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Abbreviations and Acronyms 
Reader note: Refer to the list below for 
abbreviations or acronyms that may have 
been used in this chapter. 

ACEC ~ area of critical environmental 
concern 
ADC ~ animal damage control 
AML ~ appropriate management level 
AMP ~ allotment management plan 
AMR ~ appropriate management 
response 
APHIS ~ Agricultural Plant and Animal 
Health Inspection Service 
ARA ~ Andrews Resource Area 
ATV ~ all-terrain vehicle 
AUM ~ animal unit month 
BA ~ biological assessment 
BIA ~ Bureau of Indian Affairs 
BLM ~ Bureau of Land Management 
BMP ~ best management practice 
BO ~ biological opinion 
BOM ~ Bureau of Mines 
BOR ~ Bureau of Reclamation 
BPA ~ Bonneville Power Administration 
CERCLIS ~ comprehensive environmen
tal response, Compensation and Liability 
Information System 
CEQ ~ Council on Environmental 
Quality 
CFR ~ “Code of Federal Regulations” 
CLCAS ~ “Canada Lynx Conservation 
Assessment and Strategy” 
CRMP ~ “Cultural Resources Manage
ment Plan” 
CWA ~ “Clean Water Act” 
DLCD ~ Department of Land Conserva
tion and Development 
DOD ~ Department of Defense 
DOE ~ Department of Energy 
DOGAMI ~ Oregon Department of 
Geology and 
Mineral Industries 
DOI ~ Department of the Interior 
DPC ~ desired plant community 
DRFC ~ desired range of future condi
tions 
EA ~ environmental assessment 
EIS ~ environmental impact statement 
EPA ~ Environmental Protection Agency 
ER ~ entrenchment ratio 
ERMA ~ extensive recreation manage
ment area ERU ~ ecological reporting 
unit 
ESA ~ “Endangered Species Act” 
ESI ~ ecological site inventory 
E/EIS ~ “Eastside Environmental Impact 
Statement” 
FAA ~ Federal Aviation Administration 
FERC ~ Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 
FLPMA ~ “Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act” 
FMP ~ fire management plan 
FWFMP ~ “Federal Wildland Fire 
Management Policy” 
GIS ~ geographic information system 

GMA ~ geographic management area 
GTR ~ green tree replacement 
HA ~ herd area 
HMA ~ herd management area 
HMP ~ habitat management plan 
HUC ~ hydrologic unit code 
ICBEMP ~ Interior Columbia Basin 
Ecosystem Management Project 
IMP ~ “Interim Management Policy” 
IMPLWR ~ “Interim Management Policy 
for Land under Wilderness Review” 
INFISH ~ “Inland Native Fish Strategy” 
JRA ~ Jordan Resource Area 
KGRA ~ known geothermic resource 
area 
LCDC ~ Land Conservation and 
Development Commission 
LGMP ~ "Leslie Gulch ACEC Manage
ment Plan" 
MFP ~ management framework plan 
MOU ~ memorandum of understanding 
MRA ~ Malheur Resource Area 
NCA ~ national conservation area 
NEPA ~ “National Environmental Policy 
Act” 
NHOT ~ National Historic Oregon Trail 
NHPA ~ “National Historic Preservation 
Act” 
NL ~ no leasing 
NOAA ~ National Oceanographic and 
Atmospheric Administration 
NPS ~ National Park Service 
NPSP ~ nonpoint source pollution 
NRCS ~ Natural Resources Conservation 
Service 
NRHP ~ National Register of Historic 
Places 
NSO ~ no surface occupancy 
NWSR ~ national wild and scenic river 
NWSRA ~ “National Wild and Scenic 
River Act” 
NWSRS ~ National Wild and Scenic 
River System 
OAR ~ “Oregon Administrative Rules” 
OBSMP ~ “Oregon’s Bighorn Sheep 
Management Plan” 
ODA ~ Oregon Department of Agricul
ture 
ODEQ ~ Oregon Department of Environ
mental Quality 
ODF ~ Oregon Department of Forestry 
ODFW ~ Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife 
ODOT ~ Oregon Department of Trans
portation 
ODPR ~ Oregon Department of Parks 
and Recreation 
ODSL ~ Oregon Division of State Lands 
OHV ~ off-highway vehicle 
ONA ~ outstanding natural area 
ONHP ~ Oregon Natural Heritage 
Program 
ONHTMP ~ “Vale District Oregon 
National Historic Trail Management 
Plan” 
ORS ~ “Oregon Revised Statute” 

