occurrence on rangelands
of thewest, including “ Public land,” and not a major
action. Livestock grazing occurred before Public
Land Designation, beforethe Taylor Grazing Act, and
before Statehood.

Response: The comment appearsto be making the
point that livestock grazing on rangelands in the west
isnormal and typical, and it should not be considered
amajor Federal action. Chapter 3 clearly statesthe
level of livestock use on public land and does not
appear to bein conflict with the comment concerning
the typical situation on public land. The Draft
RMPA/EIS document analyzes the impacts of setting
standards for public land health and guidelines for
livestock grazing management and does not identify
livestock grazing asa“major action”. The BLM does
not see a need to modify the EIS based on this
comment.

34. Comment: What actually doestheterm
“Guidelines” for ‘Livestock Grazing M anagement’
mean? Itismy impression that thefinal decision
document on this subject will be used asa ‘modd’ for
other western states. Will “guidelines’ in thefinal
document mean rigid rules?, or enforceablelaws? It
ismy opinion that the BLM does not havethe |egal
authority, budget, or staffing to actually manage
livestock grazing on publicland. Itisin fact the
livestock producer (permittee) who manages the
livestock grazing. Will the BLM beheld legally
responsiblefor the“Public Land Health” (the
results), and therancher be held legally responsible
for the*livestock grazing management” (the means
of achievement)? When you think about it, thetwo
subject termscan at best only very vaguely and
intangibly defined, and this only according to some
prevailing persons opinion. Tome*“standards’ are
standards, indicating rigidity. Guidelinesindicate
optimistic flexible, suggestionsfor successand
therefore cannot berigid. It doesnot seem proper to
meto createin the same decision document part of
that which isrigidand part of which isflexible. This
would later become a confusion trap if enforcement of




either isever attempted, because of the need to separate
that which isapplicable to gandards and that which is
attributableto guidelines. Confusion will exist in terms
of intent, practiceand responsibility for result. Please
clarify or reconsider thetitling or structure of this
document.

Response: The commentor seems to be confusing the
definitions of the terms “ standards and guidelines’
used by the US Forest Service with the terms used by
BLM. For BLM, inthisdocument, the term “ standard”
isacondition of the land that BLM would like to
achieve. Livestock grazing guidelines provide broad
direction on how livestock grazing activitieswill be
managed to achieve the standards.

35. Comment: p. 1-1, Introd: EISstates- " Public land
health exists when ecological processesare
functioning properly to maintain the structure..." As
thisisthe document'sbasic premise, the basisfor your
assessment then everything should reflect thisgoal!!!

Ecological processes encompassthe sail (i.e., how will
we minimize soil erosion)? The spacing between grass
and shrub cover isrelated to ability of soilsto erode,
how doesthis spacing get reduced? On the broader
scale, dense grass cover isimportant to high
populations of grassland bird specieslike
meadowlarks (which in turn aretheprimary prey of
northern aplomado falcons)? Poor condition desert
grassands, low prey populations and no falcons.

Response: This comment relates to public land health
and establishing thisasagoal. The purpose of the
BLM program isto focus on the health of the land:
however, there are other goals that BLM should strive
for. For example the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) saysthefollowing: in Section 101. (a)

The Congress, recognizing the profound
impact of man’s activity on theinterrelations
of all components of the natural environment,
particularly the profound influences of
population growth, high-density urbanization,
industrial expansion, resource exploitation,
and new and expanding technological
advances and recognizing further the crucial
importance of restoring and maintainin
environmental quality to the overall welfare
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and development of man, declaresthat itis
the continuing policy of the Federal
Government, in cooperation with State and
local governments, and other concerned
public and private organizations, to use all
practicable means and measures, including
financial and technical assistance, ina
manner calculated to foster and promote the
general welfare, to create and maintain
conditions under which man and nature can
exist in productive harmony, and fulfill the
social, economic, and other requirements of
present and future generations of Americans.

Therefore BLM, where possible, is expected to find
productive harmony between productive natural
rangelands and communities dependent upon those
rangelands.

36. Comment: p. 1-2. Since 1 March 1998, BLM has
been supposedly implementing fallback S& G where
" standardswerenot being met & livestock grazing
wasa contributing factor". Thus, at a minimum,
there should be a map that depictsthe number of
allotments by habitat classification and field offices
that arebeing managed under thefallback S& G
management scenario. Please provideamap or give
us, the public, these allotment numbers, the
proportion of total allotmentsin the state, etc.

Response: Yes, the Fallback standards arein place.
The stream channel morphology and riparian
standards are analyzed through the interagency
properly functioning processin Technical Reference
1737-15, 1998. The BLM public land has been
inventoried under these procedures and the results of
these inventories are found starting on page 3-13 of
the Draft RMPA/EIS. The scale of theinformation
would be hard to map for the RMPA/EIS, however the
information is available at the various Field Offices.

The upland and biotic standards are broad in nature
and specific criteriafor interpretation of the standards
has not yet been agreed to on an interagency basis.
The BLM has not inventoried the public land to
determine if the upland or biotic standards are being
met. Therefore, BLM cannot provide amap for the
upland and biotic standard.



Planning Amendment Process

37. Comment: The BLM seemsto becreating ateam of
interagency specialistswhose major function isto
develop siteindicatorsfor range health. TheRAC
alter native seemsto have specific guidelinesfor
treating water sheds down to specific pastures. This
seemsto be moving in thedirection of more

cooper ation among people who really know what to do
out thereon theland.

Response: The BLM recognizes that theland BLM is
responsible to manage is often connected to adjoining
lands through functions and/or processes.
Management programs worked out with the adjoining
landowners are generally more effective and efficient
than programs designed to ook only at public land
management. Policies of BLM strive for science based
programs devel oped through partnering and
coordinated planning. The application of the guidelines
to help restore the health of the land would be donein
careful and considered consultation, cooperation and
coordination with lessees, permittees, and others
involved in concert with Section 8 of the Public
Rangeland Improvement Act.

38. Comment: On page 1-4it refersto “interested
public” and states“ When applying the grazing
guidelines, the BLM manager will consult with the
grazing per mittee/lessee and other interested publicto
develop correctiveactions.” | would liketo request that
be changed to “ affected public” rather than “interested
public” for thereason that anytime you include
interested public it means anyone can come on the spur
of the moment and make commentsand drag thething
out. | think people should berequired to show how
they’ll be affected in advance so they don’t comeintoa
meeting on the spur of the moment and throw monkey
wrenchesin the proceedings.

Response: The BLM isguided by the regulations on
thisissue. The 43 CFR 8§4100.05 states:

interested public means an individual, or
group or organization that has submitted a
written request to the authorized officer to be
provided an opportunity to be involved in the
decision making process for the management
of livestock grazing on specific grazing
allotments or has submitted written comments
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to the authorized officer regarding the
management of livestock grazing on a specific
allotment.

The Grazing Regulationsin 43 CFR §4120.2 require
BLM to develop Allotment Management Plans
(AMPs) or the equivalent of AMPsin consultation
with the interested public and other specific parties.

39. Comment: Thinkspeer sciencereview should be
inserted into the document on page 1-4. The best
science database iswhat the Gover nment’s using now
and it should be done under peer sciencereview
because when they use the database they now haveit
goesand makes a full force and effect decision to
remove livestock off federal land and that the peer
sciencereview should beimplemented through
academia. Affectsnot only agriculture but mining
and oil and gastoo.

Response: Peer science review has been added in
Chapter 1 asrequested.

40. Comment: Section 8 hearings should beincluded
in the peer review with affected interestsand the
permittees. Peer review would sow down lawsuits
becausethe federal agenciesarerunning from the
lawsuits such asthosethe environmentalist bring. A
peer sciencereview will givethe data and cattle will
not be removed beforethefact.

Response: Section 8 would apply when developing
the site-specific standard targets for the County
Alternative. For the Resource Advisory Council
(RAC) and Fallback Alternatives, peer review would
apply for developing the thresholds for the standards,
while Section 8 applies when implementing the
guidelines.

41. Comment: On page 1-4, it isdisclosed that after
theFinal EISisprepared it will be submitted to the
Governor for hisrecommendationsto the State
Director of BLM. | fully under stand importance of
involvement in this process by the State of New
Mexico, but thisdocument deals with the management
of publicland, clearly a Federal jurisdiction. We
strongly urgethe BLM to carefully consider the
validity of thisand implications of how final decisions
aremadein thisprocess.



Response: Thewording in the Draft RMPA/EIS states:
“At thistime BLM will submit to the Governor the
Proposed RMPA/Final EIS and identify any known
inconsistences with state and local plans, policies, and
programs. The Governor will then have 60 daysin
which to identify inconsistencies and provide
recommendations in writing to the State Director.” This
wording is consistent with 43 CFR 1610.3-2(e) which
requires BLM send it to the Governor for the
consistency review.

42. Comment: TheBLM must coordinate, rather than
mer ely consult, with local entitiesand affected
individualsto ensureatruly collaborative process.
Ecological sites must be protected, but only through
integrating dissimilar interest. Publicland ranchers
support and practice good stewar dship out of concern
for thelong-term health and economic value of natural
resources. Welovetheland, just aswelove our way of
lifeand we support effortsthat truly benefit the
environment. Webelievethat lasting solutionsto
public land issues can only be achieved through
management that servesall stakeholders.

Response: The 43 CFR 84120.2(a) relatesto this
comment and stakehol ders participation in livestock
grazing programs. It statesthe following:

An allotment management plan or other
activity plansintended to serve as the
functional equivalent of allotment
management plans shall be prepared in careful
and considered consultation, cooperation, and
coordination with affected permittees or
lessees, landowner s involved, the resource
advisory council, and State having lands or
responsible for managing resources within the
areato be covered by such a plan, and the
interested public...

43. Comment: p. 1-4, 2nd column, 2nd and 3rd
complete paragraphs. BLM isputting the cart before
the horse; you aretrying to adapt state-wide S& G, but
then having local interestsdevelop their expectations of
what needsto bedone. Sowhat you actually aretrying
to develop arebare minimum S& G. Thisseems
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likeall alternatives ar e bogus, and what you should
show are minimum acceptable standar ds regar dless of
situations. Then based on site conditions,
management actions may be morerestrictive.

Response: These are the standards that were
developed to ensure that the public land is healthy
and properly functioning. Thiswould not necessarily
ensure that all the competing multiple uses are
compatible. Additional management objectivesand
restrictions are expected to be developed in the
Resource Management Plans or other activity plans.

44, Comment: On page 3-21 it showsthat 1,891,665
AUMsareattached to “ Base Property” which is
private and Page 1-4 saysthe authorized officer has
dicitatoral authority to destroy aranching unit if it
happen not to meet his (her) expectations. Thisisnot
right.

Response: The Draft RMPA/EIS and regulations
indicate where the standards are not being met due to
current livestock grazing practices, the authorized
officer shall take appropriate action as soon as
practicable but not | ater than the start of the next
grazing year. The application of the guidelinesto help
restore the health of the land would be implemented in
careful and considered consultation, cooperation and
coordination with lessees, permittees, and others
involved in concert with Section 8 of Public Rangeland
Improvement Act. The normal decision and appeal
processes found in 43 CFR 84160 for BLM grazing
decisions would apply for any |ease or permit modified
as aresult of the standards and guidelines.

45, Comment: The BLM proposal to createan
interagency team of rangeland specialistsresponsible
for developing siteindicatorsisof interest tothe State
Land Office, sncewehold landsin BLM grazing
allotments. Consequently, wewould liketo contribute
amember to that interagency team and ask that we be
notified of itsformation.

Response: The BLM ispleased the New Mexico State
Land Office wantsto participate and welcomes the
New Mexico State Land Office participation.



Relationship to Existing Plans

46. Comment: 1-5 Asstated in thesummary, the
Coalition believesthat there was no consistency
employed in deter mining the amendmentsto the RM Ps
on a statewide basis. Therequired amendmentsform
the basis of impacts. Therefore, the disclosur e of
impactsthroughout the Draft EISisflawed. The
Coalition suggests a re-examination of the changesto
RM Psrequired by each alternative occur and analysis
of impacts be calculated on the new assumptions.

Response: There does not need to be consistency
Statewide. Each BLM Field Office knowswhat isin
their Resource Management Plan as they developed the
RMPsin question. The Field Offices know what
decisions are affected, and how they are affected, thus,
they arein the best position to determine which
decisions, if any, need to be modified through the RMP
amendment process. If Field Offices have overlooked a
decision that should have been amended, but was not,
it will be their responsibility to amend their plan.

Preferred Alternative Selection

47. Comment: Surprised and disappointed that the
State supportsthe Coalition of Counties alter native
instead of onethat peoplefrom all over the state got
together on based on. If you aregoingtolisten to
coalitionsthen they might also have consulted the
Quivira Coalition which isa group of ranchersand
environmentalist who work together totry to find good
waysto protect theland and waysto usetheland for
cattle. They did not do that, but went with that
organization which isalmost alwaysway far on one
sideof theissue. The Statedid ignorethe citizens
input that they worked on for about oneyear.

Response: The State of New Mexico welcomed public
input at al Resource Advisory Council (RAC) meetings.
There was a public comment period at all RAC meetings
during the development of the standards for public land
health and guidelinesfor livestock grazing management.
All coalitions have been welcomed at RAC meetings
and invited to present input during the public comment
period. To thisday, the Stateis not aware of any input
from the Quivira Coalition.
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The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
process has been followed explicitly to maximize and
ensure public participation. NEPA allowslocal
governments to request Cooperating Agency Status.
Some counties requested this status and were
accepted by BLM.

48. Comment: P. 1-5 The Coalition concurswith and
adoptsthe Lieutenant Governor'sposition that strong
consideration be given to sdection of the County
alternativeasthepreferred alternative.

Response: No response required.

49. Comment: TheBLM choosingthe RAC
alternativeas*“its’ preferred alternativeisnot
acceptable to usand demonstratesthe extent to which
theranching dominatesthe BLM and how the BLM
turnsit back on the publicit purportsto serve.

Response: This comment reflects an opinion, no
responseis required.

CHAPTER 2 - PROPOSED PLAN AND
ALTERNATIVES

General/lntroduction

50. Comment: You are punishing the cattleindustry

by fencing off riparian and not letting cattle use them,
whilewildlife get on them. Weshould bealittlemore
equal because we'refurnishing the feed for the cattle
whether it'sprivate or federal land.

Response: The standards focus on productive and
proper functioning riparian areas. Where current uses
are not interfering with achieving the riparian
standards or objectives they may continue. Where
current uses are interfering with achieving the riparian
standards or objectives, the uses will be modified to
achieve the standards. Theintent isnot to punish the
users, but rather ensure proper management of the
public land.

51. Comment: None of the alternatives offered are
reasonable, not even the Fallback position. Not that
thelatter isunreasonable; it just doesn't amount to
much. Itsstandar ds are so vague asto be
unenforceable. To be useful standards must say what



theland should look like and what water and wildlifeit
should produce. Werealizealot of work and alot of
negotiation, alot of compromise, went into the
preferred (RAC) alternativeto reach compromise and
pleaseall theinterested parties. The RAC alternative
is heavily biased toward theranchers, while paying no
attention to the other usersof theland, including the
public. Thisalternative doesnot addresswater shed
function, nutrient cycle or energy flow asrequired in
CFR 4180. Theproposed guidelinesfor this

alter native are mererecommendationsthus
unenforceable. They arealsoillegal in that they fail to
address eight of thetwelvetopicsthat arerequired to
be addressed in the CFR 4180. The County alternative
iseven wor se, being tilted toward control issuesand
economicsrather than natural resources. The
Fallback alternative standardsand guidelines, now in
force, lack the specificity required for enfor cement,
but they do cover nearly all therequired topics except
water quality. Wethink that with additions, the
Fallback alternative providesa basisfor meaningful
standardsand guidelines. The BLM interpretationsin
the Fallback alter native use words such as* could” and
“should” and “would” and “may.” Thesewords should
be changed where appropriateto “shall”, “will”, and
“mugt” in thefinal EISfor thisalternativeto have
meaning and to be enforceable. Thus science-based
decisons must be standard practice by BLM and must
bereflected in the inter pretations of the Fallback
Alternative. Weand our sister conservation
organizations are working on a draft of what we hope
will be meaningful standards and guidelines. We hope
the BLM will take the comments submitted on this
draft EISand produceareal sat of sandardsand
guidelinesthat will lead to solid improvement in New
Mexico'srangelands.

Response: The BLM recognizes that the Statewide
standards are broad in nature and must have site-
specific interpretation. Thiswould be required for all
aternatives. The guidelines would be applied where
current grazing practices are prohibiting the standards
from being achieved. The BLM believesthe guidelines
are enforceable as they would guide BLM in developing
grazing management practices to be prescribed. The
Resource Advisory Council (RAC) Alternative was
modified by the RAC to incorporate the requirements of
the regulations.

52. Comment: Conclusionson page 2-13 dealing with
the decision toignorean alternative dealing with land

suitability for grazing needsfurther attention in the
FEIS. Thereasonsprovided for thisdecision in the
DEISareweak and mideading at thebest. | am very
familiar with range monitoring techniques and do not
agreethat the so called " new methodology" addresses
thisissueat all. Thefact isthat there aresomeareas
that areclearly unsuitablefor livestock grazing.
When unsuitable landsareincluded in grazing
allotments, range condition deteriorates. Thereneeds
to bea processto deal with these situations. The FEIS
should better addresstheimportant issue of land
suitability.

Response: The BLM rangeland monitoring program
identifies change in rangeland conditions. Asthe
commentor asserts “when unsuitable lands are
included in grazing allotments, range condition
deteriorates.” Accordingly, the BLM monitoring
program identifies the areas where problems occur and
adjustments are made. As pointed out in the Draft
RMPA/EIS, this approach is preferable to projecting
possible effects and is consistent with the grazing
regulations.

43 CFR 84110.3-2(b) States the following:

When monitoring or field observations show
grazing use or patterns of use are not
consistent with the provisions of subpart
4180, or grazing use is otherwise causing an
unacceptable level or pattern of utilization,
or when use exceeds the livestock carrying
capacity as determined through monitoring,
ecological siteinventory or other acceptable
methods, the authorized officer shall reduce
permitted grazing use or otherwise modify
management practices.

53. Comment: All alternatives must usethe same
definition for “Public Land Health” and “ Guidelines
for Livestock Grazing Management”. Theseterms
areactually goalsor objectives. If all alternative
approachesto attainment cannot agree on the goal,
thereisin fact no basisfor comparison or analysis of
alternatives.

Response: The comment appears to be making the
point that for avalid comparison, the alternatives
should use the same definitions. While BLM agrees
with the commentor that consistency of definitionsis
important and the definitions between alternativesis



not always consistent, BLM believesit isimportant for
the EISto analyze the County Alternative. The State
Director committed to include their aternative. All
alternatives were compared to the baseline, which isthe
No Action Alternative (current management), not with
one another.

54. Comment: Recommend that the Standardsand
Guidelinesrecognize historical custom and culture
including all historical agrarian pursuitsand would
further ask for a policy of No Net loss of Private
Properties, including water rightswithin the borders
of Lincoln County, New Mexico.

Response: The Standards and Guidelines RMPA/EIS
does not consider BLM acquiring private property, so
there would be no direct net gain or loss of private
properties, including water rights based on the
alternativesin this RMPA/EIS.

55. Comment: | respectfully object tothe Standards
and Guides. The proposed standards and guides have no
objectivecriteriafor measurement. | object to
accepting proposed Standards and Guideswithout
knowing what they arein thefirst place. Thisis
putting the cart beforethe horse and asking for
trouble. The BLM isasking the publicto agreetothe
conseguences of non-complianceto the standardsand
guideswithout first establishing those standards and
guides.

In Chapter 2, Introduction, it states, " ... therefore,
continuing with the present management isnot an
option." without stating why. Thisisnot a acceptable
conclusion without proof. Basically, thisseemstobea
document intended to halt the current grazing
practiceswithout documentation that the practices
adver saly affect the environment.

The document goeson the state, " Although BLM does
not have an established standard identified ..." , the
ecological and late seral conditions might generally be
used. | object tothe BLM setting ssandardswhen, " The
BLM doesnot have an established standard identified" .

Response: The 43 CFR 84180 regulations mandate that
the Fallback standards be implemented unless State
Director standards are devel oped and implemented.
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Therefore, the State Director has no choice, but to
select the Fallbacks or another set of standards and
guidelines. The commentor has a point that
developing the general standards before the site-
specific targets for measurement makes it difficult to
analyze theimpacts. However, developing site-
specific targets prior to agreement on the general
standard would not be prudent or timely.

56. Comment: Draft Plan/ElSisimproperly and
unacceptably skewed toward the commercial interests
of apolitically entrenched minority. Thisfaction,
backed by subsidized economic power and political
influence, has staged a tawdry bit of " good cop"
versus" bad cop" theatricsand used the smoke screen
generated by an outrageous and completely
insupportable" County" Alternativeto provide cover
for the manipulation of the New Mexico Statewide
Resour ce Advisory Council (RAC) and the creation of
an equally inappropriate, but more subtly disguised,
"RAC" Alternative.

Response:  Since the comment is nonspecific, no
responseis possible.

57. Comment: Even the selection and structuring of
thealter natives considered in this Draft Plan/EIS
seem to have been manipulated to prevent afull and
clear disclosure of cumulative and connected impacts.
For example, the development and assessment of a
specific" No Grazing" Alternativefor the publicland
under your agency's stewar dship in New Mexico
should have been the proper venuefor clearly and
fully exploring and documenting the cumulative
impacts of subsidized livestock operationsand the
resulting divergence from natural conditions. For this
reason, such an alter native should have been included
in the Draft Plan/EIS. Instead, a stalking hor se has
been crafted around the past lack of formal standards
and guiddlines, artificially dignified with the
mideading title of " present management,” deceptively
labeled asa ™ No Action” Alternative, and sent forth to
usurp the proper roleof the” No Grazing" Alternative
and to thereby prevent the public disclosure and
discussion that would haveresulted from such amore
meaningful " No Grazing" Alternative.

Torefuseto pursuetheanalysisof a” No Grazing"
Alternative also tendsto taint, bias, and



pr e udicethe process by establishing an assumed

" precedent for future actionswith significant effects’
or even "adecision in principle about afuture
consideration" asprohibited in 40 CFR 1508.271b)(6).

TheDraft Plan/El Sindicatesthat " grazingis
authorized by law and regulation;" however, no laws or
regulationsdictate a continuation of grazing when it
conflictswith fundamental resour ce protection
responsibilities. The stated rationale behind the
elimination of the" No Grazing" Alternative from
further study wasthat " grazing isauthorized by law
and regulation," thusallegedly removing the" No
Grazing" Alternative asa viable option.

Response: The BLM has considered the comment and
determined, asidentified on page 2-13, in the Draft
RMPA/EIS, ano grazing alternative is not needed.

58. Comment: 1've seen first hand theresults of mis-
management asa former Range Technician for USDA.
Do not turn decision making over to the cattle growers.
| favor strengthening theregulationsto protect our
public land resour ces.

Response: The BLM has not proposed to delegate the
responsibility to manage the public land. However, the
BLM does favor management options and approaches
that encourage participation in public land management
by partiesinterested in public land management.

59. Comment: In the 1990 Memorandum of

Under standing between the NM Department of Game
and Fish and the BLM, the BLM hasagreed to

" Appropriately recognize and givefull consideration to
wildlife asa desirable and co-equal resour ce on public
land under the multiple resour ce management
concept.” The Department is concer ned that none of
the standards and guidelinesin the proposed

alter natives sufficiently recognize the importance of
standing residual vegetation and litter ascover for
wildlife. Grassand bird speciesrequireresidual
vegetation for nesting cover, and many of these species
aredeclining. Breeding Bird Survey dataindicate that
grassand bird populations are experiencing the
greatest population declines of any other avian group in
North America (Robbinset al. 1993, Knopf 1994),
probably attributable to habitat modificationsfrom
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grazing and other human activities (Martin and Finch
1995). Thelesser prairie chicken (Tympanuchus
pallidicinctus) usually nestswithin sand
sage-grassland or shinnery oak, and appearsto
requireresidual clumpsof tall grassesfor successful
nesting (Davis 1979, Riley et al. 1992). The lesser
prairie chicken hasrecently been deter mined by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serviceto be Warranted But
Precluded for federal listing under the Endanger ed
Species Act. Mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), a
priority management speciesfor the Department,
needs adequate residual vegetative cover for fawn
survival. High predation ratesand low fawn survival
may be attributable in some areasto loss of cover from
grazing (Green Hammond 1996). When selecting a
final alternative to implement, the BLM should
consider itscommitment to recognize wildlifeasa
coequal resour ce, and theimportance of residual
vegetative biomass as wildlife cover and forage.

Response: The Proposed Plan provides for abiotic
standard that recognizes native wildlife and wildlife
habitat as an integral part of public land health.

60. Comment: Each areainterpreted thelanguage of
the guidelines differently ther eby eliminating
consistency.

Response: The BLM agrees there may be different
interpretations of the guidelines among the various
Field Offices. The differences expressed in the
analysis approach are expected to be similar to actual
implementation. Thelocal Field Office personnel in
careful and considered consultation, cooperation, and
coordination with affected permittees/| essees,
landownersinvolved, the Resource Advisory Council,
State of New Mexico agencies having lands or
responsible for managing resources within the
allotment, counties and the interested public will
develop how the guidelines will be implemented.

61. Comment: A new alternativeisneeded to focuson
improving therange that does meet the standard while
retiring therangethat isunsatisfactory. Thisnation
has plenty of green pasturesin hilly country unsuited
for farming wher e beef isproduced on privateland.

By subsidizing the public land rancher in thearid
Southwest we are hurting thesefarmers. | would



rather see our public land managed for wildlifethan for
subsidized ranching. Livestock grazing should be
permitted only on public land in satisfactory condition.

Response: The commentor is proposing a new
aternative. This appearsto be apersonal preference.
The BLM isresponsible for sound resource
management. The Federal Lands Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA) directs BLM to manage
resources for multiple use, and livestock grazing is one
of the multiple uses. The new alternative would require
additional time and funding to develop and analyze and
does not appear to be consistent with the mandates of
FLPMA nor with historical land management practices
of BLM. Normally BLM does not stop the activities,
but BLM makes adjustments to the activities so the
management objectives can be achieved.

No Action Alternative

62. Comment: It seemsrather strangeto methat
present management (used asa guideline or
comparison for the other alter natives) isnot an option
that can be selected, because with the present
management you find that in 1995 therewereonly 4
per cent of the public land in a downward trend, whereas
41 percent werein an upward trend and 55 per cent
wer e static (staying about the same). Good or late seral
went from 24 percent in 1986 up to 35 percent in 1996,
which isan 11 point gain. Fair which ismid-seral,
went down. The poor landswent down 9 percent during
theten year period. My point hereisthat present
management pretty well was doing a good job with the
help of Mother Nature. Present management hasnot
been failing, so why not stick with it?

Response: The 43 CFR 84180 mandates that the
Fallback Standards and Guidelines apply if the State
Director does not establish State-specific standards and
guidelines. Therefore, the regulations prohibit the
current management alternative.

63. Comment: There snobasdine. If you think it
doesn’t look good now, you should havelived herein the
fortiesand fifties. Thiscounty looks pretty good in
comparison. You could be setting a standard that's
never been and maybe never will be and that needsto be
nailed down. Would liketheleast restrictive
alternative, because don’t seethat thereisa problem.

Response: Thereisabaseline and that baselineisthe
No Action Alternative (current management). Even
though no management is analyzed, itisnot an
alternative that can be selected becauseit is hot
consistent with the requirements of the 43 CFR §4180
regulations.

64. Comment: Thefour alternatives presented do not
provide much decision space. Theno-action
alternativeis essentially not viable given existing
federal law, policy, and regulations. | would arguethat
the no-action alter native meansthat management
decisonswould revert to the Fallback Alternative.
Thedocument arguesthat the no-action alternativeis
viable and would basically be management beforethe
Fallback standar dswer e effective. Given Federal
regulations, how could the New Mexico BLM
implement the no-action Alternative and ignorethe
Fallback Alternative? Thisconfusion needsto be
clarified in the FEIS.

Response: The commentor is on track that the
regulations prevent BLM from returning to the “No
Action Alternative.” As explained on page 2-1 of the
Draft RMPA/EIS, the No Action Alternative serves as
abenchmark; however, the Fallback Alternativeis
presently in place.

65. Comment: On page 2-1 - last paragraph - When
NRCSisthelead agency in the CRMP process,
NRCSwill assurethat the NEPA processisfollowed
on the planning area. NRCS doesnot routindly do
environmental assessments (EA) on federal lands. EA
development on public land istheresponsibility of the
land-administering agency. NRCSwould not have
authority toimplement NEPA on BLM lands. NRCS
would however assurethat theland administering
agency approved of the CRMP and it would bethe
responsibility of the land-administering agency to
assure NEPA compliance on landsunder their
jurisdiction.

Response: BLM Instruction Memorandum NM-97-039
dated September 9, 1997 outlines, in an attachment, the
BLM/NRCS procedures regarding Coordinated
Resource Management Plans. The procedures were
worked out by BLM and NRCS.



The procedures convey that the agency determined to
be the lead agency will be responsible for complying
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). A
meeting of the lead agency and the non-lead agency (or
agencies) during the project planning stage will be
scheduled to discuss how to insure NEPA
documentation requirements are met. The non-lead
agency, however may need additional documentation
peculiar to the agency role, and it would be that
agency’ sresponsibility to produce the documentation
to go into the NEPA document.

66. Comment: All EIS sshould contain a“No Action
or Change Alternative” asit wasprior tothe
Rangeland Reform 94 EIS.

Response: The No Action Alternativeis current
management as it was at the beginning of the writing of
thisRMPA/EIS (apicturein time).

Resour ce Advisory Council (RAC) Alternative

67. Comment: TheHuman Dimension (rancher-
welfare) Standard ison equal footing with thethree
physical and biological standards. Doesthis mean that
the environment isto be sacrificed to satisfy current
social problems? Do short term human issues have
equal footing with long term environmental
consequences? Can erosion of apricelessresource,
our land, be accorded equal footing with the human
dimension? Long after these current human problems
are history the land will still bethere. A better way to
alleviate human problemsisto enhancethe health of
theland so it remainsa producing, sustaining
resource. Itisself evident that healthy land will make
the human dimension prosper over thelong period of
time. Itisshort sighted to mortgage the prosperity of
tomorrow’shumansfor short term consider ations.
Whilethe human dimension isimportant, the long
term ecological health of thegrazingisfar more
significant and always should be. BLM should not be
saddled with regulationsthat impose socially based
restrictionson the manner in which they form grazing
decisions. When you stick human dimension in there,
right away it establishesranchersthrough their
economy asa protected class. We' veall got a stakein
thisthat’severy bit asimportant asthe stakethat a
rancher has. Ranchersarenot part of rangeland
health, which isa matter of soils, water, vegetation, and
wildlife. Ranchersareimportant, but no more so than
other usersand ownersof the publicland, who are
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scar cely recognized by proposed " custom and
culture" standards. Setting livestock grazing asthe
priority activity (which both RAC and County
alternativesdo) iscontrary to law and, because (at
least asmanaged by BL M) livestock grazingisthe
most destructive activity on most BLM acres, is
contrary tothegoal of rangeland health.

Response: This standard isin conformance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) which
statesin Section 101. (a):

The Congress, recognizing the profound
impact of man’s activity on the interrelations
of all components of the natural environment,
particularly the profound influences of
population growth, high-density
urbanization, industrial expansion, resource
exploitation, and new and expanding
technological advances and recognizing
further the crucial importance of restoring
and maintain in environmental quality to the
overall welfare and devel opment of man,
declaresthat it isthe continuing policy of the
Federal Government, in cooperation with
State and local governments, and other
concerned public and private organizations,
to use all practicable means and measures,
including financial and technical assistance,
in a manner calculated to foster and promote
the general welfare, to create and maintain
conditions under which man and nature can
exist in protective harmony, and fulfill the
social, economic, and other requirements of
present and future generations of Americans.

In addition, the Federal Lands Policy and Management
Act (FLPMA) and the planning regulations direct

BLM to work with other Federal agencies, State and
local governments and Indian Tribesin the
development of planning documents. Although the
standard directs and mentions permittees and |essees,
it also identifiesthat other interested public be given
consideration. The BLM does not view the
Sustainable Communities and Human Dimension
Standard as placing one interest over another as
suggested by the comment, but merely recognizes that
the economic, social and cultural elements areintegral
components of public land management. The standard
reflects the intent of the governing laws to promote
productive harmony between people who comprise the



multiple users dependent upon the BLM land and the
natural resources. While NEPA provides for promoting
many of the elementsin the Sustainable Communities
and Human Dimension Standard and FLPMA provides
for use of the public land, laws such as the Endangered
Species Act and Clean Water Act require BLM to take
certain actions to protect the environment. These laws
are not overridden by FLPMA or NEPA.

68. Comment: Supportsand endor sesthe human
dimension standard asimportant as endanger ed
speciesand water quality for public land management
decision-making.

Response: The Endangered Species Act - (ESA) Section
2 (c)Policy states:

(1) Itisfurther declared to be the policy of
Congressthat all Federal departments and
agencies shall seek to conserve endangered
species and threatened species and shall
utilize their authorities in furtherance of the
purposes of this Act.

Additionally, the Clean Water Act of 1977 §313 (a)
states:

(a) Each department, agency, or
instrumentality of the executive, legislative,
and judicial branches of the Federal
Government (1) having jurisdiction over any
property or facility, or (2) engaged in any
activity resulting, or which-may result, in the
discharge or runoff of pollutants, and each
officer, agent, or employee thereof in the
performance of-his official duties, shall he
subject to, and comply with, all Federal, Sate,
interstate, and local requirements,
administrative authority, and process and
sanctions respecting the control and
abatement of water pollution in the same
manner, and to the same extent as any
nongover nmental entity including the payment
of reasonabl e service charges. The preceding
sentence shall apply (A) to any requirement
whether substantive or procedural (including
any record keeping or reporting requirement,
any requirement respecting permits and any
other requirement, whatsoever), (B) to the
exercise of any Federal, Sate, or local
administrative authority, and (C) to any
process and sanction, whether enforced in
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Federal, State, or local courts or in any other
manner. This subsection shall apply
notwithstanding any i mmunity of such
agencies, officers, agents, or employees under
any law or rule of law. Nothinginthis
section shall be construed to prevent, any
department, agency, or instrumentality of the
Federal Government, or any officer, agent, or
empl oyee thereof in the performance of his
official duties, fromreporting to the
appropriate Federal district court any
proceeding to which the department, agency,
or instrumentality or officer, agent, or
employee thereof is subject pursuant to this
section, and any such proceeding may be
removed in accordance with 28 U.S.C. 1441
et seq. No officer, agent, or employee of the
United States shall be personally liable for
any civil penalty arising fromthe
performance of his official duties, for which he
is not otherwise liable, and the United States
shall be Liable only for those civil penalties
arising under Federal law or imposed by a
State or local court to enforce an order or the
process of such court. The President may
exempt any effluent source of any department,
agency, or instrumentality in the executive
branch from compliance with any such a
requirement if he determinesit to bein the
paramount interest of the United States to do
so; except that no exemption may be granted
from the requirements of section 306 or 307 of
this Act. No such exemptions shall be granted
dueto lack of appropriation unless the
President shall have specifically requested
such appropriation as a part of the budgetary
process and the Congress shall have failed to
make available such requested
appropriation. Any exemption shall be for a
period not in excess of one year, but
additional exemptions may be granted for
periods of not to exceed one year upon the
President's making a new determination. The
President shall report each January to the
Congress all exemptions fromthe
requirements of this section granted during
the preceding calendar year, together with
his reason for granting such exemption. In
addition to any such exemption of a
particular effluent source, the President may,
if he determinesit to be in the paramount
interest of the United States to do so, issue



regulations exempting from compliance with
the requirements of this section any weaponry,
equipment, aircraft, vessels, or vehicles, or
other classes or categories of property, and
access to such property, which are owned or
operated by the Armed Forces of the United
Sates (including the Coast Guard) or by the
National Guard of any State and which are
uniquely military in nature. The President
shall reconsider the need for such regulations
at three-year intervals.

The Sustainable Communities and Human Dimension
Standard does not override the mandates of the law.
However, the standard would continue to emphasize
the policy identified in FLPMA and NEPA to seek
productive harmony in the management and use of the
public land.

69. Comment: | support the use of the human standard
which it seemsliketo me, and to many of my friends,
that the government haskind of gone off the deep end
with managing the country for just one species, and if
you ar e going to manage for one speciesthat species
should be humansrather than abird or reptile. The
country isbetter served by looking at it holistically and
looking at thewhole picture and being the most
productive asawholerather than just for one species.

Response: The BLM agreesthat it is better to look at
the whole (holistically) picture than to look at one
species. The standards focus on communities rather
than specific individuals. However, it must be
recognized that when it comes to species protected by
the Endangered Species Act, focus on asingle species
may be required.

70. Comment: Themain concern isseeing thethings
about endangered species. | seethat wearenot listed
and think therancher should. | think we need togoto
putting peoplefirst, before animals, plantsand things.

Response: The BLM agreesthat it is better to look at
the whole (holistically) picture than to look at one
species. The standards focus on communities rather
than specific individuals. However, it must be
recognized that when it comes to species protected by
the Endangered Species Act, focus on a single species
may be required.
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71. Comment: RAC Alternativeisweak becauseit
uses non-binding wordslike“ consult”, “ consider”,
and “efforts’. A consultation can be one phonecall,
and none of those wordslegally requiresthe agency to
ultimately factor in the concer ns of local communities
when making decisions. The County alter native, on
the other hand, statesthat multiple use and other
statutory requirementsshall be balanced with
economic, social, and cultural considerationsto
promote and even sustain and enhancelocal
communities. Thisbalanceisrequired at all times
rather than being limited to certain specific actions as
with the RAC alternative. Theagency isrequired to
coordinaterather than just consult with entitiesand
individuals, which meansthat those entitiesand
individuals can actually participatein the process.
Ultimately protection of ecological sitesisalso
mandatory with that sandard, but it must be achieved
through integrating dissimilar interestsrather than
riding roughshod over local communitiesand
ignoring hundreds of year s of tradition, and
environmental custodianship, historical usagerights,
cultural heritage and economic needs and benefits.
Implementation of the County human dimension
standar d no doubt would provelogistically

cumber some, but iswell worth thetrouble. It allows
for management of BLM landswhich will ultimately
benefit all concerned, and for that reason offersthe
only chancefor long-term resolution of the
tremendoudly important and very thorny public land
issuesthat wefacetoday.

