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Bureau of Land Management Office of the Lieutenant Governor
New Mexico New Mexico

Dear Reader:

Enclosed for your review is the Proposed Statewide Resource Management Plan Amendment (RMPA)/Final Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for New Mexico Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management.

This Proposed Statewide RMPA/Final EIS for New Mexico Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock
Grazing Management reflects input by the public who commented on the Draft. Citizens serving on the New Mexico Resource
Advisory Council (RAC) reviewed all the comments and made numerous changes to clarify the RAC Alternative. They are to
be commended for their concern for the health of public land.

All parts of the proposed plan amendment may be protested. Only those persons or organizations who participated in the
planning amendment and analysis process may protest issues previously raised in the Draft. Protests must be sent to the
Director (WO-210), Bureau of Land Management, Attn: Brenda Williams, 1849 C Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20240. Also
send a CC to the Office of the Lieutenant Governor, State Capitol Santa Fe, New Mexico 87505 - Attention Cecilia Abeyta.
Protests must be postmarked on or before February 28, 2000. The protest must include the following information: (1) Name,
mailing address, telephone number, and interest of the person filing the protest; (2) a statement of the issue or issues being
protested; (3) a statement of the parts or part being protested; (4) a copy of all documents addressing the issue or issues that
were submitted during the planning amendment process by the protesting party or an indication of the date the issue or
issues were discussed for the records; and (5) a concise statement explaining why the BLM New Mexico State Director’s
decision iswrong.

For those who do not want to protest the proposed plan amendment but wish to comment on the proposed plan, they may do
so. All comments received will be considered in preparation of the Record of Decision. Comments must also be postmarked
on or before February 28, 2000 and sent to: BLM - S& G Comment, NM931, P.O. Box 27115, Santa Fe, NM 87502-0115.

At the end of the 30-day protest period, the Proposed Plan Amendment, excluding any portions under protest, will become
final. Approval will be withheld on any portion of the plan under protest until final action has been completed on such
protest. A Record of Decision will be published and the RMP updated to reflect the amendment changes following resolution
of any protests.

Thank you for participating in this planning amendment process. Y our continued involvement will allow usto effectively
manage public land and resources throughout the State.

M. J. Chavez Walter D. Bradley
BLM State Director Lieutenant Governor, New Mexico



ABSTRACT

New Mexico Standards for Public L and Health
and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management

Proposed Statewide Resource M anagement Plan Amendment
and
Final Environmental Impact Statement

Draft ( ) Fina (X)
United StatesDepatmert of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
1 Type of Action: Administrative (X) Legidlative ()

2. Abstract: This environmental impact statement (E1S documents the effects of adopting statewide
standards for public land hedth and guidelines for grazing management on BLM-administered land in
New Mexico. The standards or guidel ines adopted would be incor porated into eight exi sting resource
management plans (RM Ps) covering public land in New M exico. This action i s proposed i n accordance
with revised regulations for livestock grazing on BLM-administeed land (43 CFR 8§4100). The
proposed sandardsand guiddines were developed in consultaion with the staewide Resource Advisory
Council (RAC). Consistent with the regulationsother agendes as wdl as the public had input.

The Proposed Plan’s standards and guidelines are those recommended by theRAC. The modifications
are shown in Chapter 2. The RAC Alternative was also the Preferred Alternative in the Draft
RMPAV/EIS.

Four alternatives are considered in the Proposed RMPA/Final EIS. They include the No Action (present
management) Alternative, County Alternative, Fallback Alternative and the RAC Alternative.

3. For further information contad:

John W. (J.W.) Whitney, BLM Proj ect Leader
Bureau of Land Management, (NM-931)

P.O. Box 27115

Santa Fe, NM  87502-0115

(505) 438-7438

Approved: Approved:
State Director, BLM Lt. Governor, New Mexico
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This Statewi de Resource Management Han
Amendment (RMPA)/Environmental Impact
Statement (EI'S) documentsthe effects of adgpting
standards for public land heal th and guideli nes for
livestock grazing management on Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) administered land in New
Mexico. The standards and guidelines would be
incorporated into eight BLM resource management
plans (RMP) that cover approxi mately 13.5 million
acres Inaddtion, for each alternaivethereare
existing land use deci sions that are not in conformance
with the standar ds. These decisions would be changed
to bring them into conformance.

The action is proposed in accordance with revised
regulati ons (43 CFR §4180) for livestock grazing on
BLM-administered land. Standards descri be
conditions needed for healthy sustainable pulic
rangelands and relate to al uses of public land. They
provide the measure of resource quality and
funaioning condition uponwhich the publicland
health will be assessed. Each standard will be most
effectiveif it can be tail ored for site-specifi ¢ activities
that occur in different areas. However, by
incorporating the standards into the existing RMPs, all
activities will be subject tothe standards. In order to
measure the effectiveness of each standard in specific
areas, a set of measurable i ndicator s and associated
criteriaare identified. These indicators and criteria
would be used toevduatethe standards The
RMPA/EIS analysis identified that most activities will
be minimally affected by the standards. The most
affected activity will belivestock grazing.