ORV ~ outstandingly remarkable value 
OWFEIS ~ “Oregon Wilderness Final 
Environmental Impact Statement” 
OWS ~ occupancy with stipulations 
PFC ~ proper functioning condition 
PILT ~ payments in lieu of taxes 
PNC ~ potential natural community 
PP&L ~ Pacific Power and Light 
PSEORMP/FEIS ~ “Proposed Southeast
ern Oregon Resource Management Plan/ 
Final Environmental Impact Statement” 
PRIA ~ “Public Rangelands Improvement 
Act” 
PUC ~ Public Utilities Commission 
RAIDS ~ riparian aquatic information 
data system 
RAWS ~ remote automated weather 
station 
RCA ~ riparian conservation area 
RMO ~ riparian management objective 
RMP ~ resource management plan 
RNA ~ research natural area 
ROD ~ record of decision 
ROS ~ recreation opportunity spectrum 
RPS ~ rangeland program summary 
RS ~ “Revised Statutes” 
R&PP ~ recreation and public purpose 
SCORP ~ Oregon’s “Statewide Compre
hensive Outdoor Recreation Plan” 
SEORAC ~ Southeastern Oregon 
Resource Advisory Council 
SEORMP ~ “Southeastern Oregon 
Resource Management Plan” 
SHPO ~ State Historic Preservation 
Office 
SMA ~ special management area 
SMCMPA ~ Steens Mountain Coopera
tive Management and Protective Area 
SRMA ~ special recreation management 
area 
SRP ~ special recreation permit 
S&G’s ~ “Standards of Rangeland Health 
and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing 
Management” 
TGA ~ “The Taylor Grazing Act” 
TMDL ~ total maximum daily load 
TNC ~ The Nature Conservancy 
TNR ~ temporary nonrenewable grazing 
T&E ~ threatened and endangered 
USDA ~ U.S. Department of Agriculture 
USDI ~ U.S. Department of the Interior 
USFS ~ U.S. Forest Service 
USFWS ~ U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS ~ U.S. Geological Survey 
VRM ~ visual resource management 
WAFWA ~ Western Association of Fish 
and Wildlife Agencies 
WFSA ~ wildland fire situation analysis 
WRCS ~ “Western Regional Corridor 
Study” 
WSA ~ wilderness study area 
WSRO ~ “Wilderness Study Report, 
Oregon” 
WQMP ~ “Water Quality Management 
Plan” 
WQRP ~ water quality restoration plan 
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Comment Responses 

Introduction 

In October 1998, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) opened a 120-day comment 
period to allow public evaluation of the Draft Southeastern Oregon Resource Management 
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (SEORMP/EIS). At the request of BLM, all public 
comments were received in writing—266 letters through conventional and electronic mail, 
14 of which were received after the deadline, but were included in the content analysis. A 
team of staff, most of whom were not involved with the Draft SEORMP/EIS, consolidated 
the comments from the 266 letters received into a “Summary of Public Comments” report. 
The purpose of this analysis was to objectively identify and display the nature and extent of 
the public input received on the draft plan. The report summarized opinions and supporting 
reasons contained in the public input and how they differed according to other variables that 
may be important, such as respondent’s affiliation, place of residence, or other factors.  This 
report was made available upon request in April, 1999. 

The SEORMP Interdisciplinary Team used the “Summary of Public Comments” report as a 
template to respond to substantive comments. Comments on like issues were summarized 
and paraphrased by the team; however, each specialist also read each letter to better define 
the context surrounding the comments. All letters received are displayed following the 
agency’s response to specific comments, and have been assigned an identification number in 
the upper right hand corner.  These identification numbers also appear in each section of the 
comment analysis to indicate where the comments came from. Each section also identifies 
opinion or preference comments that are important but that do not lend themselves to a 
specific response. These opinions were considered, however, while preparing the 
PSEORMP/FEIS. Numbers of comments are presented in both Inputs (I) and Signatures (S): 
for example; if three people signed one letter the tally would be I=1 and S=3. Each comment 
and response is also numbered for easy reference. Some letters were official positions of 
governments, groups, companies, or organizations who represented a large constituency.  A 
summary of public comments, as well as changes made to the plan as a result of those 
comments, is included in the beginning of Chapter 3. 

Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area 

In October 2000, the “Steens Mountain Cooperative Management and Protective Act” (H.R. 
4828) was signed by President Clinton. This legislation created far different management for 
the Andrews Resource Area (ARA) than the Draft SEORMP/EIS had analyzed.  Therefore, it 
was determined that the ARA should be extracted from the PSEORMP/FEIS. 

All of the letters commenting on the Draft SEORMP/EIS are published; however, since the 
ARA has been removed from the plan, the comments specific to the ARA do not have a 
written response. Some comments are inclusive of ARA, or allude to all three resource 
areas, and have been responded to. All comments regarding ARA will be carried forward to 
the scoping process for the “Steens Mountains/Andrews Resource Area Resource Man
agement Plan.” 
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Comment Responses 

Plan Format 

No. I S 
1 1 1 Comment: Table of Contents and body of report are not properly marked 

with section number. 

Response: This has been corrected in the final plan. 

Opinions or Preferences 
1 1 Suggest that goals on Page 3-1 be included in Purpose and Need section. 

1 1 A chapter for each resource would make the document easier to read. 

1 1 Page headings should include the topic discussed on that page. 

LETTER NUMBER: 004, 240, 241 

Alternatives in General 
No. I S 

2 146 155 Comment:  Commentors favor strengthened Alternative D that more 
greatly restricts or excludes livestock grazing. 

Reasons:


because livestock should be excluded from riparian areas


because livestock should be excluded from fish and wildlife habitat;


because livestock should be excluded from national wild and scenic

rivers(NWSR’s);


because livestock should be excluded from grazing allotments in fair

and poor condition;


because livestock should be excluded from wilderness study areas

(WSA’s);


and because livestock should be excluded from areas of critical environ

mental concern (ACEC’s).


Response: Alternative D2 was added to the analysis to cover most of the 
recommended exclusion areas. Alternative D2 does not include livestock 
exclusion from allotments in fair to poor condition or from WSA’s because 
we felt this would move Alternative D2 too close Alternative E.  When 
livestock are found to cause degradation of resource conditions in WSA’s, 
rangelands in poor or fair condition or anywhere else, management is 
changed to correct and reverse the degradation which could include 
exclusion. 

3 Comment: 

57 62 •  Commentors said that BLM should reject Alternative C. 

Reasons:


fails to reduce grazing when damage occurs;


Does not protect sensitive fish and wildlife habitat and habitat diversity;


fails to designate enough NWSR miles;


fails to stop grazing on Donner und Blitzen and Owyhee NWSR’s;
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does not adequately reduce livestock grazing on Steens Mountain; 

does not protect riparian; 

allows to much off-highway vehicle (OHV) use; 

relies on adaptive management; 

fails to change current conditions and management practices enough 
even though public lands are not adequately protected/restored; 

fails to stop livestock grazing when scientists recommend otherwise; 

fails to describe activities allowed in Steens National Conservation Area 
(NCA); 

because it puts livestock industry over public concerns and land health; 

fails to stop grazing in WSA’s; 

fails to consider ecosystem-based management principles; 

fails to discontinue grazing in ACEC’s; 

needs stronger standards and guidelines and monitoring; 

high desert lands are too fragile; 

fails to reduce suppression of wildfire; 

seriously degrades ecosystem; 

increases spread of weeds through OHV use; and 

alternative is too similar to Alternatives A and B; Southeastern Oregon 
Resource Advisory Council (SEORAC) could not choose; prefers to 
address individually and failed to reach a consensus. 

31 32 •  Commentors favor Alternative D. 

Reasons: 

allows for livestock grazing reductions; 

adds NWSR’s; 

adds ACEC’s and research natural areas (RNA’s); 

emphasizes low impact recreation; 

deemphasizes fire suppression; 

better for stream/riparian which need protection; 

more closely embraces ecosystem-based management; 

restores/closes recreation sites; 

helps land to recover from past degradation; 

less alteration of vegetation; 

best compromise between livestock industry and other resources; 

better for nongame wildlife; 

better for hunting, fishing, and other publics; 

better protects scenic values; and 

reduce grazing on Alvord Desert and Steens Mountain. 

3 3 •  Reject Alternative A. 

Reasons: 

does not adequately protect public land resources; 

is not a realistic alternative; and 

outside law on the “Endangered Species Act” (ESA) and “Wilderness 
Act.” 

3 
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2 2 •  Reject Alternative B. 

Reasons: 

does not adequately protect public land resources; and 

allows too much livestock grazing. 