Response: This comment infers that under the
Fallback and Resource Advisory Council (RAC)
Alternatives the BLM would develop programs
without consideration of local communities, and
ignoring hundreds of years of tradition, and
environmental custodianship, historical usagerights,
cultural heritage, and economic needs and benefits.
This appears to be an overstatement as current laws
and regulations would not be overridden by the
standards. For example, the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) statesin Section 101. (a):

The Congress, recognizing the profound
impact of man’s activity on the interrelations
of all components of the natural environment,
particularly the profound influences of
population growth, high-density
urbanization, industrial expansion,



resour ce exploitation, and new and expanding
technological advances and recognizing
further the crucial importance of restoring and
maintain in environmental quality to the
overall welfare and devel opment of man,
declaresthat it is the continuing policy of the
Federal Government, in cooperation with
State and local governments, and other
concerned public and private organizations,
to use all practicable means and measures,
including financial and technical assistance,
in a manner calculated to foster and promote
the general welfare, to create and maintain
conditions under which man and nature can
exist in protective harmony, and fulfill the
social, economic, and other requirements of
present and future generations of Americans.

In addition, 43 CFR 84120 requiresthat grazing
programs be developed in careful and considered
consultation, cooperation, and coordination with
affected permittees/lessees, landownersinvolved, the
Resource Advisory Council, State of New Mexico
agencies having lands or responsible for managing
resources within the allotment, and the interested
public.

72. Comment: | support the RAC alternative.
Implementation of thisalter native would improvethe
forage base and water quality for both domestic animals
and wildliferesulting in increased economic benefitsto
the public land grazing oper atorsaswell as aesthetic
benefits of importance to wildlife enthusiasts and other
public land users. The RAC proposal appearstoweigh
theinterestsof all parties more equitably aswell as
focusing on the long-ter m range impr ovement goals.

Response: No response required.

73. Comment: 1I'm afraid the RAC alter native freezes
the statusquoin place. It doesnot allow for future
priorities. I’'m afraid it restson avery short-term
economy. Theranchersthat aredoingthebest job are
long-term people. They’'reout therefor a hundred
yearsand they want it in a hundred yearsfrom now and
that meansthe soil, thewater, the plants, the animals,
including all those big mammals, the cattle, and the
deer and theelk. We'vegot to deal with all those, and

539

that requiresalong-term economic picture.
Response: No response required.

74. Comment: | would recommend that your
personnel talk to folksat Texas A& M's Department
of Range Science (Dr. Wayne Hamilton, Dr. J.W.
Stuth, among others). They have made some excellent
information available on their websiteregarding such
important topicsas: 1) Contingency (drought)
planning, 2) Building a range forage base, 3) Effects
of vegetation on runoff and erosion, 4) influence of
vegetation type on sediment loss, surface water
infiltration rates, and 5) provided numerous
recommendations. Recommendations such as, the
amount of ungrazed foragein desert rangeland should
be greater than 250 Ib/acre, in shortgrassrangeland
around 500 Ib/acre, etc., along with therationale.
Wheredo NM allotmentsfit into this scenario?

Another sound recommendation : " Deferment ... is
critical to range management, but even moresoto
drought preparation. Remember that moderate or even
light grazing is no substitutefor defer ment because
animalswill eat all they can find of the most preferred
speciesand reduce range improvement and
production. Grazing management and grazing
systemsthat incor por ate effective defer ments help
build the range forage base. There are many, effective
grazing systemsto use".

Yet the BLM hasthe audacity to statethat year-round
grazing can continue unabated. In the Alter natives
listed, there are no discussions of drought
preparation or contingency plans.

Response: The comment was provided to the
Resource Advisory Council (RAC), and the RAC made
changesto the RAC Alternative.

The RMPA/EIS does not choose one grazing system
over another, but presents information from various
sources. There are anumber of grazing systems
available. Periods of rest are important to plant health.
The grazing system must be developed to meet the
needs of the resource, but also tailored to fit the
livestock operation. Where there is a short growing
season and yearlong use, thereis abuilt in deferment



for amajority of the plantsin the allotment. Providing
thereisavariety of plants, aminimum of steep terrain,
numerous water points, and proper stocking, yearlong
grazing can provide a suitable grazing program.

75. Comment: Theguidelinesfor livestock grazing
included in your proposed action, called the Resource
Advisory Council alternative, include a requirement
that they be " based on science." Thisisgood, aspublic
land management should be science-based as much as
possible. However, the specific Livestock Grazing
Management Practices (LGMPs) included in the
guidelines contradict this statement because they
contain some management prescriptionsthat are based
on thejunk science embraced by the proponents of
Holistic Resource Management (HRM). For example,
LGMP 1, Section C, listsfour practicesthat have been
discredited by scientificresearch. Thefirst onecalls
for using livestock to, " I ntegrate or ganic matter into
thesoil." Theideaisthat cattle can significantly
improve soil fertility by trampling plant litter and their
own manureinto theground. But research hasshown
that lack of moisturein thearid Southwest severely
limits microbial decomposition of organic matter lying
on theground. Subsequently, most decomposition is
theresult of detritus-feeding arthropods, especially
subterranean termites, taking thelitter underground,
below thetopsoil, and eating it there (Hadley 1981,
Whitford 1982.) Besidesthat, significant amounts of
organic matter areremoved from the ecosystem every
year when the cattlearerounded up and shipped to
market. Scarce precipitation, not poor soil fertility, is
the primary limiting factor on plant vigor in thearid
Southwest. And therain doesn’t follow the hoof.

Response: In development of the standards and
guidelines, the Resource Advisory Council (RAC)
consulted with a number of land management agency
personnel and rangeland scientists at universities and
research stations. The RAC considered the comment
and did not make adjustments.

76. Comment: The second practicein the Resource
Advisory Council alter native, Section C callsfor using
livestock to, " Distribute seeds and establish
seedlings.” Theideaisthat cattle hoof action can
grind seedsinto the ground and break up the soil
surfaceto create a better seedbed. But studiesof the

effects of cattle hoof action upon seedling success
have found the quantity and timing of precipitation is
the most important factor affecting seedling survival
(Bryant 1989; Winkel 1991).

Response: Whiletiming of precipitation isimportant,
many other factors are also important and have effects
on seedling survival. Seedling survival may be poor,
or not occur every year if conditions are such that the
factors for seedling survival are not present. Hoof
action, however, is one of the factorsthat does help
create a better seedbed so that if conditions areright,
seedling survival will succeed. Thiswas discussed
with the Resource Advisory Council membersat a
recent meeting. No change was made as aresult of
this comment.

77. Comment: Thethird practicelisted in the
Resour ce Advisory Council alternative, Section C
callsfor using livestock to, " Prune vegetation to
stimulate growth." Scientists acknowledge that many
plantswill compensatefor injuries, likethose caused
by grazing, by producing new growth. Whilethe new
shoots may be better foragefor cattle, research has
shown that plant biomass production cannot be
increased by grazing, except under growth-chamber
or cultivated conditions (Belsky 1986; Bartolome
1993; Briske 1993; Cox 1985; Painter 1993; Fatten
1993). Stimulating plantsby grazing them doesn't
necessarily make them healthier, and can kill them if
the utilization level istoo high or if use occurstoo
often (Fleischner 1994.) Desert grasses, for
instance, storeenergy in their root systemsso that
they can survivethefrequent dry spdls. If they are
grazed too much or too often, their effortsto produce
compensatory growth may appear, in the short term,
to bean improvement in vegetativevigor. But in the
long run their reserveswill be exhausted and they will
beingtodieout. Grasdandscan be degraded so
sever ely by overgrazing that they passover an
ecological threshold on to a different vegetative
continuum (Anderson 1981; Westoby 1989; L aycock
1991). Subsequently, most Southwestern range
scientists believe that establishing a conservative
cattle stocking rate, whereby annual forage
utilization on the uplandsislimited to 50% or less, is
the most important factor in crafting a successful
livestock management plan (Holechek 1988;



Holechek 1997). Implicit in theidea of using cattleto
simulate plant growth isthe belief that green,
succulent vegetation is good and standing dead plant
matter isbad. But standing plant litter deflectsand
absorbsrain, thereby reducing erosion (Forsling

1931; Lodwermilk 1930). And it provides habitat, food
and cover for avariety of living things. Someplants, in
fact, find life-giving shade beneath their own old
growth. Standing plant litter isalso necessary to fuel
thenatural fireregime.

Response: In development of the standards and
guidelines, the Resource Advisory Council (RAC)
consulted with a number of land management agency
personnel and rangeland scientists at universities and
research stations. The RAC considered the comment
and did not make adjustments.

78. Comment: Thelast practicelisted in the Resource
Advisory Council alternative, Section C callsfor using
livestock to, " Enhanceinfiltration." Theideaisthat
trampling of the ground by cattle hooves breaks up the
soil surface so that runoff isdowed and therain is
better ableto soak intotheground. But research has
shown that cattle hoof action actually impairs soil
health in twoways. Firg, it compactsthe soilsupper
layer swhich reducesthe ground'sability to soak up
water and increasesrunoff (Lull 1959). At the same
time, the destruction of the soil'scrust further
acceler ates er osion by making the surface soil more
easily washed away (Weltz 1986; Taylor 1989;
Johansen 1993; Trimble 1995). Some soil crusts,
called cryptogamic, are alive and contributeto nutrient
fixation in addition to slowing erosion. They also
provide habitat for some plants. Destroying them
doesn't allow " useful” plantsto grow, but produces
bar e soil (Anderson 1982; Harper 1985; Ladyman
1996).

Response: In development of the standards and
guidelines, the Resource Advisory Council (RAC)
consulted with a number of land management agency
personnel and rangeland scientists at universities and
research stations. The RAC considered the comment
and did not make adjustments.

79. Comment: The concept that cattle can beused asa
"tool" toimprovethe condition of thearid lands of the
Southwest isnot scientifically valid. Cattleare
actually an exotic animal that must beintensively
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managed to mitigate the environmental degradation
they can inflict. Cattle do not mimicthe native
grazing wildlife, but cause disturbancesthat lead to
the proliferation of exotic and invasive annuals (M ack
1982). Consideringthe abundant scientific research
guestioning the benefits of the practiceslisted in
Section C of the LGM Ps, why have you proposed to
includethem? | am not aware of any existing
resear ch supporting their use. | strongly request that
you removethem from the LGMPs.

Response: In development of the standards and
guidelines, the Resource Advisory Council (RAC)
consulted with a number of land management agency
personnel and rangeland scientists at universities and
research stations. The RAC considered the comment
and did not make adjustments.

80. Comment: | suggest that the Resour ce Advisory
Council alter native, Section B of the LGM Pshbe
enhanced to include the statement that annual forage
utilization should be limited on the uplandsto 50%,
or less.

Response: In development of the standards and
guidelines, the Resource Advisory Council (RAC)
consulted with a number of land management agency
personnel and rangeland scientists at universities and
research stations. The RAC considered the comment
and did not make adjustments.

81. Comment: TheLGMPsin the Resource Advisory
Council alternative, should includeariparian specific
management prescription. Why was noneincluded?
Livestock grazing isthe number one cause of
degradation totheriparian areasremaining on the
West'spublic land (Chaney 1990). | suggest you
should add a provision to the LGMPsthat prohibits
livestock grazingin riparian areasduring the
growing season, at least.

Response: The Resource Advisory Council (RAC)
considered the comment and adjusted the guideline for
facilitiesin riparian/wetland areas.

82. Comment: | am opposed to the County alter native.
Federally owned lands should not beregulated and
controlled by counties. Peoplearound the U.S. pay
taxesto maintain and purchase federal publicland and
everyonein the country should have a say asto how



they are managed, what accessthey can have, and what
kinds of land use should be allowed. Overall, | believe
the proposed action (RAC alternative) isagood start
for a grazing management plan for BLM. Thisplan
should, however have mor e elements of the Fallback
alternative incor porated intoit. |1 havedonealot of
hikingon BLM landsin NM and have seen evidence of
destructiveland use practices, most of which is
attributableto overgrazing by livestock. Thereare
many fragile ecosystemsin our state where grazing by
livestock should be discontinued or severely curtailed.
Evidence of irreversible destruction can befound in
areas such asthe Jornado del Muerto (area MLRA 42).
Areassuch asthe J.d.M. arenot adapted to the amount
of continuousforage removal required by domestic
livestock. Because of millions of years of evolution and
adaptation to harsh environments, thesefragile
systems may only be capable of sustaining certain
types of grazing attributed to native ungulates and
other wildlife, and not domestic livestock. The desert
plateau in theareaaround San Ysidroand in the Rio
Puer co valley has suffered from overgrazing as
evidenced by lack of native vegetation in someareas.
TheBLM needsto managethe areasunder itscontrol
intheseareastoinsureovergrazingisstopped. Like
riparian habitatsthese other fragile habitats must be
managed intensely by BLM in order totry and restore
native plant and wildlife communities.

Response: The Resource Advisory Council (RAC)
modified the RAC Alternative guidelinesto insure
range improvementsin riparian areas will not prevent
proper functioning of theriparian area.

83. Comment: The proposed alter native needsto
expand on its management plan for protecting cultural
resources. Itisnot enough to say that with thisplan
any futurelivestock facilitieswill belocated away from
cultural sitesto prevent damage. Protection needsto
occur around these sitesnow, even if it meansfencing
around a siteto keep livestock from trampling thearea
or causing erosion.

Response: All comments were provided to the
Resource Advisory Council (RAC) for consideration.

The BLM iscurrently in the process of identifying
archaeol ogical sites at risk from the direct impacts of
livestock grazing, and prioritizing them for protective
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fencing. Siteswith vertical features such as standing
walls or rock art panels tend to be most at risk from the
direct effects of cattle. Depending on the type of site
and its condition, fencing can sometimes do more harm
than good by attracting the attention of looters and
pothunters. These and other factorswill be taken into
account in the prioritization of sitesfor fencing.

Site-specific measures to address damage from erosion
are being considered, however the problem isusually
more effectively addressed from alarger scale
watershed based approach. Effortsare ongoing to
address problems of erosion in terms of entire
watersheds.

84. Comment: On page 2-2 in the 2™ column and
continuing on 2-3in the 1% column under the Biotic
Communities, Including Native Threatened,
Endangered, and Special Status Species Standard it is
suggested that thefollowing wordsbeinserted (words
tobeinserted areall caps).

Ecological process support HEALTHY, productive and
diverse NATIVE biotic communities, including special
status, threatened, and endanger ed species
appropriateto siteand species.

Desired plant community goals are met to maintain
and conserve productive and diver se populations of
NATIVE plantsand animalswhich sustain ecological
functionsand processes.

Indicatorsfor this standard may include but are not
limited to the following:

C Commensurate with the capability of the
ecological site, NATIVE plant and animal
populationsare;

Productive
Resilient
Diverse
Sustainable
C L andscapes are composed of communitiesin a

variety of successional stagesand patterns.



C Diversity and composition of communitiesare
indicated by thekindsand amount of NATIVE
species. Endangered and special status species
aresecureand recovering. With the goal of
delisting and ensuring that additional species
need not belisted within New M exico.

Response: The Resource Advisory Council (RAC)
discussed the proposed changes. Where there was
consensus, the RAC made adjustments.

85. Comment: On page 2-3in the 1% column, under
theRiparian Sites Standard it issuggested that the
following wordsbeinserted (wordsto beinserted are
all caps).

Riparian areasarein a productive PROPERL Y
FUNCTIONING and sugtainable condition, within the
capability of that site.

Meaning That:

Adequate vegetation of diver se age and composition is
present that will withstand high streamflow, capture

sediment, provide for groundwater recharge, provide
habitat and assist in meeting water quality standards.

Aslndicated By:

Indicatorsfor thisstandard may include but are not
limited to:

C Stream channd MORPHOLOGY AND
stability as determined by:

Gradient
Width/depth ratio
Channel roughness
Sinuosity.

C Streambank stability as determined by:
Shearing and sloughing

Vegetative cover on the
bank.
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C Appropriateriparian vegetation includesa
mix of communities comprised of NATIVE
specieswith arange of:

Age
Density
Growth form.

Response: The Resource Advisory Council (RAC)
discussed the proposed changes. Where there was
consensus, the RAC made adjustments.

86. Comment: On page 2-3in the 2P column, under
the Human Dimension Standard it is suggested that
thefollowing words beinserted (wordsto beinserted
areall caps, whilewordsto beremoved arealsoin
capsbut inside ().

Human Dimension Standard

Economic, social and cultural (Human Dimension)
elementsareintegral components of public land
management.

Meaning That:

When engaged in NEPA and RMP planning and
decision-making for public land management, the New
Mexico BLM in consultation with state, tribal, local
governments, individuals, and other concerned public
and private organizations will use available means and
measur esto create and maintain conditions under
which people and nature co-exist in productive
harmony. Consideration of the WILDLIFE AND THE
HISTORICAL ECOSYSTEMSTHEY ARE
INDIGENOUSTO, economic, historical, cultural, and
social welfar e of the permittees, lessees, other
(AFFECTED INTERESTS) INTERESTED PUBLIC,
and local communities, to maintain productive and
sustainable ecological sitesfor present and future
generations of Americans.

AsIndicated By:

Indicatorsfor thisstandard may include but are not
limited to:

Effortsat conflict resolution, negotiation and
communication. Formal and informal agreements



and partnershipswith privatelandownersand others.
Consider thefollowing factors:
HEALTH OF ECOSYSTEM

Economic (income, tax base, related services,
and risk assessment);

Social (community stability, aesthetics, values
and population change);

Cultural (customsor traditions, values and
sense of community).

Response: The Resource Advisory Council (RAC)
considered the proposed changes, however decided
not to make your proposed changes to the Sustained
Communities and Human Dimension Standard.

87. Comment: On page 2-3in the 2"P column and on
page 2-4 in the 1% and 2™ columns under the
Guidelinesfor Livestock Grazing it issuggested that
thefollowing words beinserted (wordsto beinserted
areall caps, whilewordsto beremoved arealsoin caps
but inside ().

Guiddinesfor Livestock Grazing

Guidelinesare any reasonable and practical
management optionswhich, when applied, move
rangelandstoward statewide standards. Guidelines
reflect potential for the water shed. Guidelinesalso
balance resour ce goals contained in RM Pswith social,
cultural/historic, and economic opportunitiesto
sustain viablelocal communities, and to consider
recreation and aesthetic values. Guidelinesare based
on science, past and present management experience,
and publicinput.

These guidelinesarefor public land livestock grazing.
They do not apply where public land are deemed
unsuitable or not used for livestock grazing. These
guiddineswill be used to develop grazing management
practicesthat will be developed and implemented at the
water shed, allotment, or pasturelevel.

Specific application of these guidelines (Livestock
Grazing Management Practices--L GM Ps) will occur at
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thelocal level in car eful and consider ed consultation,
cooper ation and coor dination with lessees, per mittees,
and land ownersinvolved.

New Mexico'sintermingled land ownership pattern
creates a patchwork of resource management
objectives. Theresource should be viewed asawhole
with full appreciation for thisintegrated relationship
and recognition of therights of private landownersto
enjoy the benefits of that ownership.

Guideines should encourageinnovation and
experimentation in the development of alter native
livestock grazing management practicesto improve
rangeland health ASLONG ASIT DOESN'T
IMPACT THE NATURAL STATE OF LANDSCAPE
OR IMPEDE NATURAL MIGRATION PATTERNS
OF IMPACTED WILDLIFE.

1. LGMPsshould promote plant health, and
soil stability, water quality, and habitat for
wildlifeand threatened and endangered
species, by providing the following basic
requirements of rangeland ecological sites:

(@ Allow for plant
recovery and growth time;

(b) Allowsresidual
vegetation on both upland
and riparian sitesto
protect the soil from wind
and water erosion, support
infiltration, and prevent
excessive evapor ation;

KEEP POLLUTION FROM
INFILTRATING

(©0 LGMPsincludethe
use of livestock to:

(1) Integrate
organic matter
into the soil,
(2) Digtribute
seeds and
establish
seedings,



(3) Prune
vegetation to
stimulate growth,
(4) Enhance
infiltration.

(d) Season, duration,
frequency and intensity of
use should beflexible and
consider climate,
topography and kind, class
and health/condition of
livestock AND WILDLIFE.

2. Futurelivestock management facilities
should belocated away from natural riparian-
wetland areaswherever they conflict with
achieving or maintaining thedesired future
condition.

3. Givepriority torangeland improvementsand
land treatmentsthat offer the best opportunity
for achieving FLPMA standards.

4, Where LGMPsalonearenot likely to
achievethedesired plant community (including
control of noxious weeds), land management
practicesincluding, but not limited to,
GRAZING ABSTENTION, prescribed fire,
biological, mechanical, and chemical land
management treatments should be utilized.

5. Native plant species arerecommended for
rehabilitating disturbed rangdland. (SEEDING
OF NON-NATIVE SPECIESWILL BE
CONSIDERED BASED ON LOCAL GOALS,
NATIVE SEED AVAILABILITY, AND COST.)

6. Thepublicland grazing resour ces of New
Mexico are managed on the basis of multiple
useand sustained yield. Livestock grazing
WHERE APPROPRIATE AND SUSTAINABLE
producesfood and fiber, and contributesto a
diverse, balanced, competitive, and resilient
economy. Management should provide
opportunitiesfor avariety of individual choice
and risk taking venturesin aresponsible
manner. Thisguideline may include, but isnot
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limited to, consideration of impactsto
employment, earnings, per capitaincome,
investment income, federal gover nment
paymentsto the state, tribal and local
governments, and tax base.

Response: This comment was provided to the
Resource Advisory Council (RAC). Following intense
discussion the RAC modified it’s guidelinesin several
locations.

88. Comment: On page2-2- RAC Alternative-
Standard for Public Land Health - Upland Sites
Standard: Thereisatypingerror on Column 1 last
paragraph first sentence. Should read " Upland
ecological sitesarein a productive and sustainable
condition..."

Response: Thetyping error has been corrected.

89. Comment: On page?2 - 3, Riparian Sites Standard
- Indicator for thisstandard - Streambank Stability -
Add " Minimal" shearing & sloughing. Shearing &
sloughing indicates a degraded condition, and
unstable streambank.

Response: Following careful consideration, the
Resource Advisory Council (RAC) added "the degree
of" to the indicator sentence just above where you
requested that “minimal” be added.

90. Comment: On page 2 - 3, Coordinated Resour ce
Management & Planning (CRM P) should beincluded
asan indicator for the Human Dimension Standard.

Response: Following careful consideration, it was
decided not to include Coordinated Resource
Management Plan as an indicator. Coordinated
Resource Management Plans would be recognized as
an indicator under “Efforts at conflict resolution,
negotiations and communication. Formal and informal
agreements, and partnerships with private landowners
and others.”

91. Comment: On page?2 - 4, Section 1. (d) Season,
duration, frequency and intensity of use should be
flexible and consider climate, topography, kind, class
and health/condition of livestock. Add the following.



"and should also consider the needs of the plant
community" . Season, duration, frequency and intensity
of use should always consider the needs of the plantsas
well asthe needs of animals.

Response: The comment was provide to the Resource
Advisory Council (RAC) and the RAC made numerous
changesto the sentence.

92. Comment: The RAC preferred alternativeis
unacceptable sinceit seeksto protect primarily the
mor e narrow interests of thelocal cattleranchers. We
need lar ge-scale protection of streams, landsand
wildlifefor all to enjoy, now aswell asin thefuture of
our grandchildren. Request you favor the Fallback
Alternative.

Response: No response required.

93. Comment: Themost general and most important
guideline should statethat sitesthat arefar from
meeting the standardsfor rangeand health or where
health isjudged to be unattainable or unsustainable
with livestock grazing will not beregularly grazed by
livestock. Siteswith highly erodible soilsthat cannot
be protected by vegetative cover will not be grazed.
Sitesthat produce water that does not meet

water -quality standardswill not be grazed.

Response: In development of the standards and
guidelines, the Resource Advisory Council (RAC)
consulted with a number of land management agency
personnel and rangeland scientists at universities and
research stations. The RAC considered the comment
and did not make adjustments.

94. Comment: For uplandsthe most important set of
standar ds ar e definite aver age vegetation heights, say 4
inchesfor shortgrasses, 6-8 inchesfor midgrasses
and most forbs, and 24 inchesfor tailgrasses, that
shouldexist at the beginning of the growing season.
Requirementsfor percentage of forage consumed are
not a useful substitute for stubble-heights; seerecent
literature such asBurkhardt 1997, " Grazing
utilization limits: an ineffective management tool,
Rangelands 19: 8-9; or, for a poor article but better
literatur e citations, see Scar necchia 1999, Jour nal of
Range Management 52: 157-160. It'sactual, visible
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vegetation that protects soils, provideswildlife habitat,
and iseasy to measure; utilization per centagesdo
none of these.

Response: The comment is not in conflict with the
Resource Advisory Council (RAC) standard. In
Chapter 1 it states that targets will be developed for
each ecological site. Literature and research will be
considered in determining levels of standing live
vegetation, protective litter, and/or rock cover needed
to stabilize the soils.

95. Comment: For riparian sitesthe most important
standardsarewater quality (especially lack of
sediment) and condition of streambanks, say, 90%
covered by vegetation or rock and lessthan 5%
showing accelerated erosion or trampling.

Response: The BLM usesthe interagency Riparian
Area Management guide to assess properly
functioning condition. ItisTechnical Reference 1737-
15, 1998.

96. Comment: The*“county and preferred
alternative’ aretwo of theworst proposalsfor the
management of publicland | haveyet seen. They ask
the public to subsidize public land ranching practices
that degradetheland.

Response: Because the comment is nonspecific, no
responseis possible.

97. Comment: Toquotefrom theDEIS, " Public land
health isdefined asthe degreeto which theintegrity
of the soil and the ecological processes of public land
aresustained." Also, " Standardsdescribe conditions
needed for healthy sustainable public range lands and
relateto all usesof the publicland. They providethe
measur e of resour ce quality and functioning condition
upon which the public land health will be assessed"
Guidelines, on the other hand, are” management
tools, methods, strategies, and techniquesdesired to
maintain or achieve standards’.

The RAC Alternative Human Dimension Standard isa
management strategy, not a descriptive standard of
public land health. Itsindicator s (effortsat conflict
resolution, consider ation of economic factors) are



processes by which public land might be managed to
achieveresource health.

If these concepts areto beincluded anywherethey
should bein the Guidelines, not in the Standards.

Response: The Resource Advisory Council (RAC)
discussed the comment extensively, and although the
RAC recognized it as alegitimate point, it chose not to
make a change.

98. Comment: Although | understand that theintent of
theoriginal Resource Advisory Council wasto make
the Guidéines more New M exico-specific, the RAC
Alternative does not accomplish this. - Furthermore, |
am astonished at how inadequately the RAC Alternative
coverstheareasrequired, at aminimum, by Regulation
43 CFR 3180 (e). For instance:

1-ThereisnoguidelineintheRAC
Alternative comparableto (€)(2). Associating
infiltration only with residual vegetation asin
I(b) of the RAC Alternativeisinadequate.
Regulation(e)(2) addresses soil conditions
which support appropriate per meability rates-
which are affected, for example, by compaction.

2 - Regulation (€)(3) addressesresidual
vegetation to improveriparian-wetland
functions of sediment capture, groundwater
recharge, and stream bank stability. RAC
Alternative Guideline | (b) addressesthese
issues obliquely but says nothing directly about
sediment captureor stream bank stability.
Theremust be a specific guideline.

3 - Regulation (e)(5) addr esses appropriate
kinds and amounts of soil organisms, plants,
and animalsto support the hydrologic cycle, the
nutrient cycle, and energy flow. One could
probably arguethat the RAC Alternative
addressesthisissuein somevague, oblique
way. It should be addressed specifically.

4 - Thefocus of Regulation (e)(f), (g), (h), and (i)
on native species - both plant and animal - is
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lost in the RAC Alternative. Specifically,
Section (i) statesthat " Native speciesare
emphasized in the support of ecological
function" . Important phrasesrequired by the
regulations such as" sustain native population
and communities', " conservation of species’,
"restoration of habitat" aremissinginthe
RAC Alternative.

5- Section 2 of the RAC Alternative states
that only futurelivestock management
facilities should belocated away from natural
riparian-wetland areas. Thisisinconsistent
with Section 3(m) of the Regulationswhich
requiresthat facilities arelocated away from
riparian-wetland ar easwher ever they conflict
with achieving or maintaining wetland
function.

Section 6 of the RAC Alternativeisso
ambiguousthat it would generate endless
arguments about itsmeaning. Clearly, thisis
wherethe RAC attempted towritea guideline
addressing the" Human Dimension
Standard". It illustratesthe fundamental
problem with a human dimension sandard in a
document which is supposed to addressthe
ecological health of the publicland.

Thefirst sentence of Section 6isafact sol don't take
issuewith it. The second sentenceisa matter of
opinion, variesfrom one areato another, isirreevant,
isnot a" guideling' for management, and should not
beincluded. Thethird sentenceisconsistent with the
way the Bureau of Land Management functions. The
fourth sentenceistoo non-specifictobeused asa
management guideline. What does" consider ation”
mean in this sentence? Some assumethat it means
that when a change of management would negatively
impact any of the parameterslisted (employment,
earnings, etc.) the change would not take place. Who
isto say what " consideration” means?

Page 2-3, first paragraph of Guidelines of the RAC
Alternative, the sentence” Guidelinesreflect potential
for thewatershed” , isa false statement. Standards



reflect the potential condition of theland. Guidédines
are management tools, methods, strategies, and
techniques.

At thetimel am writing these comments| have only
seen adraft of guiddinesbeing submitted asan
alternative by a coalition of environmental groups (the
Environmentalists Proposal). Their guidelinesare
consistent with the Regulations and are mor e specific
than the Fallback Guidelines. They would providetrue
guidanceto land managers. | suggest that these be
mer ged, asappropriate, with the Fallback Alternative
Guideines. So doing will produce an even better final
product.

Response: The Resource Advisory Council Alternative
was adjusted, based on public comment, to fully cover
the elements of the grazing guidelines as outlined in 43
CFR 84180.2.

99. Comment: The Standards of the RAC Alternative,
excluding the so-called Human Dimension Standard,
and the Guidelines of the Fallback Alternative,
expanded and modified as suggested by the
Environmentalists proposals, would providethe best
sat of Standardsfor Public Land Health and Guidelines
for Livestock Grazing Management.

Response: No response required.

100. Comment: | fedl the processthat selected the
RAC Alternative was coopted by thosewho have an
economic interest in itsimplementation and stand to
benefit fromit. It forcesthetaxpayer to subsidize
public land ranching, and represents a gover nment
welfare system of thewor st sort. It lacksa sound basis
in science and economics.

Response: No response required

101. Comment: ThePreferred alternativeisarecipe
for the status quo.... it will only encourage a continuum
of overgrazing and damageto public land.

Response: Because the comment is nonspecific, no
responseis possible.

102. Comment: The RAC failed to consider an
alter native which focused on the actual conditions of
theland. The RAC failed tolook at the economic
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resour ces of the people who hold the per mits, and
assumesapoor rural status. It failstolook at the
costs of grazing to both thelocal and national publicis
forced to pay.

Response: This comment was provided to the
Resource Advisory Council (RAC) for consideration.
The RAC has adiversity of interests, from throughout
the Statein rural and urban areas. The BLM isnot
aware of the considerations the individual RAC
members took into account when it made
recommendations.

103. Comment: In practicethe Human Dimension
factor would either limit the optionsfor remedial
actionsin preparation of allotment management plans
to attain acceptable public land health, or require
adjustmentsto, and ther eby downgrade allotment
management plansto service the human dimension
factor. In either case, it would causethe allotment
management plan to belessthan desirable. If theHD
factor isapplied prior to development of the AMP, the
first consideration would beto determine the number
of livestock required for an economical ranch
operation. Thenumber of livestock needed would then
determinetheforagerequired by theanimalsand
hence, the degr ee of forage utilization on the public
land. BLM routinely usesforage utilization in its
monitoring program to establish the proper livestock
number sto affect positive changesin public land
health. If the AMP isdeveloped on the basis of
existing livestock numbersand annual measurements
of forage utilization over a period of years, any
adjustment to increasethelivestock numbers, based
on the Human Dimension Factor would defeat the
objective of the AMP.

Response: The BLM viewsthe Sustainable
Communities and Human Dimension Standard as
providing visibility to the requirements of National
Environmental Protection Act, Federal Land Policy and
Management Act and the Planning regulations to work
with the public, other Federal agencies, State and local
governments and Indian Tribes in the development of
planning documents and the management of programs.
Although the Standard directs and mentions
permittees and lessees, it also identifies that other
interested public be given consideration. The BLM
does not view this standard as placing one interest
over another as suggested by the comment, but merely



recognizes that the economic, social, and cultural
elements are integral components of public land
management. The standard reflects the intent of the
governing laws and regul ations to promote productive
harmony between people who comprise the multiple
users and depend on the BLM land and the natural
resources. The standard would not override the laws
that protect the resources.

104. Comment: Thefirst three of thefour RAC
Standardsinclude nothing measur able; thereisno way
tojudge whether they are being met. Asaresult these
vague Standar dsare unenforceable. Some of the
proposed guiddinesfor grazing management are
vagueand AL L are stated merely asadvice, with words
and phraseslike" recommended” and " should be".
They aretherefore completely unenfor ceable.

Response: The BLM recognizes that the upland and
biotic standards are broad in nature, aswritten. The
standards, as written, provide indicators but not
targets. In Chapter 1, it states that these targets will be
developed as part of the implementation process. For
the Riparian standard, procedures found in Technical
Reference 1737-15, 1998 will be used.

The BLM believesthe guidelines are enforceable as
they would guide BLM in developing grazing
management practices to be prescribed. The Resource
Advisory Council (RAC) Alternative was modified by
the RAC to incorporate the requirements of the
regulations.

105. Comment: The" Human Dimension" Standard
sacrifices resour ce protection and sustainable natural
resourcesfor short-term rancher economicsand the
preservation of the current rancher " culture'. This
Standard promotesthe direct subsidization of the
rancher " culture" at the expense of the public's
capital, itsland base. Strong emphasisisgiven to

per mittees, lessees and local communities. The
Standard does not address, however, theinterests of the
ownersof theland (i.e. the public), other land users
such as hunters, wildlife watchers, ar chaeologists,
recreationists, or downstream water user swhose water
isdirectly impacted, in terms of both water quality and
water quantity, by the management practices of public
land upstream. The preservation of theranchers
"custom and culture" isfavored in this Standard over

any other custom or culture, such asthat of the Native
Americans. Thisraisesthe obvious question of
fairnessand the question of whose customs and
culturesareworthy of special protection. In our
opinion, all of the aforementioned interestsare at
least equal to those of local ranchers, who should not
be singled out for special protection. Wedo not
suggest enlarging the standard to include all owners
and users. No doubt the BLM hasresponsibilitiesto
all these groups, these standar ds however, are
supposed to be concer ned with rangeland health, not
with rancher'swelfare or hunter successor accessto
minerals, etc. The BLM should not bein the business
of deciding valid " customsand cultures'. The goal of
rangeland health isserioudly; if not completely
compromised by theinclusion of rancher welfareand
rancher preservation asa component of the sandard.
We strenuousdly object tothe" Human Dimension"
Standard.

Response: The Resource Advisory Council (RAC)
discussed this point and decided not to make a
change, nor to delete the Sustainable Communities and
Human Dimension Standard from it’s alternative. The
BLM does not interpret the standard as protecting any
specific class or group of Americans. The Sustainable
Communities and Human Dimension Standard would
apply to all uses of the public land not just livestock
grazing. When using the term permittees and lessees
in the standard, it isreferring to al permittees and
lessees. Oil and gas lessees would be considered as
well as grazing lessees. Recreation permittees would
be considered as well as grazing permittees.

106. Comment: The Code of Federal Regulations

(43 CFR 4180.2) specifiesfivetopicsthat must be
included in State standards. Of thesethe RAC
alternative omits" water shed function™ and " nutrient
cycling and energy flow" . Therefore, the RAC
Standar ds cannot legally be adopted.

Response: The Resource Advisory Council (RAC)
adjusted it’ s alternative to fully cover the elements of
rangeland health standards as outlined in 43 CFR
§4180.2.

107. Comment: The Code of Federal Regulations
(43 CFR 4180.2) specifiestwelvetopicsthat must be
included in State grazing guidelines. Of these,



the RAC alternative omitsnumbers 3,4,5,7, 8,9, 10
and 12, asnumbered in the Code, which isironically
quoted on page A-2 of thisDraft EIS. Therefore, the
RAC grazing guiddines cannot legally be adopted.

Response: The Resource Advisory Council (RAC)
Alternative was adjusted, based on public comment, to
fully cover the elements of the grazing guidelines as
outlined in 43 CFR §4180.2.

108. Comment: P. 2-2, column 2. you state,

" Consistent with the .., soilsare stabilized by
appropriateamountsof...". Thisisfollowed by we only
want " to prevent accelerated erosion” . Thisseemsto
indicatethat " unaccelerated" erosion isokay.

Response: Accelerated erosion isthat caused by man’s
activities and designated as accelerated becauseitisin
addition to natural or geologic erosion. Theterm
"unaccelerated" erosion would refer to natural erosion
and usually that is acceptable. It becomes
unacceptable when it impacts life and property such as
in landslides or mudflows on homes and highways.

109. Comment: Thebiological health of theland isthe
foundation that all human activity isbuilt upon. When
human goals and valuestake precedence, and they are
at cross-pur poses with the biological needs of theland,
then we have arecipefor disaster for all. Human goals
and valuesarejust piein the sky if they are not built
around the basic needs of the healthy earth. I1f weare
truly interested in protecting theland so it can be
bountiful and beautiful, we haveto recognizethe harm
that certain human activities have done and are doing,
and bewilling to change our ways. Both the County
and the Resour ce Advisory Council Alternativefail to
cometo gripswith that central reality. Both
alternatives bent on preserving historical livestock
grazing practices avoid as best they can thetough
medicine needed to heal and protect our public land.
They amount to human fally in their attempt to have
their cakeand eat it to.

Response: Thisgeneral statement was provided to the
Resource Advisory Council (RAC). The RAC made
adjustments to the RAC Alternative.
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110. Comment: Of the alter natives presented, we
recommend the RAC alternative. Thisalternative
providesa framework for focusing on rangeland
health with a strong component for input from
rangeland expertsand the public. Whilesuch a
degree of publicinvolvement could influence or divert
attention from needed management actions, this
alter native also focuses on the human dimension of
rangeland management. Thisalternative also
contains mor e specific guidelines and has a strong
emphasison riparian/water shed management.

Response: No response required.

County Alternative

111. Comment: Need to have County control, not the
federal government in control.

Response: The Taylor Grazing Act and the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) establish
the Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land
Management as having responsibility to manage the
public land.

112. Comment: | strongly urge you to adopt the
human dimension standard as described in the

alter native presented by the New Mexico Coalition of
Counties, all state primacy considerationsaside. | am
delighted to see economic, social, and cultural factors
recelve the consideration they deserve. Only the
County Alternative human dimension standard
ensuresthat economic, social, and cultural
considerationswill carry theweight they must carry
under Federal law. Theother alternativesallow for
either no consider ation of thesefactorsor only pro
forma consider ation without substantive effect, and
thuscreatetherisk that the BLM will beviolating its
own enabling and governing laws.