Guiddinesfor livestock grazing are management
tools, methads, strategies, and techniques designed to
maintain or achieve standards. Guidelines for other
activitiesare not apart of the proposal, but may be
developed at alater date.

Of the 2,193 grazing allatments, it isprojeded that
between 287 t0480 allotments wauld have lands that
do na med the gandards, degpending on the
dternative. Of the a lotments having lands not
meeting the standards, the majority wauld have to
adjust themanagement o their livestodk to same
extent. The most common management adjustment
would be a deferment from grazing periad, or a
change in season of use. In afew cases, aredudionin
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livestock numbers would be needed; however, large
scade reducti onsin numbers of li vestock are not
expected because adjustments have been made over
time throughthe BLM Rangeland Monitoring
Program. In the short-term, someallotments would
incr ease li vestock number s whil e other s may be
adjusted downward. Statewide the numbers are
expedted to remain at approximately the past 10-year
average. In thelong-tem, livestodk use is expected to
increase &s the rangelands improvein health and the
forage production incr eases.

In the Proposed Statewide RMPA/EIS, four

dter natives were analyzed in detail. The No-Action
(Present Management) Alternative would continue
land management and livestodk grazing practices that
BLM usal prior to thepassage of thecurrent grazing
regulations approved on February 22, 1995. These
practicescannat be continued under the current
regulati ons; however, an anaysisi s provi ded to serve
as abaseline for analysis of the other three
alternatives.

The Resource A dvisory Council (RAC) Alternative
(Proposed Action) was developed by the New Mexico
Statewide RAC. The RAC members were from
various parts of the State and repr esented vari ous uses
and interestsin pubic land. During the devd opment
process they receéved a great deal of input from the
public. In addition tothe phydcal and bidogical
sandards, it provides a separate standard for
Sustainable Communities and Human Dimension.
Following the publi c comments period on the Draft
RMPA/EIS the RAC modified their proposed
dternative. The modifi cations make the alter native
more in concert with theregulations (43 CFR §4180).

The County Alternative is proposed by the New
Mexico members of the Coalition of Arizona/ New
Mexico Counties. This alternative provides far a
balance in each standard between the human
dimenson and physcal and bidogical valuesand
goals. Thisalternativefocuses on insuring that
historic grazing practices are maintained.

The Fdlback Alternative was developed as part of the
current grazi ng regul ations (43 CFR §4180) publi shed
in 1995 The Fallback Sandards and Guiddinesare
now in place on aninterim basis pending compl etion



of the analysis and Recard of Dedsion. This
alter native does not include Human Dimension
Standards. Rather, it focuses on the physicd and
biological goals and values and i s the most
environmentally proactive

All three altenatives provide for improved physical
and biological conditions for the public land in New
Mexico. However, the a ternatives vary by the number
of allatmentsimproved and in thetreatment of the
human dimension.

Although thealternaives vay on the treatment of the
human dimension, quantification of social and cultural
impacts is not pessible dueto lack of being ableto
identify specific lands not meeting the standards.
Therefore, the level of impact at the individual, family
and canmunity level can not be determined, only the
direction of impact can be estimated.

University of New Mexico's Public Policy Center
conduded a pudic opinian surveyin May o 1995.
Considering the top priarity of the different multiple
uses on public rangelands, they found that New
Mexicans rate the potential uses as follows:

Point 1
49% view environmental preservation astop
priority,
23% view commer cial usesastop priority,
22% view recregtiond usesas top priority,
and
6 % view all three as having equal priority

Point 2
A substanti ad magjority (over 75%) of New
Mexico dtizens believe it to bemoderately to
extremely important to preserve ranching as a
way of life in the state (Baca, 1996).

RAC Alternative

In public commentson the Draft RMPA/EIS, both
rural and environmental interests have suggested other
alterndives, but view theRAC Alternative as being
more satisfadory than another alternative. Thus, both
view theRAC as a middleground alternative. The
RAC Alternative provides for maintenance of
ranching asaway of lifein the State and for
enhancement o the physical and biological
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environment and improved recreationa resources on
the lands currently not

meeting the standards. Therefare, the alternativeis
providing for the mai ntenance and improvement of
qualitiesthat a mgority d theNew Mexico dtizens
value.

County Alternative

Of all the dternatives, therural interegds supported the
County Alternativethe most, while the environmental
interests opposed the County Alternative the most.
Based on the University of New Mexicd s Public
Policy Cente poll, this dternativewould pleasethe
New Mexico citizenswho view preservation of
ranching as away of life to be moderately to extremely
important. However, it may be a concern to the New
Mexico citizens who view environmental preservation
or recregtion asthe top priority.

Fall back Alternative

Environmental interests support the Fallback
Alternative over any othe altemative. However, the
rural interegs gppose the Fallback Alternativethe
most of any o thealterndives. Basedon the
University of New Mexicd s Public Policy Center poll,
this alternative woul d please theNew M exico dtizens
who view environmental preservation or recreation as
top priori ty, but may be a concernto New Mexico
citizenswho view preservation of ranching as away of
life to be moderately to extremely important.