1 1 •  Support Alternative E. 

Reasons: 

opposes abuses of public land resources. 

1 1 •  Reject Alternative E. 

Reasons: 

Is not a realistic alternative; 

too little intervention can damage environment; 

too unresponsive to the need of land; 

too unresponsive to the needs of public; 

some livestock grazing is good; and 

does not allow prescribed burns. 

1 1 •  Support Alternative A. 

Reasons: 

supports liberty and welfare of country. 

5 5 • Alternatives are inadequate. 

Reasons: 

not enough range of alternatives; 

will lead to demise of southeastern Oregon desert lands; 

needs to explore severe cuts in grazing; 

Alternative A has no counter balance; and 

need restoration before Alternative D can be implemented. 

Response:  Commentors liked or disliked the specific alternatives for 
various reasons. Alternative D2 was added and Alternative E was made 
more realistic to provide greater variety of potential management direction 
toward limiting commodity uses. The Proposed RMP represents a mix of 
the alternatives that prescribes public land management in a manner that 
best meets the needs of the greatest number of public land users. 

4  22  23  Comment:  Manage the land for everyone, not just ranchers. 

Response: The Proposed RMP is primarily a mix of Alternatives C and D. 
Ranchers would have benefitted most from selection of Alternative A. 

5 2 2 Comment: Need increased monitoring and enforcement of livestock 
grazing on Steens Mountain. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

6 3 8 Comment: BLM does not evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives. 

Response:  See comment response 2. 

4 
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7 1 1 Comment: Protect resources by increasing monitoring. 

Response: Monitoring is an important step in the Bureau’s cyclical 
process of public land management as identified in the Implementation 
Through Adaptive Management section of Chapter 3.  Staff time dedicated 
to monitoring must be balanced with time committed to planning, to 
implementation, and to evaluation/assessment in order that public land 
management objectives can be met. 

8 1  1  Comment:  Management goals of BLM should parallel Oregon Division 
of State Lands (ODSL) goals. 

Responce: The BLM and ODSL have separate laws governing how they 
are to manage the lands under their respective administrations. 

9 1  1  Comment:  Grazing impacts were not fully identified/analyzed. 

Response: The format of Chapter 4 impacts analysis to each resource 
value in the draft and this final document was chosen to identify conse
quences of implementing individual actions proposed in each alternative as 
well as consequences of implementing all actions in each alternative. As a 
result, grazing impacts are not addressed in only one portion of the 
document but would be found throughout all sections of Chapter 4. 
Cumulative impacts of implementing all actions proposed within one 
alternative are identified in a Conclusion section at the end of analysis of 
each alternative and also in a Summary of Impacts section at the end of 
each resource section. Additionally, general effects of implementing 
various intensities and seasons of grazing are identified in Appendix R 
(Effects of Intensity and Season of Grazing).  Similarly, Appendix F 
(Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and Considerations) identifies some of the 
consequences of grazing management practices on wildlife habitat. 

101 1 Comment:  Page 3-9: description of alternatives lacks sufficient detail. 

Response: This section introduces the body of Chapter 3 which describes 
all alternative in detail. 

Opinions or Preferences 
1 1 Support Alternative C. 

1 1 Support Alternative B. 

1 1 Support between Alternatives B and C. 

6 6 Supports adaptive management. 

LETTER NUMBER: 002, 012, 013, 014, 021, 022, 023, 024, 028, 029, 030, 0321, 032, 034, 035, 036, 037, 
038, 040, 041, 042, 044, 045, 046, 046, 047, 049, 050, 051, 053, 054, 055, 056, 057, 058, 059, 060, 061, 062, 
063, 065, 066, 068, 069, 070, 071, 072, 073, 074, 075, 076, 077, 079, 080, 081, 083, 086, 087, 088, 089, 090, 
091, 095, 096, 097, 098, 100, 101, 103, 106, 107, 108, 110, 112, 113, 114, 115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121, 
122, 123, 125, 126, 128, 129, 130, 131, 132, 133, 134, 135, 136, 137, 140, 141, 142, 143, 144, 145, 146, 147, 
149, 150, 151, 153, 154, 155, 156, 157, 159, 160, 161, 162, 163, 165, 168, 169, 170, 171, 172, 173, 174, 175, 
176, 177, 178, 181, 182, 185, 186, 187, 190, 191, 192, 193, 194, 197, 198, 200, 201, 202, 203, 203, 206, 209, 
210, 211, 212, 213, 214, 215, 216, 223, 224, 236, 241, 242, 243, 244, 245, 254, 255, 256, 258, 259, 260, 261, 
263, 264, 265, 268, 270, 272 
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Miscellaneous Comments


This section is subdivided into Plan in General, Personal Responses, Ecological and Natural Values, Military 
and Nonmilitary Aircraft, and Other. 