Response: After review of the governing laws for
BLM and the various alternatives proposed in the
RMPA/EIS, the BLM finds that the Resource Advisory
Council (RAC) Alternative isin concert with the laws
governing human dimension i ssues.



113. Comment: On page 2-7 “ collection native plants’
should be“ collection of native plants’, then on page 2-
8 “Federal agencys’ should be“Federal agencies’.

Response: The Coalition of Counties agreed to the two
changesto the County Alternative you suggested;
they have been made in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS
document.

114. Comment: | favor the County alter native, because
input from the local community is necessary to
maintain balance concer ning the human dimension and
natural resour ces.

Response: No response required.

115. Comment: | favor the County alter native, because
it recognizes and placesfocuson state srightsaswell
asindividual rightstherefor placing therancher on a
mor e equal footing regarding policy making.

Response: No response required.

116. Comment: The County Alternativeisanon viable
alternativein that implementation would violate a
number of existing Federal Lawsand policies. The
County Alternativefailsto acknowledge Federal
responsibilitiesand jurisdictions. It also maintains
that thegrazing privilegeisa"right." Thiscontention
has recently been rejected in New Mexico by the Tenth
Circuit Court of Appeals. For thesereasonsand others
thisalternativeisinappropriate and should beleft out
of the FEIS.

Response: The County Alternative was printed just as
it was given to the BLM by the Coalition of Counties.
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process
encourages awide range of alternatives. Not every part
of each alternative analyzed in an EISisrequired to be
withinthelaw. The County Alternative did not meet
the Secretary of the Interior’ s requirements without
major modifications, and it was not the BLM’ s preferred
aternative.

117. Comment: | do not support the County Alternative
Standar ds because every Standard isexplicitly defined
asbeinga" balance" with the conservation " of
individual, social and cultural/historic economic

551

opportunitiesto promote, sustain and enhance local
communities'. Thisisinconsistent with the
minimumsrequired by Regulation. A Standard of
ecological health of theland should not be expressed
asa"balance" of anything.

| do not support the County Alternative Guidelines
because they overemphasize the protection of existing
or established land use and stocking levels and focus
on short-term economic impacts, to the detriment of
both short-term and long-term health of the land.

Response: No response required.

118. Comment: The County Alternative would
recognizethe New Mexico State authority as
exceeding that of the Bureau of Land Management set
forthin the Taylor Grazing Act, FLPMA, and other
Actsof the United States Congress.

Response: The County Alternative could be
interpreted that way. However, when in conflict, State
law cannot override Federal law.

119. Comment: The standardsfor the County
Alternative are asvague and incomplete asthose
found in the RAC alternative. The County Alternative
improperly placesindividual economic profit on a
competing level with the laws and sovereignty of the
United Statesof America. In practical terms, this
provision would establish afunctional impasse
between your agency's resour ce stewar dship
responsibilities and the profits of theindividual
commodity operators. Furthermore, they call for
balancing individual economic opportunities against
statutory requirements, that is, they call for breaking
laws. They erroneously and repeatedly claim that
semi-private conservation districtsareresponsble
for soil and water on public land. They wrongly claim
that federal statutes point to livestock production as
theprimary useof BLM lands.

Response: The County Alternative was printed just as
it was given to the BLM by the Coalition of Counties.
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
process encourages awide range of alternatives. Not
every part of each alternative analyzedinan EISis
required to bewithin thelaw. The County Alternative



did not meet the Secretary of the Interior’ s requirements
without major modifications, and it was not the BLM’s
preferred alternative.

120. Comment: Thegrazing guidelines proposed in
the County alter native have the same debilitiesasthe
grazing guidelines proposed in the RAC alternative.
They call for theuse of " historic production patterns'
asthebasisfor future production, that is, they call for
local economicsrather than rangeland health to govern
rangeland management decisions, but these BLM
standards and guidelinesare meant tolead to
rangeland health.

Response: The County Alternative does discuss
“historic production patterns”’, however, it does not
apply to the Resource Advisory Council (RAC)
Alternative.

121. Comment: The County alternativefailsto meet
therequirementsof 43 CFR 84180.2 (b), (d) and (e).

Response: The County Alternative was printed just as
it was given to the BLM by the Coalition of Counties.
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process
encourages awide range of alternatives. Not every part
of each alternative analyzed in an EISisrequired to be
within thelaw. The County Alternative did not meset
the Secretary of the Interior’ s requirements without
major modifications, and it was not the BLM’ s preferred
alternative.

122. Comment: Perhapsthe most controversial
aspectsof the" County" Alternativearethepriority
that it givesto what hasbeen described asthe " human
dimension" and its apparent focuson a particular
"custom and culture" that " the Coalition of
Arizona/New Mexico Counties’ and a social and
political philosophy known asthe" county rights"
movement seeksto preserve and protect. To beableto
providethe public scrutiny required by NEPA, the
public needsto know the full social, political, and
ideological background of the" County" Alternativein
order to under stand its potential social and land use
impacts. Furthermore, anytime an alter native that very
specifically representsthedoctrines of a particular
political faction isselected asabasisfor policy by an
agency of the government of the United States, thereis
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automatically a question of whether awider precedent,
with an associated wider range of impacts, is
potentially being established. Such a precedent could
easily be construed as constituting an endor sement.
Thus, thereisalegitimate need for moreinformation,
about the general nature of the" county rights"
movement, than isprovided in the Draft Plan/EIS. The
County option isan attempt to gain control of federal
lands by local governments, the premise of which isso
absurd asto not warrant intelligent comment.
Inclusion of the often ludicrous supporting arguments
in theofficial record isan affront to the public, who
areafter all, theownersof public land.

Response: The BLM in discussion with the Counties
and in theinterest of having arange of alternatives,
agreed to analyze the County Alternative. It should
not be considered as an endorsement of any
alternative prior to the Record of Decision. The
County Alternative was printed just asit was given to
the BLM by the Coalition of Counties. The National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process encourages
awide range of alternatives. Not every part of each
aternative analyzed in an EISisrequired to be within
thelaw. The County Alternative did not meet the
Secretary of the Interior’s requirements without major
modifications, and it was not the BLM' s preferred
alternative.

123. Comment: The County Alternative - Alter native
#3 should bergjected. It doesnot servethe public
interest, nor doesit protect or enhance either the
rangeland resour ce or environmental values. | find it
to be deficient.

Response: This comment expresses an opinion and no
responseisrequired. The County Alternative did not
meet the Secretary of the Interior’ s requirements
without major modifications, and it was not the BLM’s
preferred aternative.

124. Comment: P.2-6 Grazing Guiddine; (d) and (e).
Both theitemsagain make inappropriate and
incorrect referenceto “allotment grazing right
owner.” What has always been a privilege cannot be
designated a“right” simply because the coalition of
Arizona & New Mexico Counties, wishesit to be such;
nor can it be so decreed by theLt. Governor.



Response: The County Alternative was printed just as
it was given to the BLM by the Coalition of Counties.
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process
encourages awide range of alternatives. Not every part
of each alternative analyzed in an EISisrequired to be
within thelaw. The County Alternative did not meet
the Secretary of the Interior’ s requirements without
major modifications, and it was not the BLM’ s preferred
alternative.

125. Comment: P.2-6 Statutory or Regulatory
Reasoning: Item #2. The“intended primary use of
BLM landsisnat to sustain livestock production!
FLPMA directsthe BLM to operate under sustained
and multipleuse. Thepublic dictatestheintended
primary use of public land; not the Coalition of
Counties!

Response: The County Alternative was printed just as
it was given to the BLM by the Coalition of Counties.
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process
encourages awide range of alternatives. Not every part
of each alternative analyzed in an EISisrequired to be
withinthelaw. The County Alternative did not meet
the Secretary of the Interior’ s requirements without
major modifications, and it was not the BLM’ s preferred
alternative.

126. Comment: P.2-6 Item #3: Thisdocument isan
example of other “parties’ participatinginthe
decision-making process and the consider ation of
cultural economic, and social impactsin that process.
Nowhereisit stated that BLM abdicate decisionsto the
Counties.

Response: The BLM has not abdicated the decision
making responsibility.

127. Comment: P.2-6 Item #5: The County Alternative
istaking libertieswith thefacts. The Taylor Grazing
Act did not establish BLM landsfor grazing. Instead
the TGA sought “to stop injury to the public grazing
lands by preventing over grazing and soil deterioration;
to providefor their orderly use, improvementsand
development; andto stabilize the livestock industry
dependent upon the publicrange” The TGA did not
intend to designate or establish public land for private
benefit - grazing - only.
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Response: The County Alternative was printed just as
it was given to the BLM by the Coalition of Counties.
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
process encourages awide range of alternatives. Not
every part of each alternative analyzed inan EISis
required to be within thelaw. The County Alternative
did not meet the Secretary of the Interior’'s
reguirements without major modifications, and it was
not the BLM’ s preferred alternative.

128. Comment: P.2-6 The County Alternative makes
improper referencetotheuser of thegrazing
privilege permittee asthe“ grazing right owner.”

Response: The County Alternative was printed just as
it was given to the BLM by the Coalition of Counties.
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
process encourages awide range of alternatives. Not
every part of each alternative isrequired to be within
thelaw. The County Alternative did not meet the
Secretary of the Interior’s requirements without major
modifications, and it was not the BLM' s preferred
alternative.

129. Comment: P.2-6 Biotic community cannot
reasonably be defined by non-ecological parameters.

Response: The County Alternative was printed just as
it was given to the BLM by the Coalition of Counties.
The County Alternative did not meet the Secretary of
the Interior’ s requirements without major
modifications, and it was not the BLM’ s preferred
alternative.

130. Comment: P.2-7 Item (b): Whoisto be
responsible for conducting “wildlife surveys’ and the
determination of population parameter of key species
(whatever they are)? Not all sensitive or special
status speciesare under Statejurisdiction. What
about federally listed species?

Item (d): Grazing animals may be properly considered
apart of the biotic community but not humans. How
doesthe promotion of lifeliberty and the pursuit of
happiness become part of grazing guidelineswhich
are supposed to focus on rangeland health? How
would thisbe measured? Whereisthe standard to
meet this” piein the sky guideline?



Response: The BLM recognizes that not all aspects of
the County Alternative were clear as provided in the
Draft RMPA/EIS, however, the alternative was printed
just asit was given to the BLM by the Coalition of
Counties. The National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) process encourages a wide range of
aternatives. Not every part of each aternativeis
required to be within the law. The County Alternative
did not meet the Secretary of the Interior’ s requirements
without major modifications, and it was not the BLM’s
preferred alternative.

131. Comment: P.2-7 Item 2. Minimum standardsare
exactly that - nowhereisit stated that minimums may
not be strengthened or exceeded.

Response: No responseisrequired, however, the
County Alternative did not meet the Secretary of the
Interior’s requirements without major modifications, and
it was not the BLM’ s preferred alternative.

132. Comment: P. 2-7 Item 2. It appearsthat this
refersto State-listed speciesonly. USFWShas
jurisdiction over federally listed species. Isthe County
Alternative trying to usurp management authority and
placeit in the hands of the state or ultimately the
counties.

Response: The County Alternative was printed just as
it was given to the BLM by the Coalition of Counties.
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process
encourages awide range of alternatives. Not every part
of each alternative analyzed in an EISisrequired to be
within thelaw. The County Alternative did not meset
the Secretary of the Interior’ s requirements without
major modifications, and it was not the BLM’ s preferred
alternative.

133. Comment: On page 2-8 - Thisistaking private
water rightsfor riparian management. Thisisnot fair
and unlawful. | respectfully request that a DEISbe
prepared endor sing the multiple use of the public land
with special emphasisfor usall to be partnersto
educate everyone and especially the younger
generation that our resourcesareour livelihood.

Response: The proposed standards and livestock
grazing guidelines do not propose to take any private
water rights. Should aBLM proposal to implement the
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standards or guidelines affect private water rights,
actions consistent with State water law will be taken.

Fallback Alternative

134. Comment: Whilel don’t find awholelot wrong
with the RAC proposal, | have several criticismsof the
Fallback, because it does not mention the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Public
Rangeland Improvement Act (PRIA), or the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA).
Additional criticism | have of the Fallback isthat it
doesnot givethe permittee adequatetimeto correct a
deficient standard and that it obvioudy isn’'t going to
adequately fund the needed changes. Thus, it becomes
an unfunded mandate. If the government isgoing to
mandate cuts, then the gover nment should beready to
put forth the money to help uscorrect thisproblem.
With the new Range Reform, wherethe permitteeis
not allowed to show owner ship on public land it almost
does away with theincentive for a per mittee, rancher
towant to build afenceor put in a pipeline or want to
cooper ate on brush control. Another criticism of the
Fallback alternativeisthat isdoesn’t mention the
human dimension.

Response: Whether the alternatives mention NEPA,
PRIA, and FLPMA or not, the laws continue to apply
because the standards cannot override law. All
alternatives would require range improvements to
implement the prescribed grazing practices. Current
laws provide for 50 percent of the funds collected for
grazing livestock on the public land go to the Range
Betterment Fund. Range Betterment Funds are
availableto assist in construction of range
improvements needed for implementation of prescribed
grazing practices.

135. Comment: Noticed we' reway late on thisthing
(setting state standar ds and guidelines) If the state
had not implemented its own standards by sometimein
‘97 then the Fallback standardswereto have taken
effect. Then they got a six month extension if |
remember right which ran out in August ‘97, soit’s
now March ‘99. We reway far latefor doing anything
likethis. We should have doneit alot sooner.
Surprised if the Federal Government and the head
officeat BLM would except something at this point
sincewearesofar inarrears.



Response: The Fallback standards and guidelines are
in place and will remain until a Record of Decisionis
issued by the BLM State Director. Theregulationsdid
not provide adrop dead date for development of the
State Director approved standards and guidelines.

136. Comment: Werequest that you communicate,
through the proper channels of the US Department of
theInterior, our interest in seeing the Office of the
Secretary of thelnterior conduct a full review of this
Draft Plan/EI S, the processthat created it, the
alternativesthat are presented, the concernsraised in
our response, and the situation surrounding these
public resourcesin New Mexico. Second, we ask, in
recognition of the grotesque manipulation of the
processleading to this absolutely indefensible Dr aft
Plan/EIS, that thisdecision beremoved from New
Mexico and remanded back to the headquartersof the
Bureau of Land Management. Third, in the clear
absence of any reasonable option, we areleft to
strongly support what isidentified in the Draft
Plan/ElSasthe" Fallback" Alternative, which
representstheimplementation of the basic sandards
and guidedlinesthat have been delineated in 43 CFR
4180.

Response: In concert with theregulationsin 43 CFR
84180, the Secretary of the Interior isrequired to
approve BLM State Director devel oped Standards for
Public Land Heath and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing
Management prior to implementation.

137. Comment: TheFallback Standardsand
Guidelineswerewritten for nationwide use, soare
necessarily less specific and less useful than
provisonsfor asingle state. They do, however, more
fully cover the elements of rangeland health than do the
other alternatives, and the Fallback alter native omits
the extraneous and counter-productive " custom and
culture" standard of the other alternatives. We
generally support the Fallback alter native, but only
when " modified by the Bureau of Land M anagement
State Director...to addresslocal ecosystemsand
management practices' (43 CFR 4180.2 (b)).

Response: The Resource Advisory Council (RAC)
Alternative was adjusted, based on public comment, to
fully cover the elements of rangeland health as outlined
in 43 CFR §4180.2.
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138. Comment: Theno action alter native/fallbacks
should not bethe basdine. ThestatewideE.I.S. is
being done because the fallback received vigor ous
criticism. Thismakesthe basdline a document that is
consider ed unacceptableto both the state and
counties.

Response: The baselineis not the Fallback
Alternative. The baselineisthe No Action Alternative
which is“current management”.

139. Comment: In general, all the alternativesread
the same. You don't even bother to changethe

ver biage between alternatives. Thisisbusinessas
usual, with lip serviceto striving for fully-functioning
ecosystems. It ishow many cows can we graze before
we get sued again. Wedon't drivemodel T'sanymore,
we don't even 286 computersanymore. Grazing on
mar ginal public land, especially using unsustainable
methods will become athing of thepast. Thereare
ranchersthat know how todoit right (i.e. the Jim
Widnersof theworld), and I'm sure some of the BLM
know what isright. It requireshard choicesto make
politically unpopular decisions. These alternativesare
not true alter natives. None of them have convinced me
that they will lead to properly functioning ecosystems.
But if | haveto chooseone, | support thelesser of the
evils, and would support the Fallback Alternative.

Response: Theregulations for the development of
State Director standards and guidelines came with
criteriathat must be met. Thus, only minimal
opportunity exists to develop alternatives which result
in agreat difference in impactsto the physical and
biological environments.

No Grazing Alter native

140. Comment: TheBLM isignoringthe public's
interest to put theinterests of the livestock industry
ahead of itsresponsibility to manage public lands for
the publicinterest. Thiswas displayed throughout the
document, too many placesto list individually. | get
theimpression the BLM isnot really interested in
managing landsfor the public benefit unlessit can do
so without impairing thelivestock industry's ability to
earn private profit at public expense. In other words,
the dominant themeishow can we graze these lands
without totally trashing them, and if we can improve



them alittle, so much the better. But maximizing
improvement is secondary to maintaining the existing
livestock industry. BLM startswith the assumption
that livestock grazing will continue.

Aslong asthisisthe starting point, the BLM isnot
really considering a full range of possibilities. Let's
say a management prescription brings about
improvement in riparian areasin 50 years, but if you
removed cows you might get to the same point in ten
years. Why should the public have to wait fifty yearsto
get something they could get in ten yearsif weremoved
cows? The public doesn't need cowson itslands. The
entire document ignoresthat the quickest and easiest
way toimprovetheland isto remove cows and sheep.
Over and over again the scientific literature supports
the notion that removing cattle will bring about the
most rapid improvement in mor e ar eas--soils, water
quality, wildlife, etc., but the BLM refusesto even
acknowledgethisasan option. It'sagiven that cows
will remain. If you start with thisassumption, you get
certain answers.

I only know of one good evaluation of no grazing. It was
done on Montana's Beaverhead NF, an area of

consider ably higher productively than nearly all BLM
landsin New Mexico. The conclusion wasthat
eliminating grazing would have the greatest positive
impactson publicland in terms of wildlife, plant
communities, ecological processes, water quality, sails,
recreation, and taxpayers.

Response: The BLM isresponsible for sound resource
management. The Federal Land Policy & Management
Act (FLPMA) directs BLM to manage resources for
multiple use, and livestock grazing is one of the multiple
uses. The No Grazing Alternative would not be
consistent with the mandates of FLPMA nor with
historical land management practices of BLM. Normally
BLM does not stop the activities, but BLM makes
adjustments to the activities, so the management
objectives can be achieved.

New Alternative

141. Comment: Becausethe County alternativefailsto
acknowledge federal responsibilitiesand jurisdictions
it isinappropriate. Thisleavesonly theRAC
Alternative or the Fallback Alternativeto choose from.
For avariety of reasons| suspect the Fallback
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Alternativeisnot viableto decision makersin New
Mexico. Given this, we urge development of at least
onemor e alternative that providesawider range of
choice. An alternativethat providesfor morerapid
recovery of range condition on the public land is
justified.

Response: The commentor appears to be suggesting
that BLM develop an alternative that is more
restrictive than the Fallback Alternative. Including
this alternative would have required the BLM to go
outside the range of alternatives analyzed and BLM
making significant changesto it to fit the definitions of
standards versus guidelines.

All the public comments were provided to the
Resource Advisory Council (RAC). TheRAC
members represent the wide range of public land
interest throughout New Mexico. The RAC met and
discussed the option of going outside the range of
aternativesincluded in the Draft RMPA/EIS. Rather
than going outside the range of alternatives, the RAC
made adjustments to the RAC Alternative, based on
public comment and included many of the terms and
conceptsincluded in this and other comments. Thus,
the RAC Alternative represents a consensus of the
various interests for acceptabl e standards and
guidelinesin New Mexico. The BLM decided not to
go outside the range of alternatives and make the
necessary changes needed to include it because: The
County and Fallback Alternatives are less and more
restrictive, respectively and offer arange of
alternatives on either side of the RAC Alternative.
Including afifth alternative, outside the range of the
original alternatives, would delay the process and not
provide the decision maker an acceptable option.

142. Comment: Our proposed modified standards and
guiddinesareattached. We havetried, where
possible, to include measur able goalsand practices.
Weregard the guidelines asrequirements, not as
recommendations, just asarethe Fallback guidelines.
But if theword " guideling” in New Mexico implies
lessthan arequirement, then wewould convert

" guideline" to" standard" .

RIPARIAN STANDARDSAND GUIDELINES

I Givepreferential consideration tofish,
wildlife and plant resour ces dependent on



VI.

VII.

riparian areasover other resources. Other
resourcesand activities may occur to the extent
that they support or do not adver sely affect
riparian-dependent resour ces.

Manageriparian areasto protect the
productivity and diversity of riparian-dependent
resour ces by requiring actionswithin or
affecting riparian areasto protect and, where
applicable, improve dependent resour ces.
Ensure soil, water, vegetation, fish and wildlife
resour ces will be protected and enhanced prior
to implementation of any project.

No livestock grazing shall occur in
riparian/wetland communitiesduring the
summer growing season.

M anagement practices maintain or promote
sufficient residual vegetation to maintain,
improveor restoreriparian-wetland functions
of energy dissipation, sediment capture,
groundwater recharge and stream bank
stability.

M anagement practices maintain or promote
stream channél mor phology (e.g. gradient,
width/depth ratio, channel roughnessand
sinuosity) and functionsthat are appropriateto
climateand landform.

Facilitiesarelocated away from
riparian-wetland ar easwherever they conflict
with achieving or maintaining riparian-wetland
function.

The development of springsand seepsor other
projects affecting water and associated

resour ces shall bedesigned to protect the
ecological functionsand processes of those
sites.

ECOLOGICAL STANDARD

I. Aquatic Communities

A. Maintain at least 80% of natural shade
over water. The shade can bein theform of
vegetation and/or under cut banks.

B. Greater than 90% of the streambanksare
stable and protected.

C. Deep denseroot massesor a combination
of deep denserootmassesand rock material
stabilize streambanks.

D. Lessthan 5% of streambanks exhibit
accelerated erosion, chiseling or pocking
and/or trampling.

E. Maintain the composition of sand, silt and
clay within 20% of natural levels.

F. Water quality is meeting standardsto
protect designated uses.

G. Fish and macroinvertebrate species
richnessis 75% of potential.

I1. Vegetative Community

A. Maintain at least 80% of the woody plant
composition in three or moreriparian species.

B. Maintain at least three age classes of
riparian woody plants, with at least 10% of
the woody plant cover in sprouts, seedlings
and saplings of riparian species.

1. Wildlife Community

A. Maintain at least 90% of natural shrub
and tree crown cover.

B. When and wher e vegetative conditions
allow, work with New Mexico Game & Fish
Department to reintroduce beaver if they can
not naturally recolonize an area.

UPLAND STANDARDSAND GUIDELINES
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Grazing permitswill include site-specific,
measur abletermsand conditions.

Livestock and prescribed fire are managed to
achieve desired vegetation asdetermined in
allotment management plans; the goal will be
to achieve Potential Natural Communities
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VII.

VIII.

modified (where desirableto promote diver sity
and wildlife habitat) to provide a mosaic of seral
stages.

Livestock are managed to maintain a

per centage ground cover vegetation, litter and
rock) established for each ecological site. Until
that minimal percentageisachieved, pastures
must berested or stocking rates must be
decreased or season of use changed or ways
(such asrelocation of water and salt) must be
found to redistribute livestock.

Livestock are managed to produce adequate
residues, including aver age stubble heights of
4to6inches.

Livestock are managed to provide adequate rest
(including growing-season-long rest) for
vigorous plant growth as determined by the
authorized officer, whowill allow continuous
grazing only in exceptional circumstances
whereit isshown to be compatible with
maintenance of plant diversity.

Appropriaterest from livestock grazingis
provided during and after stressperiodssuch
asfire, flood and drought; specific plansfor
mesting drought conditionswill beincluded in
allotment management plans.

Grazing systemswill avoid impact on the same
plantsat the sametimein successiveyears.

Livestock are managed to allow seed
dissemination of desired plant speciesat least 1
year in 3.

Only native plant speciesare used for seeding
or planting.

Aggressive action will betaken toreduce
invasion by exatic plants, through grazing
management, fire management and by other
means.
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WILDLIFE STANDARDSAND GUIDELINES

l. Except in small areasnear drinking sour ces,
livestock are managed to avoid trampling that
would harm soil permeability, soil organisms,
cryptogamic crust and wildlife nestsand
habitat.

. Livestock are managed to protect and restore
the habitat of sensitive species (including
thoselisted or proposed for listing as
threatened or endangered by federal and New
M exico gover nments).

. Livestock are managed in amanner
compatiblewith other authorized uses of the
public land, such as hunting, wildlife-viewing,
mineral extraction and preservation of
cultural sites.

Response: The comment appears to have confused
the use of terms. The commentor used guideline and
standard asthe US Forest Service defines them rather
than asthe BLM definesthem. For this document, and
for the BLM, standards are targets in resource
condition. Guidelinesfor grazing management are
methods and practices to ensure that standards can be
met or that progress can be made toward meeting that
end.

Including this alternative would have required the
BLM to go outside the range of alternatives analyzed
and BLM making significant changesto it to fit the
definitions of standards versus guidelines. All the
public comments were provided to the Resource
Advisory Council (RAC). The RAC members
represent the wide range of public land interest
throughout New Mexico. The RAC met and discussed
the option of going outside the range of alternatives
included in the Draft RMPA/EIS. Rather than going
outside the range of alternatives, the RAC made
adjustments to the RAC Alternative, based on public
comment and included many of the terms and
conceptsincluded in this and other comments. Thus,
the RAC Alternative represents a consensus of the
variousinterests for acceptable standards and
guidelinesin New Mexico. The BLM decided not to



go outside the range of alternatives and make the
necessary changes needed to include it because: The
County and Fallback Alternatives are less and more
restrictive, respectively and offer arange of alternatives
on either side of the RAC Alternative. Including afifth
alternative, outside the range of the original
alternatives, would delay the process and not provide
the decision maker an acceptabl e option.

143. Comment: TheFallback Alternativeisthe best of
thefour optionsoffered, but | think it doesnot go far
enough. | myself, am for removing most, if not all,
cattle and sheep from the public land of New Mexico, if
for no other reason than because most of New Mexico
isinappropriate habitat for the locust-like appetites of
theseanimals. But | do recognizethe political realities
the decision-makersare under, and that livestock are
not going to soon disappear. Inthat light, and in the
hope of keeping the damage down, | offer some
suggestionsto the Resour ce Management Plan.

Reward livestock permitteeswho arewillingto go
beyond legally mandated changesto their livestock
operations. For instance, per mitteeswho promote
habitat for and encouragethreatened and endangered
speciesto usetheir allotments should berewarded with
reduced or waived fees. In many casesit could be more
efficient, politically and economically, to pay per mittees
toreducetheir livestock herd size below allowable
numbers, or even forgo altogether putting livestock on
their allotmentsfor short or extended periods of time.
If we pay farmersto limit their planting, why can’'t we
pay ranchersto limit their grazing? (I think wolf
reintroduction would go alot better if you had some
program that recognized and rewarded theranchers
for their cooperation and support).

Allow for other-than-livestock ownersto bid on
allotment permits. The present system doesn’t even
allow open bidding among livestock owners. The most
important criterion that should qualify any bidder to
use public land isthat the planned use will not harm
theland. The morethe planned use will benefit the
land, the mor e preference that bidder should have. And
when planned usersareequal in benefit, preference
should gotothe highest bidder. It isbad enough when
public land get degraded, but it isinsult added toinjury
when it’sat the taxpayer s expense.

Public land that is now being leased out for livestock
grazing, and land that cannot handle grazing, could be
leased out to cultivators of native vegetation that could
be sustainably harvested, such as cactus or medicinal
plants. The provision would bethat thiscouldn’t turn
intoafarm. Theland would haveto beleft, visually
and ecologically, in itsessential natural state.

Allow for the public or private commercial harvest of
elk and deer, within sustainablelimits, to be sold to
the public as ecologically and nutritionally superior
alternativeto beef and mutton. Thelivestock industry
won't likethat but somelivestock per mittees might
see mor e value in managing their allotmentsfor
harvesting game animalsrather than cows. | know
therewould be problemsin identifying whose animals
arewhose when they range thru multiple allotments,
but it seemsto methe permittees could solvethat thru
theformation of rancher co-oper atives, or thru some
formulathat takesinto account each per mittee's
contribution tothe overall production of harvested
animals. Other native wild animals might also be
added tothisharvesting strategy astheir numbers
warranted it, including antelope, bighorn sheep,
ducksand geese. Thecentral tenet that must not be
forgotten in managing these animals or anything else
we harvest, including today’ s livestock isthat it can
not be done at the expense of the non-har vested
biological world.

With the keeping of cowsout of riparian areas, you
havethe chancetoreturn them totheir previous
functions. Astheir ability to dow down and hold water
increases, their flood control and water shed functions
will bevery beneficial to humansaswell asthelocal
ecology. Intime, and with our help, many extir pated
speciescan return. Branchesto major waterfowl
flyways could bereestablished as streams become
perennial again and wetlandsincrease. BLM should
manageit riparian areasnot only for biological
health, but with an eye towar d the human benefit of
sustainably harvesting the fish and ducks and geese
that will hopefully flourish with theincreasein
quality habitat.

Response: The commentor appears to be suggesting
that BLM develop an alternative that is more



restrictive than the Fallback Alternative and also
outside the authorities of BLM. Including this
aternative would have required the BLM to go outside
the range of alternatives analyzed and BLM making
significant changesto it to fit the definitions of
standards versus guidelines.

All the public comments were provided to the Resource
Advisory Council (RAC). The RAC members represent
the wide range of public land interest throughout New
Mexico. The RAC met and discussed the option of
going outside the range of alternativesincluded inthe
Draft RMPA/EIS. Rather than going outside the range
of alternatives, the RAC made adjustmentsto the RAC
Alternative, based on public comment and included
many of the terms and conceptsincluded in thisand
other comments. Thus, the RAC Alternative represents
aconsensus of the various interests for acceptable
standards and guidelinesin New Mexico. TheBLM
decided not to go outside the range of alternatives and
make the necessary changes needed to include it
because: The County and Fallback Alternatives are
less and more restrictive, respectively and offer arange
of alternatives on either side of the RAC Alternative.
Including afifth alternative, outside the range of the
original alternatives, would delay the process and not
provide the decision maker an acceptable option.

CHAPTER 3- EXISTING ENVIRONMENT

Major L and Resource Areas

144. Comment: The MLRA Map on page 3-4issmall
and not detailed enough totell which areal amiin.

Response: The map on page 3-4 of the Draft RMPA/EIS
was not meant to be highly detailed. More detailed
maps are available from the BLM Field Offices or from
the Natural Resources Conservation Service.

145. Comment: On page 3-1, Biometypes. Not all
pinon-juniper (PJ) types are considered woodlands.
Many PJ sitesare grassland sitesthat have been
invaded with PJ.

Response: The BLM agrees that pifion-juniper (PJ) has
invaded some grassland areas. However, the purpose
of this statement isto merely describe the existing
vegetative communities for purposes of analysis.
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146. Comment: TheMap and description of the
MLRA’'sareexcdlent. It would seem to methat land
in fair or better ecological condition for its ecological
sitewith stable or upward trend would in itself
represent astandard for Public Land Health.

Response: This comment was provided to the
Resource Advisory Council and Counties. They
chose not to consider it as a separate standard.

147. Comment: The Draft Plan/El Sisdeficient in
defining such environmental baseline conditions,
particularly in theall important areas of habitat
required for and impactson threatened, endangered,
and sensitive species. For example, for each of the
Major Land Resource Areas addressed in the Dr aft
Plan/EIS, Chapter 3, Affected Environment,
grudgingly containsno morethan asingleterse
paragraph on " potential natural vegetation." For an
environmental analysisthat is supposed to focus on
standards and guidelinesfor proposed grazing
activities, information on native vegetation isclearly
central to both the assessment of cumulativeimpacts
and the proper development of those sandards and
guidelines. Especially in this context, the depth of
coverageincluded in the Draft Plan/EISissimply
inadequate. We must also notethat, for absolutely
every one of thenineMajor Land Resource Areas,
even thisinsufficient level of discussion isfollowed by
a subsequent statement admitting the disruption and
degradation of natural vegetation communities" dueto
past land use practices." Yet, the Draft Plan/EIS
appear sto be devoid of any further substantive
discussion of these " past land use practices;" what
they were; how recently they were discontinued, if
they actually have been discontinued; how they
substantively differ from current or proposed
practices, if they differ; what their specificimpact
mechanismswere; or what measur es have been
implemented to ensurethat theseimpact mechanisms
have been conclusively mitigated.

Response: Due to the Statewide scope of this
document, it precludes in depth descriptions of
vegetation and related management issues. The BLM
has not put together information on what various
practices have impacted the land. Such an inventory
of practiceswould be subject to conjecture, time
consuming and may be of little value in developing



future management practices. After standards are
determined, BLM will evaluate what current practices
are adversely impacting land conditions.

148. Comment: p. 3-8. Just make notethat you state
for MLRA unit 42 (southern desertic basins, plains,
etc) that " scar ce surface water and low precipitation
areseverelimitationsto the use of the areafor range",
and 50% of theareaisdesert. | work withaBLM
range con from eastern Oregon, and he can not believe
thelevel of stocking he seeson BLM rangelandsin
thisarea. Thisisthe Chihuahuan Desert that has been
significantly converted from grasslandsto scrublands.
What ecologist would support year-round grazing
wher e precipitation isfrequently < 8 ayear?

Response: The sentence on page 3-8 of the Draft
RMPA/EIS for MLRA 42, referred to in the comment,
has been removed from the document in this Proposed
RMPA/Final EIS document. The use and definition of
theword “range” is not clear. Range isatype of land.
Range or rangelands are lands on which the native
vegetation (climax or natural potential) is predominately
grasses, grass-like plants, forbs or shrubs suitable for
grazing or browse use. Rangelands may consist of
natural grassland, savannas, shrublands, most deserts,
alpine communities, coastal marshes and wet meadows.
The lack of surface water and low precipitation do not
limit an areafrom being considered arangeland.

One of the characteristics of the Chihuahuan Desertisa
short growing season. Where there is a short growing
season and yearlong livestock use, thereisabuiltin
growing season deferment for amajority of the plantsin
the allotment. Providing thereisavariety of plants, a
minimum of steep terrain, numerous water points, and
proper stocking, yearlong grazing can provide a
suitable grazing program.

Grazing on public land will be subject to monitoring to
determine whether the standards are maintained.

Where grazing is contributing to resource degradation
in excess to the thresholds prescribed by the standards,
the authorized officer will take appropriate action as
soon a practicable but not later than the start of the next
grazing year.

Vegetation

149. Comment: Concerned about avery little or lack of
good resear ch information about riparian areas. There
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isvery little research available about those ar eas.
Thereisaneed. Wehaveagood riparian areathat
the BLM managesin Lincoln County that represents
an excellent opportunity for such research.

Response: Theliterature has abundant information
regarding many aspects of riparian areas. However,
additional information regarding site-specific problems
and questionsis aways desirable. Monitoring studies
to document success stories are one way to
accomplish the collection of information.

150. Comment: Statementsthat the cattleare
causingtheproblem in riparian areasare not backed
up by science and this should be deleted or science
provided.

Response: The commentor did not cite the specific
statement(s) in question, upon which to base a
specific response. Thereisabody of scientific
literature, which is available through bibliographic
reference services, which document affects of
livestock grazing to riparian areas. The BLM, by
experience, has found that livestock grazing can affect
riparian areas. The RMPA/EIS mentions other factors
beyond livestock grazing which may contribute to
riparian degradation.

151. Comment: Thereissubstantial evidencethat
large ar eas of the Chihuahuan desert currently
managed by the BLM have experienced a changein
dominant vegetation type over the past 100 years.
Vegetation has shifted from alargely open grassland
to alargely shrub dominated system. While both
systems may be comprised largely of native species
they arevery different systems. The exact causes of
thisshift arenot known, but it isclear that human
activities and the management practiced over thelast
100 yearsisat least partially responsible, as
Holechek, Pieper, and Herbel statein Range
Management: Principlesand Practices (1995):

" Overgrazing, cessation of fire, climatic change, and
seed dissemination by domestic animals|[are] all ...
possible causes. Probably a combination of these
factorsexplainsthe[change]. Regardless of the
cause, brush coversalargeareathat wasoriginally
grassland."” Thischangein vegetation isalso
mentioned briefly in several placesin thedraft EIS
statement (i.e., page 3-9 and 3-19). It should be noted
that along with the shift in vegetation, these areas
have generally suffered severe soil degradation. My



concern isthat thedraft EISdoesnot clearly address
theissue of whether these ar eas should be managed to
restorethem totheir original grassand condition or to
maximize therange conditions of the present
vegetation type.

All of the alternativesinclude " vegetation
enhancement" of these areas by fire-based, chemical,
and/or mechanical brush removal asaway toimprove
range conditions. Istherestoration of grasslandsin
currently shrub-dominated portions of the Chihuahuan
desert aprimary management goal? Isit realisticto
expect that grasdand systems dominated by native
species can berestored to lar ge areas with degraded
soilsjust by killing the shrubs? Page 3-13 suggests
that the BLM seedsonly about 100 acresannually in
theentire state. Doesthe New Mexico BL M office have
thefinancial resourcesto undertakearestoration
project of thissize and scope? Arethereother
management techniquesthat could achieve this goal?
Or, isit morerealisticto generally manage these
areas as shrub-dominated systems, and maximize their
quality assuch? It wasnot clear from reading the draft
ElSwhat the BLM position on theseissueswasfor any
of thealternatives, or just how the alternatives differed
regarding these issues.

Many of these same questions arise about other,
non-Chihuahuan, land ar easin the state managed by
the BLM. Clarification about whether or not
restoration of " original" vegetation typeisa
management goal, and if so, what sort of priority this
goal has, might help to keep management strategies
mor e focused.

Response: The BLM recognizesthat historical records
indicate that much of the public land in southern New
Mexico has changed from a grassland to a shrubland.
Accordingly, accelerated erosion may have modified
the soils. In some cases, the site has passed a
threshold and the potential has been modified. Where
brush has encroached it must be controlled prior to the
original vegetation returning.

The BLM is presently discussing the development of
Ecological Site Descriptionsin partnership with the
Natural Resources Conservation Services and other
rangeland institutionsin New Mexico. Thesite
descriptions are expected to include elements that BLM
will use for interpretations of the standards so the sites
will provide for ecological processes to function,

5-62

protection of the site from accelerated erosion, and
thriving native plant and animal populations. Through
this approach, the BLM can assure its foundation for
land management is based on sound science and
includes peer review.

The Resource Management Plans will establish the
desired plant community (DPC). The DPC must bein
concert with the standard, but the standard does not
mandate a specific plant community.