No. I S	 Plan in General 

11 2 2	 Comment:  Plan should be written with long-term outlook. 

Response: This land use plan is expected to guide the management of the 
public land within the planning area for the next 20 years, assuming 
relative consistency in the environmental laws being passed by Congress. 

12 1 6	 Comment:  BLM does not assess the cumulative effects on resources of 
maintaining existing grazing levels.


Response: The format for analysis of grazing impacts, as all impacts, is

identified in comment response 9. Cumulative impacts were strengthened

in the final document.


13 1 6	 Comment: The plan fails to appropriately evaluate reasonably foreseeable 
adverse effects. 

Response:  Chapter 4 identifies the expected adverse effects from the 
prescribed management actions. 

14 1 6 Comment: The plan fails to describe the 6.3 million acres of planning 
area.


Response: Chapter 2 describes the present environment and the various

environmental conditions within the planning area. Also, refer to Com

ments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on page 1.


15 1 6	 Comment: The plan fails to discuss the major causes of degradation. 

Response: Adverse impacts as described in Chapter 4 are the major causes 
of degradation. 

16 1 6	 Comment: The plan provides no monitoring data to support any of its 
assertions. 

Reasons:


monitoring is not a funding priority; and


managers do not know how to put monitoring plan together.


Response:  Summaries and interpretation of monitoring data are provided 
throughout the document to identify condition and trend of various 
resources. Additional data provided through scheduled monitoring would 
be used in the adaptive management process described in Chapter 3 to 
implement appropriate resource management on a site-specific basis within 
GMA’s. 

17 1 2	 Comment: A comparison document should be developed to show changes 
from current status to the Draft SEORMP/EIS. 

Response:  Chapter 2 describes the existing situation and Alternative B, 
which is the current status of management for the planning area, is 
compared to the other alternatives in Chapters 3 and 4. 
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18 1 1 Comment:  Page 3-74: Monitoring approach fails to reflect a strategy for 
evaluating the objectives on the whole planning area; does not ensure 
consistent evaluation, is not predictable or systematic, has no clearly 
defined reporting mechanisms. 

Response: Appendix W (Monitoring) has been added to the plan which 
better reflects the monitoring approach following plan implementation. 

19 1 1 Comment: The final plan should include a statement explaining people’s 
concerns during scoping. 

Response:  Chapter 1 of the Draft SEORMP/EIS and the PSEORMP/FEIS 
discuss public participation and the various scoping issues the BLM was 
asked to address by the public. 

20 1 1 Comment: The document does not address positive livestock manage
ment already implemented. 

Response: Although successful management may not be described by 
allotment, there are condition and trend tables at various locations in the 
document that indicate the favorable conditions and positive responses to 
management that is currently occurring over most of the planning area. 

21 1 1 Comment: The plan should be an adjustment of existing, successful 
programs. 

Response:  People have different opinions of success.  The Proposed RMP 
of the PSEORMP/FEIS presents management actions aimed at meeting 
natural resource and societal needs. Building upon successful management 
is the intent of adaptive management as additional information becomes 
available as identified in Chapter 3. 

22 1 1 Comment: The BLM needs to show they are meeting legal mandates. 

Response:  Laws governing public land management are the basis of the 
management proposals in this plan. The BLM believes the plan is consis
tent with the legal mandates directing the agency. 

23 1 1 Comment: There was a lack of clear-cut proposals in the plan. 

Response: Although the Draft SEORMP/EIS lacks specificity in some 
areas, site-specific activity plans do currently exist across the planning 
area. Part of adaptive management is to assure that the existing and future 
activity plans are consistent with the SEORMP.  The variability of the 
resource values across the planning area makes it almost impossible to 
prescribe site-specific management actions for all locations in one planning 
document. 

24 1 1 Comment: It would be useful to have the following definitions in the 
document: sensitive resources, acceptable limits, caves, desirable intro
duced plant species. 

Response:  Definitions for caves and limits of acceptable change have 
been added to the Glossary. 

25 1 1 Comment: There is offered only a limited ability to choose between 
alternatives. 

7 
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26 1 1 

27 1 1 

28 1 1 

29 1 1 

30 1 1 

31 1 1 

Response:  Since publication of the draft, Alternative D2 has been added 
and Alternative E has been made more realistic which has improved the 
range of the alternatives. Also, management actions can be chosen from 
more than one alternative and were combined to formulate the Proposed 
RMP. 

Comment:  It is difficult to follow the draft when reference material is 
mentioned but not included in the document. 

Response: The BLM uses technical manuals and other forms of guidance 
in prescribing and implementing management actions. The reference 
material is available by request, but is too expansive to incorporate into the 
document. 

Comment:  Objectives must be quantifiable, measurable, and reasonable. 

Response: There are approved quantifiable methodologies for measuring 
the success of meeting the objectives of this plan. The various monitoring 
methodologies are available upon request. 

Comment: Objects to reliance of Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem 
Management Project (ICEBMP) scientific assessments. 

Response:  NEPA regulations require incorporation of significant new 
information bearing on the proposed action or its impacts, and the intent of 
the adaptive management process is to rely on the best scientific informa
tion available. The 1996 “Integrated Scientific Assessment for Ecosystem 
Management in the Interior Columbia Basin” (ICBEMP ISA) used existing 
science documentation, as well as new information, to meet the needs 
identified. Therefore, even though the ICBEMP Final EIS plan is not final, 
the background science is valid and must be used in new planning and 
analysis efforts. 

Comment:  Object to reliance on policies which are not law. 

Response: Policies are developed as interpretation of what the BLM 
needs to do to be compliant with the laws. 

Comment: There was a failure to include information from Idaho Water
sheds Project during scoping. 

Response: Appendix A (Scoping Comments) has been amended to include 
additional scoping comments. Some of the scoping comments were not 
included in the lists in Appendix A, but we tried to include all pertinent 
comments in the body of the document. 

Comment: Request a supplemental plan that better characterizes the 
environment and has a new range of alternatives. 

Response:  Current condition and trend and PFC information have been 
added to Appendix E, Allotment Summaries, to better describe the existing 
environment. Alternative D2 has also been added and Alternative E 
amended to expand the range of possible management prescriptions. 
Additional information concerning the landscape that may become avail
able during subsequent subbasin reviews or GMA assessments will be 
incorporated into the landscape or activity level plans. 
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32 1 1 Comment: The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) assigned a rating 
of EC-2 to the draft plan. 

Reasons: 

lack of clarity in management direction; 

absence of monitoring strategy to evaluate plan effectiveness; 

lack of road management element; and 

further discussion needed on western juniper management and nonna
tive plant use. 

Response:  Management actions and associated monitoring methodologies 
for specific watersheds or allotments would be tailored for each particular 
area and aimed at the resource needs for each area. The scope of the 
SEORMP does not allow for this level of specificity.  Appendix O (Best 
Management Practices) has over two pages of road management criteria 
that covers the various design and maintenance needs of our road system. 
Western juniper management and nonnative plant use is also described in 
the Woodland and Rangeland Vegetation sections of Chapter 3. 

33 1 1 Comment:  Difficult to assess if the implementation of one resource 
objective is compatible with implementation of another. 

Reasons: 

separate discussion of Rangeland Vegetation and Rangeland/Grazing 
Use; 

statements about bighorn sheep in the wild horse objectives. 

Response: The SEORMP is designed so that all the objectives can be met. 
Still, there would be instances when implementing management to help 
meet one objective may have adverse impacts in meeting another.  It is 
impossible to meet all the objectives on every acre of public land so the 
BLM strives to combine the public’s desires with the site potential of the 
land to come up with the best mix of management actions to meet the 
greatest number of objectives. 

34 1 1 Comment:  Cumulative impacts of any proposed action should be devel
oped. 

Response: We have strengthened the cumulative impact analysis in the 
document. 

35 1 1 Comment: There is no analysis of the management situation in the 
document. 

Response: The analysis of the management situation is the total collection 
of information to be analyzed. It represents a planning process step, and 
was never intended to be published, in its entirety, within plan/EIS docu
ments. Pertinent analysis of the management situation information is 
summarized in Chapter 2, with the impacts of management actions for each 
alternative in Chapter 3 analyzed in Chapter 4. Alternative B displays the 
current management situation. 

36 1 1 Comment:  Specific goals and objectives should be set forth in section 1. 