152. Comment: Page 3-13 states: " Based on existing
inventory data, lotic [running water] riparian areason
publicland in New Mexico total 427 miles, containing
13,285 acres of riparian habitat located in 244 stream
segments.” Page 3-17 states. " Compar atively, the
number of miles of perennial streamson publicland
issmall, only 433 (USDI, BLM 1997 Public Land
Statistics). There are no estimates of the miles of
ephemeral channelson publicland." Based on these
statements, theriparian segmentsare apparently only
perennial stream segments.

The DEIS should provide a discussion of stream types
that were analyzed and omitted from analysis (i.e.,
intermittent), discusstherationale for thisdecision,
and provide a comparison of the biological and
functional nature of the different stream types, to give
thereader someidea of the nature and extent of
riparian resour cesthat may have been excluded from
analysis.

Response: The statement on page 3-17 of the Draft
RMPAV/EIS “Comparatively, the number of miles of
perennial streams on public land issmall, only 433
(USDI, BLM 1997 Public Land Statistics)” isa
misstatement. Theterm “perennial streams” should
read “riparian areas’ instead. A perennial streamis
normally associated with ariparian area, but the
reverseisnot alwaystrue. For example, riparian area
may be associated with an intermittent stream. Where
ephemeral streams have associated riparian areas, data
isprovided. The BLM does not collect data on
ephemeral streamswithout riparian areas. Therefore,
datais not available for non-riparian steams upon
which to base an additional analysis.

The difference in the stream miles 427 on page 3-13
and 433 miles on page 3-17 of the Draft RMPA/EISis
because of the difference in the years and method of
data collection. Thisisoften dueto BLM land



exchanges that occur over time or updated information
over time.

153. Comment: The Department is concer ned about
riparian, aquatic and wetland habitats becausethey are
essential for the survival of a majority of the species of
wildlifefound in the state. The quality (NMWQCC
1992) and quantity (Dahl 1990; Hink and Ohmart
1984) of these habitats have been significantly
diminished or degraded. Of the 867 species of
vertebrates known to occur in New Mexico, 479 (55%)
rely wholly or in part on aquatic, wetland or riparian
habitat for their survival. Fifty-one of the 96 species
that arelisted by the state asthreatened or endangered
are associated with these habitats (NM GF 1997).

Response: The figures are Statewide and not limited to
public land. They may, however, increase the readers
awareness of theimportance of riparian habitat on a
Statewide basis.

154. Comment: p. 3-15. Provide mapsfor tables 3-4,
3-5. Which MLRA, which field office, something?

Response: Maps of riparian zones on a Statewide scale
would not bereadable. Theinformationisavailable at
the BLM Field Offices.

Soils

155. Comment: Theterminology on 3-16, | can’t even
pronounceit, like a-r-i-d-i-s-o-I-s, can’t make heads or
tailsout of it. It’stoo scientific. Using meter sinstead of
feet. Should talk about inchesof rainfall. Sol was
really kind of unhappy about how it was put together,
likeit wastryingto go over our headsand not beableto
under stand what was going on.

Response: There was no attempt to go over anyone’'s
head with scientific termsin the document. Soils
classification names have been evolving for several
decades. Each part of a name has a precise meaning
about a particular soil property such as depth of soil,
amount of clay, moisture availability during the year, or
the amount of gravel and larger rock fragments.

English measurement units, feet and inches, are used by
most of usin our daily livesand will continue to be
used for along time. Because of their mathematical
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ease of use, metric units are often the official units
used to store, manipulate, and exchange data on both
National and international levels. The Major Land
Resource Area(MLRA) program is National and
international in scope, and the use of metric units of
measurement is appropriate.

156. Comment: On page 3-17, Soil Erosion second
paragraph " Natural litter...): Please notethat
Alfisols, Aridisols, Entisolsalmost always have less
than 1% organic matter in thetop 10 inches of the
soil surface.

Response: Your comment iswell taken. No response
isrequired.

Water

157. Comment: Ther€'salot of talk about water
rights. Wondering if those had gonethrough the
stateengineer. A lot of time peoplethink they know
about water rightswhen they don’t. Hopethat all of
theissuesthat pertain to water rightsare checked
over by awater rightsexpert. | have alwaysthought
that therewere actually federal water rightsthat
belonged to thefederal land and werereserved for that
but then | don’t know the extent of it. Wehavemore
rightsthan we havewater. Just make surethat water
right thingissquare.

Response: Inthe Final Regulations published on
February 22, 1995, 43 CFR 84320.3-9 states the
following regarding water rights for the purpose of
livestock grazing on public land:

Any right acquired on or after August 21,
1995 to use water on public land for the
purpose of livestock watering on public land
shall be acquired, perfected, maintained and
administered under the substantive and
procedural laws of the State within which
such land islocated. To the extent allowed
by the law of the State within which the land
islocated, any such water right shall be
acquired, perfected, maintained, and
administered in the name of the United States.

Although the water rights language is a part of the
regulations that established the standards and



guidelines effort, water rights section and the standards
and guidelines sections are independent of each other.
The implementation of these standards and guidelines
will not affect water rights. There are water rightstied
to public land and except for afew limited instances of
Federal Reserved Water Rights claims, the Office of the
State Engineer administers all water rightsin the State.
However, even the Federal Reserve Water Right claims
are subject to verification through State Court
conducted water right adjudications. Thisisnow
occurring in many water basins within the State.

158. Comment: Asaresult of alawsuit filed by two
environmental groups againgt the U.S. Environmental
Protection agency, the NM Environment Department's
Surface Water Quality Bureau (SWQB) has developed
a schedule of monitoring all streamsand riversin New
Mexico and developing Total Maximum Daily L oads
(TMDLs) asappropriate. Aspart of this process, the
State performswater quality monitoring, outlines
current water quality conditions, determinesload
reductions needed, outlines sour ces of pollutants, and
submitsimplementation plansto bring affected
streamsinto compliance. The SWQB ismonitoring
New Mexico's streamson afive-year rotating schedule;
the Bureau encour ages and welcomes any applicable
input from BLM to this process.

Because water quality isdirectly related to the
conditions of watershedsand riparian areas, the NMED
supports best management practicesthat will improve
and protect these resour ces.

Response: Thank you for the invitation to participate.
No response required.

159. Comment: On Water issues, referenceis madeto
the New M exico Water Quality Control Commission
1998 305 B report. It appearsthat the draft to the 305
B report was used to make thoser efer ences because
there wer e several amendments madeto thefinal 305
report that invalidate thereferencesmadein the DEIS.

Response: The 1998 NMWQCC 305(b) Report had not
been published when the RMPA/EIS was drafted. The
water section of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS has now
been updated based on the new Report.
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160. Comment: Chapter 3 - Affected Environment P.
3-1 WATER Page 3-17 While selected statements
from various New Mexico'sWQCC reportsindicate
livestock grazing asa major source of NPS pollution.
These statementsfail to disclose somemajor findings
of the WQCC, The Coalition suggestsincorporating
the following from the 1998 305(b)report:

" Chapter 6, page 109:Nonpoint Sour ce M anagement
Program Activities: Rangeland Agriculture”

"1n New Mexico rangeland NPS pollution in
theform of turbidity and siltation is often the
product of natural conditions associated with
arid land climates. Most of New Mexico
receives 15 inches or less of annual
precipitation on highly erodible soils. This
precipitation typically arrivesin July and
August in theform of torrential downpours
following two to three months of littleto no
rainfall. Scar ce vegetation in the form of
grasses and forbs allows overland flowsto
strip soilsfrom the surface. It has now been
recognized that management of water sheds
for control of rangeland NPS pollutants
beginswith the natural generation asa
basdline for evaluation of anthropogenic
contributions.

" Effortsto reducerangeland NPS pallution
have focused on grazing practicesinstead of
vegetation management. Y ears of livestock
numbersreductionsand implementation of
grazing BM Ps have had littleto no effect on
grazing lands NPS pollution. Therecognition
that a 90% reduction in livestock numbers
has brought littleto no improvement has
prompted a reevaluation of the sour ce of NPS
pollution on grazing lands.

" Fire suppression allowing woody plant
speciesinvasion isthe primary cause of
surface erosion in thewoodland and lower
elevation grasdands. In the ponderosa pine
forests, fire suppression hasfostered an
increasein treedensitiesfrom 19to 50 trees
per acreto highsof 3000 treesper acre
resulting in an aver age of 30% reduction of



surface flowsand restriction of infiltration to
ground waters.

“Intheearly 1980's, the Soil and Water
Conservation Division promulgated BM Ps
designed to addr essthe issues of woody
invasion, diminishing grasses and forbs,
reduction of surface flowsand groundwater
recharge. Federal and Stateland management
agencies have not successfully implemented
many of these BM Ps."

Response: The proposed addition is actually found
starting on page 100 of the 1998 305(b) Report. The
comment is not acompl ete quote, but used portions
and left out portions of what was stated in the Report.
The Water section has been modified to include the
complete quote and additional information that helps
put water quality and implementation of BMPsinto an
acceptable prospective.

161. Comment: Duetotheimpactstoriparian areason
BLM landsthat result from conditions of the water shed
under Forest Serviceadministered lands, includethe
following:

" Chapter 6, page 110: Nonpoint Sour ce Management
Program Activities: Silviculture”

" Areason Forest Service Landsidentified by
the USFSassuitablefor timber harvesting
occupy roughly 10 per cent of theforested
lands. Pre-1990 harvesting activitieswere
disturbing about one half of one per cent of
thoselands. BMPsweremodified at that time
toreduceimpactsto water quality. Fire
suppression on all Forest Service lands over
thelast 100 year s has created conditionsthat
favor large scale catastrophic wildfiresand an
average 30 per cent reduction of high quality
water ddivery.

“Thesereductions of water delivery from the
water sheds has also contributed to exceedence
of water quality standardsin the lower reaches
of New Mexico'srivers. Astheflowsof higher
quality water isreduced, numeric
concentrations of point and non point source
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pollutantsincrease.”

Response: Thiscomment isdirected to riparian areas
and is one part of the variety of upstream impacts
which may affect BLM riparian areas, as already
discussed in the last paragraph of the riparian section
on page 3-16 of the Draft RMPA/EIS. Sincethe quote
itself deals with water quality and not riparian zone
health, it was inserted into the water section of the
Proposed RMPA/Final EIS.

162. Comment: The memorandum of under standing
between the BLM and New M exico Environment
Department, to over see water issuesin the state, is
legally questionable.

Response: The Memorandum of Understanding is
created under the authority of the Clean Water Act
(208(a)(2), 319(K), 304(k)(1) and 502(4)), several
Executive Orders and NMED's authority. Precise
definitions arelisted in 40 CFR 130.2. The MOU has
nothing to do with the BLM overseeing water issues
inthe State. The MOU primarily statesthat BLM is
responsible for managing activitieson publiclandin a
manner that meets water quality standards.

Grazing Administration

163. Comment: It isstated that between 287 and 480
of the 2193 allotmentsin New Mexico would not meet
standards (arelatively small per centage according to
thewriter). Theupper percentagefigurefor not
mesting standardswould be 22% which isnot
“minor”. Thestatistic on page 3-20 that 23% of
public land are considered in poor condition barethis
out. When nearly aquarter of publicland arein poor
condition | would find it difficult to call thismatter
“insignificant”.

Response: The BLM is concerned about the health of
the rangelands and has implemented over the past
decades programs to improve the public land. The
statistic on page 3-20 of the Draft RMPA/EIS (23
percent of the public land in poor condition) is part of
the historical record showing the change over timein
the public land in New Mexico as result of
management. The 23 percent is taken from the 1986
report of Public Land Statistics Report. The



improvement is seen in the 1996 Public Land Statistics
report on page 3-21 of the Draft RMPA/EIS, where poor
condition range (now called early seral stage) decreased
to 14 percent. The range condition classes used by
BLM are at times misunderstood. The Society for
Range Management (1989) defined range condition as
“the present state of vegetation of arange sitein
relation to the climax (natural potential) plant
community for that site. Itisan expression of the
relative degree to which the kinds, proportions, and
amounts of plantsin aplant community resemble that of
the climax plant community for that site.” The Summary
has been modified by removing the phrase “ (arelatively
small percent)”.

164. Comment: Throughout the document thereare
referencesto datain terms of the number s of
allotmentsthat would be affected and those allotments
that don’t meet the standardsand guidelines. There
arereferencesto two different reportson the breakout
of current and past range condition classifications.
However, there areno maps, and not a good description
of wheretheseareasare. When thevariousfield
officesarequeried of wherearetheallotmentsare
located, whereisthereal datathe answer unbelievably
are: 1. thesenumbersaremadeup or 2. thesearejust
professional guesses. | don’t see how as assessment
can bemadein an EISbased on very little or no data,
especially when you try to have extensive economic
analysis. Toquotea past presidential candidate, that’s
“voodoo economics.”

Response: The reference to range condition reports
and acresin various conditions were provided as
background for the existing environment. Mapswere
not provided because BLM did not historically develop
Statewide maps on range condition. Additionally, itis
doubtful that the detail would be meaningful at the
scale that would be in the document.

The BLM recognizesthat it does not have an inventory
specific to the various standards proposed in the
various alternatives. Range condition reports cannot
be cross walked into an assessment of meeting the
different standards without a great deal of judgment.
Therefore, the BLM requested that the Field Offices use
their best judgment as to the number of acres meeting
the standards and the number of allotments that would
be impacted by the guidelines. Because the
assessments are not directly backed by afield
inventory, BLM did not map the areas.

The economics section recognizes that the number of
allotments that would be affected was estimated and
implementation of the guidelines and resulting impacts
cannot be accurately determined at thistime.
Therefore, the analysisincludes economic impacts
from anumber of different scenarios that might occur
on agiven allotment.

165. Comment: Seasonal grazing may not work on
someranches. In Eddy County the best economic way
to goiswith a cow and calf operation.

Response: The BLM recognizes that not one grazing
systemissuitablefor all areas. ThisRMPA/EISisa
Statewide document and specifics by County were not
developed.

166. Comment: Lincoln County isa member of the
New Mexico/Arizona Coalition of countiesand as
such has supported the County Alternative, however
in reviewing car efully the document that hasbeen
presented, the public land council doesfind the RAC
alternativeto be acceptable. TheLincoln County
Public Land Use Advisory Council supportslivestock
grazing and industry and individualsthat are involved
in that industry, but also strongly supportsthe
multiple use concept in the use of our public land.
Thereareareasin Lincoln County that have basically
never been grazed by livestock, and some of those
areasarein very deplorable ecological condition. So
for many reasons support grazing, managed grazing,
asaviabletool in managing the public land.

Response: No response required.

167. Comment: How many corporateranchesare
therein New Mexico, or do you have a per centage of
them ver susthe per centage of family-owned ranches?
Maybeit’sin there, but | couldn’t find it in the book.

Response: The RMPA/EIS does not display the
percentage of family owned ranches vs the number of
corporate owned ranches. The grazing regulations
and laws authorize both to graze on the public land.
The existing BLM data system does not distinguish
between the two. The numberswere not relevant to
the preparation of the RMPA/EIS.

168. Comment: In Lincoln County 18 percent is
managed by the BLM. Theuseof publicland to graze
isvery important for thecitizensof Lincoln



County to keep therural aestheticsalive and well.

BLM lands must be maintained at or abovethe current
levelsto protect Lincoln County’s economic base.
Increased restrictions and encumbrances upon current
uses of theland and property rightswill hurt the
economic baseresulting in aloss of community
stability and dow or no economic growth in that area.
Asfor theoptionsonthe EIS, | don’t prefer oneover the
other. The County one sounds good, the onethat BLM
prescribes soundsfine. | think we could have more
cooperation among one another and help one another in
thethingsthat wedo. Asfor theoptionson theElS, |
don’t prefer oneover theother. The County one sounds
good, the onethat BLM prescribes soundsfine. | think
we could have mor e cooper ation among one another and
help one another in thethingsthat wedo.

Response: No response required.

169. Comment: On page 3-23in the 2"° column in the
next to last sentenceit is suggested that the following
wordsbeinserted (wordsto beinserted areall caps.

When designing a grazing system, many factors must
be consider ed, including the needs of the allotment,
fencing, cost, stocking rate, IMPACT ON WILDLIFE,
RECREATION USE, water, salt, utilization level
desired, and management obj ectives, among other
considerations.

Response: Although not specifically stated in this
sentence, other resource programs such aswildlife are
considered when developing grazing systems. The
preceding paragraph mentions identifying goals and
objectives from other activity plans (e.g., Habitat
Management Plans) when devel oping grazing activity
plans.

170. Comment: On page 3-23in the 2"° column in the
last sentenceit states: “ Continuous grazing should not
be discounted aslong as obj ectives can be met. (Beddll,
1992)” Maybe continuous grazing worksin Missouri,
but wherein New Mexicoisit feasible?

Response: The RMPA/EIS does not choose one
grazing system over another, but presents information
from various sources. There are anumber of grazing
systems available. Periods of deferment are important
to plant health. The grazing system must be devel oped

567

to meet the needs of the resource, but also tailored to
fit the livestock operation. Where there is a short
growing season and yearlong use, thereisabuiltin
deferment for amagjority of the plantsin the allotment.
Providing thereisavariety of plants, aminimum of
steep terrain, numerous water points, and proper
stocking, yearlong grazing can provide a suitable
grazing program.

171. Comment: A further concern comesfrom the
disclosure on pages 3-22 and 3-23 that nearly 53% of
thetotal acresof publicland in New Mexico, arein
allotmentsclassified as" Improveor | Category." This
meansthat morethan 50% of theacresin grazing
allotmentsin New M exico have range conditionsthat
areunsatisfactory! | would trandate thisto mean that
existing management would not meet standardsand
guidelinesdesigned to improverange condition. This
concern isfurther substantiated with the data on page
3-20that explain that in 1986, 71% of therangelands
in New Mexico wereeither fair or poor. The
discussion on page 3-20 and 3-21 concerning
changing the reporting categoriesfor range condition
totermssuch asPNC, late seral, mid seral, and early
seral doesnot rectify or alter the conclusion that
much of New Mexico'spublic rangdlandsarein less
than good condition. In the FEISthe I ngtitute urges
the BLM to better addressthe magnitude of poor
range conditions and detail how the preferred
Alternative will alleviate those conditions.

Response: The selective management approach (M, I,
and C) isdescribed in part on pages 3-22 and 3-23 of
the Draft RMPA/EIS. It wasdesignedto aid BLM’s
overall responsibility to manage public land under the
principles of multiple use and sustained yield. The
grazing program is one of many resources or uses
involved. The criteriawasto assist in identifying
allotments with the highest priority for public
investment. Thefact that allotmentsarein the“1”
category does not necessarily mean that lands are not
meeting the standard or that the lands are in serious
peril. Theterm “range condition” or ecological
condition is an ecological rating and meansthe
present state of vegetation of arange sitein relation to
the climax (natural potential) plant community for that
site. Itisan expression of the relative degree to which
the kinds, proportions, and amounts of plantsin a
plant community resemble that of the climax plant



community for that site. A proposal was made by the
Range Inventory Standardization Committee (1980) to
drop the excellent, good, fair, and poor and replace them
with ecological terms,(i.e., mid seral, late seral and so
on). The changein terminology, from “poor condition”
to “early seral stage”, etc., was made to show that it is
an ecological rating and not agrazing value. The BLM
uses the range site guides developed by the Natural
Resources Conservation Service (formerly the Sail
Conservation Service) to map range sites and determine
the range or ecological condition on each range site on
public land.

As shown on page 3-21 of the Draft RMPA/EIS, the
range condition of public land hasimproved. These
conditions have benefited all resources. Asamultiple
use agency, the BLM hasworked at providing for the
varying needs of other resources such aswildlife. This
was pointed out on that same page of the Draft
RMPA/EIS regarding range condition, in that the “PNC
(or excellent condition) is not alwaysthe desired
condition for the public land, since it may not always
provide the best mix of vegetation for desired biological
and social values...Maximum vegetation diversity, often
the most desirable objective for livestock and some
species of wildlife, occurs frequently not at climax but in
the mid-to late seral (fair to good condition) stages.” A
report from Texas A&M University, by Allan McGinty
and Larry D. White made asimilar observation, stating
“the optimum range condition for profitable and
sustainable livestock or wildlife grazing may differ
significantly from the ecological definition of excellent
condition rangeland...For example, sustained cattle
productivity is generally best achieved with good to
excellent condition range...White-tailed deer production
isgenerally best onrangein fair to good
condition...bobwhite quail will vary from poor to good
condition, depending on location in the state (Texas).”
The needs of each resource vary. Goals and objectives
of the different resources are identified in the Resource
Management Plans (RMPs) of each Field Office.

172. Comment: Thediscussion on page 3-20

concer ning the evidence that rangelandsin New
Mexico areimproving ismisleading. Thediscussion is
oriented to changing therangeland condition to better
support grazing livestock. Thediscussion on brush
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control, sagebrush thinning, and general conversion
to grassesisirrelevant to thetopic of range condition
in the broad sense. For instance, wildlife need awide
diversity of plantsand plant structure. A healthy and
productiverangeland isonethat hasa broad diversity
of vegetative components (see par agraph 1 on page
3-21). Thegoal of good range management should be
to recognize thisand managefor it. It is
recommended that the discussion on range condition
in the FEISbe altered to recognize values of the public
rangelandsto uses other than livestock grazing.

Response: The commentor is apparently confusing a
livestock forage rating system with aland condition
rating system. Range condition is defined asthe
present state of vegetation of arange sitein relation to
the climax (natural potential) plant community for that
site. It isan expression of the relative degree to which
the kinds, proportions, and amounts of plantsin a
plant community resemble that of the climax for the
site. Range condition isan ecological rating and is not
aforage conditionrating. “Range” isatype of land
and is not the same as “livestock grazing”. Livestock
grazing is acommon use of rangelands.

173. Comment: Table 3-6 on page 3-22 should
includethe available AUM’s of foragefor the
McGregor Range portion of applicablefield office
administered areas. Thisiscontroversial and critical
to the*“ Human Dimension” and survival of several 3"
and 4'" generation ranching familiesin thisarea.

Response: McGregor Range land is withdrawn and
used for military purposes. Itis administered
cooperatively by the Military and BLM through a
Memorandum of Understanding and handled in a
different manner than other public land. Grazingis
authorized annually on an open bid basis. Standards
and Guidelineswill apply and will beimplemented to
the extent possible in line with the manner in which the
land is managed by BLM and the Military.

174. Comment: P. 3-20: You reference 1986 and
1995/1996 reportson grazing conditions. Giveus
maps of wher e the Excellent, good, fair, etc allotments
arelocated.



Response: BLM has not compiled such amap,
therefore, no map is provided in the RMPA/EIS.

175. Comment: P. 3-22. why isMcGregor Range
excluded? From my extensivetravelsup there, it too
has some very poor range conditions (extensive
invasion of snakeweed, low grass cover, wide distances
between grassher baceous cover, evidence of soil
erosion). Theseare publicland. Areyou saying
management of these lands are exempt from any S& G?

Response: McGregor Range land is withdrawn and
used for military purposes. They are administered
cooperatively by the Military and BLM through a
Memorandum of Understanding and handled in a
different manner than the other public land. Grazingis
authorized annually on an open bid basis. S& Gswill
apply and will be implemented to the extent possiblein
line with the manner in which the land is managed by
BLM and the Military.

176. Comment: P. 3-23. You list 2193 allotmentsin
the state, but only AMPsfor 13% (290 allotments). |
would have thought the development of AMPsisan
important aspect of management. How do you explain
this? On aformer forest | worked on, every single
allotment had an AMP and that permittee had to come
in ever year for an evaluation, etc.

Response: Allotment Management Plans (AMPs) are
discretionary. The basic authority for AMPsisfound
in the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
(FLPMA) and the Public Rangelands Improvement Act
of 1978 (PRIA). Section 402 (d) of FLPMA as amended
by Section 8 of PRIA, provides that where AMPs are
not completed or where AMPs are not necessary, the
terms and conditions shall be incorporated into
permits/leases. Additionally the present regulations
recognize AMP’ s “or other activity plansintended to
serve as the functional equivalent of allotment
management plans may be developed....”

177. Comment: 1f BLM would stock the range below
the carrying capacity of a drought year then thiswould
allow excessforageto improveitself during normal
years. Page 3-23tallieslandsclassified (1) wherethe
present range condition isunsatisfactory at 6 3/4
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million acres. Therefore, | reject the present
management.

Response: Asshown in the Environmental
Consequences for each alternative under the Grazing
Administration section, grazing use on public land
fluctuates due to factors such as the price of livestock
and weather conditions. The active grazing preference
attached to the public land in New Mexicois 1,891,665
AUMs. Y, in 1996, which was alow rainfal year,
only 1,502,516 AUMs were authorized for grazing. The
No Action (Current Management) Alternative was
provided as a baseline, but can not be selected by the
decision maker because it does not meet the
requirements of 43 CFR 84180.

Wildlife

178. Comment: Itisnot clear if Largo Canyon is
willow flycatcher habitat or not, and if wewill haveto
get out of the Largo because of thewillow flycatcher.

Response: This document was not designed to
provide site-specific management information. Specific
locations of endangered species habitat and
management of those habitats will be devel oped
through site-specific assessments.

179. Comment: Elk arenot nativeto the New Mexico
ground. Thereisliterally elk at our back doorsnow
and increasing in numbers, and | fed they have done
mor e damageto theland than cowsor deer. Somebody
has got to takeresponsibility for theelk. Thetwo
agencies (NM Department of Game & Fish and BLM)
need to work together and mor e needsto be discussed
about managing thewildlife because they can do as
much damage as cattle.

Response: BLM isresponsible for habitat
management for amultiple of uses. Game population
management is the responsibility of the New Mexico
Department of Game and Fish (NMDGF). When
habitat degradation occurs from wildlife, the BLM
makes management recommendations addressing the
problemsto the NMDGF. Thisconcern isaddressed
on page 3-25 of the Draft RMPA/EIS document under
Wildlife.



180. Comment: | believethe Endangered Species Act
wasover donein thisdocument. It hasalready been
addressed in other EISdocuments. All that needed to
be donewasciteit in thisdocument. It getsalot of play
in thisdocument when | believeit doesn’t need to be
there.

Response: The BLM isrequired by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to assess the impacts
of the alternatives to endangered species.

181. Comment: On page 3-25 Antelope arenot cyclic,
then on page 3-26 therearelesshuntersin 1998 than
1988 and 1978. Y ou should add competition with ek.
On page 3-27 “ Stellar’sjay” should be* Steller’sjay”
and “ Coranado National Forest” should be“ Coronado
National Forest”.

Response: The commentor is correct that antelope are
not cyclic, but population estimates appear to fluctuate,
perhaps due to predation, habitat conditions such as
drought, and hunter harvest. The other suggested
changes were made to the document.

182. Comment: Reconsider the stated goal in Special
Status Species Habitat Management; " Provide
protection and recovery for all federal and statelisted
species. Manage occupied and potential habitat for
federal and state-listed speciesan publicland to
maintain or enhance populations. Manage habitat for
federal candidate speciesto avoid degrading habitat and
further listing by either state or federal governments
whileallowing for mineral production and development,
livestock grazing and other uses.

We believe the goal needs parametersto prevent
recurrence of questionable actions similar to the New
Mexico history of the Black (or Mexican) Duck, 1bex,
and Mouflon.

Response: The referenced statement isthe policy of the
BLM nationwide and appliesto all BLM activities
regardless of the outcome of the Standards and
GuidelinesRMPA/EIS. The BLM understands and
shares the concern regarding directing management
attention toward species that do not warrant additional
consideration such as the Mexican duck. Dueto the
complex nature of biological resources, information is
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often difficult and expensive to acquire. However,
information regarding speciesis often lacking and
leads BLM to direct management activities toward
these species. The BLM findsthat this attention often
leads to a better understanding of their status and
possibly areduction in management attention.
Conversely, it ismuch safer for BLM and the public to
provide early attention to these speciesin an effort to
retain greater flexibility for public land uses rather than
to wait until the species becomes Federally- listed.

183. Comment: The Department recognizesthat
grazing can have numer ous and complex effectson
soil, water, vegetation and wildliferesources. The
DEISrefersto conducting future extensive and
widespread brush control and herbicide projectsin
shinnery oak, mesquite, juniper and big sage
communities. Between 1989 and 1992, BLM
conducted an aver age of over 20,000 acres of brush
control ayear. These activities can have profound
effects on wildlife populationswith specialized habitat
requirements. To assist the BLM in addressing these
concer ns, we have included several lists of
Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive species
potentially adver sely impacted by grazing and range
improvement practices such asbrush control on
juniper, big sage, mesquite and shinnery oak. The
Department would liketo continueto work closely
with the BLM on AMP'sthat could impact wildlife

I esour ces.

Response: The BLM intends to continue working
closely with the New Mexico Department of Game and
Fish in the development of activity plansfor public
land. These activity planswill help insure the
standards are met and consideration given to special
status species. Thank you for thelists of special
speciesincluded in your comment.

184. Comment: P. 3-25, WILDLIFE: What do you
mean by public land (all federal lands)? Be specific,
and try to partition the population for BLM lands.
Distributionswould probably be quite different, esp
for df, bear, BH sheep.

Response: The Federal Land Policy and Management
Act (FLPMA) defines land managed by BLM as
“public land”. Therefore, in BLM documents such as



thisRMPA/EIS, theterm “public land” refersto BLM
land. Animal populations are estimates of those on
BLM land.

185. Comment: P. 3-26. You might consider adding
oryx. Thisspecieshasbecomeamajor issue. Under
Wildlife Habitat by MLRA, 36- give some detail on the
data that showselk are competing with livestock for
forage, or isthisjust opinion?

Response: Data are available along with professional
opinion in areas where elk numbers have increased.

The Forest Service and BLM have areas where livestock
have been removed and the elk are overutilizing the
vegetation to where riparian and upland watersheds are
degrading. Report 47 “Forage Utilization by Elk and
Livestock in Selected Riparian Areasin the Gila

National Forest” by Michael Treadaway, V. W. Howard,
Jr. Chris Allison, M. Karl Wood, and Jon Boren is one
source of such data.

186. Comment: P. 3-27, MLRA 39. Changewestern
goshawk to northern goshawk. No such thing as
western goshawk. Givefuller description of conifer
forests. Most of species mentioned are associated with
ponder osa pine. M exican spotted owlsinfrequently
associated with Pipo forests.

Response: Western goshawk has been changed to
northern goshawk. Thisisageneral list to give the
reader an idea of what may potentially occur within a
certain area. Overall, the BLM hasvery little acreagein
thisMajor Land Resource Area.

187. Comment: P. 3-28. For mammals associated with
MLRA 42, add spotted ground squirrel and black-tailed
prairiedog.

Response: The spotted ground squirrel and black-
tailed prairie dog have been added.

188. Comment: P. 3-29. Change common raven to
Chihuahuan raven, thrasher should either be
long-billed or Crissal thrasher. And war blersnot
especially associated with thisMLRA, delete.

Response: The change from common raven to
Chihuahuan raven has been made. Also, the insert of
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Crissal thrasher and the deletion of warblers has been
made.

189. Comment: P. 3-30. MLRA 77. Delete
black-footed ferret, | seriousy doubt they are here.
Thebird specieslisted under riparian habitat areas
are mor e associated with lentic systems (wetlands).
You will not find railsand gullsand grebesin
riparian areas.

Response: The black-footed ferret has been del eted
from the paragraph.

190. Comment: On page 3-161 fedl elk should be
added and not just heavy concentrations of livestock.
Asyou can tell by the numberson page 3-25 elk are
on theincrease and it hasbeen proven that they too
can also damageriparian areas.

Response: Wildlife has been added.

191. Comment: On page 3-27 in referenceto antelope
in the Farmington area. Thefact isantelopewere
never present in large numbersor any at all on
Ensenada Mesa, now just because afew BLM personal
think thisareaissuitable habitat doesnot mean it is.
Mother Nature apparently doesnot. Thisisavery
good example of the problemswith the guidelines.
Sometimesthe BLM' sideas of what a functioning
habitat iswill just not be possible regardless of what
alternativeistaken mother naturehasher own ideas
and will prevail. There needsto be something stated
that if no improvement is shown within thefirst year
that gazing plansand AUM's could be changed back to
what they wer e hopefully before a permittee has gone
broke. | would also liketo point out that on page 3-12
you stateonly 4% of BLM landsaredeclining thisis
avery small percent and showsthat the per mittees
have been doing a good jab.

Response: The antelope herd on Ensenada Mesawas
stocked in 1989 and has apparently stabilized at
approximately 60 - 70 head. A combination of factors
may be why antelope are not present in large numbers
on EnsenadaMesa. These factorsinclude: climatic
fluctuations, the quality of habitat, predation, and dry
water sources. The document has been updated with
this additional information.



192. Comment: | wastold thisweek by Nancy K offman
of the USFW Sthat there are about fourteen hundred
T&E speciesin NM and AZ. Asthesenumbers
increasein thefuture asthey havein the past we can
seethelarger part of the so called “ eco-system”
managed in a manner to not includetherural and local
element which includethe private property rightsthat
arewd| established. We have preserved and protected
many T& E speciesalong with the countlessnumber of
other species, both plantsand animals. They all depend
on the same environment. Someone'sideaisthat it
requiressix hundred acresfor a nesting pair of
Mexican Spotted Owls. Thisideaisunfounded and not
scientifically proven yet taken for fact. Because of this
and other subspecies of spotted Owlsthetimber
industry in the wester n states has been destroyed with
itscustom and culture and economical aspectsof rural
communities.

Response: No response required.
Recreation

193. Comment: P. 3-44. You talk about conflicts
between grazing & recreational activities. Which
activitiesare more economically viable for thelocal
communities? Doeseco-tourism and vacationersbring
in more money than the permittee? You have
complaintsfrom recreationist at the Wild RiversRA,
and you don't know what to do, duh????. How about
eliminating grazing?

Response: The BLM manages on the basis of multiple
use and sustained yield; both recreation and grazing are
principal uses of public land. Revenue generation
should be analyzed on a site-specific basis through
time. There exist many situations where grazing and
recreation are supplementary and even complimentary
in nature and are not mutually exclusive activities.

In the specific case of the Wild Rivers Recreation Area,
historically livestock grazed the uplands and trailed
down to theriver for water. The BLM built a
campground in the livestock use area, where the
campers could use the same livestock trailsto hike
downtotheriver. Thisset up aconflict that needed to
beresolved. An agreement was signed by BLM and
the livestock permittee for removal of livestock from the
Wild Rivers campground. In the agreement, BLM
agrees to reduce sagebrush from an adjoining pasture.
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Oncetheland istreated, (30 to 40 percent has been
treated now) and has improved forage conditions,
livestock will use the treated area and be removed from
the campground area.

194. Comment: In the section on Recreation
beginning on 3-43 of the draft, theimportance of
recreation to the general publicisemphasized.
However, recent legidative activity in New Mexico has
shown that therecreating public do not fed their land
use fees should beincreased to help cover
management and maintenance costs.

Response: The standards proposed in the various
alternatives will not increase fees for recreational use
of public land. Except for developed sites, hunting,
and commercial recreation use on public land isfree.

Wilderness

195. Comment: P. 3-44. Because of limited access
into wilder ness ar eas, how do you proposeto properly
monitor and manage these landsthat are grazed? Can
the BLM provide a breakdown of therangeland
condition in wilder ness ar eas? Please provide some
datahere.

Response: Although vehicleuseinwildernessis
normally not allowed, accessis allowed by foot or
horseback. Where existing improvements require
maintenance, a Rangeland | mprovement Management
(RIM) Plan isdeveloped. The BLM works closely with
the allottee in developing the RIM Plan. The RIM
Plans permit the use of the “minimum tool” in times of
an emergency, to minimize the impacts on the
wilderness resources. The “minimum tool” may
include motorized vehicles on established routes to
repair fenceline, water troughs, and care for livestock,
etc. The Plan requests that the allottee notify BLM
prior to the activity. A breakdown of the rangeland
conditionsin wilderness areas has not been compiled
as adata base.

L ands/Realty

196. Comment: Land owner ship adjustments should
be made before any kind of situation against the
grazing propositionsthat arebeing called for in this
book.



Response: Each Field Office identified acreage for
disposal and retention in their land use plans (See
Lands and Realty section of Chapter 3 for additional
detail). In accordance with these plans, each Field
Office established a priority for working on land
ownership adjustments. Processing land ownership
adjustments, in particular exchanges or sales, is
expensive and time consuming. All exchange or sale
proposals must be conducted in conformance with the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act and the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and will
require extensive public review (minimum of 120 days
per exchange). Itisunrealistic to anticipate that land
ownership adjustments for New Mexico public land
would be completed prior to the implementation of the
New Mexico Standards and Guidelines.

197. Comment: P. 3-47 Treatment given thisissueis

inadequate. The public should be ableto legally access

publicland. Thedocument should addressthis matter
in asubstantiveway. BLM area offices should identify

access/easement issues and establish prioritiesfor the

acquisition of access, whether by easement or other
means.

Response: The focus of this RMPA/EIS isto document

the effects of adopting Statewide standards for public
land health and guidelinesfor livestock grazing
management on BLM public land in New Mexico. The
topic of access was mentioned briefly in the affected
environment chapter as one element of the lands and
realty program. Theimplementation of standards and

guidelines for grazing should have minimal, or no effect,

on access to public land, therefore the i ssue was not
dealt with in-depth in this document.

If thereis aproblem with accessto aparticular block of
public land, the issue should be brought to the
attention of the BLM Field Office that hasjurisdiction
over the area of concern.

Economic Conditions

198. Comment: P. 3-50 Noreferenceismadein this
section to Paymentsin Lieu of Taxesto counties. In

1997 and 1998 over $11 million wasdistributed to New

Mexico counties. The document should includeatable
showing these payments, county by county. Any

discussion of economics associated with grazingis
deficient/inadequate without consideration of P.I.L.T.
paymentsto counties.

Response: This project has no affect on the Payments
in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) to the counties, however, a
table showing the latest payments has been included
in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS. PILT paymentsare
determined on aformulabasis, with the number of
Federal acres constituting the principal determining
variable. Thelogic behind PILT paymentsisthat
Federal land within County boundaries are not part of
the County's tax base. Therefore, the County should
be compensated for lost revenue opportunities. This
RMPA/EIS is not considering changes of ownership
of land within the County. Therefore, thereisno
difference between the current situation and the
aternatives. Thelivestock tax base will change with
the alternatives, which are incorporated in the
State/Local government sector of the Input-Output
model used for thisanalysis.

199. Comment: P. 3-52. Thiswhole economic
conditions section is convoluted and difficult to digest.
Theauthor of this section seemsto be different.
Anyway wher e aretheresultsthe data from this
analysisreferred on thispage. Not clear at all.

Response: Chapter 3 isadescription of the current
conditions; results of the analysisareincluded in
Chapter 4.

Human Dimension

200. Comment: Therewasonepart | really did like.
It wastalking about the cultureof it, and | haveto
admit that was one part of the book, whoever wrote
that, | wasreally happy with that. It kind of explained
how | really fed about theland. For ranchers,it’s
part of our lives.