Response: The objectives for each program appear within the first few 
pages of the document. The goals of the SEORMP and the Desired Range 
of Future Conditions for the programs appear within the first few pages of 
Chapter 3. 
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37 1 1


38 1 1 

39 

40 1 1 

41 1 1 

4 10 

4 5 

2 7 

Comment: The plan should discuss the legal authority and implications of 
tiering to a draft EIS. 

Response: Federal regulations at 40 CFR 1502.20 encourage tiering to 
other EIS documents to eliminate repetitive discussions of the same issues. 
The SEORMP/EIS incorporates the science in ICBEMP as required by 
NEPA implementation regulations and analyzes the actions to the extent 
that the RMP can stand alone should ICBEMP Final EIS not become final 
before this plan is final. ICBEMP is expected to bring the new science 
information into existing land use plans through regional guidance that will 
automatically amend those land use plans that have not yet incorporated 
the information. Current planning efforts that are already incorporating the 
science, such as the SEORMP, should require less “reconciliation” effort to 
bring the plan into compliance with final regional guidance. 

Comment: The specific philosophies for ICBEMP Final EIS should be 
enumerated in the plan. 

Reasons: 

to allow for complete disclosure and knowing review and comments. 

Response: The specific philosophies of ICBEMP Final EIS were available 
for public review for the draft. Those comments were instrumental in the 
resulting draft that is presently out for review, and the final will also 
receive public review.  Also see comment response 37. 

Comment: This comment was a duplicate and deleted. 

Comment:  Plan fails to comply with “National Environmental Policy 
Act” (NEPA), “Federal Land Policy and Management Act” (FLPMA), 
“Public Rangelands Improvement Act” (PRIA), and Draft Eastside EIS. 

Response: This plan is in compliance with NEPA, FLPMA, and PRIA as 
stated in Chapter 1, page 17 of the Draft SEORMP/EIS. The plan is 
consistent with ICBEMP ISA and will be in conformance with the 
ICBEMP Final EIS, as the ICBEMP Final EIS ROD automatically amends 
all land use plans within the ICBEMP Final EIS area.  Further, the 
SEORMP was prepared by an interdisciplinary team and reviewed by the 
State office staff. 

Comment:  Better scoping and outreach would lead to a more accurate 
analysis of stakeholders (including the final plan). 

Response: There have been numerous public meetings along with the 
comment periods for the draft and final documents. The Draft SEORMP 
was mailed to approximately 525 individuals, groups, government offices, 
and others. BLM received about 300 comment letters on the Draft 
SEORMP.  BLM believes that there was ample opportunity for people to 
participate in the process. Refer to Chapter 5, Public Involvement. 

Opinions or Preferences 
The document is vague, wordy, repetitious, and gives no clear guidance or 
direction. 

One cannot know possible impacts without more detail and analysis. 

The plan fails to describe how the agency will manage the land to achieve 
the stated objectives. 
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Comment Responses and Reprinted Letters 

2 3 A full analysis of specific goals, objectives, strategies and actions must be 
done. 

2 2 The plan should be adopted as proposed. 

2 2 Plan needs to be more proactive. 

2 2 The way the information was presented made it difficult to bring the pieces 
together. 

1 6 The plan does not adequately describe the affected environment. 

1 2 It is impossible to determine if goals or objectives can be reasonable met. 

1 2 BLM bureaucrats, politicians, or special interest groups should not be the 
judge of acceptable impacts. 

1 1 Scoping illustrates the lack of public knowledge about the condition of 
public land and how the BLM protects the land. 

1 1 The stated purpose of the document is too broad. 

1 1 Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) should be listed with the 
agencies providing comments on the scoping process. 

1 1 Plan gives false and misleading information. 

1 1 The respondent’s specific scoping comment letter is not in Appendix. 

1 1 Table of Contents and body of the report are not properly marked with 
section number. 

2 2 A more thorough review of current literature is needed. 

1 1 The public should be given opportunity to analyze actions and meet 
halfway. 

1 1 The goals for planning purposes should be restated as management on the 
basis of “multiple use and sustained yield.” 

1 1 Show a more detailed description of the landscape prior to the “Taylor 
Grazing Act” (TGA). 

Personal Response 

Opinions or Preferences 
20 22 BLM needs to protect the lands and resources for future generations. 

8 8 I commend BLM for the detailed and thoughtful analysis. 

4 4 Southeast Oregon is beautiful and unique. 