Response: No response required.

201. Comment: Particularly insulting wasthe
difference between therural and the city people. |
wish it would be fixed and not belikethat because it
tendsto pit people against each other when thereisno
reason for it, because we have alot in common,



meaning a love of the land and wanting to keep it for
our children and to have a nicelifestyle.

Response: No response required.

202. Comment: Then thereisthejunk about culture
with the same value-laden words. Y ou describe
ranchersas" independent” " self-reliant” etc. | would
say they are dependent (on federal and state handouts)
and not ableto make an honest living in theworld and
very reiant. That'sanother perspectivethat one could
argueiseasily asvalid. No matter, when did it ever say
that the BLM'sjob wasto protect a welfare society
dependent on federal handouts at the expense of the
land and itswildlife? That'snot your job. | greatly
resent that part of the document.

Response: No response required.

203. Comment: The FEIS should also acknowledge
that public rangelands are much morethan livestock
forage. A multitude of native wildlife speciesmust be
ableto find their habitat and forage needs on these
lands. That iswhy establishment of appropriate
standardsand guidelinesisso critical at thistime.
Federal law and policy chargethe BLM with significant
stewar dship responsibilities. These responsibilities
must betaken serioudy. Thebottom lineisthat the
overall objectivefor permitted livestock grazing on
New Mexico's public land should beto improve overall
range condition both in the short and long-term. That
iswhat thisentire processisall about. Asindicated in
the document improved rangelands benefit all user s of
thepublicland. It isimportant that BLM makesthe
appropriate decisionsto achieve this outcome.

Response: The BLM agrees with your comment. The
BLM asamultiple use agency is charged with
stewardship responsibility in accordance with the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA).
The Healthy Rangeland initiative in 1994, the change in
grazing regulations with the addition of the
Fundamental's of Rangeland Health (43 CFR 4180) are
indicative that the BLM takesits responsibility
seriously.

204. Comment: P. 3-59 Doesthisstatement infer that
public land should be viewed as private because the
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counties, rural residentsor permitteeshavethe
concept, however illusionary, that thisis so? Does
this somehow infer privateright on public land?

Response: No, it does not infer aprivate right on
public land. It only reflects importance of the use of
public land to the lifestyle and customs of many rural
residents.

205. Comment: P. 3-56. Thesizesgiven, arethese
mean size of herds?

Response: They are typical herds based on Animal
Unit Years(AUY’s).

206. Comment: P. 3-57. Deletethelast ling, 2" d
column, repeated on next page.

Response: The correction has been made.

207. Comment: Under the Financial section (3-55),
thedraft pointsout therancher'sneed for the public
land to ensureareturn on investment. Why would a
permitteeintentionally damage land that is so valuable
to operations? And, if therecreationistsaren't
responsible for maintenance on the public land they
use, why should ranchersbeheld responsible? The
management plan callsfor lesseesto pay for
improvementsthey will not own, in order to keep the
lease. What incentiveistherein thisarrangement?

Response: The Management Plan has not been
described. Asthe problems surface, management
plans will be developed by local Field Office personnel
in careful and considered consultation, cooperation,
and coordination with affected permittees/lessees,
landownersinvolved, the Resource Advisory Council,
State of New Mexico agencies having lands or
responsible for managing resources within the
allotment, counties and the interested public.

CHAPTER 4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Analysis Approach

208. Comment: By reading the document, | can not
tell if I’'m going to be one of the ones put out of
businessor not.



Response: After the planisin place and the site-
specific targetsidentified, public land will be assessed
for compliance with the standards. Where the
standards are not being met, BLM will determine what
current practices are contributing to the standard not
being met. Only then would BLM know who is affected
by the guidelines.

209. Comment: Northern New Mexico producers,
mainly Hispanic families, are concerned whether their
unique custom and culture and economics have been
addressed at length or in depth to the unique operations
and scenarioin Northern New Mexico. Sowe hopethe
unique custom and culturein Northern New Mexico
has been taken into consideration in thisEIS
document, or that it will betaken into consideration
when the sandards and guiddinesareimplemented. In
Northern New Mexico, to thevery small per mitteeswho
runs 30 or 40 head of cattleon BLM land it is
absolutdly critical to be ableto retain the ability to
grazethose cattle. Theability to grazethat 30 or 40
head has allowed familiesin northern New Mexico to
better themselves by sending their kidsto college.

Response: The RMP Amendments would establish the
standards for public land. Asthe Field Offices
determine which areas do not meet the standards, they
will determineif current uses are keeping the standards
from being achieved. Where current livestock grazing
practices are determined to be areason for the
standards are not being achieved, the guidelines will be
applied. How the guidelines will be implemented will be
developed by the local Field Office personnel in careful
and considered consultation, cooperation, and
coordination with affected permittees/lessees,
landownersinvolved, the Resource Advisory Council,
State of New Mexico agencies having lands or
responsible for managing resources within the
allotment, counties and the interested public. This
process will provide the opportunity for Northern New
Mexico ranchersto identify unique custom and culture
issues that need to be considered in developing
livestock grazing programs.

210. Comment: Hispanic familiesin Northern New

M exico have a concer n whether wildlifeissues have
been addressed and whether the agency islooking at
basically carrying capacitiesfor wildlifein the manner
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wherethey don’t affect the present producersand
established livestock carrying capacities. Elk are of
particular concern, and | would fed that this
document would be quiteincompleteif carrying
capacitiesfor wildlife hasn’t been addressed.

Response: BLM does not have information on wildlife
carrying capacities for inclusion in the RMPA/EIS
document. Carrying capacities for grazing animals
(livestock and wildlife) using public land are now
based on monitoring. Management objectives are
established for the land with arecognition that wildlife
and livestock usethe land. Carrying capacities for
livestock are set through monitoring taking into
account that both livestock and wildlife use the forage.

The BLM agreesthat elk have increased and may be
reducing the livestock grazing capacity on some
private land and on some public land within the State.
Thisissue was addressed under the Wildlife sections
in Chapter 3 in the Proposed RMPA/Fina EIS.

Wildlife population management is the responsibility
of the New Mexico Department of Game and Fish
(NMDGF). The NMDGF has developed a strategic
plan for elk management which identifiesthe
establishment of Game Management Unit (Unit)
population goals as one of it objectives. Through
aerial surveys, the NMDGF has estimated elk
populations for each Unit. In addition, the NMDGF
has devel oped preliminary population goals for each
Unit. These were recently developed (spring 1999) to
assist the NMDGF in its efforts to address private land
depredation issues. After careful review and
consideration, popul ation goals will be finalized for
each Unit and incorporated in the NMDGF operational
plan document. Thisplanisscheduled to be
completed thisfiscal year with adraft expected this
fall.

The alternatives provide guidelines for livestock
grazing. Consequently, the RMPA/EIS covers
livestock grazing to agreater depth than other
activities. The RMPA/EIS displaysimpacts from the
actions to many elements of man’s environment
including wildlife habitat, recreation, soils, water, ail
and gas. Thisanalysisiscalled the “ cause-effect” or
“from-to” relationship where an action causes an



impact and that impact effect istraced to other
environmental components.

211. Comment: Luna County hasabout 31,000 head of
cattle. When looking at the Fallback guidelinesit
lookslikethere could be about a 22 percent reduction
in cattle grazing (maybe alot less, but maybe more).
Tothe county that 22 per cent would smply mean about
$2% million that wouldn’t be gener ated within the
county. The RAC alternativeisnot much better, at
about 19% percent, or in the neighborhood of a $2
million yearly decreasein revenuesthat would be
available. Thisisgrossrevenue. The County
alternativedropsit down to 13 percent, alargefigure
even at that. It isestimatethat it will takefrom 12to
20yearsfor theland toreturn to standard. Well if you
multiply those cutsover 12 to 30 yearsthen the dollar
amount issubstantial. Tax revenuesarealso lost from
thecattlethat arenot there. | would prefer present
management first, then the County alternative, the
RAC alternative, then the Fallback alternativethe
least.

Response: The Draft RMPA/EIS did not determine that
there would be a 22 percent reduction in livestock
grazing in Luna County. Because the actual amount of
reductions that would be proposed cannot be
determined at thistime, various scenarios were
evaluated for economic impact to the State economy. It
was assumed that some of the ranches not meeting the
standard could not achieve the standard without a
reduction in animal unit months (AUMSs); therefore,
each alternative had an option of either no BLM AUM
reductions or a 20 percent reductionin BLM AUMs.

212. Comment: Wasthe Central Mountain Region the
only region analyzed for the State of New Mexico? We
feel the other regionsin New Mexico need to be
included for a sound analysis of theregionsand the
State. Thefinancial assessments completed by Rita
Blow of the Southwest Center for Resour ce
Development at Western New M exico Univer sity should
beincluded in thefinal document. They will show the
impactsto the ranching community of all sizes of
ranches, extra small, small, medium, large, and extra
large. Now, Dr Fowler’sassessment and numbers
came on the assumption that we wereworking on the
adjudicated numbersgiven by the Taylor Grazing Act
of 1934. Thisdocument, of coursehasin the
alternatives a scenario to reducethe carrying capacity
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of thoseranchesthat do not meet the standards and
guidelines by 20 percent, et cetera, et cetera. 1'm not
sureall that'sall final. But without these adjudicated
numbersbeing in the assessment, Dr. Fowler’ swork
and Rita Blow'swork, wefed that the financial
portion of thisdocument isinadequate and not clearly
addressed. It’stothe advantage of the BLM and the
ranchersto make surethat thefinancial assessments
aremade. A truefinancial assessment, by theway, is
madeto thisdocument.

Dr. Fowler’sassessment, again using those numbers
adjudicated by the Taylor Grazing Act, werevery and
arevery pertinent to any decision made by the BLM.

If we havethe wrong information, then we havea
wrong analysis. It appearsthat if we go forward with
the present document and not include some of the new
information, we ‘re going to have awrong analysisand
ther efore a wrong document.

Response: The other regions have now been analyzed
for the State of New Mexico and areincluded asa
revised Appendix D in this Proposed RMPA/Final EIS.
The numbers analyzed were based on the assumption
that grazing numbers would be moving toward a
specific numeric target. This assessment isbased on a
long-term goal.

213. Comment: Sincethe El Swasstarted there have
been somerulings made by the courts, including the
Brimmer decision, which may affect the decision and
thealter natives of thisdocument, in a major manner.
In order to get thetrueimpact alter native, or
assessment of theseimpacts, we're going to haveto go
back if those decisionsarein fact in place and need to
be worked with.

Response: To date, the Courts have upheld the
regulationsin 43 CFR 84180 which provides BLM the
direction concerning the development of standards for
rangeland health and livestock grazing guidelines.
Should courts mandate a change in the regulations,
adjustments will be made by BLM to insure
compliance with the revised regulations.

214. Comment: You havetotally bankrupt the
ranching community. Itispretty rigid in thisthing
whereyou cannot obtain aloan from the bank to carry
over your debt from oneyear tothenext. You cannot
get along enough period of timeto do it with. By



looking at thetablethat you’ve got in herepertaining
tothefinancial part of thisthing, you have got
numerouserrorsin it bigtime. But it would take one
of our employees several hoursto go through and
pinpoint your errorsand show you. Don't fed likethat
isthe banking industry’sresponsibility to go back and
show you your errors. You alsodid not list your
assumptions.

Response:  Security of tenureiscritical for long-term
financial investments for the range livestock industry.
Theterm historic preference was associated with the
long run; bankers used the preference numbersas a
collateral basis. Thisimpact isbeyond the scope of the
RMPA/EIS. Representative ranch budgets were used
asthe baseline of the analysis, a 10-year average
budget was used to minimize price and drought
variations. Therefore, site-specific individual firm
analysiswas not evaluated. Since the commentor was
not specific on errors, adirect response is not possible.
Theterm historic preferenceis associated with long
range and been replaced with the term actual authorized
use.

215. Comment: Throughout the document, many
livestock impactsareignored, ther efore dishonest, or
one hasto conclude the people who put this document
together are stupid. | don't think they are stupid, so it
seemsthe BLM isdishonest. How else does one explain
theHRM crap in the document that saystrampling the
earth isgood for soils, and no concern is expressed for
crytogramic crustswhich arecritical to preventing
soil erosion, adding soil nitrogen, and preventing the
establishment of weedy species. Thereisalso the
assumption that grazing vegetation is" good" for it.
Such pgjorative values. Thisisbased upon greater
measur able qualities of forage--asif that isthe only
thing of importance. Thisadditional forageisusually
produced at the expense of root development--and when
drought occurs-—-these plants suffer and often die.

Response: The BLM hasreviewed the analysis and did
not find any needed modification because of this
comment.

216. Comment: Theeconomic analysis appearsto be
incomplete. Doesthe BLM proposeto have 428
allotments meeting thecriteriain 21 years?
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Response: The objectiveisto have all lands meeting
the standards. The BLM's projections are that
currently there are approximately 428 allotments that
may contain lands that do not meet the Resource
Advisory Council (RAC) Alternative Standardsduein
part to current livestock grazing practices. Thus, the
lands that do not meet the standard would needed to
be grazed according to the guidelines. The 21-year
time period recognizes that the effects may vary over
time. The 21-year period was used in the document to
provide a contrast between short-term and long-term
impacts.

217. Comment: Why werethe allotments meeting the
Standard not included? If allotmentsare meeting the
Standard why are livestock number s going down
instead of up? Has preference not been given for full
carrying capacity of allotments. Wasthe Central

M ountain Region the only region analyzed for the
State of New Mexico? Wefed theother regionsin
New Mexico need to beincluded for a sound analysis
of theregionsand the State.

Response: After considering the comment, the
economic analysis has been adjusted. Theinitial
analysis (in the Draft RMPA/EIS) of economic impacts
of allotments not meeting the standard was
incomplete. The allotmentsthat currently met the
standard were held constant in the analysis, instead of
increasing in grazing capacity. Thisprovided an
incomplete picture of the cumulative economic impacts
to the State of New Mexico. Those allotments,
because they met the standard should not be
penalized, but should also move toward atarget of
1,968,341 animal unit months (AUMSs). Therefore, the
analysis was completed by moving all allotmentsin the
State, after 7 years of monitoring, toward atarget of
1,968,341 AUMs. The same stair step methodology
was used, with one-third of the AUMs being
authorized every 7 years.

Also, after theinitial analysis (in the Draft RMPA/EIS),
an error in theinitial methodol ogy was also
discovered. When aranch had a 20 percent reduction
in AUMs, those animal units created a negative
economic impact to the economy and in year 10, those
AUMswere re-authorized for the ranch. Thiswas
initially calculated as a negative impact for 10 years
and then to year 21 it was a positive impact. However,



thisisan incorrect interpretation, because the
re-authorization of those AUMs was only bringing the
ranching unit back to the baseline animal units, equal to
those in the scenario when no AUM s were reduced.

The other regions for the State of New Mexico have
now been analyzed and incorporated into Chapter 4 and
areincluded as arevised Appendix D in this Proposed
RMPA/Fina EIS.

218. Comment: On page 4-6, long-range, for purposes
of analysis, isdefined as 20 years. Wefeel that 20
year s should be considered as mid-range and that
long-range should be 100 years. Werealize that the
farther in thefuture one extrapolates, the lessaccurate
areone'spredictions. However, attempting to predict
no farther than 20 yearsisnot adequatefor your
analysis, for two reasons.

1) The biologic and economic responseto
differing management practices may take more
than 20 year sto develop. Our present
rangeland ecosystem began developing in the
16th century with theintroduction of livestock
grazing, and it isstill changing. Twenty years
istoo narrow awindow for an adequate view of a
400-year process.

2) Weather has dramatic effects on rangeland
health. A multi-year drought may require
major changesin management practices. Table
3-2 shows droughtsfrom 1899 to 1904 and
from 1950 to 1957. Assuming that the weather
of the 21st century will be likethe weather of
the 20", we can expect two multi-year droughts
in the next 100 years, but we cannot predict in
which 20-year periodsthey will occur.

Range management practicesin the years proceeding
drought could affect how well the resour ce withstands
drought. Inflexibility in adjusting livestock numbers
downward during drought could damage the resour ce
and the economic unitsthat depend on it. Resilienceto
drought should be examined for the different
alternatives. To do so requiresa prediction window
wide enough to include one or more droughts, or about
100 years.

Response: The commentor makes alegitimate point
that drought can make significant impactsto range
management programs. However, as the commentor
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discusses the severity and duration of drys spells can
not be predicted in advance. Thus, the long-term
projection of the various alternativesresilienceto a
drought can not be predicted.

The 10-year average ranch budgets used as a baseline
minimizes the influence of the price cycle and the
drought cycle. Longer time cycles are desirable,
however, the longer the prediction the higher the
probability of error. The scope was 21 yearsfor this
project; it was assumed that beyond that time frame
that federal policy would substantially change the
economic infrastructure and impacts, requiring
additional analysis.

219. Comment: The“Human Dimension” (Financial,
Sacial, Cultural) for Otero County isincomplete and
should be allowed to be finished in accordance and
agreement with the Comprehensive County Land Use
Plan.

Response: Thedatafor all regions have now been
completed. See Appendix D which isprinted in this
document.

220. Comment: Along with our county's custom and
culture, wewould like also to impressupon the
agency and joint leadsthe diversity of agriculture
within Lincoln County and a need for maintenance of
these diverselevelsinstead of general standardization
statewide.

Response: No response required.

221. Comment: Theenvironmental impactsin this
study areincomplete because what isto happen tothe
Custom and Culturehas not been addressed. | think
John Fowler’stask force should have moretimeto
finish their work.

Response: Dr. John Fowler did finish hiswork; the
economic analysisis complete and isin the Draft
RMPA/EIS. Thefinancial part of the Custom and
Culture section was not complete because all regions
had not been analyzed. The analysisisnow complete
and is printed as Appendix D in this Proposed
RMPA/Final EI'S document.

222. Comment: Theeconomic analysis shows
revenueincreases when they decrease the number of
head for all threealternatives considered.



Response: Livestock numbers and revenue decrease in
the short-term, however in the long-term livestock
numbers and revenue increase.

223. Comment: Theeconomic analysis of the Central
M ountainsand Southwest New M exico addressed the
impacts of 20% reduction. The economic analysis
analyzed the BLM 20% reduction on thewholeranch.
But these ranches often have private and other
government landsfor grazing. Theanalysisshould
have portioned out the BLM permit and only analyzed
theimpactson that portion, rather than thewhole
ranch. Thismistake leadstothewrong conclusion. It
showsthat the southwest ranchesto betoo low in
impact estimates and showsthe Central Mountainsto
betoo high in their estimated impacts. Thereverseis
actually true becausethe Central Mountain region
hasreatively small per cent of BLM permits, whilethe
Southwest hasrather high portion of BLM permitsasa
part of their total ranch.

Response: Percent changes were not assumed to be
uniformto all ranches around the State. Independent
impacts were determined by ranch size and ranching
region based on representative ranch layout, level of
improvement, and season of use and forage production.
Reductions on BLM ownership were not allowed to be
substituted over to State and private ownershipswithin
the ranch unit. The end result of the reduction of BLM
animal unit months (AUMs) will impact the total ranch
unit by 20 percent because animals not carried on the
BLM can't be shifted to private land or State trust land
because they are already at full capacity.

BLM forage in the Central Mountainsistypically the
portion of the ranch that the livestock are "turned out”
oninthe spring. This critical spring forageisvital to the
ranch unit. Without the spring forage, livestock would
have to be fed during thistime or the whole ranch
livestock numbers reduced. As stated, substitution of
ownership was not allowed because alternative
ownerships were assumed to be fully stocked.

224, Comment: Theproduction functionsand cost
functionsfrom the" Ranch Cost & Returns' reports
have been changed, producing more animalswith lower
revenues and increased costs. Theratioswere
changed, rather than using Dr. Torell' averages. This
resultsin depicting small and extra small ranchesas
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less profitablethan they really are- asan economic
unit. Thisisinaccurate accordingtothe" Cost &
Return" analysis.

Response: The number of animal unit months (AUMS)
by size category by region has changed over timein
the published budgets, therefore, the 10-year average
budget does not necessarily reflect the ratios for any
singleyear.

225. Comment: Grazing fee costs- too many AUMs
on several tables, these tables show more paymentsin
grazing feesthan they actually have, especially in
small and extra small ranches.

Response: The grazing feein the 10-year average
budget incorporated the higher Federal grazing feesin
the late 1980's, therefore, yielding a higher fee per
AUM than the current fee of $1.35 per animal unit
month (AUM) being charged today.

226. Comment: In thedifferent regionsanalyzed,
wherethey did not have cost estimates, it lookslike
they used thenext larger ranch sizeclassasa
substitute. Thisresultsin loosing the economies of
scale: Instead of using ratiosto preserve economies of
scale, they used just multiples. Asan illustration, feed
coststhat arelargefor larger ranches, wereused on
smaller ranches, giving an inflated cost estimate for
feed costs.

Response: The assumption used for developing a
budget from other ranch budgetsin that region for a
missing budget actually credited the "smaller" sized
ranches with the economies of scale of the larger
ranch. The end result was a deflated cost estimate of
feed costs for the smaller ranch.

227. Comment: Thefollowing comment isbased on
my review of thedraft EI Swith a comparative
evaluation with the " Cost and ReturnsRanch
Budgets’ Allen Tordl, Ph.D., from New Mexico's
land grant university. The problemswith the
methodology isa concern with how percent changes
wer e calculated:

The methodology statesthat the percent changeswere
calculated asfollows: " A ranch with an 80% calf crop
and the per cent changeis- 20%, theranch will now



havea 60% calf crop." Thisisincorrect, either in
mathematical calculation, or statement, or both. If the
per cent changeisactually - 20%, then theresulting
calf crop should be 69%, not 60% (i.e. - 20% of

80% =16%; 80% - 16%=64%). If theresultisto be
60% calf crop, then the percent changeis-25%, not
-20% (i.e. 60% = 80% (-X% of 80) = X% of 80% =
80%-60% ; X% of 80% =20%; X =20%/80% =
25%). A correct way of stating the change would be:
" An additional -20% reduction in calf crop would
result in a60% calf crop," but -25% would still have
to beused in the actual calculation.

Response: Thefigures used were based on figures the
livestock industry recommended. The calf crop would
drop from the current 80 percent calf crop to a60
percent calf crop. Theranch would end up with a60
percent calf crop which amountsto a 25 percent
reduction.

228. Comment: Thefollowing comment isbased on my
review of thedraft EI Swith a comparative evaluation
with the" Cost and Returns Ranch Budgets’ Allen
Torél, Ph.D., from New Mexico'sland grant
university. The problemswith the methodology isa
concern with how per cent changes wer e applied:

It appearsthat per cent changes were assumed to be
uniform to all ranches around the state, regar dless of
the per centage of dependency on the BLM permit. For
example, the small ranch in the Central Mountain
region islessthan 12% dependent onthe BLM permit
(i.e. 188 BLM'sAUMsof 1596 AUMs=11.78%). Yet
management changes under the RAC alter native would
result in a decrease of 25.6% (AUM 24.91%-16.41
%=-25.6%. Inthe Southwest region, thesmall ranch
is62.04% dependent on the BLM permit (i.e. 749
BLM AUMsof 1204 AUM s=62.04%). Y et
management changesunder the RAC alternativeresult
in asmaller decreasein grossrevenuesper AUM of
16.5%; i.e. (20.25 - 169) /20.25=16.5%. It isnot
logical that aranch with a small dependency on BLM
grazing dependency on BLM grazing. Theimpacts
should be weighted accor ding to per centage of
dependency. It does not appear that this hasbeen done.

Response: Percent changes were not assumed to be
uniform to all ranches around the State. Independent
impacts were determined by ranch size and ranching

region based on representative ranch layout, level of

improvement, and season of use and forage
production. Reductions on BLM ownership were not
allowed to be substituted over to State and private
ownerships within the ranch unit. The end result of
the reduction of BLM animal unit months (AUMs) will
impact the total ranch unit by 20 percent because
animals not carried on the BLM can't be shifted to
private land or State trust land because they are
aready at full capacity.

229. Comment: Thefollowing comment isbased on
my review of thedraft EI Swith a compar ative
evaluation with the" Cost and Returns Ranch
Budgets’ Allen Tordl, Ph.D., from New Mexico's
land grant university. The problemswith the
methodology isa concern with no adjustment to labor
cost.

The methodology does not include an adjustment for
labor costsunder any of the management changes. It
issomehow accounted for under revenue changes, but
no explanation isgiven. Additionally, wherethe
rancher paysthefull cost for capital improvements,
theonly adjustment isunder "interest paid." There
should also be alabor cost, or at least achargein
depreciation costs, to account for labor ad materials
spread out over morethan oneyear.

Response:  Associated variable costs of operating
and maintai ning the ranch (including changesin |abor
requirements). On page 4-4 of the Draft RMPA/EIS,
Methodology, add "including labor" inline 10. The
change has been made to the Proposed RMPA/Final
EIS.

230. Comment: Thefollowing comment isbased on
my review of thedraft EI Swith a compar ative
evaluation with the " Cost and ReturnsRanch
Budgets’ Allen Tordl, Ph.D., from New Mexico's
land grant university. The problemswith the 10-year
and average budgetsisa concer n with changesin the
revenuefunctions:

The 10-year - aver age budgets are supposed to be
actual averages of 10 yearsof published budgets
produced by Dr. Torell. Thisisnot thecase. The
10-year - average budgets have changed the number of
AUY sfor thetypical ranch on all of the Southwest
budgets, and one of the Central M ountain budgets,
from Dr. Torel'swork. Example: Dr. Torel'swork



statesthat the small ranch in SW New Mexico has 104
AUYs(seetablesfor any year of publication). However,
the 10-year - average budget usesonly 100 AUYs. The
medium and largeranchesin thesameareaare
changed from 241 to 231, and 443 to 425, respectively.
Thisresultsin alower profitability (grossrevenue
potential) for these ranches.

Additionally, the proportion of yearlings, calves, cull
cows, and cull bullssold isproportionately reduced.
For example: The extra-small ranch in the Central
Mountain region has53 AUY's, in Torell'swork this
ranch sellsthefollowing:

8 Yearling Heifers
0 Yearling Steers
76 Heifer Calves
18 Steer Calves

0 Cull Bull

4 Cull Cows

Under the 10-year - average budget, the same
ranch sellsthefollowing:

6 Yearling Heifers
0 Yearling Steers
7 Heifer Calves

18 Steer Calves

0 Cull Bulls

4 Cull Cows

Not only hasthetotal number of animals sold been
reduced, but the number hasbeen shifted from higher
revenue producing animalsto lower revenue producing
animals. Thisresultsin alower income per AUM than
under Dr. Toréll'swork. Additionally, someranches
have feed paymentsthat werenot part of Tordl's
analysis (see SW region small ranches).

Response: Percent changes were not assumed to be
uniform to all ranches around the State. Independent
impacts were determined by ranch size and ranching
region based on representative ranch layout, level of
improvement, and season of use and forage production.
Reductions on BLM ownership were not allowed to be
substituted over to State and private ownerships within
the ranch unit. The end result of the reduction of BLM
animal unit months (AUMSs) will impact the total ranch
unit by 20 percent because animals not carried on the

BLM cannot be shifted to private land or State trust
land because they are already at full capacity.

BLM foragein the Central Mountainsistypically the
portion of the ranch that the livestock are "turned out"
oninthe spring. Thiscritical spring forageisvital to
the ranch unit. Without the spring forage, livestock
would have to be fed during this time or the whole
ranch livestock numbersreduced. As stated,
substitution of ownership was not allowed because
alternative ownerships were assumed full stocked.

The number of AUMSs by size category by region has
changed over time in the published budgets, therefore,
the 10-year average budget does not necessarily
reflect theratios for any single year.

The grazing feein the 10-year average budget
incorporated the higher Federal grazing feesin the late
1980's, therefore, yielding a higher fee per AUM than
the current fee of $1.35 per AUM being charged today.

The assumption used for devel oping a budget from
other ranch budgetsin that region for amissing
budget actually credited the "smaller" sized ranches
with the economies of scale of the larger ranch. The
end result was a deflated cost estimate of feed costs
for the smaller ranch.

231. Comment: Thefollowing comment isbased on
my review of thedraft EI Swith a compar ative
evaluation with the“ Cost and Returns Ranch
Budgets’ Allen Tordl, Ph.D., from New Mexico's
land grant university. The problemswith the 10-year
and aver age budgetsisa concern with changesin the
cost function:

Again, the 10-year - aver age budgetsdo not reflect Dr.
Torel'soriginal work. For example: The extra - small
ranch in the Central Mountain Region, under Torél's
work, has53 AUY's, or 636 AUM (530 of these AUM s
areaforest service permit, theremaining 96 are on
private land). However, the 10-year average budget has
540 AUM s on theforest service per mit, and 170 on
the BLM permit for atotal of 720 AUMs, whichisa
cost of 74 AUM s morethan theranch has.
Additionally, theratio'sfor feed cost/AUM are
different than cost/AUM than Toréel'swork and less
opportunity for profitability.



Response: The number of animal unit months (AUMSs)
by size category by region has changed over timein the
published budgets, therefore, the 10-year average
budget does not necessarily reflect the ratios for any
single year.

The grazing feein the 10-year average budget
incorporated the higher Federal grazing feesin the late
1980's, therefore, yielding a higher fee per AUM than
the current fee of $1.35 per AUM being charged today.

The assumption used for developing a budget from
other ranch budgets in that region for amissing budget
actually credited the "smaller" sized ranches with the
economies of scale of the larger ranch. The end result
was a deflated cost estimate of feed costs for the smaller
ranch.

232. Comment: Thefollowing comment isbased on my
review of thedraft EI Swith a comparative evaluation
with the“ Cost and Returns Ranch Budgets’ Allen
Torél, Ph.D., from New Mexico'sland grant
university. The problemswith the costs after
management chargeswith 20%reduction.

Thechangesin costs after management changesare
doneinconsistently when the 20% reduction is
factored in. For example: Theextra- small ranch in the
Southwest region shows an increasein feed costYAUM
under both the RAC and Fallback alter nativeswhen a
20% decreasein AUMsisfactored in. How can a
reduction in AUMsresult in increased feed costs?
Additionally, the same ranch shows a decr ease below
original cost in feed costsif a 20% reduction under
the County Alternativeisused. Thesmall ranch,
however, isdifferent in that all three alter natives show
adecreasein feed costs, but at different rates(i.e. the
RAC and County Alternatives decrease to below cost).
Themedium ranch issimilar to the small ranch, except
that under the Fallback alternative feed cossAUM go
up with adecreasein AUMSs.

Negative slope on total revenue function 20%
reduction applied towholeranch, not just BLM permit
portion.
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Extra- small ranch is SW Region hastoo lar ge feed
program payment.

Response: A reduction in animal unit months (AUMSs)
can lead to an increased feed costs by one of two
mechanisms: the remaining livestock need to be fed on
an allotment not meeting the standard, and thereisa
deferment period while necessary improvements are
being put into practice. Different regions have
different feed costs.

Percent changes were not assumed to be uniform to all
ranches around the State. Independent impactswere
determined by ranch size and ranching region based
on representative ranch layout, level of improvement,
and season of use and forage production. Reductions
on BLM ownership were not allowed to be substituted
over to State and private ownerships within the ranch
unit. The end result of the reduction of BLM AUMs
will impact the total ranch unit by 20 percent because
animals not carried on the BLM cannot be shifted to
private land or State trust land because they are
aready at full capacity.

BLM foragein the Central Mountainsistypically the
portion of the ranch that the livestock are "turned out"
oninthespring. Thiscritical spring forageisvital to
the ranch unit. Without the spring forage, Livestock
would have to be fed during this time or the whole
ranch livestock numbers reduced. As stated,
substitution of ownership was not allowed because
alternative ownerships were assumed full stocked.

The number of AUMSs by size category by region has
changed over time in the published budgets, therefore,
the 10-year average budget does not necessarily
reflect theratios for any single year.

The grazing fee in the 10-year average budget
incorporated the higher federal grazing feesin the late
1980's, therefore, yielding a higher fee per AUM than
the current fee of $1.35 per AUM being charged today.

The assumption used for devel oping a budget from
other ranch budgetsin that region for amissing

budget actually credited the "smaller" sized ranches
with the economies of scale of the larger ranch. The



end result was a deflated cost estimate of feed costs for
the smaller ranch.

233. Comment: The human dimension section has not
considered the economic and social impact on the
individual ranching entitiesaswell asthe county'stax
base.

Response: Theimpact to individual ranching entitiesis
not possible at this time because the affected ranches
can only be identified after evaluating where land meets
or does not meet the standards. It isalso not possible
to accurately predict the impacts to the County’ s tax
base until the lands meeting the standards are
evaluated.

234. Comment: My understanding of your draft isthat
any of the proposalswould put the majority of the
ranching units-completely out of business. Isthisthe
intent of this plan? The custom and culture on these
lands has been livestock grazing for well over 100
years. Thiswasaright established long before New
Mexico becamea State. That right was established
beforethe federal gover nment set asidethose lands as
publicland. It seemsto methat if livestock grazing
was going to destroy theland and wildlife speciesit
would have done so many year s ago.

Response: The BLM agrees with the commentor that
livestock grazing has occurred for many years on the
majority of the BLM public land. The majority of the
land isin asustainable condition. The Draft RMPA/EIS
estimates that only 14 - 24 percent of the public land
ranches would have land that would not meet the
standards. Thus, an estimated 76 - 86 percent of the
ranches would not be affected by the standards for
public land health or guidelines for livestock grazing.
The remaining ranches may be affected as analyzed in
Chapter 4. Theintent of establishing standards for
public land health is not to “drive ranchers out of
business’ but rather, to insure (current and future) use
of the public land does not compromise the
productivity of the land and associated resources.

235. Comment: Sincethe Secretary of Interior is
mandating the new Standard beimplemented, we
choosethe County Alternative. In using the County
alternative we believe fewer allotmentswill be
adversdly affected. Thisbelief isbased on the
following:
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Everyoneisawareit will cost a substantial amount of
money to bring present allotmentsup tothe
recommended standards. Those per mittees alr eady
struggling to make needed improvementswill be
hardest hit. In most casesthistendsto bethe small to
medium sized operations.

Theassumption that the BLM will pay 100% of the
improvementsisflawed because thetotal improvement
coststo bring the allotmentsinto compliance will be
much higher that thelimited budget now availableto
the BLM.

Per mitteesthat arerequired to pay for part of the
needed improvements, while at the sametime
reducing allotment numberswill suffer enormously
and the estimated number of rancherslosing their
ability to sustain themselvesin their ranching
businesses, and those forced to convert their property
toreal estate will be much higher than the 22%
estimated in the EIS.

In addition, the economic analysisisflawed in that it
doesnot consider or direct resourcestothe
unaffected allotments, skewing theresultsthat
indicatethe RAC Alternative will bethe best
Alternativein thelong term.

The economic analysis should have considered
resour ces directed to the unaffected allotments after
ten years, by which timethe affected allotments,
should have completed their improvements. If this
economic analysishad been used in the EIS, the
resultswould probably have shown the County
Alternativeto bethebest in the short term, aswell as
thelong term. If a permittee can not survivethe short
term, thelongterm isirrelevant.

Response: After considering the comment, the
economic analysis has been adjusted. Theinitial
analysis (in the Draft RMPA/EIS) of economic impacts
of allotments not meeting the standard was
incomplete. The allotmentsthat currently met the
standard were held constant in the analysis, instead of
increasing in grazing capacity. This provided an
incomplete picture of the cumulative economic impacts
to the State of New Mexico. Those allotments,
because they met the standard should not be
penalized, but should also move towards a specific
numeric target. Therefore, the analysis was completed



by moving all allotmentsin the State, after 7 years of
monitoring, towards a specific numeric target. The
same stair step methodology was used, with one-third
of the AUM s being authorized every 7 years.

Also, after theinitial analysisan error in theinitial
methodol ogy was also discovered. When aranch had a
20 percent reduction in animal unit months (AUMs),
those animal units created a negative economic impact
to the economy and in year 10 those AUMs were
re-authorized for the ranch. Thiswasinitially calculated
as anegative impact for 10 years and then to year 21 it
was a positive impact. However, thisisan incorrect
interpretation, because the re-authorization of those
AUMswas only bringing the ranching unit back to the
baseline animal units, equal to those in the scenario
when no AUMs were reduced.

236. Comment: Intheanalysis, you failed tobringin
the human dimension that should have played a big part
inthe overall picture. Right now, statistically, 80% of
theland in New Mexico ismanaged by 20% of the
ranchers. Inour area, the Bootheel of New Mexico,
these statistics appear to hold true. Twenty percent
(20%) of theranchesinclude one for-pr ofit

cor poration (Phelps Dodge/Pacific Western), and the
other one a not-for-prafit corporation (the Animas
Foundation). Both corporations have significant
financial resour ces available to make needed
improvementsand bring their allotmentsinto
compliance with mandated standards. Theother 20%
of theland in our areais managed by 80% of the
ranchers. Still holding trueto statistics, those 80%
aresmall to medium sized family owned and oper ated
ranches. Typically, these family managed operations
haverather limited resources availableto bring their
allotmentsinto compliance with the new standardsand
guidelines. If they did havethe money, they would
already be making the much needed rangeland
improvements. Asit is, most per mitteesare doing all
that they can economically afford at the present time.
Wewould liketo statethat it isthese 80% (family
owned and oper ated ranches) that will be most likely to
be adver sely affected by the new standardsand
guiddines. Eventually, thiswill lead to a greater

per centage of theland being managed by large
corporationsasprivateland are converted toreal
estate. An analysisof thistype should have been
discussed in the EISto seeif thiscomparison holds
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true, and to seeif it islikely to occur on a statewide
basis.

Response: The EISisof apragmatic nature and not
site-specific. The assumption used in thisanalysis
(page 4-4 of the Draft RMPA/EIS) stated that "these
ranches including the permit/lease was assumed as
permanent loses and no longer maintained in
production”. If corporations obtained the vacant
permits, then adverse impacts due to the loss of animal
unit months (AUMSs) would be mitigated to the State
and counties. The livestock tax base would only be
reduced by the loss of the deeded portion. The
County's tax base would potentially increase as the
deeded portion of the ranches are converted to
alternative higher value uses.

237. Comment: | urgethe BLM to comparethe
analysiswith the California guidelines. Though not
perfect, this CA guidelineslook at a spectrum of
analysis of theimpacts and benefitsfrom grazing.

Response: No response required.

238. Comment: Theanalysiswas skewed and does not
look at the spectrum of information that isavailable.

Response: The comment is not specific, thusit is not
possible to respond.

239. Comment: Werecommend the BLM select the
County alternative. Our reasoning isasfollows:

TheBLM estimatesthe County Alternative
will effect fewer allotmentsthan either the
RAC or theFallback Alternative. Thisis
significant because BLM funding may not be
availableto assist in improving range
conditions on affected allotments. Therancher
may haveto pay for the needed improvements
while at the sametime being forced to reduce
allotment numbers. To improverange
conditionsin our county large scale brush
control will berequired. If an analysishad
been completed requiring ranchersto pay for
the brush control cutting cattle numbers, the
estimated of ranchersconvertingtoreal
estate would probably be much higher than
thisElS estimates (22%).



Response: The 22 percent converting to real estate was
in response to higher grazing fees and additional
restrictive regulations; it isthe only published reference
at thistime. Deviation from thislevel would be
speculation.

240. Comment: Theanalysisisflawed. Thereason the
long term analysisfor the RAC Alternativeisbetter
than the County Alternative is because more
allotmentsare effected in the RAC Alternative. The
analysisthen bringsthe affected allotmentsup to
preference number by targeting resour ces of these
allotments, whilethe unaffected allotmentsretain their
current numbers. It should bethe goal of all of usto
bring every allotment up to preference. For instance,
after ten yearsmost of theresourcesdirected at the
affected allotmentswould be complete. The next ten
year sthe unaffected allotments should receivethe
resour ces. An analysis of thisscenario would likely
show the County Alter native would bethe best
Alternativeboth in the short term and thelong term.

Response: After considering the comment, the
economic analysis has been adjusted. Theinitial
analysis (in the Draft RMPA/EIS) of economic impacts
of allotments not meeting the standard was incompl ete.
The allotmentsthat currently met the standard were
held constant in the analysis, instead of increasing in
grazing capacity. This provided an incompl ete picture
of the cumulative economic impactsto the State of New
Mexico. Those allotments, because they met the
standard should not be penalized, but should also move
towards a specific numeric target. Therefore, the
analysis was completed by moving all allotmentsin the
State, after 7 years of monitoring, toward a specific
numeric target. The same stair step methodology was
used, with one-third of the animal unit months (AUMSs)
being authorized every 7 years.

Also, after theinitial analysisan error in theinitial
methodology was also discovered. When aranch had a
20 percent reduction in AUMSs, those animal units
created a negative economic impact to the economy and
inyear 10 those AUMs were re-authorized for the
ranch. Thiswasinitially calculated as a negative impact
for 10 years and then to year 21 it was a positive impact.
However, thisisan incorrect interpretation, because the
re-authorization of those AUMswas only bringing the
ranching unit back to the baseline animal units, equal to
those in the scenario when no AUMs were reduced.
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241. Comment: TheElSincludesinaccurate
economic impactsthat used Adjudicated Preference
20 yearsfor long range projectionswithout
adequately displaying negativeimpactsin the short
run (over thenext 7 years).

Response: The tables which show the economic
impacts have been updated to include the 7 and 10
year numbers, for each of the alternatives.

242. Comment: TheElSfailstoinclude state and
county human dimension impacts.

Response: The human dimension impacts are included
on a state-wide basis for the various alternativesin
Chapter 4, but data are not available for a County-by-
County assessment.

243. Comment: The BLM DEISfailsto addressthe
(1) Affected Environment (2) Environmental
Consequences (3) RAC Alternative (4) Fallback
Alternative and (5) County Alter native of a Southwest
Region small cow/calf ranch. Therangeland that |
have differsagreat deal from rangeland in other
areas of the state and even areas of thiscounty. The
Financial Impact Analysisin the DEISisan important
measur ement, specific to financial effectson the
individual ranch operations. The analysis showsthat
some rancherswould no longer be ableto stay in
businessunder the RAC and Fallback Alternatives.

Response: The other regions have now been analyzed
for the State of New Mexico and areincluded asa
revised Appendix D in this Proposed RMPA/Final EIS.
The numbers analyzed were based on the assumption
that grazing numbers would be moving toward a
specific numeric target. This assessment isbased on a
long-term goal.

244, Comment: BLM hasdifferent interpretation of
thelaw than the state and counties concer ning NEPA,
Executive Orders, Rulesand Regulations. These
differences were never mitigated or resolved.

Response: Yes, there were differences. The CEQ
regulations directs that the responsibility for quality of
the EIS resides with the Federal agency, therefore the
document was published with legal theories and
interpretations of the Department of the Interior.



Where the State and County analysis was based on
legal theories that were inconsistent with Department of
the Interior interpretations of Federal laws, regulations
and Executive Orders, the Department of the Interior
interpretations were used. Intheinterest of full
disclosure and cooperation, the BLM offered to print
any differing views that the State Team and the
Cooperating Counties had in an Appendix to the Draft
RMPA/EIS (Appendix F), however none were provided
to BLM.

245. Comment: TheBLM unilaterally brokea

cooper ative agreement to include all the data worked up
during the EI S development meeting process, refused
toincludethe human dimension part of NEPA, and
wrotethe DEIS over protestsof the stateteam and the
cooper ating counties.

Response: The Draft RMPA/EIS includes Human
Dimension sections comprised of financial, social, and
cultural impact analyses. The existing situation for
Human Dimension begins on page 3-52 of the Draft
RMPA/EIS. The analysis of impactsto the Human
Dimension begins on 4-6 of the Draft RMPA/EIS
(methodology), 4-17 of the Draft RMPA/EIS (existing
situation), 4-30 of the Draft RMPA/EIS (Resource
Advisory Council (RAC) Alternative), 4-42 of the Draft
RMPA/EIS (County Alternative), and 4-53 of the Draft
RMPAV/EIS (Fallback Alternative).

The foundation for the Human Dimension analyses was
provided by the State Team, however adjustments were
necessary where their analysis was based on legal
theories that were inconsistent with Federal laws,
regulations and Executive Orders. Intheinterest of full
disclosure and cooperation, the BLM offered to print
any differing views that the State Team and the
Cooperating Counties had in an Appendix to the Draft
RMPA/EIS (Appendix F), however none were provided
to BLM prior to printing the Draft RMPA/EIS.

In preparing the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS, BLM once
again discussed the requirements of laws and Executive
Ordersrelated to human dimension issues with the
State Team. Not all individuals agreed on the
requirements nor the relationship between Federal

laws and Executive Orders and County ordinances.
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The Proposed RMPA/Final EIS reflects the widest
consensus of the requirements and relationships.

246 Comment: The Bureau needsto consider all of
the custom and cultureincluding residentswho own
no livestock and enjoy public land for their esthetic
qualities.

Response: The Custom and Culture Section for each
alternative has been modified to address the
commentor’ s concern regarding enjoyment of public
land for qualities other than livestock.

247. Comment: Based on our interpretation of the
National Environmental Palicy Act (NEPA)
regulations, the most problematic procedural concern
with the DEISisthat it doesnot adequately present the
anticipated impactsand the alter nativesin

compar ative form, which would allow thereader to
distinguish between alter natives. Chapter 4 discusses
the anticipated effects of implementation of each of the
four alternatives on natural resourcecriteria. The
Upland Vegetation, Water and Special Status Species
sectionsfor each alternative consist of repetitious
verbatim text. Theserepetitious statements do not
clearly differentiate the potential impacts of each
alternative on these resourcesto provideaclear basis
of choice. Similarly, the Big Game, Upland
Game/Nongame and Water fowl/Fisheries subsections
for each Major Land Resource Area (MLRA) often
contain verbatim language that also does not
distinguish qualitative differ ences between alter native
implementation on theseresources. Clearly defined
comparative analysis of each alter native would allow
for well defined analysis of alter native implementation
on wildliferesourcesin thevariousMLRA'sand
special status species. Werecommend that these
sections of the document berewritten to moreclearly
define the differ ences between anticipated potential
effects of each alternative. Providing compar ative
information in atableformat for all resourcecriteria
evaluated would be especially helpful in
distinguishing differ ences between the alter natives.

Response: The regulations for the development of
State Director standards and guidelines came with
criteriathat must be met. Thus, thereisonly minimal



opportunity to develop alternativeswhichresultina
great difference in impactsto the physical and
biological environments.

248. Comment: The DEISdoesnot explain how
intensified grazing regimeswill be used to achieve and
maintain standards. The DEIS containsrepetitious
statementsin the Grazing Administration sectionsfor
each alternativethat do not clearly define differences
between anticipated future management practicesfor
increased livestock numbersand previous practices,
and between alter nativeimplementation. Since grazing
has been a contributing factor to not meeting the
existing standar ds on some allotments, a discussion
should be provided describing how future management
practicesthat increase livestock numberswill: 1)
differ from previous management practicesthat were
insufficient to maintain upland and riparian health; 2)
achieve the adopted standards and the goals of
increasing biological diversity, vegetative productivity
and proper functioning conditions of upland and
riparian areas; 3) avoid contributingto or returningto
the conditionsthat require the implementation of new
standar ds and guidelines; 4) maintain the new
standardsfor rangeland and riparian health oncethey
have been achieved; and 5) differ between alter natives.

Response: Thisdocument is a Statewide RMP
Amendment that analyzes the effects of adopting a set
of standards for rangeland health and guidelines for
livestock grazing (S& Gs). The alternative selected will
amend each RMP in the State and supplement the
decisions of that plan. Theregulationsfor the
development of State Director standards and guidelines
came with criteriathat must be met. Thus, thereisonly
minimal opportunity to develop alternatives which
result in agreat difference in impactsto the physical
and biological environments.

Once the S& Gs are approved and site-specific targets
are determined, the next step isto determine through
inventory, monitoring, or qualitative assessment or in
combination, areas that are not meeting the standard.
Asit is determined which areas do not meet the
standards, a determination will be madeif current uses
are keeping the standards from being achieved. Where
current livestock grazing practices are determined to be
areason the standards are not being achieved, the
guidelineswill be applied. How the guidelines will be
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implemented will be developed by thelocal Field Office
personnel in careful and considered consultation,
cooperation, and coordination with affected
permittees/lessees, landownersinvolved, the Resource
Advisory Council, State of New Mexico agencies
having lands or responsible for managing resources
within the allotment, counties and the interested
public. Standard rangeland monitoring techniques will
be used to insure progress is being made.

249. Comment: The DEISdoesnot recognizethe
importance of vegetative communities asforagefor
wildlife. No discussion of formulasfor determining
AUM allocationsfor wildlifewasincluded in the DEIS.
Please provide a discussion in the wildlife sections of
each alter native explaining how AUM'sfor wildlife
will be determined, and how these for mulaswould
differ for each alternative.

Response: It istrue the Draft RMPA/EIS did not
identify formulasfor allocation of wildlife forage.
Rather, the document discusses setting the standard
for land condition. Management and all uses and
users of the public land will be expected to bein
concert with the standard including wildlife that are
the responsibility of the State of New Mexico. Since
site-specific standards have not been established and
the lands have not been inventoried to determine
consistency with the standards, it would not be
prudent to establish how issues will be resolved to
insure compliance with the standards.

The alternatives provide guidelines for livestock
grazing. Consequently, the RMPA/EIS covers
livestock grazing to agreater depth than other
activities. The RMPA/EIS displaysimpacts from the
actions to many elements of man’s environment
including wildlife habitat, recreation, soils, water, oil
and gas. Thisanalysisiscalled the “ cause-effect” or
“from-to” relationship where an action causes an
impact and that impact effect istraced to other
environmental components

250. Comment: Theentireanalysisisflawed because
thereisno consistency in analysis of each area.

Response: The BLM interprets the comment to be
critical of the Draft RMPA/EIS because the Financial
Analysis did not include an analysis of regions



beyond the Central Mountain Region. The analyses of
the other regions areincluded in the Proposed
RMPA/Fina EIS.

251. Comment: TheBLM hasdropped preference.
The Economic analysis was based on the assumption
that preference wasthe desired goal so the economic
analysisisinvalid.

Response: It isexpected that ecological conditionswill
improve over time and that grazing capacity will
improve over time. Moving toward a specific numeric
target was an assumption used for al alternatives. Y ear
21 wasthefinal year of analysis; it was assumed that
the allotment should have achieved an ecological
condition surpassing the standard and the allotment
would be operated at full capacity. The important
criterion for the analysisis not whether AUMs are
attached to the base property, but rather the number of
AUMsor level of stocking on the allotment.

252. Comment: TheBLM information problems
include database inaccuracies, methodologies, delays
and a general lack of clarity, under standing and
readability of the DEIS. In addition, meetings between
the State |D Team and BL M illustrate chronic
problemswith BLM delaysaswell asinconsistencies
and inaccuracieswith the BLM'sinformation, analysis
and persistent misinterpretations. Thisisreinforced
by the Customsand Cultures of the County in an
appendix instead of the main body of the DEIS.

Response: The CEQ regulations direct that the
responsibility for quality of the EISresides with the
Federal agency, therefore the document published has
to be consistent with legal theories and interpretations
of the Department of the Interior. The BLM agreed to
place the County Custom and Culture write-upsin the
Appendix so BLM would not have to edit them and
insure accuracy of theinformation. The County
Custom and Culture write-ups can befound in
Appendix E.

253. Comment: The BLM failed to identify and fulfill
their statutory and regulatory requirements by not
including adequate and detailed socioeconomic,
cultural or distributional effectsanalyses. More
particularly, the BLM did not analyze the effectson
equity (e.g., distributional effects) or federal rights
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regulations, including requirementsto conduct
Takings I mplication Assessment Presidential
Executive Order 12630) or impactson civil rights (18
U.S.C. 241 & 245(a)(1), 1964 Civil RightsAct Title
VII). TheBLM persisted in ignoring their
responsibilitiesunder Presidential Order 12898,
Environmental Justice and Environmental Justice
NEPA Guide (designed specifically for addressing the
effectson protected classes of citizens). In addition,
the BLM disregarded requirementsto assess
regulatory impacts (Presidential Order 12291); the
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (5 U.S.C. 603 & 604);
and, therequirementsunder the Presidential
Executive Order 13045 Protection of Children from
Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks.

Furthermore, the BLM was presented with
documentation from their own manualsand guidelines
for conducting socioeconomic analyses, for
considering Human Dimension, and distributional
effects, civil rightsand Environmental Justice,
mitigation guidelinesBLM Guideto Social
Assessment, Reference Guide to Socioeconomic
Mitigation and Human Dimension Internal Policy. Yet
BLM disregarded these cites by leaving out important
componentsin the Effects/ mpact Analyses.

Response: Inthe Draft RMPA/EIS where the State
Team analysis was based on legal theories that were
inconsistent with Department of the Interior
interpretations of Federal laws, regulations and
Executive Orders, the Department of the Interior
interpretations were used. Intheinterest of full
disclosure and cooperation, the BLM offered to print
any differing views that the State Team and the
Cooperating Counties had in an Appendix to the Draft
RMPA/EIS (Appendix F), however none were
provided to BLM prior to printing the Draft
RMPA/EIS.

The RMPA/EIS contains an analysis on Executive
Order 12291, Civil Rights and supporting laws and
issues concerning Civil Rights, Executive Order 12630,
Executive Order 12898 in the section called Common to
all Alternatives. In preparing the Proposed
RMPA/Fina EIS, BLM reviewed 18 USC 241 and 245, 5
USC 603 and 604, plus Executive Order 13045 and
found no conflicts with the proposed program and the
direction found in these documents.



In preparing the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS, BLM once
again discussed the requirements of laws and Executive
Ordersrelated to human dimension issues with the
State Team. Not all individuals agreed on the
reguirements nor the relationship between Federal laws
and Executive Orders and County ordinances. The
Proposed RMPA/Final EIS reflects the widest
consensus of the requirements and relationships.

254. Comment: BLM refused toincludethe State
Team'ssocial, cultural and equity (distributional
effects) analyses, otherwisereferred to asthe Human
Dimension. Analysisper State/County/BLM
agreement. Whilethe BLM seemingly recognized the
differencesin analyses and documentation, the BLM
disregarded CEQ requirementsfor both resolving
differencesand for dealing with differences by
removing the State Team's Human Dimension impact
analyses and documentation. Again, CEQ states:

If thelead agency leaves out a significant
issue or ignoresthe advise and expertise of the
cooperating agency, the EI' S may be found
later to be inadequate. Similarly, wherethe
cooperating agencies have their own decisions
to make and they intend to adopt the
environmental impact statement and bare
their decisionson it, one document should
include all of the information necessary for
the decisions by the cooperating agencies.
Otherwise they may be forced to duplicate the
EI'S process by issuing a new, more complete
ElISor Supplemental EIS, even though the
original EIS could have sufficed if it had been
properly done at the outset. Thus both lead
and cooperating agencies have a stakein
producing a document of good quality. ...
(CEQ FMAQ #14b).

Cooperating Counties plan to base their (County)
decision on the one document, that is, theBLM DEIS.
Given the problemswith the DEI'S, Cooperating
Counties have been for ced to duplicatethe DEISand
redo the entire process, analysis and documentation.

CEQ recognizes differencesand providesinstructions
for dealing with this. Moreimportantly it isclear that
CEQ 4till requiresthat " complete" state and county
analysesbeincluded in the document:
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Because of the differencesin perspectivesaswell as
conflictsamong federal, state and local goals.., the
Council hasadvised participating agenciesto adopt a
flexible, cooperative approach. Thejoint EI S should
reflect all of their interestsand missions, clearly
identified assuch. Thefinal document would then
indicate how state and local interestshave been
accommodated or would identify conflictsin goals...
the EISmust contain a complete discussion of the
scope and pur pose of the proposal, alter natives, and
impacts so that the discussion isadequate to meet the
needs of local, state and federal decisionmakers.
FMAQ#22)

It wasclear in the agreement with the BLM that the
State Team in consultation with Cooperating
Counties, would analyze and document the economic,
social, cultural and equity analysesfor both chapters
threeand four of the DEIS. It isalso clear that BLM
action denied the State and the Countiestheright to
full disclosur e of theimpacts deemed by the State and
Countiesin onedocument. The BLM choseto
disregard their own legal requirements, and in this
processdisregard State and County lawsto protect
the health, safety and welfar e of their citizens.

Response: The CEQ regulations direct that the
responsibility for quality of the EIS resides with the
Federal agency, therefore the document published has
to be consistent with legal theories and interpretations
of the Department of the Interior.

Where the State Team analysis was based on legal
theories that were inconsistent with Department of the
Interior interpretations of Federal laws, regulations and
Executive Orders, the Department of the Interior
interpretations were used. Intheinterest of full
disclosure and cooperation, the BLM offered to print
any differing views that the State team and the
Cooperating Counties had in an Appendix to the Draft
RMPA/EIS (Appendix F), however none were
provided to BLM prior to printing the Draft
RMPA/EIS.

In preparing the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS, BLM once
again discussed the requirements of laws and
Executive Orders related to human dimension issues
with the State Team. Not all individuals agreed on the
requirements nor the relationship between Federal
laws and Executive Orders and County ordinances, the
Proposed RMPA/Final EIS reflects the widest
consensus of the requirements and relationships.



255. Comment: P. 4-1. Under Analysis Approach, that
isa pretty damning statement to admit to: " The BLM
hasavariety of resour ce data, but hasnot inventoried
the public land to determineif the proposed standards
arebeingmet or not". If Field Offices gave
estimates/data, etc., then why not provide maps, tables.
How wer e these estimates made. Show an example of
how 1 FO went through this estimation process.

Response: It would be expensive and time consuming
to inventory the public land prior to determining what
the standardswill be. Therefore, BLM asked the Field
Officesto provide estimates. Recognizing that thisisa
Statewide EIS, the BLM believesit would not be
prudent to provide maps of projected areas meeting or
not meeting the standards.

256. Comment: P. 4-2: Wheredid the 20% reduction
in BLM AUMscomefrom?

Response: The 20 percent reduction in animal unit
months (AUMs) was assumed as one reasonable
scenario for economic analysis. The analysisalso
looked at no reductionin AUMs. The actual amount of
reduction is believed to be somewhere between the two.

257. Comment: P.4-3: Thereisnomessagein fig.
4-1., very poorly designed.

Response: No response required.

258. Comment: Economic Impact Assessment 4-1 By
focusing solely on those allotmentsthat did not meet
the standar dsthe analysisand comparison of the
alternativesisflawed. It isanticipated that the County
alternative would produce positive improvementsin
rangeland health, increase livestock stocking levelsto
preference and improve wildlife habitat on all grazing
permitted lands. For proper disclosureand analysisthe
EI'S should show how each alter native would effect all
grazing permitsnot just those not meeting the
sandard.

Response: After considering the comment, the
economic analysis has been adjusted. Theinitial
analysis (in the Draft RMPA/EIS) of economic impacts
of allotments not meeting the standard was incompl ete.
The alotmentsthat currently met the standard were
held constant in the analysis, instead of increasing in
grazing capacity. This provided an incomplete picture
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of the cumulative economic impactsto the State of
New Mexico. Those allotments, because they met the
standard should not be penalized, but should also
move towards a specific numeric target. Therefore, the
analysis was completed by moving al allotmentsin the
State, after 7 years of monitoring, toward a specific
numeric target. The same stair step methodology was
used, with one-third of the animal unit months
(AUMSs) being authorized every 7 years.

Also, after theinitial analysis (in the Draft RMPA/EIS)
an error in the initial methodol ogy was also
discovered. When aranch had a 20 percent reduction
in AUMs, those animal units created a negative
economic impact to the economy and in year 10 those
AUMswere re-authorized for theranch. Thiswas
initially calculated as a negative impact for 10 years
and then to year 21 it was a positive impact. However,
thisisan incorrect interpretation, because the
re-authorization of those AUMs was only bringing the
ranching unit back to the baseline animal units, equal
to those in the scenario when no AUMs were reduced.

The other regions for the State of New Mexico have
now been analyzed and incorporated into Chapter 4
and areincluded as arevised Appendix D in this
Proposed Plan/Final EIS.

259. Comment: Page4-6 Thefatal flaw of the Draft
ElSiscontained initem 8. The BLM should havefully
recognized after the 10th Circuit Court'sruling on
the Brimmer Decision that preference numberswere
not the objective of the BLM. Only the County
alternative targetsthe preference numberswithin its
standards and guidelines. The Coalition strongly
suggeststhat the BLM completely revisethe analysis
of impactsfor theFinal EIS. An alternativeto

incor poration of the changesin the Final EISwould be
to preparea supplemental EISwith the changes.

Response: It isexpected that ecological conditions
will improve over time and it is also expected that
grazing capacity will improve over time. Moving
toward a specific numeric target was an assumption
used for all alternatives. Year 21 wasthefinal year of
analysis; it was assumed that the allotment should
have achieved an ecological condition surpassing the
standard and the allotment would be operated at full
capacity. Theimportant criterion for the analysisis
not whether AUMs are attached to the base property,



but rather the number of AUMSs or level of stocking on
the allotment. Theresults of the 10 Circuit Count
decision does not affect thisanalysis.

260. Comment: We have been disappointed at the
repeated r g ection of suggested incor poration of
analysisby the state and counties. We also fedl that
certain issues (from memo of August 11, 1997) were
not addressed. Thefollowing isfrom that memo:

As| communicated to you by phone and recorded
message, | have located mor e than twelve citationsin
theFinal EISfor Rangeland Reform 94 (RR'94) that
call for local level NEPA documentsfor implementing
the Standards and Guidelines, Significant new
information that has occurred since the drafting of the
Rangdland Reform 94 EIS:

1. Thescientific basisfor ecosystem
management has changed significantly since
1993. The best available science at this point
indicatesthat disturbance and constant change
arethemajor driving forcesin the biological
composition of ecosystems, Thisleadsthe
science of today to statethereisno such things
as" balanced ecosystem,” " balance of nature,”
" ecosystem or rangeland health” or " properly
functioning systems." Thesetermsarenow
described as purely subjective.

2. It hasbecome apparent that the limited
physical, biological, social, cultural and
economic predicted outcomes described in the
RR'94 have no accur acy what-so-ever.

3.1t hasalso cometo light that the U.N. Agenda
21 hasbeen adopted by thisadministration for
implementation in land management decisions.

Dueto the above citations, circumstances and new
information, the Fallback Standardsand Guiddinesor
any other selected alter native will haveto go through
an entirely new EIS. Since Agenda 21 isacentral
palicy for the Department of Interior through the
Bureau of Land Management in directing management
it must beincluded in theanalysisfor disclosuretothe
public, Congressand the decision maker .
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Response: When site-specific implementing actions
are proposed, local level National Environment Policy
Act (NEPA) documents will be prepared, as needed.
The BLM hasfour possible levels of NEPA
documentation (categorical exclusion (CX),
administrative determination (AD), environmental
assessment (EA), or an environmental impact
statement (EIS)). The EA and CX are the most often
used in New Mexico.

In New Mexico, local standards and guidelines are not
yetin place. The BLM may replace the fallback
standards and guidelines with ones devel oped locally
in the near future through the New Mexico Statewide
Plan Amendment/EI S process. Based on our current
knowledge, BLM has determined that the U.N. Agenda
21 has no effect on thisEIS.

261. Comment: Thefailureto analyzethe effects of
the Human Dimension in all regions of the State and
the demographic and geogr aphic differences
illustratesalack of sensitivity for the ethnic, cultural
and different ecosystems. To effectively analyze and
document statewide effects, it isimperative to evaluate
theimpactsto the Native Americans and Spanish
culturein all regions, not just the central.

Response: The other regions for the State of New
Mexico have now been analyzed and incorporated into
Chapters 3 and 4 and are included as arevised
Appendix D in this Proposed RMPA/Fina EIS.

262. Comment: In my opinion the economic impact to
larger grazing permitteesduetothelossof AUM’s,
and increased costs associated with extensive fencing,
changesin management practices, etc. will be much
mor e severethan isindicated by any of the
alternatives.

Response: It was assumed that the larger permittee
had greater flexibility due to a higher number of
pastures and more intensified level of range
improvement development, thus allowing them to
minimize adverse impacts.

263. Comment: The servicecommendsthe BLM for
itseffortsto consider actionsto improve upland and
riparian conditions. However, the DEIS doesnot
adequately analyze or comparethe alternatives.



Section 1502.14(a-f) of the National Environmental
Policy Act statesthat and Environmental |mpact
Statement should present the environmental impacts of
the proposal and alter nativesin comparative form thus
sharply defining theissuesand providing a clear basis
for choiceamong options. Therearenot qualitative or
quantitative differencesthat can be distinguished
acrosstherange of alternativesfor thisproposed
project. The Servicerecommendsthat Chapter 4 of the
DEISbeedited and revised to clarify and describethe
differences between alternatives and their impacts.

The DEIS does not explain how the BLM will use
grazing management to achievethe standardsthat are
proposed in thevariousalternatives. Thereareno
apparent differencesin management acrossthe action
alternatives.

Response: Theregulations for the development of
State Director standards and guidelines came with
criteriathat must be met. Thus, thereisonly minimal
opportunity to develop alternativeswhichresultina
great difference in impacts to the physical and
biological environments.

Livestock grazing will be managed under the guidelines
to bein concert with natural ecosystem processes. The
specific details of how the guidelineswill be
implemented will be developed by thelocal Field Office
personnel in careful and considered consultation,
cooperation, and coordination with affected
permittees/lessees, landownersinvolved, the Resource
Advisory Council, State of New Mexico agencies
having lands or responsible for managing resources
within the allotment, counties and the interested public.

No Action Alternative

264. Comment: The DEISdid not adequately analyze
the effects of the No Action alternativein their report.
The DEISonly liststhe present condition. It is

essential to analyzethe No Action alternativeto provide
abasdinefor comparative evaluation - to show the
effects of relative changesfor each alternative from the
basdline (even if the baselinewill not beimplemented).

Response: The No Action Alternative was analyzed on
pages 4-9 through 4-17 of the Draft RMPA/EIS. TheNo
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Action Alternative does provide abaseline for
comparison of the other alternatives. The analysison
the No Action Alternative looked at both the short-
and long-term impacts, as did the other alternatives.
The last three sections on page 4-17 of the Draft
RMPA/EIS referred the reader back to the current
conditionsin Chapter 3, which isalso valid, as Chapter
3 provides a description of the existing environment.

In completing the Proposed RMPA/Fina EIS, BLM

has included the financial analyses by region.

Theintent of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) isthat prior to adecision being made, the
decision maker reviews an analysis of the impacts of a
proposed action on man’s environment to a
reasonable range of alternatives. Each analysis must
have abaseline for comparison. For thisRMPA/EIS,
the No Action Alternative is the baseline from which
the other alternatives are measured.

Cumulative impacts were analyzed in the Draft
RMPA/EIS document on pages 4-68 and 4-69 of the
Draft RMPA/EIS. The cumulativeimpacts are the same
for each of the alternativesincluding No Action.

265. Comment: Inthe Draft, one of themost glaring
discrepancy isfound on 4-12 under " Water fowl"

" ..conversion of grain cropsto cotton..." . Havel
missed the cotton crop in the San Juan River Valley?
Yes, perhapsthisisa smple mistake, but how many
other mistakesaretherein thisdocument that could
lead to the demise of peopl€e'slivelihoods?

Response: The agricultural fields portion of this
sentence has been deleted.

266. Comment: It isimperativeto morethoroughly
analyzethe No Action Alternative to establish a
control or basdlinefor compar ative evaluation of
selective changesfor each alternative.

Response: The No Action Alternative was analyzed
on pages 4-9 through 4-17 of the Draft RMPA/EIS.
The No Action Alternative does provide a baseline for
comparison of the other alternatives. The analysison
the No Action Alternative looked at both the short-
and long-term impacts, as did the other alternatives.
The last three sections on page 4-17 of the Draft



RMPA/EIS referred the reader back to the current
conditionsin Chapter 3, which isalso valid, as Chapter
3 provides a description of the existing environment. In
completing the Proposed RMPA/Fina EIS, BLM has
included the financial analyses by region.

Theintent of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) isthat prior to adecision being made, the
decision maker reviews an analysis of the impacts of a
proposed action on man’s environment to areasonable
range of alternatives. Each analysis must have a
baseline for comparison. For this RMPA/EIS, the No
Action Alternative is the baseline from which the other
alternatives are measured.

Cumulative impacts were analyzed in the Draft
RMPA/EIS document on pages 4-68 and 4-69. The
cumul ative impacts are the same for each of the
aternativesincluding No Action.

Resour ce Advisory Council (RAC) Alternative

267. Comment: | am concerned that if the preferred
alternative (RAC) issdected, that the BLM won’t have
themoney to implement that standard toit fullest asit
isidentified. 1f themoney isnot there, it would bethe
industry (cattlemen) that would suffer from the

alter native because cattle would haveto beremoved
from therange. My interaction with the TaosField
Office showstheir fundingislimited or relatively poor,
soif thereareuplandsor riparian areasthat arein bad
shape, whereisthe money going to comefrom to

implement practicesor activitiesthat will remedy those

situations?

Response: The BLM will be using Range Betterment
Funds, Sikes Act Funds, and Cost Share Funds as well
as other appropriated fundsto assist in achieving the
standards. However, it must be kept in mind that 43
CFR 84180.2 (c) states:

The authorized officer shall take appropriate
action as soon as practicable but not |ater
than the start of the next grazing year upon
determining that existing grazing management
practicesfor level of grazing use on public
land are significant factorsin failing to
achieve the standards and conformto the

593

guidelines that are made effective under this
section.

In some cases, the users of the public land, including
ranchers, may choose to provide additional funding
for range improvements that will facilitate management
actions.

268. Comment: On page 4-24 whereit talks about
wildernessa partial quote states“ Where sites not
meeting the standard areincluded in WAsor WSAsS,
they would be expected to bea high priority for
improved management.” | disagreewith this
statement because it encour ages per mitteesnot to
meet the standards. That way they get preferencein
improvements and practicesthat they might liketo
havedone. Soin order to get these practicesdone,
maybe they should over graze a little bit and maybe
that will get littleattention. That iswhat it saysto me.
Further down it refersto the standardsand
guiddlines. I'm not awar e of wherethe standardsand
guidelinesfor wilder ness have been written yet, and
I’d liketo know wherethey arewritten and wherel
can find them and what document | should look in for
them.

Response: Thelaw and regulations governing
Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas place
emphasis on preservation of wilderness values,
physical characteristics, and natural processes.
Therefore, where it is determined that these areas do
not meet the standards, it will be important to return
them to meeting the standard as rapidly as possible to
prevent the compromise of the naturalness of the area
and wilderness values.

The BLM Handbook 8560-1 provides guidance for the
management of designated Wildernessareas. The
BLM Handbook H-8550-1 Interim Management Policy
and Guidelinesfor Lands Under Wilderness Review,
1995, provides guidance for the management of
Wilderness Study Areas. These documents are
available at BLM Offices.

269. Comment: Moreemphasisshould be placed on
managing BLM landsfor nativewildlife and their
habitat. | want to see people'scommunitiesthrive
economically, however, if aland useis causing



destruction to the public domain, it should be ended and
other economic opportunitiespursued. Rural
communities need to be ableto adjust to change, aswe
all havetofrom timetotime. Most of the peoplein
urban communities are also hard working and
sdf-sufficient and many neighbor hoods have
community cohesion. Theseare not necessarily only
traits of ranching communities and should not bea
consideration when determining a grazing
management plan for publicland (pg 4-31).

Response: No response required.

270. Comment: On page4-19it issuggested that the
following wordsbeinserted in the Upland Vegetation
section of theRAC ALTERNATIVE (PROPOSED
ACTION) (wordsto beinserted areall caps).

Upland Vegetation

Under the RAC Alternative NO TREATMENTSIN
VIOLATION OF THE WILDERNESSACT SHOULD
BE ALLOWED IN BLM WSAs hereafter the Proposed
Action, the focus of management and the application of
grazing guidelineswould occur on public land not
meeting the standard dueto grazing. Management
changeswould include morewater, fencing, land
treatments, and possible defer ment on areas not
meeting the standard. Intheshort term, little
improvement would be expected. However, in thelong
term, measurableimprovement in vegetative cover and
composition would be expected dueto grazing
management practices. Additionally, NATIVE
vegetation would be enhanced through the use of
mechanical and chemical manipulationsin both the
short and long term. Theseimprovementswould occur
mostly within the desert and woodland biomesin
MLRAs 36, 42, and 70.

Response: All land treatmentsin a Wilderness Study
Area (WSA) would be in concert with the Interim
Management Policy for Lands Under Wilderness
Review. The BLM Handbook H-8550-1 Interim
Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under
Wilderness Review, 1995, provides guidance for the
management of WSAs. Thisdocument isavailable at
BLM Offices.
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271. Comment: On page4-19it issuggested that the
following wordsbeinserted in the Grazing
Adminigtration section of theRAC ALTERNATIVE
(PROPOSED ACTION) (wordsto beinserted areaall
caps, whilewordsto beremoved arealsoin caps but
inside().

GRAZING ADMINISTRATION

Under the Proposed Action, livestock uselevelsare
expected to remain approximately at the seven-year
averageover theshort term, similar tothe No Action
Alternative. Adjustmentsin livestock numbersare
expected to be upward on someallotmentsand
downward on others. Adjustmentsare not expected to
belarge, either upward or downward becausein
general, current permitsand leases ar e consistent
with grazing capacities established through BLMs
rangeland monitoring program. However, fluctuation
in uselevels can be expected dueto avariety of factors
such asweather conditionsand the price of livestock.
Asforage conditions and landsimprovein health and
begin to properly function, INCREASESIN
LIVESTOCK USE CAN BE EXPECTED) LIVESTOCK
DENSITY WILL BE EVALUATED TO DETERMINE
CARRYING CAPACITY OF LAND. Thelong-term
AUM projection....

Response: The sentence the commentor suggested be
changed has been modified to read as follows:

Asforage conditions and landsimprovein
health and begin to properly function, the
grazing capacity can be expected to increase.
Increasesin forage allocated for livestock
use may be authorized when it isreflected in
monitoring data over time and consistent
with the objectives of the land use plans.

272. Comment: On page4-20it issuggested that the
following wor ds be inserted in the WIL DLIFE section
of the RAC ALTERNATIVE (PROPOSED ACTION)
(wordsto beinserted areall caps, whilewordsto be
removed arealsoin capshbut insde(). Alsohavea
problem which thethird sentence of thewildlifewrite-
up which states: “ The construction of livestock
management facilities outside of theriparian/wetland



areawould protect and improveriparian and wildlife
habitats” No construction of livestock management
facilities should bedonein WSA's. Instead you should
be practicing deferment.

WILDLIFE

Implementing the proposed standards and guidelines
under the Proposed Action would benefit wildlifein the
short and long term in both upland and riparian areas.
Theimprovement of riparian habitats currently
functioning at risk with a downward trend would
benefit wildlife, since these areas arethe most diverse
and productiveareas. The construction of livestock
management facilities outside of theriparian/wetland
areawould protect and improveriparian and wildlife
habitats. Over thelongterm, standardsand guidelines
would help ensurethat site-specific, aswell as
landscape-level habitat needs are considered when
developing AMPs. The proposed standardsand
guiddiineswould allow for a (SLIGHT INCREASE) RE-
EVALUATION in actual AUMsover thelong term, but
would consider and protect critical wildlife resources.
Livestock would be used asa management tool IN
MLRA’'sWHERE PAST LAND USESHAVE NOT
ALTERED THE NATURAL BIOME to hdp resoreand
maintain sustainable habitats, increase biological
diversity and vegetative productivity, and promote
proper functioning uplandsand riparian areas.

Thefidld officeshaveidentified oil and gasleasing
development and rehabilitation, Rights-of-ways and off-
highway vehicle and other usesasother causesfor not
mesting the biotic standards. These activitiesand
associated decisionswould not beresolved under the
proposed grazing guideines, but RMP decisionswould
be commensurate with public health standards, thereby
ensuring wildlife management issues and concer ns
would berecognized and evaluated to maintain and
protect wildlife habitat.

Response: The suggested changes outlined for page 4-
20 of the Draft RMPA/EIS were considered, however,
they reflect guidelines for livestock grazing not in the
Resource Advisory Council (RAC) Alternative.
Therefore, it would be inappropriate to insert them.
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273. Comment: On page 4-25it issuggested that you
discussincreasing protection to ar chaeological sites.

Response: The BLM has an ongoing program of site
monitoring and surveillance. Project specific surveys
are performed to ensure that sites are not damaged by
BLM funded or permitted activities. For example, as
Environmental Assessments (EAS) are prepared for
individual grazing permits/leases archaeol ogical data
arereviewed to insure damage to known sitesis
limited.

274. Comment: On page 4-25in the 1% sentence of
thelast paragraph it states: “If the standardsand
guidelinesgo into effect, it isanticipated that the
BLM, in some areas of the state, would receive
increased applicationsfor land exchangesor sales.”
It issuggested that BLM limit or decrease sales of
BLM land into private hands.

Response: The Federal Land Management and Policy
Act (FLPMA) allows for the disposal of public land
through sales or exchangesif it is determined through
the land use planning process that such disposal
would beinthe publicinterest. FLPMA, requires
public surface to remain under BLM administration if
(1) resources of national, state, or regional significance
are found on them and (2) the possible adverse effects
of the adjustment action cannot be mitigated.

Each New Mexico BLM Field Office has gone through
the land use planning process as required by FLPMA.
A result of that process was the identification of
retention, disposal, and acquisition zones of public
land in each field office. A list of the land ownership
adjustment areas can be found in the Resource
Management Plans (RMPs) for each BLM Field Office.

The disposal zones generally contain tracts of isolated
or scattered parcels of public land and resources that
are difficult to manage by BLM staff. Where possible,
public land identified for disposal will be exchanged
for non-Federal lands that have been identified for
acquisition to enhance BLM resource management
programs (see the Lands and Realty section of Chapter
3).



Whilethereisapossibility the BLM could receive more
applications for land exchanges or sales it does not
mean that all those applications will be processed or
approved. Applications need to bein conformance
with the RM P decisions and should fall within the
designated disposal and acquisition zones.

Processing land ownership adjustments, in particular
exchanges or sales, is expensive and time consuming.
All exchange or sale proposals must be conducted in
conformance with FLPMA and NEPA and will require
extensive public review (minimum of 120 days per
exchange). Because of the cost and timeinvolved in
processing exchanges or sales and the continued
reduction in Bureau staff and budget, few if any
exchanges will be processed.

275. Comment: On Chapter 4, pages4-25 & 26 the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) statesthat
standardswould apply to oil and gasyet also sated it
would not amend mineral resource and mineralsthat
could beleased because of existing statuesand
regulations. However, 43 CFR 3100 regulationson oil
and gasgivesthe BLM authority to amend land use
plans. Such plansasthe Environmental Assessments
and the Environmental Impact Statements could change
Stateand Local BLM RMP's. It isour understanding
the BLM isnow receiving comments on the above
regulations from oil and gas on proposed changes of
regulationsfor federal land. Implementation of these
regulationsin the proposed changes by the Federal
Gover nment may affect the sandardsand grazing
guidelinesin the State RMP. In addition, the State of
New Mexico and L ocal County Gover nments may also
be affected. The County requeststhat you respond to
these questions and commentsto thisregulation and
proposed changes.

Response: While BLM has the authority to amend land
use plans (43 CFR Part 1610.5), implementation of the
Standards for Public Land Health (Standards) will not
create the need to amend mineral resource decisionsin
current Resource Management Plans (RMPs). As
stated in the RMPA/EIS, mineral resource development
on Federal land in New Mexico isalready restricted to
protect Public Land Health through implementation of
|ease stipulations and surface use requirements. The
commentor is correct in that an RMP can be amended,
asjustified in environmental documents such asthis
RMPA/EIS. However, implementation of the Standards
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will not create a need for modification of the land use
plans with regard to oil and gas development.

Thereisnothing in the proposed revisionsto 43 CFR
Part 3100 that would affect, or in turn, be affected by
implementation of the Standards. An analysis of the
proposed 43 CFR Part 3100 is beyond the scope of this
ElS. Comments on this proposal, as published in the
Federal Register on December 3, 1998, were due by
June 4, 1999. A response to such commentswill be
published at alater date.

276. Comment: On page4 - 19, Sails: All soilsin
New M exico would respond differently to drought or
moisture, not just upland soils.

Response: In the discussion about upland soils, BLM
tried to express the idea that a healthy robust
soil-vegetation ecosystem could withstand the stress
of drought or excess moisture far better and with far
less change than asite that isin poor health. This
would betruefor all soilsin New Mexico not just
those on public land.

277. Comment: Theanalysisstates" ...for thelong
term, communities and ranching operations may be
mor e stableand in better condition financially,
socially and culturally under the RAC Alternative
when compared to the Fallback or County
Alternatives." (page4-31). Whilethisstatement is
correct based on theanalysis, if theranch isunableto
survivetheshort term, thelong term isirreevant.

Response: The BLM agreesthat if arancher goes out
of business, he/sheis not expected to enjoy the
prosperity of the long-term. To provide mitigation and
to ensure the least impact possible, grazing programs
will be developed in careful and considered
consultation, coordination and cooperation with the
permittees and lessees and other designated parties.

278. Comment: Throughout the DEIS document the
BLM makeserroneous claimsthat the RAC
alternativeisthebetter alternative for the public land
rancher "inthelongrun". Thisisfalseduetotheir
erroneous assumption that the historical BLM
adjudicated preference grazing AUMs (Animal Unit
Months) would be used aslong rangetarget numbers
(goals). Therecent 10 Circuit Court of Appeals
overturned the adjudicated preference policy. Hence,



BLM hasreected the palicy of adjudicated preference
numbers, invalidating theimpact analyses. Also, the
analysisdoes not include the impacts of those per mits
that do meet the sandardsand will move towards
adjudicated preference within the analyzed timefame.
In short, thisproblem invalidates BLM's conclusion
that the RAC isthe best alternativefor therancher and
for New Mexico. The DEISisan inadequate impact
analysis, failing to accurately display thefull
significant effects of the Fallback, RAC and County
alternatives.

Response: The grazing capacity for livestock grazingis
presently determined through monitoring and
evaluation procedures. Permits and |leases are adjusted
either up or down to match the grazing capacity
identified through the monitoring and evaluation
procedures. The RMPA/EIS assumed this process
would continue.

Sinceit is expected that ecological conditionswill
improve over timeit is also expected that grazing
capacity will improve over time. Moving toward a
specific numeric target was an assumption used for all
aternatives. Year 21 wasthefinal year of analysis; it
was assumed that the allotment should have achieved
an ecological condition surpassing the standard and
the allotment would be operated at full capacity. The
important thing for the analysisis not whether AUMs
are attached to the base property but rather the number
of AUMs or level of stocking on the allotment. The
results of the 10 Circuit Count decision does not affect
thisanalysis. Using this methodology, each alternative
was analyzed equally, so they are each comparable to
the baseline.

The summary in the Resource Advisory Council (RAC)
Alternative states. However, for the long-term,
communities and ranching operations may be more
stable and in better condition financially, socially and
culturally under the RAC Alternative when compared to
the Fallback or County Alternative. Thisconclusionis
based on a comparison of economic activity, personal
income, and employment among the alternatives for
year 21 (see Tables4.1a, 4.1b, 4.2a, 4.2b, 4.3aand 4.3bin
the Draft RMPA/EIS). These tables have now been
revised with an updated analysis (see chapter 4
economic sections for each alternative) in the Proposed
RMPA/Final EIS. Therevised analysis shows that
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economic activity, personal income and employment
will be highest under the County Alternative.

279. Comment: P.4-29. Table4.laisextremely
difficult totrack, fix. In general the whole economic
analysisisbogus. You don't seem to beableto
adequately justify much of anything.

Response: Theintent of the EISis not to justify any
particular action, but rather to analyze the various
standard and guideline alternatives. Thereisalot of
information presented in Table4.la. Thetrackingis
logical and consistent with the established
methodology presented on page 4-4 of the Draft
RMPAJEIS.

280. Comment: Page 4-24 stateswe may havelost the
capability to recover the potential natural community
duetoovergrazing. | believeyour effortstotreat the
land with mechanical and chemical manipulation are
not cost effective. We can not afford to sustain these
allotmentswith low production potential. Sol reject
the proposed action.

Response: TheBLM’sgoal istoinvestin
economically and environmentally sound rangeland
improvements to improve the lands for multiple use
purposes. Prior to implementing an improvement, an
Environmental Assessment (EA) and a benefit/cost
analysis are prepared to determine the best format for
the project. One of the priorities for using rangeland
improvement fundsisto protect and enhance critical
resources and val ues.

County Alternative

281. Comment: Wesupport the County alter native
because we fed it isthemost practical to achievethe
goalsand objectivesand standar ds and guidelineswith
theleast amount of disruption or displacement of
livestock.

Response: No response required.

282. Comment: The County Alternativeisthe
position we believe will havethe least amount of
impact on the custom, culture, social, economic, and
tax payers well being of our County. Thisalternative
hasthe same goals asthe other alter natives but



proceeds slower to the goals, which lessen thefracture
of tax base and har dship on permittees. We believethis
will give better decision making at the local level.

Response: No response required.

283. Comment: Wefavor the County Alternative
evidenced by having theleast impact on custom,
culture, social, economic and resident taxpayers
well-beingin Lincoln County. Wefeel the processis
rushed in nature and will require major changesif not
all these alternatives are utilized.

Response: No response required.

284. Comment: Theanalysison water quality missed
the point of the County Alter native on water quality
issues. The County Alternative was designed to put
information and action in the hands of local entities,
most particularly grazing per mittees. All alter natives
are so0 broad they can’t be compared to the County
Alternative so noreal conclusion could have been
reached.

Response: The State and BLM have welcomed more
local involvement in water quality issues at the local
level. However, the BLM is still responsible for
managing activities on public land to meet New Mexico
water quality standards.

285. Comment: It isimpossibleto comparethe County
Alternativeto other alternativesand finding no
differences, thereforethe Area Analysisis useless.

Response: No response required.

Fallback Alternative

286. Comment: | urgethat the Fallback alternative be
selected asthe standard for New Mexico for Public
Land Health. With regard to theissues of improving
management activitiesto address our dwindling and
serioudy impacted riparian habitatsin the state and to
benefit wildlifein the short term and long-term in both
uplandsand riparian areasit appear sthat the Fallback
alternative, hasthedistinct lead in this concern.
Adver se effectswould occur from the selection of any
of the other alter natives discussed.
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Response: Theintent of the Draft RMPA/EIS was to
analyze the alternatives, not to make a selection.

287. Comment: You may be awarethat thefocusof the
Public Land Foundation isto: Encouragethe public
support of keeping the public land public and
professionally managed; to Foster effective
management and stewar dship of the public land and
resourcesfor the benefit of all the public; to
Encourage optimum implementation of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), which
requiresamong other objectives, environmental
enhancement, long-range land-use planning,

resear ch, rehabilitation of damaged landsand
resour ces, coor dination with state and local
governments, and to Encour age professional
performanceby all BLM employees.

We havefound all of theseissuespresent in the

alter native Standar ds and Guidelinesand commend
the proponentsfor their rational approaches. Wealso
commend the Bureau of Land Management for the
progress of the agency and for continuing the
precepts established by the Grazing Service, BLM's
predecessor. Thisprogressisevident in the
statement, " Under the Fallback Alternative livestock
uselevelsare expected to remain approximately at the
seven-year averageover theshort term, similar tothe
No Action Alternative. Adjustmentsin livestock
number s ar e expected to be upward on some
allotmentsand downward on others. Adjustmentsare
not expected to belarge becausein general, current
per mitsand leases ar e consistent with grazing
capacities established through BLM'srangeland
monitoring program. Thelong term AUM projection
isexpected to bearound preferencewhich is i,
968,341 AUMSs.

Webedlievethe alternative that best achievesthe
physical and biological goals and values of the public
land must be selected which in turn will providethe
greatest economic return to all users.

Response: No response required.

288. Comment: Page 4-46 of the DEIS states: " Under
thisalternative [Fallback] 480 per mittees could be
affected [the most of any alternative]. Permittees most
affected by the guidelineswould be those with small



one-pasture allotmentswherethereis continuous,
season-long grazing. Continuous, season-long
grazingisallowed to occur only when it hasbeen
demonstrated to be consistent with achieving a healthy,
properly functioning ecosystem." Thisstatement is
inherently contradictory. AccordingtotheDEIS,
implementation of the Fallback alter native would bethe
most restrictive and affect the most per mittees, the
maj ority of which practice season-long grazing.
However, the DEIS maintainsthat season-long grazing
isonly allowed to occur if demonstrated to be
consistent with achieving a healthy, properly
functioning ecosystem. The standardsand guidelines
themsavesareintended to improverangeland and
riparian conditionsto achieve a properly functioning
condition. Thus, it isunclear how the majority of
allotments potentially affected by Fallback guideline
implementation could have been achieving a healthy,
properly functioning ecosystem.

Response: The allotments affected by the guidelines
are those that have lands that are not meeting the
standards. Where a small one pasture allotment has
lands that do not meet the standards they would not be
allowed to have season long grazing, unless the season
long grazing program has been demonstrated on other
allotments to be able to achieve a healthy ecosystem.
The problem of not meeting the standard could
possibly be solved in two ways. They include reducing
stocking numbers, with the exist grazing program or by
implementing a deferred grazing program, with
appropriate stocking levels.

289. Comment: The Department recommends
implementation of the Fallback standardsand
guiddinesfor the following reasons:
1. Asstated on page 4-46, this
alter native would focus management
activitieson more acresfor wildlife
habitat protection than the other
alternatives.
2. Thegreatest number of riparian
segmentswould beimproved and
restored to Proper Functioning
Condition (PFC). Of 154 riparian
segments classified as nonfunctional
or functional-at-risk with a downward
trend, or wherethetrend isnot
apparent, 107
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riparian segmentswould beimproved, 39 to
PFC. The RAC alternativewould improve
68 riparian segments, restoring 32 to PFC.
The County alter native doesnot statethe
total number of riparian segments
improved, but would also restore 32
segmentsto PFC.

3. Riparian segmentswould beimproved and
restored in theleast amount of time.

4. The Fallback alternative allowsfor a
dlight increasein actual AUM' sover the
long-term, but consider sand protects
critical wildliferesources. TheRAC
alternative also protectscritical wildlife
resour ces, the County alter native does not.
5. The Fallback alternativeincor porates
landscape-level, aswell as site-specific
(allotment level) habitat needswhen
developing Allotment Management Plans
(AMP's). The RAC alternative also
considerslandscape-level habitat needs; the
County alter native does not.

6. Soil conditionswill undergo the greatest
improvement under the Fallback alter native.
TheRAC alternative providesfor better soil
conditionsthan the No Action or County
alter natives, from the implementation of
grazing guidelineson moreacres. The
County alternative will providefor dightly
mor e improvement to soilsthan the No
Action alternative.

7. Although not clearly defined in the
analysisfor water and upland vegetation, the
Fallback alter native will most successfully
improve surfacewater quality by reducing
non-point sour ce pollution, increasing
water retention and associated aquifer
rechar ge, and reducing surface er osion and
stream sedimentation, which will improve
habitat quality and quantity for aquatic life.
8. Although not stated or adequately
analyzed in the Big Game section of each
alter native, based on enhanced conditions of
other resourcessuch asriparian and
upland habitats, the Fallback alter native will
providethe best long-term opportunitiesfor
increasing deer herds, aprimary
management goal of the Department.



Response: New Mexico Department of Game and Fish's
recommendation, no response required.

290. Comment: The Servicerecommendsthe
implementation of the Fallback Alternative. According
tothe DEIS, the standar dsand guidelinesunder the
Fallback Alternative would focus management
activities on the maximum amount of wildlife species
and their habitatsthan the other alternatives. The
most significant improvementsto vegetative and soil
conditions, water quality and key wildlife habitats
occur under thisalternative. Also, thelargest amount
of riparian habitat would beimproved in thelease
amount of timeunder thisalternative.

Response: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's
recommendation, no response required.

Common To All Alternatives

291. Comment: An areal personally do not fed was
given enough written spacein the document wasthe
impacts madeto minoritiesand low income, from the
Civil RightsAct of 1964.

Response: The Field Solicitor determined that the
alternatives are consistent with the Civil Rights
requirementsin laws, Executive Orders, regulations and
policies, and the analysisis considered complete and
adequate.

In preparing the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS, BLM once
again discussed the requirements of laws and Executive
Ordersrelated to human dimension issues with the
State Team. Not all individuals agreed on the
requirements nor the relationship between Federal laws
and Executive Orders and County ordinances. The
Proposed Plan/Final EIS reflects the widest consensus
of the requirements and rel ationships.

292. Comment: On page4-56,items6and 7is
puzzling to me. It seemsto give preferenceto military
useson publicland. Alsoit lookslikethey may be
excusing the military from thetaking rules. Need a
better explanation of that.

Response: This comment concerns the wording found
in Executive Order 12630 of March 15, 1998. The
Executive Order does not give a preference to military
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use on public land. The comment requests further
explanation on the subject of military relationshipsto
takingsrules. However, the proposed action and
aternatives do not involve military use of the public
land. Therefore, this document is not the proper forum
for discussion of that issue. The standards applied to
the lands and the various uses, including military use
would haveto bein concert.

293. Comment: There sno cumulativeimpact
discussion, and thisisnormally seen and addressed in
El'S documents. When one combinesrecr eational
activities, mineral extraction, oil and gas exploration
and extraction, off-road vehicle abuses and top that off
with grazing, these areimpactsthat will affect the
entire ecosystem and the entire environment. This
particular point seriously needsto be considered to be
addressed in thefinal document.

Response: Cumulative impacts were analyzed in the
Draft RMPA/EIS document on pages 4-68 and 4-69
under the heading of Cumulative Effects.

294. Comment: The Human Dimension isweak and
needsto be analyzed deeper on thefollowing criteria:
Equity Analysis, Taking, Civil Right Burden,
Environmental Justice, Social Well-being, and
Cultural Stability.

Response: The Field Solicitor reviewed the document
and determined the alternatives are consistent with the
laws and/or Executive Orders for Equity Analysis,
Private Property Rightsincluding Taking, Civil Right
Implications, Environmental Justice, Social Well-being,
and Cultural Stability and is considered complete and
adequate.

In preparing the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS, BLM once
again discussed the requirements of laws and
Executive Orders related to human dimension issues
including socia well-being and cultural stability with
the State Team. Not all individuals agreed on the
requirements nor the relationship between Federal
laws and Executive Orders and County ordinances.
The Proposed RMPA/Final EIS reflects the widest
consensus of the requirements and relationships.

295. Comment: Thedraft hasnot fully analyzed the
content and impact that could affect individualsand



County Government under a partial list of federal laws.
Theselawsinclude NEPA, CEQ, EO 12898
Environmental Justice, EO 12630, PRIA and Taylor
Grazing Act, and FLMPA. The DEISshould either be
redoneor a supplemental EI'S conducted.

Response: Thiscomment is broad in nature and
because it gives no specificsishard to respondtoin
detail. The BLM hasreviewed the above Federal laws,
regulations and Executive Ordersin the preparation of
the EIS. The pertinent parts were covered in the EIS.

In preparing the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS, BLM once
again discussed the requirements of laws and Executive
Ordersrelated to human dimension issues with the
State Team. Not all individuals agreed on the
requirements nor the relationship between Federal laws
and Executive Orders and County ordinances. The
Proposed RMPA/Final EIS reflects the widest
consensus of the requirements and relationships.

296. Comment: The document hasfailed to follow the
Taylor Grazing Act (43 USC 315), PRIA 1978,
FLPMA 1976 - PL 94-579 and NEPA.

Response: Thiscomment is broad in nature and
because it gives no specificsishard to respondtoin
detail. The BLM hasreviewed the above Federal laws
in the preparation of the EIS. The above laws and
implementing regulations were followed in the
development of the EIS.

297. Comment: Westrongly urge BLM to discussthe
economics of each AMP with the grazing user and
strivefor an agreement that will mitigatetheusers
loss from any adjustment necessary to accomplish the
goal of healthy public land.

Response: The grazing regulations 43 CFR §4120.2(a)
provides for the following:

An allotment management plan or other
activity plansintended to serve asthe
functional equivalent of allotment
management plans shall be prepared in careful
and considered consultation, cooperation, and
coor dination with affected permittees or
lessees, landowner s involved, the resource
advisory council, and State having lands or
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responsible for managing resources within the area
to be covered by such a plan, and the interested
public. ...

Specific mitigation measures to be used can be
identified during preparation of the grazing activity
plan. Asindicated inthe Draft RMPA/EIS on pages 4-
65 through 4-68, when BLM has feasible mitigation
measures that are fiscally prudent and reasonably
availableto BLM and are in concert with BLM
Congressionally granted authorities, BLM will
incorporate the mitigation measures.

298. Comment: Your agency hasa statutory
obligation to compr ehensively assess and analyze
each and every one of these connected, cumulative, or
similar actionsor impactsasthey are associated with
the public resour ces addressed in this Draft Plan/EI S,
including actions of other agenciesthat have
cumulativeimpactsand actionsthat would not proceed
without the presence of the subsidized grazing
activitiesthat arerepresented asbeing the actions
under study in the Draft Plan/EIS.

Response: Cumulative effects are addressed on pages
4-68 through 4-69 of the Draft RMPA/EIS.

299. Comment: Thedeveopment and maintenance of
these costly " livestock support” functionswithin your
own agency are" interdependent partsof alarger
action and depend on thelarger action for their
justification" and cumulative actions, " which when
viewed with other proposed actions have cumulatively
significant impacts." In thiscontext, a complete and
thorough analysis of these functions, a statement of
their costs, and afull disclosure of their
organizational and budgetary impactson your overall
resour ce protection responsibilities need to be
included within thisDraft Plan/EIS.

Response: Thisdocument is not site-specific and the
various developments for livestock support functions
within BLM are not known. Thus, acomplete and
thorough analysis of these functions, a statement of
their costs, and afull disclosure of their organizational
and budgetary impacts on BLM's overall resource
protection responsibilities cannot be completed at this
time. Thereisno requirement to do such an analysis
aspart of an EIS.



300. Comment: TheEIlSisvoid of mitigation measures
that would reduce the economic, financial, social
cultural effectson ranch familiesand rural
communities.

Response: Mitigation measures are discussed in
Chapter 4 on pages 4-65 through 4-68 of the Draft
RMPA/EIS. Asindicated in the Draft RMPA/EIS, when
BLM hasfeasible mitigation measures that are fiscally
prudent and reasonably availableto BLM and they are
in concert with BLM Congressionally granted
authorities, BLM will incorporate the mitigation
measures. Specific mitigation measures to be used can
beidentified during the preparation time for the grazing
activity plan.

301. Comment: Thisdocument doesnot addressthe
cumulative effectsfrom other federal actions, such as
the Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Forest Service, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, etc. At thispoint in timethe
Rio Grande Slvery Minnow and the Southwestern
Willow Flycatcher could possibly affect our ranch.
Asidefrom the effects of possiblefederal actions, there
isno discussion asto the cumulative effectsfrom
essentially seven year s of drought nor low beef prices.

Response: The cumulative effects section has been
reviewed, and it is acknowledged that cumulative
effects could result from these actions including,
weather patterns, and the average price received for
agricultural products over a 10-year period.

It isalso acknowledged that in some cases that
protection and recovery of Federally-listed species may
have an impact on public rangeland users and their
enterprises requiring adjustment in the management of
actions. An example would be the silvery minnow.

302. Comment: No listsof statutory compliance were
listed in the document, which would define what
reguirements are mandated under thelaw by the

agency.

Response: The BLM complieswith many lawsin their
programs. Thereisno requirement that BLM list laws
that guide the agency. Listing statutory compliance
would lengthen the RMPA/EIS and BLM failsto see
how alisting would improve the document.
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303. Comment: TheHuman Dimension analysiswas
left out in theform aswritten by the Stateteam. The
BLM said aswritten, the Human Dimension was
unacceptable. Early in the processin November of
1997, it was agreed, that the State would writethis
section. The BLM'sretort in the final months of the
processwas, they would rewritethe Human
Dimension with the State Team, but it would be
subject to changes by their editorsand lawyers.
Because of the conflict, some counties submitted a
separate document (per NEPA) in theform of an EIR.
Thesewerenot considered nor werethey printed.

Listed are somebut not necessarily all requirements
in the Human Environment.

A. E.O.12630
B. E.O.12898
C. E.O0.12201
D. E.0.13045
E. 18U.SC.241and 45 (A) - (1)

1994 C.R.A. TitleVII
Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
Duplication of Effort (NEPA)

®

By not doing a complete analysis, irreparable and
irreversible damage can be caused to the counties
customsand cultureand also, makethe EIS
incomplete.

Response: The CEQ regulations direct that the
responsibility for quality of the EIS resides with the
Federal agency, therefore the document published has
to be consistent with legal theories and interpretations
of the Department of the Interior. Where the State
Team analysis was based on legal theories that were
inconsistent with Department of the Interior
interpretations of Federal laws, regulations and
Executive Orders, the Department of the Interior
interpretations were used.

Prior to sending the document to the printer, Catron
and Sierra Counties provided copies of their
Environmental Impact Reports (EIR) tothe BLM. The
counties provided the EIRsfor BLM review, requested
that BLM enter the report in the records and make they
available should the public request to review them.
They did not ask that the documents be printed as a
part of the document.



Intheinterest of full disclosure and cooperation, the
BLM offered to print any differing views that the State
Team and the Cooperating Countieshad in an
Appendix to the Draft RMPA/EIS (Appendix F),
however none were provided to BLM prior to sending
the document to the printer.

In December 1998, after the Draft RMPA/EIS had been
sent to the printer, the BLM received the Otero EIR and
arequest to includethe EIR inthe BLM Draft
RMPA/EIS. Because the document had already gone to
the printer, it was not possible for the BLM to consider
printing the EIR as a part of the Draft RMPA/EIS.
Consistent with the requests of Catron and Sierra
Countiesfor the BLM to include their EIRsin the BLM
records, the BLM included the EIR in the record and
made the Otero County EIR available for the public
should they request to review it.

In February 1999, the BLM received an EIR from
Hidalgo County for BLM consideration. This document
was made a part of the record and was made available to
the public as were the other three received.

304. Comment: The Cumulative Effectsdiscussion
addressesprimarily the potential short-term effects of
implementing the Proposed Action or other
alternatives on thelivestock industry, but doesnot
factor in the cumulative benefits of improved surface
water quality and groundwater recharge, soil retention
and stability, decreased soil erosion and surface water
runoff, more productive wildlife habitats, and increased
hunter and non-consumptive wildlife user satisfaction.

Response: The BLM has modified the cumulative
effects analysisto include the concepts identified by
the comment.

305. Comment: TheBLM failed to analyze indirect and
cumulative social, cultural and economic effects of
each alternative aswell asfailed to address
irreversibleand irretrievable impacts (CEQ 1508.7,
1508.8(b) and 1508.27). The BLM NEPA Handbook
(Chapter V #2) CEQ dates:

The EISmust identify all theindirect effects
that are known and make good faith effort to
explain the effects that are not known but are
"reasonably foreseeable. " (FMAQ#18).
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TheDEISisvoid of analysis of theindirect and
cumulative effectsanalysisfor each of the
alternatives. Thisisexemplified in their removal of
key phrasesin chapter three analyses of the urban
impactson healthy rangelands. Thisinformation was
included in the County'sEIR. BLM went out of itsway
to play down thereative effects of urbanization by
stating that these lands occupy lessthan 3% of the
total BLM lands. Whilethislow percentage should be
guestioned, the point isnot the per centage of land
impacted, rather the degree and cumulative impacts.
Academic research and BLM field reports show that
urban impacts have the potential for irreversible and
irretrievableimpacts on healthy public rangelands.
TheBLM surgically removed any referencetothis
potential for indirect, cumulative and irreversible and
irretrievable effects discussed in the County'sEIR.
By removing thisanalysisand languageit diminates
the point that thisisdisproportionate harm tothe
ranchers. Without being able to show that other
public land usersare contributing to adver se effects
to healthy public lands, it concealsthefact that the
publicland rancher isbeing singled out to barethe
brunt of the costs.

Response: The Draft RMPA/EIS on page 3-57
recognizes the current effects of urbanization on
public land. Although the impacts can be high, the
majority of public land is not near urban areas and a
realistic description was provided.

The Standards will establish condition targets for the
land. All uses of the public land whether commercial
or non-commercial will be managed to be in concert
with the standards. For example, Off Highway Vehicle
aswell as ranching activities will be managed to be
consistent with the standards. Activitiesthat are
presently managed in a manner consistent with the
standard will have very littleif any change or adverse
impact from establishing the standards. The livestock
grazing guidelineswill apply only to land where the
standards are not being met due to current livestock
grazing practices. Not all allotmentswill be impacted
by the grazing guidelines.

Thereis not disproportionate harm to ranchers
because all uses of the land will have to be consistent
with the standards, and the only ranchers and other
users affected will be those currently conducting
activities or practices that are not in concert with



achieving the standards. Although the guidelines will
not affect all public land ranchers and not all ranchers
affected by the guidelines will choose to go out of
ranching, there may be ranchersthat elect to sell the
ranch.

When aranch is sold, it may mean a permanent change
in thelifestyles and traditions of theindividual. This
will be recognized in Chapter 4 of the Proposed
RMPA/Final EISin asectionidentified as Irreversible
and I rretrievable Consequences.

306. Comment: TheHuman Dimension analysesare
designed to determineif there are significant adver se
effectsfrom each alternativein order to consider
mitigation measuresto show waysto reduce or
eliminate harm to the Human Environment (CEQ 1508.
14, 1502. 14(f), 1502. 16(h) and 1505.2c). BLM did not
develop mitigation measuresfor addressing and
alleviating significant negative effects, even after the
State ID Team requested measuresbeidentified to
provide guidelinesfor implementation of Standardsand
Guidelinesand after the State/Countiesrequested to
participatein mitigation planning. Hence, the BLM
removed the only opportunity to reduce or eliminate
significant adver se effectsand providefor a balance
between socioeconomic and biophysical impacts (NEPA
102).

Response: Potential mitigation measures and the
feasibility of each are discussed starting on page 4-65
of the Draft RMPA/EIS. The same mitigation measures
apply to each of the alternatives analyzed in the section
called Commonto All Alternatives. The State/County
Teams participated by helping the BLM identify
possible mitigation, while the BLM determined how
feasible the mitigation would be. Specific mitigation
measures to be used can be identified during
preparation of the grazing activity plan.

The BLM and State Teams further discussed
implementation and mitigation procedures during
preparation of the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS.
Additional details concerning implementation and
mitigation procedures are included in the Proposed
RMPA/Final EIS.

307. Comment: TheDraft EISisflawed in the
following respects:
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1. A cumulativeimpact analysisis absent
for all alternativesthat describesthe
current and reasonably foreseeable impacts
from other federal agenciesand state
actionsand,;

2. Item 1 goesdirectly to theissue of
significance. Absent the cumulativeimpact
analysis, the context and intensity of
impacts on the affected environment cannot
be properly disclosed; and

3. Only those permitsthat do not meet the
standar dswere analyzed. Thisfailsto
disclosetheincreasein benefitsto
rangeland health and state and county
economic stability statewide; and

4. With the 10th Cir cuit decision on the
Brimmer decision the Fallback Standards
and Guidelinesare bared from moving
towar ds stocking of livestock to preference
levels since preference no longer exists.
The RAC alternative isfaced with a smilar
problem in that the RAC alternative did not
contemplatereaching preference stocking
levels. The County alternative hasthe
assumption that all permitswould moveto
full livestock preferencelevelsasrange
conditions allowed. Therefore, the County
alter native would providefor the best long
term improvement of therange resources
and economic viability of ranching units by
creating incentivesto improverangeland
health; and

5. The Coalition requested on several
occasionsthat theimpact analysisinclude
MOU's, international treatiesand
agreements (specifically Agenda 21) that
adminisgtratively givedirection tothe BLM.
Theabsence of theseitemsfailsto disclose
to the decison maker and the public the
authority and basis of analysisthe BLM is
using for the proposed action; and

6. Appendix B-1 presentsthe anticipated
RM P changes created by thevarious

alter natives which form the basis of
analysisin the EIS. It isapparent that there
wasalack of consistency in interpreting
therequirementsof each alternative. Dueto
thisinconsistency, the entireanalysisis
flawed.



Response: Items 1. and 2. The cumulative analysis on
pages 4-68 through 4-69 of the Draft RMPA/EIS
addresses the cumul ative effects of other agencies
actionsthat BLM isaware of. The commentor did not
provide specific additional actions by other agencies he
or she may be aware of. State and local agencies did

not provide any specific additional actionsto be
included.

Item 3. The economic analysis has been modified to
include the improvement of al lands.

Item 4. The commentor indicates there were different
assumptions used for the County alternative than the
other alternatives for stocking of therange. All
alternatives used the same assumptions regarding
methods of determining stock levels and level of
stocking at year 21. Specific numeric targets were used.

Item 5. The authority for the analysis of the proposed
action has been inserted into the document. The
authority for the analysis was based on laws and
regulations. The analysis approach and methodology
was also described at the beginning of Chapter 4, pages
4-1 through 4-6 of the Draft RMPA/EIS.

308. Comment: Thereareseveral issuesand sections
of the DEISthat do not comply with NEPA nor the CEQ
implementation guidelines. | fedl these are substantive
in natureand that the DEI S should berevised and once
again submitted to the public for comments. BLM
grazing regulations became effective 8/21/95.
Litigation challenging their legality is still pending.
Theregulations are enfor ceableif they have followed
the Administrative Procedures Act (APA), NEPA,
TGA, FLPMA, PRIA and other applicablelaws,
regulations and Executive Orders. TheBLM has
refused to recognize adjudicated preference numbers,
authorized by the TGA so theimpact analysiswithin
the DEIS grosdy under estimatesthe potential
significant adver se effect.

Response: This EIS analyzes alternatives for State
Director developed standards and guidelines. TheEIS
isnot intended to analyze all factors within the final
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regulations which were published February 22, 1995.

Preference reflects alevel of animal unit months
(AUMs) historically attached to the base property.
The important thing for the analysisis not whether
AUMs are attached to the base property but rather the
number of AUMs or level of stocking on the allotment.

309. Comment: TheDEISisinsufficient and not in
Compliancewith Executive Order (EO) 12630:

Section ,(a),(b),(c)

Section 2,(a),03),(c)

Section 3,(a),(b),(c),(d).(€)

Section 4,(a),(1),(2),(b).(c).(d),
(1.,2.(3,(4)

Section 5,(a),(c),(d)

TheAttorney Generals Guiddinesfor the Evaluation
of Risk and Avoidance of Unanticipated Takingsand;
The Attorney Generals Supplemental Guidelinesto
the Risk and Avoidance Unanticipated Takingsfor the
U. S. Department of Interior.

Additionally non-compliance with 18 USC 241 and
245 (a), 1964 Civil RightsAct, TitleVII, EO 12898,
EO 12291, EO 13045 and 5 USC 603 and 604.

Response: Inthe Draft RMPA/EIS, where the State
Team analysis was based on legal theories that were
inconsistent with Department of the Interior
interpretations of Federal laws, regulations and
Executive Orders, the Department of the Interior
interpretations were used. Intheinterest of full
disclosure and cooperation, the BLM offered to print
any differing views that the State Team and the
Cooperating Counties had in an Appendix to the Draft
RMPA/EIS (Appendix F), however none were
provided to BLM prior to printing the Draft
RMPA/EIS.

The RMPA/EIS contains an analysis on Executive
Order 12291, Civil Rights and supporting laws and
issues concerning Civil Rights, Executive Order 12630,
Executive Order 12898 in the section called Common to



al Alternatives. In preparing the Proposed
RMPA/Final EISthe BLM reviewed 18 USC 241 and
245, 5 USC 603 and 604, plus Executive Order 13045 and
found no conflicts with the proposed program and the
direction found in these documents.

In preparing the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS, BLM once
again discussed the requirements of laws and Executive
Ordersrelated to human dimension issues with the
State Team. Not all individuals agreed on the
reguirements nor the relationship between Federal laws
and Executive Orders and County ordinances. The
Proposed RMPA/Final EIS reflects the widest
consensus of the requirements and rel ationships.

310. Comment: The DEISalsofailed to analyzethe
indirect and cumulative social, cultural and economic
effectsand theirreversibleand irretrievableimpacts of
each alternative asrequired in the CEQ 1508.7, 1508
(b) and BLM, NEPA Handbook (Chapter V,(2). Without
aclear and complete analysis of all impactsincluding
urban sprawl and other competing uses, livestock
producersare unfairly separated from the other and
will beforced to barethe burden of cost torestore
public land to meet the new Standards.

Response: The Draft RMPA/EIS on page 3-57
recognizes the current effects of urbanization on public
land. Although the impacts can be high, the majority of
the public land is not near urban areas and arealistic
description was provided.

The Standards will establish condition targets for the
land. All uses of the public land whether commercial or
non-commercial will be managed to be in concert with
the standards. For example, Off Highway Vehicleas
well as ranching activitieswill be managed to be
consistent with the standards. Activitiesthat are
presently managed in a manner consistent with the
standard will have very little if any change or adverse
impact from establishing the standards. The livestock
grazing guidelines will apply only to lands where the
standards are not being met due to current livestock
grazing practices. Not al allotments will be impacted by
the grazing guidelines.

There is not disproportionate harm to ranchers because
all uses of the land will have to be consistent with the
standards and the only ranchers and other users
affected will be those currently conducting activities or
practices that are not in concert with achieving the
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standards. Although the guidelines will not affect all
public land ranchers and not all ranchers affected by
the guidelines will choose to go out of ranching, there
may be ranchersthat elect to sell the ranch.

When aranch is sold, it may mean a permanent change
in thelifestyles and traditions of theindividual. This
will be recognized in Chapter 4 of the Proposed
RMPA/Final EISin asection identified as Irreversible
and Irretrievable Consequences.

311. Comment: The Document does not comply with
NEPA asthe DEISfailsto analyzetheindirect and
cumulative social, cultural, and economic effectsand
theirreversibleimpacts of each alter native.

Response: Thedirect and indirect impacts are
discussed in Chapter 4 under the various alternatives
(pages 4-9 through 4-54 of the Draft RMPA/EIS).
Cumulative effects common to al alternatives are
addressed on pages 4-68 through 4-69 of the Draft
RMPA/EIS. An Irreversible and Irretrievable
Conseguences section has been added in the
Proposed RMPA/Final EIS document following the
cumulative effects.

312. Comment: The cumulative effects discussion
does not adequately addresstheimpacts of
implementing the action alter natives on vegetative and
soil conditions, water quality, and impactsto wildlife
and specialized wildlife habitats. Thefocusof the
analyses emphasizesthe grazing industry and the
associated economic impacts of adopting standar ds
and guidelines. No single factor hasbeen a greater
cause of declinein wildlife populationsthan loss of
habitat. To maintain viable populations of wildlife
species, sufficient resour ces and adequate
environmental conditions must providefor
reproduction, foraging, resting, cover and dispersal of
animals. Theseattributesof wildlife habitat are not
adequately addressed in thedocument. It is
impossible to make meaningful management
decisonsand adequately evaluate the overall
cumulative affects of adopting the ssandards and
guidelineswithout a picture of the habitat and wildlife
that will beimpacted.

Response: Thevariousalternativesall provide for
improvement of wildlife habitat. A general description
of how wildlife and wildlife habitat will be affected is



provided in Chapter 4. A more detailed description with
specific detailsis not possible at thistime.

CHAPTER 5- CONSULTATION AND
COORDINATION

Consaultation and Coordination

313. Comment: | feel the processwas deliberately
closed to the public that expressed a negative opinion of
grazing... on several occasions| requested my namebe
placed on thelist of interested public and that | receive
all relevant information. | only received two
documents... and felt | wasinhibited from participation.

Response: The Planning/National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) processisan open public process. This
particular process began when the Resource Advisory
Council (RAC) begin working on New Mexico
Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for
Livestock Grazing Management in fall 1995. Every RAC
meeting had a 2-hour public comment period. While
they were working on the RAC Alternative, they invited
comments on the subject. Once they had developed
draft standard and guidelines, a scoping document with
the information was sent out to those on the mailing
list. Sixteen scoping meetings were held around the
State of New Mexico to get public input on the Draft
standards and guidelines. The RAC then made
changesto the standards and guidelines. Those
standards and guidelines then went into the Draft
RMPA/EIS document you received and commented on.

Because of the time frames (the long period of time
between scoping and the Draft RMPA/EIS document
release) it appears that the public has not had a chance
to beinvolved. Thetime between scoping and release
of the Draft RMPA/EISis not a public participation
period. Thistimeisused by the writersto prepare the
document. Inthis case, the writing team, composed of
both Federal and State members, has taken a number of
months to prepare the Draft RMPA/EIS. Some people
may feel they were excluded because of thislong
preparation period. However, norma comment periods
during scoping and on the Draft RMPA/EIS were
provided.
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314. Comment: TheBLM DEISfailed to consider the
Sierra County Environmental Planning and Review
Ordinancefor assessing economic social, cultural
and equity impacts.

Response: Sierra County, along with eight other
Counties, isa Cooperating County for this project.
The Cooperating Counties provided input into the
Draft RMPA/EIS. The National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) was followed in the preparation of the
Draft RMPA/EIS. The Counties have ordinances for
preparing environmental documents similar to those
required in NEPA.

In the Draft RMPA/EIS, where the State Team's
analysis was based on legal theories that were
inconsistent with Department of the Interior
interpretations of Federal laws, regulations and
Executive Orders, the Department of the Interior
interpretations were used. Intheinterest of full
disclosure and cooperation, the BLM offered to print
any differing views that the State Team and the
Cooperating Counties had in an Appendix to the Draft
RMPAV/EIS (Appendix F), however none were
provided to BLM prior to printing the Draft
RMPA/EIS.

In preparing the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS, BLM once
again discussed the requirements of laws and
Executive Orders related to joint planning and human
dimension issues with the State Team. Not all
individuals agreed on the requirements nor the
relationship between Federal laws and Executive
Orders and County ordinances. The Proposed
RMPA/Final EIS reflects the widest consensus of the
requirements and rel ationships.

315. Comment: Not enough scoping " Per NEPA" and
Environmental Justiceto involve Indian Tribesand
other ethnic and social economic groups.

Response: During the scoping period, a scoping
meeting was held in Crownpoint, New Mexico to
involve the Navajo Tribe. The attendance was about
10 people. During this scoping period, meetings were
held with the Eight Northern Indian Pueblos Council;



Upper Rio Puerco Navajo Grazing Permittees, Pueblo of
Acoma, and the Pueblo of Laguna. In November BLM
had an additional meeting with representatives of the
Navgjo Nation, BIA-Eastern Navajo Agency, Zia
Pueblo, Pueblo of Acoma, and the Pueblo of Lagunato
brief them on the project and see how they wanted to
beinvolved. The Navajo Nation had requested
cooperating agency status, however after sending them
a Draft Memorandum of Understanding and many
phone calls, they declined cooperating status. The
Navajo Tribe and the Pueblo of Acomadid provide
BLM with a statement on their custom and culture. The
write-ups on that custom and culture are found in the
Draft RMPA/EIS document on pages E-59 through E-63.
The Tribal/Pueblos that the Draft RMPA/EI'S document
was sent to can be found on page 5-5. Asfar as other
ethnic and social groups are concerned, each BLM
Field Office informed permittees of scoping meetings.
The mediawas also used to help get the word out.

316. Comment: BLM did not conduct the Consistency
Analysisrequirementsin DEIS per Federal Land
Palicy and Management Act (43 CFR 1610.3). Thislaw
requiresthe BLM to analyze and identify consistencies
and inconsistencieswith State environmental and
natural resour ce Laws and County environmental and
natural resour ce Ordinances. The Countiesrefused to
do thisrequirement, and thereforethe BLM simply |eft
thisrequirement out. Theimplicationsto such inaction
isthat the State/BLM ID Team never was affor ded the
opportunity to develop a combined document that would
show how the healthy rangeland alter nativesrelateto
federal, state, and local laws. This should have been
doneearly in the processto avoid many of the problems
that subsequently arose. Thisconsistency review also
isan important foundation for moving from the healthy
rangelands Standards and Guidelinesto actual Area
Resour ce Plan implementation. Without it, the future
Area Resour ce Planswill be missing critical
intergover nmental coor dination to manage for public
lands.

CEQ FMAQ#22 dtates:

... certain inconsistencies may exist between
the proposed federal action and any approved
state or local plan or law. Thejoint document
should discuss the extent to

which the federal agency would reconcileits
proposed action with such plan or law (CEQ
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1506. 2)

Instead of compliance, the BLM unilaterally decided to
reect Stateand County analyses
without attempting to reconcilethe inconsistencies.

Response: The Consistency Requirementsreferred to
in this comment are per the planning regulations 43
CFR §1610.3-2. Section (a) states:

“Guidance and resource management plans and
amendments to management framework

plans shall be consistent with officially
approved or adopted resource related plans,
and the policies and programs contained
therein, of other Federal agencies, State and
local governments and Indian tribes, so long
as the guidance and resource management
plans are also consistent with the purposes,
policies and programs of Federal laws and
regulations applicable to public lands,
including Federal and State pollution control
laws as implemented by applicable Federal
and State air, and water, noise, and other
pollution standards or implementation
plans.”

Section (b) states:

“In the absence of officially approved or
adopted resource-related plans of other
Federal agencies, State and local
governments and Indian tribes, guidance
and resource management plans shall, to the
extent practical, be consistent with officially
approved or adopted resource related
policies and programs of other Federal
agencies, State and local governments and
Indian tribes, such consistency will be
accomplished so long as the guidance and
resource management plans are also
consistent with the purposes, policies and
programs of Federal laws and regulations
applicable to public lands, including, but not
limited to, Federal and State pollution
control laws as implemented by applicable
Federal and State air, and water, noise, and
other pollution standards or implementation
plans.”



Further, section (c) states:

“ State Directors and District
Managers shall, to the extent
practical, keep apprised of State and
local governmental and Indian tribal
policies, plans and programs, but they
shall not be accountable for ensuring
consistency if they have not been
notified, in writing, by state and local
governments or Indian tribes of an
apparent inconsistency.” Section (d)
states: “Where State and local
government policies, plansand
programs differ, those of the higher
authority will normally be followed.”

In the spring of 1997, a Memorandums of
Understanding were signed with nine cooperating
Counties. Inthe MOUsthe Counties agreed to “Notify
the RMPA/EISteam, in writing, of any apparent
inconsistencies between it approved or adopted
resource -related plans and the policies and procedures
contained therein, and the policies, plans and programs
of the BLM in accordance with 43 CFR 1610.3-2.”

In the spring of 1997, BLM Field Office Managers, or
their staff requested a meeting with County
Commissioners for those counties potentially affected
by a change to existing resource management plans, as
listed in Appendix B-1 of the Draft RMPA/EIS. Those
commissioners or their representatives were consulted
with on plan consistency. No known inconsistencies
surfaced.

317. Comment: The DEISrefused toinclude County
Environmental Ordinancesfor assessing social
cultural and economic impacts, aswell as County
requirementsto assessfederal proposed actionson
civil rightsand property rights. The BLM disregarded
the County Ordinancesthat require consideration of
theimpactson property rightsand civil rights.

CEQ 1506.2 states:

Agencies shall cooperate with State and local
agenciesto the fullest extent possible to
reduce duplication between NEPA and State
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and local requirements... Where State laws ar local
ordinances have environmental impact
requirements...federal agencies shall cooperatein
fulfilling these requirements as well asthose of
federal laws so that one document will comply with
all applicable laws.

Cooperating County environmental ordinances
providethe vehiclein which county environmental
impact reportsareto beincluded in federal ElI Ss. Yet,
the BLM'sresponseis 28 pages of rationalizations as
towhy they, asa federal agency, are exempt from their
own federal statutory compliance requirements. The
BLM never did givealogical or legal argument why
BLM denied the countiesfrom exercising their right
injoint EISsper CEQ 1506.2. Federal, State and
County laws and regulations wer e discussed in detail
inthe County EIR. The BLM suggested to the State
Team to placethisdiscussion in the Appendix; the
BLM subsequently and unilaterally removed it from
the DEIS.

Related to the above, it isinadequate (and odd) that the
DEISisvoid of any mention of thejoint planning
process, adding to the confusion of thereader. It
should explain the exact nature of thisjoint effort as
well asreasonswhy it isnecessary for State and
County participation.

Response: Inthe Draft RMPA/EIS, where the State
Team analysis was based on legal theories that were
inconsistent with Department of the Interior
interpretations of Federal laws, regulations and
Executive Orders, the Department of the Interior
interpretations were used. Intheinterest of full
disclosure and cooperation, the BLM offered to print
any differing views that the State Team and the
Cooperating Counties had in an Appendix to the Draft
RMPAV/EIS (Appendix F), however none were
provided to BLM prior to printing the Draft
RMPA/EIS.

In preparing the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS, BLM once
again discussed the requirements of laws and
Executive Orders related to joint planning and human
dimension issues with the State Team. Not all
individuals agreed on the requirements nor the
relationship between Federal laws and Executive



Orders and County ordinances. The Proposed
RMPA/Final EISreflects the widest consensus of the
requirements and relationships.

318. Comment: TheBLM did not includethe State or
Cooperating Countiesin the ongoing public
involvement processasajoint processper MOU
agreement, CEQ 1506.2 and County Environmental
Ordinances (aswell asrequestsby the State and
Cooperating Counties). I n addition, the BLM hasfailed
to adequately incor por ate the affected tribesand
pueblos of New Mexico in the analysesand
documentation processes. Presently, thetribesand
pueblos have no idea or way of knowing the potential
adver se effectson their jurisdictionsmuch lesson
their communitiesor individual permittees.

Response: Notice of the public hearings was published
in the Draft RMPA/EIS. The State requested to bea
panel member at some of the hearings and BLM
welcomed their participation. The Cooperating
Counties did not request to participate as panel
members. Following the agreed to process, al the
public comments were sent to the two county
representatives for the EIS, these representatives could
make and distribute the necessary copies for the
Cooperating Counties.

The BLM met with the affected Tribes and Pueblos of
New Mexico early in the process to discuss their
involvement in the process and explain the action being
undertaken. The various affected Tribes and Pueblos
of New Mexico decided they did not want to be directly
involved, but asked to received copies of the document
prior to it being approved for printing and release to the
general public. The Navajo Tribe and the Pueblo of
Acomadid provide BLM with a statement on their
custom and culture. The write-up on that custom and
culture are found in the Draft RMPA/EIS document on
pages E-59 through E-63. AsBLM did with the State
Team and Cooperating Counties, copies were sent to
the affected Tribes and Pueblos of New Mexico for
comments. The affected Tribes and Pueblos of New
Mexico were also sent copies of the document once it
was published. The Tribes and Pueblos that the Draft
RMPA/EIS document was sent to can be found on page
5-5 of the Draft RMPA/EIS. No comments were
received from the affected Tribes and Pueblos.
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A member of the BIA, Eastern Navajo Agency
participated as amember of the State Team in the
design of the document.

319. Comment: BLM did not afford the opportunity to
the State Team in writing and distribution of the DEIS
per State/County/BLM MOUs. Instead, the BLM

rever sed this agreement and unilaterally wrotethe
DEISover protest from the State Team and
Cooperating Counties.

Response: The BLM entered into the Memorandums
of Understanding (MOUSs) in good faith. Timewas
provided for the State Team to produce a draft
Economic and Human Dimension sections of the
document. When the State Team produced a draft
Economic section, it was commented on by BLM,
subsequently the State Team modified the analysis
and it went into the Draft RMPA/EIS as written by the
State Team. On the other hand, in the development
process for the Human Dimension Section, it became
apparent the State Team was not willing to modify
their product to be consistent with the EIS format or
with legal theories and interpretations of the
Department of the Interior. The CEQ regulations direct
that the responsibility for quality of the EIS resides
with the Federal agency, therefore the document
published hasto be consistent in format and with legal
theories and interpretations of the Department of the
Interior.

In the Draft RMPA/EIS, where the State Team analysis
was based on legal theories that were inconsistent
with Department of the Interior interpretations of
Federal laws, regulations, and Executive Orders, the
Department of the Interior interpretations were used.
Intheinterest of full disclosure and cooperation, the
BLM offered to print any differing views that the State
Team and the Cooperating Counties had in an
Appendix to the Draft RMPA/EIS (Appendix F),
however none were provided to BLM prior to printing
the Draft RMPA/EIS.

In preparing the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS, BLM once
again discussed the requirements of laws and
Executive Ordersrelated to joint planning and human
dimension issues with the State Team. Not all
individuals agreed on the requirements nor the
relationship between Federal laws and Executive



Orders and County ordinances. The Proposed
RMPA/Final EISreflects the widest consensus of the
requirements and relationships.

320. Comment: The Federal Land Policy and
Management Act requiresBLM to identify and analyze
consistenciesand inconsistencieswith State and local
plans. The DEISdid not sufficiently addressthisissue
sothat the public, State and local gover nments could
comprehend the differences. CEQ, 1506.2 (a)(b)(c)(d)
mandates compliance with State and local lawsand
ordinances. Countiesareresponsiblefor protecting
the human health and safety and ensuring the Human
Dimension isadequately addr essed.

Response: The BLM offered cooperating agency status
to all Countiesin the State. Nine Counties accepted the
offer to be cooperators. In the spring of 1997,
Memorandums of Understanding (MOUSs) were signed
with nine cooperating Counties. Inthe MOUsthe
Counties agreed to: “Notify the RMPA/EIS team, in
writing, of any apparent inconsistencies between it
approved or adopted resource-related plans and the
policies and procedures contained therein, and the
policies, plans and programs of the BLM in accordance
with 43 CFR 1610.3-2.”

At the beginning of the 90-day public comment period
one copy of the Draft RMPA/EIS, per County
Commission member, was sent to the County
Commission address for the 33 Countiesin the State.
That is, if there were five County Commission members,
five copies of the Draft RMPA/EIS were sent to the
County Commission address. In addition, two copies of
the Draft RMPA/EIS document were sent to the County
Manager with aletter asking the County Manager to
make one copy available in the County Manager’'s
office should amember of the public request to review
it. Neither the County Commissioners or the County
Managers for any of New Mexico’s 33 Counties,
identified any inconsistencies with local plans during
the 90- day public comment period. Should
inconsistencies be found at alater date, the BLM will
discuss resolution of the conflicts with the specific
County that identifies the suspected inconsistency.

In the spring of 1997, BLM Field Office Managers, or
their staff requested a meeting with County
Commissioners for those counties potentially affected
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by a change to existing resource management plans, as
listed in Appendix B-1 of the Draft RMPA/EIS. Those
commissioners or their representatives were consulted
with on plan consistency. No known inconsistencies
surfaced.

321. Comment: The Federal Land Policy and
Management Act requiresBLM toidentify and
analyze consistencies and inconsistencies with State
and Local plans. Each of the Soil and Water
Conservation Digtrictsin New Mexico hasannual and
long-range plans. These plans have not been
considered.

Response: FLPMA Section 202 (c) (9) discussesthe
consistency issue, it states:

Section 202 (c) “ In the development and
revision of land use plans, the Secretary
shall- ...

(9) to the extent consistent with the laws
governing the administration of the public
land, coordinate the land use inventory,
planning and management activities of or
for such lands with the land use planning
and management programs of other
Federal departments and agencies and of
the States and local governmentswithin
which the lands are located, including, but
not limited to the statewide outdoor
recreation plans developed under that Act
of September 3, 1964 (78 Sat.897), as
amended, and of or for Indian tribes by,
among other things, considering the
policies of approved State and tribal
resour ce management programs. In
implementing this directive, the Secretary
shall, to the extent he finds practical, keep
apprised of Sate, local, and tribal land use
plans; assure that consideration is givento
those State, local, and tribal plansthat are
germane in the development of land use
plansfor public land; assist in resolving, to
the extent practical, inconsistencies
between Federal and non-Federal
Government plans, and shall provide for
meaningful public involvement of State and
local government officials, both elected and



appointed, in the development of
land use programs, land use
regulations, and land use decisions
for public land, including early
public notice of proposed decisions
which may have a significant impact
on non-Federal lands. Such officials
in each State are authorized to
furnish advice to the Secretary with
respect to the development and
revision of land use plans, land use
guidelines, land userule, and land
use regulations for the public land
within such State and with respect to
such other land use matters as may
bereferred to them by him. Land use
plans of the Secretary under this
section shall be consistent with State
and Local Plansto the maximum
extent he finds consistent with
Federal law and purposes of this
Act.”

The primary points hereisfound in thefirst and last
sentence of FLPMA Section 202 (c) (9). Thefirst
sentence states: “ to the extent consistent with the laws
governing the administration of the public land”. The
last sentence states: “...to the maximum extent the finds
consistent with Federal law and purposes of thisAct”.

The BLM sent acopy of the Draft RMPA/EIS to each of
the Soil and Water Conservation Districts for their
review and comment. The Soil and Water Conservation
Districts did not identify any inconsistencies during the
90-day public comment period. The Department of
Agriculture made available a portion of the plans for
review by BLM. Upon review, no inconsistencies were
found. Should inconsistencies be found at alater date,
the BLM will discuss resolution of the conflicts with the
specific Soil and Water Conservation District.

APPENDICES

Appendix B

322. Comment: On page B-2-9it doesnot make sense
to methat the RM P decision would be maintained by
changing these few wordsand that it would bethe same
for each alternative. With each alternativeyou are
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increasingly putting mor e people out of business but
you're using the same wor ding to maintain the RM P
decision.

Response: Appendix B-1 shows decisions that will be
changed as aresult of the plan amendment. Appendix
B-2 shows examples of decisions that could be
updated using plan maintenance procedures. Plan
maintenance is used to add clarifying information
without actually changing the decision. Such

mai ntenance actions do not require NEPA and would
be completed by the variousfield offices.

323. Comment: Inregard towildlife, particularly with
respect tothe Macho WHA, we believe the statement
on fencingistoo broad, i.e., " The grazing per mittee
agreesto allow the BLM to modify fences'.

M odification of the fences should be a condition tothe
issuance of a permit to grazelivestock.

Response: This provision appliesto new internal
pasture fences.

The Resource Management Plan (RMP) language
directs BLM to not issue an authorization to build an
internal pasture fence where antelope currently are or
in potential habitat unless the fence specifications
provide for pronghorn passes or the authorization has
provisionsfor BLM to modify the fences. This
provision recognizes that once afenceis constructed,
BLM would have authority to modify the fences
should an antelope conflict develop.

324. Comment: In the White SandsRMP " The
existing RMP decision (L-3) Land Tenure Adjustment
isthat new rangeland developments, vegetation
treatments, and access will not be proposed in land
tenureadjustment areas’. All proposed standards
and guidelinesrecommend adding, " unlessit is
determined that the development or treatment is
necessary to keep thelandsin compliancewith the
New M exico Standardsfor Healthy Range'. Wedo
not concur with the proposed change.

Response: The 43 CFR 4180.1(c) states:
The authorized officer shall take

appropriate action as soon as practicable
but not later than the start of the next



grazing year upon deter mining that
existing grazing management
practices or levels of grazing use on
public land are significant factorsin
failing to achieve the standard and
conformwith the guidelines that are
made effective under this section.

The BLM needsto have afull range of opinions so
appropriate action can be taken as soon as practicable.
This decision would be changed to allow BLM to have
more options available. No change to the Draft
RMPA/EIS document has been made.

325. Comment: Taos RMP, Wildlife - The objective of
thewildlife program isto maintain, improve, and
expand wildlife habitat on the publicland for both
consumptive and non-consumptive use.

The County Standar ds and Guidelineswould modify the
first sentenceto add 'balanced with the conservation of
cultural/historic opportunitiesfor communities and
individuals." The RAC and Fallback S& G remain
unchanged. The Publicland Foundation reviewer does
not agreewith the change.

Response: The adjustment to the Resource
Management Plan would be in keeping with the theme
of the County Alternative of “balance”, and necessary,
if the County Alternativeisselected. No changetoin
the Draft RMPA/EIS document was made based on this
comment.

326. Comment: Carlsbad RMP, Livestock Grazing -
Livestock management east of the Pecoswill bein
accordance with East Eddy-L ea MFP grazing decisions,
1.1. Revise 14 existing AM P'sto maximize livestock
forage on a sustained basis, and to incor porate r est
periodsto meet the physiological needs of key forage
plants.

All proposalsrecommend a changeto the following
wording; " Revise 14 existing AMP's so that livestock
forageisavailable on a sustained basis, commensurate
with public land health standar ds, and to incor porate
rest periodsto meet the physiological

needs of key forage plants.
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Thereviewer comment; Thefollowingwordingis
suggested; 'Revise 14 existing AM P'sto assure that
grazing management will affect plant development
sufficiently to provide livestock forage on a sustained
basis.

Response: The BLM Carlsbad Field Office staff was
consulted and the recommended change has been
made.

327. Comment: Carlsbad RMP, Grazing Systems -
Existing RMP Decision 1.3; Develop grazing systems
on 42 allotmentsto maximize livestock forageon a
sustained basis, and to incor poraterest periodsto
meet the physiological needs of key forage plants.

All proposals recommend the wor ding be changed to;
*Develop grazing systemson 42 allotments so that
livestock forageisavailable on a sustained basis,
commensurate with public land health standards, and
toincorporaterest periodsto meet the physiological
needs of key forage plants’.

Thereviewer recommends changing wor ding to;
*Develop grazing systems on 42 allotments designed
to affect the objectives of the New Mexico Standards
for Public Land Health and Guidelinesfor Livestock
Grazing Management" .

Response: The BLM Carlsbad Field Office staff was
consulted, and the recommended change has been
made.

328. Comment: Roswell RMP, Grazing - The County
S& G doesnot propose changesin thedecisionsin
Appendix B-1-7, 2.) through B-9, 12.) and the changes
proposed by RAC and Fallback S& G' arelargely
cosmetic.

Thedecision on B-1-10isto be modified asfollows;

" Provisonswill be madefor the planning of
revegetation of theland to alevel which issuitableto
promote diversity and ground cover on land
simultaneouswith or upon abandonment of a site.

Thereviewer'scomment; “suitableto promote
diversity and ground cover" ?" Simultaneouswith ?
or upon abandonment'? Gobbledegook!



Response: Theintent of this statement as written was
to give both BLM and the public land user the flexibility
in timing for planning the actions needed to revegetate
the disturbed site. This planning could take place while
the siteis being used prior to abandonment of the site
or when the site is abandoned by the user. A change,
however, was made to make it read clearer.

329. Comment: Roswell RM P, Special Status Species
Habitat Management

Goal: " Provide protection and recovery for all federal
and statelisted species. Manage occupied and potential
habitat for federal and state-listed specieson public
land to maintain or enhance populations. Manage
habitat for federal candidate speciesto avoid degrading
habitat and further listing by either state or federal
governmentswhile allowing for mineral production and
development, livestock grazing and other uses.

The RAC and Fallback S& G proposalsrecommend no
changesin the above statement.

The County S& G proposal would add: " Affected

per mittees/lessees will be offered the opportunity to
participatein the development of recovery plansand to
participatein Section 7 consultations.
Thereviewer'scomment: Thismatter isfar too
complicated to be covered in two sentences. Consider,
for example, thefollowing fiascosthat have occurred or
now exist on public land in New Mexico. The Black (or
Mexican) Duck, Ibex, Mouflon, and the Gray Wolf. How
isprotection and recovery" asstated in thefirst
sentence of the goal, to beinterpreted and applied?

Response: The goal statement is a condensation of the
BLM Manual regarding the Agency’s obligations under
the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and BLM policy
under the Federal Lands Policy and Management Act
(FLPMA) to manage resources in such amanner asto
avoid the necessity of listing species under ESA.
Measures for the protection and recovery of listed
species are usually found in the recovery plan for those
species. Additionally, the management actions for
protection and recovery of a particular species can be
the result of the Section 7 consultation process. The
protection and recovery actions vary widely between
listed species and between the ecological sites of the
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public land managed by BLM. Given these variations,
specific statements about interpretation and
application of the goal statement cannot be made. A
list of Special Status Speciesfor the Roswell Field
Office can be found in Appendix 11 of the Approved
Roswell Resource Management Plan.

330. Comment: White SandsRM P, Rangeland
Management from Southern Rio Grande EIS-
Objective: To concentrate management and rangeland
improvement effortson those allotmentsthat havea
good potential for improvement and resolution of
conflicts.

The County S& G proposal statesthis objective would
not haveto be maintained. The RAC and Fallback
S& G proposalswould add, after conflicts, 'striving for
healthy, productive and diver se populations of native
species asdefined by the NRCS Range Site
Descriptionsand consistent with amultiple use

concept.

The Public land Foundation Reviewer does not concur
with the County S& G alternative.

Response: The comment was not specific, therefore
no direct responseis possible.

331. Comment: White Sands RM P, Rangeland
Improvements Decision: Livestock water
developmentswill be designed to permit useand
escape by wildlife species.

The County S& G proposal would iminatethis
decison. The RAC and Fallback S& G proposals
would add; “facilitieswill belocated away from
riparian wetlands, wher e possible and desirableto be
consistent with multiple use objectives'.

ThePublic land Foundation reviewer recommends
changing the RAC and Fallback S& G proposal to
read: Facilitieswill belocated away from riparian
wetlands.

Response: The County Standards & Guidelines
proposal would not eliminate this decision, but the
decision would most likely not be changed (from how
it reads now for this alternative). The Resource



Advisory Council (RAC) Alternative (Proposed Plan)
has been modified to say livestock facilitieswill be
located away from riparian wetlands, where they
interfere with riparian function.

Appendix B-2 was included to show how maintenance
of existing decisions could be done. It was not
intended to show how they actually would be
maintained.

332. Comment: White SandsRMP, Land Treatment -
Through land treatment projects (chemical,
mechanical, and burning) on 241,576 acres, forage
production will increase by 20,006 AUM'sin the
long-term.

The County S& G proposal diminatesthisdecision.
The RAC and Fallback S& G proposalswould add:

" Seeding, using native specieswher e possible and
desirableisplanned.

PLF Reviewer believesthisrecommendation is
speculative, redundant, and undesirablein the S& G.

Response: The County Standards & Guidelines
proposal would not eliminate this decision, but the
decision would most likely not be changed (from how it
reads now for thisalternative). Appendix B-2 was
included to show how maintenance of existing
decisions could be done. It was not intended to show
how they actually would be maintained.

Appendix C

333. Comment: On page C-2-23 whereit refersto
endanger ed and threatened speciesin Luna County,
thereare someacronymsthat | couldn’t find the
definition for. They includeT, S/A, E, w/PCH. Also
under black-footed ferret, | noticethat he'slisted in
nearly every county in thedocument. | assumethat a
ferret isprobably a water-loving creature. How doesit
becomeindigenoustothisarea? What the
documentation isfor that conclusion?

Response: Translations of the acronyms appear on
page C-2-40 of the Draft RMPA/EIS. This Appendix
was also reprinted in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS
document.
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Black-footed ferrets are upland animals related to
weasels, badgers, and skunks. They are prairie dog
predators and occur only in association with prairie
dogs. The species has declined nearly to extinction
due to the elimination of prairie dogs and the spread of
distemper (adisease of dogs) and other diseases. Itis
likely ferrets only occurred in the northern half of New
Mexico, though prairie dogs historically occurredin
many areas Statewide. No ferrets are known to occur
in New Mexico at thistime. There have been no
sightingsin New Mexico since 1960, according to
“Threatened and Endangered Species of New Mexico
1998" published by the US Fish and Wildlife Service.

334. Comment: The Otero County list of Specieson
page C-2-26 should belimited toinclude only
threatened and endanger ed species documented to
havebeen found on BL M lands, in Oter o County.
After all, the human specie, livestock rancher and
public land permittee has been so found and
documented. Heisdeserving of equal or better
consideration and has been threatened and
endangered.

Response: The BLM policy regarding special status
species requires that consideration be given to areas
where habitat is known or could exist, but in which the
speciesis not currently known to occur. The purpose
of thisisto support the recovery and delisting of
listed species and to provide management
opportunitiesto avoid Federal listing of sensitive
species. Prevention of Federal listing retains a greater
range and flexibility for public uses while maintaining
sensitive species populations.

335. Comment: Thelist of " Federally Listed,
Proposed, and Candidate Species' that isonly
perfunctorily included as Appendix C-3 actually
appearsto belonger than thetotal discussion of these
species, their status, their habitat, their needs, and
theimpacts upon them contained in the entire balance
of the Draft Plan/EIS. Thereisno mapping of their
historic rangerelativetotheir current distribution;
no adequate discussion of the factorslimiting or
affecting their persistence; no substantive analysis of
therelationship between thefactor s affecting their
persistence and theimmediate or cumulative impacts
of either the actions being contemplated under this



Draft Plan/EI S or any other actionsthat might have
connected, cumulative, or similar impacts; no specific
discussion of any systematic measuresthat might be
applied to mitigate such limiting factorsrelative to
these species; and certainly no scientifically rigorous
assessment of the demonstrated efficacy of any such
mitigation measures. Furthermore, thereareno clear
or specific referencesto sourcesfor such information.
For that matter, the Draft Plan/EI S does not even
contain a map of the specific landsunder your agency's
stewardship in the areasunder consideration.

Thissituation clearly doesnot facilitatethe public's
ability to under stand the scope and impacts of your
agency's proposed actionsand isclearly unacceptable,
particularly in recognition of widespread scientific
agreement that livestock grazing isone of the most
important factors, if not the most important factor,
impacting threatened, endanger ed, and sensitive
speciesthroughout the American West.

Thus, without documenting a valid environmental
basdlinethat enables both the public and the
responsible public land manager sunder stand the
cumulativeimpacts of past and proposed actions, which
this Draft Plan/El Sfailsto do, therights of the public
to cognizant input and comment under NEPA are
denied and competent resour ce management is
impossible, particularly with regard to identifying and
protecting the habitat, range, and needs of threatened,
endanger ed, and sensitive species.

Response: Dueto the large scope of this document, the
alternatives are at abroad Statewidelevel. This
precludes site-specific analysis and in depth
descriptions of vegetation and related management
issues.

336. Comment: | read over thelist of proposed and
listed endanger ed species submitted by the USFWSfor
each county in New Mexico. Specifically in Luna
County | would question ailmost theentirelist. Asalife
long resident of Luna County, | don’t believe very many
if any of those specieshave ever existed here. It looks
tomelike USFWSisjust taking awild guessand are
listing everything they can think of without proof of
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actual existence. In comparingthelist from other
counties, | found the same speciesto belisted in
multiple counties. If the USFWSiscorrect then those
speciesthat seem to be so widespread across New

M exico wouldn’t really be endanger, would they?
Response: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
develops County lists based on the historic range of
the species, known occurrences, and habitat for the
species. A listing of a specieson aCounty list does
not necessarily mean that a speciesis known to
currently exist in the County, but that it iswithin the
range of the species and potential habitat for the
species to exist within the County. In the absence of
verified sightings, the list indicates that the species
may occur within the County.

Appendix D

337. Comment: All the economic stuff needsto be
completely redone, use actual production and expense
figureson it not the projectionsand estimates. You
could have donethisover aten-year period. It will give
you an altogether different per spective than what
you'vegot here. You'vegot the same number of
animal unit monthson D-12 and D-13. In oneof them
you have got $15,000 grossincome. Theother one
you’ve got $10,000 grossincome. |If you got the same
identical animal units, you ought to have the same
identical amount of money. | do believe however it is
better than what you did in the pagt, you did not usethe
economic resear ch figuresthistime, becausethey’'re
further off than what theseare. Y ou should have used
Dr. Fowler'sactual budgetsand actual stuff that was
done. Wheretheproblemis, isDr. Fowler and Dr.
Torrd didn’t go back and compar e those budgetsto
what actually went down on theland. Until you can get
and use actuals, your tablesand chartsthat you’ ve got
in herehasgot major errorsin them. From what
you’'vegot in here, thereare several thingswherel
know the numbersfor aranch for twenty years,
you'resofar off itspitiful. Either that or that’savery
bad rancher. If he'sthat bad, hewouldn’t be still out
there. When you tell methat you’'re going to decrease
my permit by 22 percent and increase my net profit, |
think you need to be out thererunning that thing.



Response: Ranch budget work is constructed from
interviews with ranchers. They are not case studies of
an individual rancher; the budgets assume atypical
working ranch operation. The EIS was apragmatic
approach for the State of New Mexico; it did not go
down to theindividual ranch level for asite-specific
analysis.

338. Comment: The Central Region doesnot havethe
same effectsto the tax base asit would in countieslike
Eddy County. Thechartson page D-14 arekind of
deceiving. For examplethe extra-small cow/calf ranch
isb3head. Theway it isstated it would just cut the
percentage on the BLM land. | haven’t seen that done
yet when an agency makesadecision. If you have
intermingled land it takes a reduction on your whole
ranch and theway you haveit now you may losethree
or four head when you take a 20 per cent reduction on
intermingled lands, you'relooking at, 10.5 head. The
percentageisdeceiving on how big a cut or reduction
in your livestock you may havetotake.

Response: The other regions for the State of New
Mexico have now been analyzed and incorporated into
Chapters 3 and 4 and are included as a revised
Appendix D in this Proposed RMPA/Final EIS.

The concern that “ 20 percent cut” on public land may
also reduce the level of grazing onintermingled private
land islegitimate. However, it does not affect the
analysis. The analysislooks at arange of scenarios
within the alternatives. Because the areas not meeting
the standard have not been identified, an analysis of
what will happen is not possible at thistime. The
reduction of 20 percent on public land was an
assumption for one scenario while the assumption of
the stocking level after 20 years was consistent for all
scenarios.

339. Comment: Wewould liketo ask for an extension
of the document until an amendment to the
Environmental | mpact Statement is published that
would include all datafor all regions. Whereasthe
Central Mountain Region dataisimportant, wefed the
incor poration of the data from other regions, with
higher percentage of federal land, iscrucial.
Furthermore, we ask to have adequate time to comment
on the additional infor mation.
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Response: The other regions for the State of New
Mexico have now been analyzed and incorporated into
Chapters 3 and 4 and are included as arevised
Appendix D in this Proposed RMPA/Final EIS.

340. Comment: In several locations this document
statesit isincomplete, for example on page D-9. How
isit possibletoread, evaluate, and comment on
something that is not there?

Response: Appendix D has now been completed and
the data has been summarized in the financial section
of the Custom and Culture sections of Chapters 3 and
4. A revised Appendix D isincluded in this Proposed
RMPA/Fina EIS.

341. Comment: Much of thedata provided that refers
to the entire State has been gathered in just one
particular area. Theland, the people, and theranching
operationsthroughout this Statearevery diverse. The
only way thisdocument could be accurateisif sound
sciencewas used to accumulatethedatain all the
variousregions, variousland types, and various
operating necessitiesthroughout the State. Using one
areafor astudy and applying the data as
representative of the entire Stateistotally inaccur ate.

Response: Appendix D has now been completed and
the data has been summarized in the financial section
of the Custom and Culture sections of Chapters 3 and
4. A revised Appendix D isincluded in this Proposed
RMPA/Fina EIS.

342. Comment: TheBLM failed to consider the
Human Dimension effectson all theregions of the
State of New Mexico (southwest, southeast, or the
northwest). By opting to only consider oneregion
(Central Mts.), the DEIS does not adequately show the
significant demographic and geogr aphic regional
differences (a key component to managing for these
different ecosystems). Moreover, by disregarding
these significant differences, thereport displaysa
lack of sensitivity not only the different ecosystems,
but to the ethnic and cultural differences. M ost
notably, the document does not addressthe Native
Americans, especially the Navajosin the northwest
who have a significant number of BLM grazing
permits. In order to analyze and document statewide
effects, it isnecessary to address each region within



the Stateto obtain a statewide aggr egate. The other
threeregions should beincor porated beforethefinal
ElSiscompleted for statewide analysis.

Response: The other regions for the State of New
Mexico have now been analyzed and incorporated into
Chapters 3 and 4 and are included as a revised
Appendix D in this Proposed RMPA/Fina EIS.

Appendix E

343. Comment: Oneaspect of thisdocument is grossly
inadequate, the human dimension. An extensive amount
of additional information isneeded in all areas of the
State. Some of theinformation provided isalso
inaccurate and biased. | would liketo refer tothe
information on pages E-42, E-43, and E-44 regarding
Otero County. Although Mr. McDonald is Chair man of
the Customs and Culture Committee of the Public Land
Use Advisory Council of Otero County, | strongly
object to hisreport in thisdocument and fed it is
extremely biased. Heisvery activein endeavor sthat do
not benefit the BLM land and ranchers of Otero County
and | do not fed hisreport isaccurate and doesnot
reflect thetrue status of customsand culture of Otero
County. Further study and consideration absolutely
needsto be done.

Response: Early onin the development of the
RMPA/EIS, BLM agreed that the Counties would be
invited to provide a statement (up to 3 pagesin length)
on the Custom and Culture of their county. BLM
agreed to not edit or change the write-up provided.
Otero County provided the information, and it was
printed as BLM received it.

GLOSSARY

344. Comment: Wefed that thereisaneed for a good
definition of what ariparian areais. We havelooked
carefully at theriparian functioning condition
assessment tool and feel that it isokay. However, the
definition of what ariparian areais, issubject toalot
of inter pretation and as such, is something that needs
to belooked at and probably better addressed.

Response: There are many different definitions for
riparian areas, however, many show similar
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characteristics. The Draft RMPA/EIS glossary
definition for “riparian” isthe definitionin BLM’s
officia riparian policy with aslight re-wording for ease
of reading. Thefollowing isthe actual BLM riparian
policy definition:

Riparian Area- an area of land directly influenced by
permanent water. It has visible vegetation or physical
characteristics reflective of permanent water influence.
L akeshores and streambanks are typical riparian areas.
Excluded are such sites as ephemeral streams or
washes that do not exhibit the presence of vegetation
dependent upon free water in the soil.

345. Comment: Thefollowing definition of
"Riparian" asstated on page65in Glossary states:
"an area of land directly influenced by permanent
water. It hasvisible vegetation and physical
characteristicsreliant upon continuous presence of
water. Lakeshoresand steambanksaretypical
riparian areas. Sites such asephemeral streamsor
washesthat exhibit the presence of vegetation which
isdependent on freewater in the soil would be
considered riparian areas." Wewould recommend
omission of thelast sentencein order to eliminate
contractionstotherest of the definition. TheBLM
hasrecently acquired largetractsalong the Rio
Bonito Riparian corridor, and wewish to clarify
definitionsand their impacts before final
implementation occurs.

Response: The Draft RMPA/EIS glossary definition
for “riparian” isthe definition in BLM’ s official riparian
policy with aslight re-wording for ease of reading.
Thefollowing isthe actual BLM riparian policy
definition:

Riparian Area- an area of land directly influenced by
permanent water. It has visible vegetation or physical
characteristics reflective of permanent water influence.
L akeshores and streambanks are typical riparian areas.
Excluded are such sites as ephemeral streams or
washes that do not exhibit the presence of vegetation
dependent upon free water in the soil.

The proposed definition isinappropriate and the
official definitionisinserted in the glossary.