3 6 We encourage BLM to consider private landowners, cattle ranches, and 
Harney County when finalizing the plan. 

1 6 We commend the BLM for recognition of Steens Mountain as a place of 
significant value to the American public. 

1 6 We support BLM in its efforts to manage Steens Mountain for it wilderness 
and recreational values. 

1 2 We appreciate the outstanding maps that accompanied the document. 

1 1 Respondent feels he is active in public land concerns and his comments 
should be considered in the plan. 

1 1 Respondent included 2 letters indicating his concern for public resource 
lands. 

1 1 Have found the Burns District Office to be helpful and responsive. 

1 1 Great efforts were made to identify stakeholders in building this plan. 

1 1 Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the review of the Draft 
SEORMP/EIS. 
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1 1 Thanks for the high level of public service you and your staff provide. 

1 1 The BLM needs to do a better job of showing good things done since the 
TGA. 

1 1 For clarification: the comment letter is from “Oregon Chapter of the 
Wildlife Society.” 

1 1 I compliment you for the courage to recognize the impacts of cattle as well 
as other resource uses. 

1 1 Appreciates the discussion of “Catlow Conservation Agreement.” 

Ecological and Natural Values 

42 1 6 Comment: There are no numerical, objective standards for management 
of rangeland, fire, soils, and other resources. 

Response: The numerical standards for meeting the objectives for these 
programs are included in the specific monitoring methodologies. Also see 
comment response 23. 

43 1 1 Comment: Desirable vegetation is opinion: use ecological condition. 

Response: Though attainment of late or potential natural community 
(PNC) vegetation communities was often the primary vegetation manage
ment objective in previous planning documents, that objective is occasion
ally not consistent with providing desired values and products to our 
publics today and in the future. This land use planning document recog
nizes the values of some early- and mid-seral vegetation communities in 
providing some wildlife habitats, in making available livestock forage 
within nonnative seedings, and for other values. It also recognizes the 
consequences of natural disturbances and state and transition models of 
vegetation succession which hold vegetation communities at less that PNC. 
Management, even where desired conditions are less than PNC, would be 
consistent with attainment of 1997 “Standards of Rangeland Health and 
Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management” (S&G’s). In most 
instances, the desired range of future conditions (DRFC’s) identified in this 
planning document are synonymous with past objectives to attain late to 
PNC vegetation communities. 

44 1 1 Comment:  Use of landscape level is ambiguous. 

Response:  Managing at the landscape level is intended to portray broad-
scale opportunities. Some objectives would not be met in localized areas if 
land use decisions are based on impacts at the landscape level. Although 
somewhat ambiguous, the term reflects a relatively large management unit 
when compared to mid- and fine-scale management units. 

45 1 1 Comment: ACEC designations do not always protect natural values of 
sites. 

Response:  It is the intent of ACEC designation to provide management 
for relevant and important values identified for the specific area. Protec
tion would be provided for natural values where they are identified as 
relevant and important values. 
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46 1 1 Comment:  Must balance short-term economics against long-term ecology. 

Reasons: 

mankind survival is dependant on healthy ecosystems; and 

protect Oregon’s deserts from degradation. 

Response: The SEORMP examines a range of alternatives from an 
emphasis on maximizing sustainable levels of commodity output to 
maximizing ecological functions. The preferred alternative attempts to 
strike an appropriate balance based on the expected social, economic, and 
ecological outcomes. 

47 2 2 Comment:  Continue multiple use in WSA’s. 

Response:  Resource uses and human activities would continue to be 
allowed in WSA’s in accordance and compliance with the agency’s 
IMPLWR, while protecting wilderness values until Congress acts on the 
wilderness issue. 

Opinions and Preferences 
2 2 Efforts to protect natural resources now will result in lands with higher 

values later. 

1 1 WSA’s, NWSR’s, ACEC’s, all limit flexibility. 

1 1 Inventories are needed to validate current watershed level, ecologically 
based management. 

1 1 Knowledge of ecology in an area should be more important than short-term 
politics. 

13 13  Manage the land for natural ecosystem function. 

2 2  Continue multiple use in WSA’s. 

2 2 Against any additional special management areas (SMA’s). 

1 1 Watershed management need the cooperation of all entities in the water
shed. 

Military and Non-military Aircraft 
48 5 8 Comment: Aircraft should be allowed to land inside the Steens Mountain 

Recreation Lands during the whole year; restrictions on aircraft should be 
removed from the plan. 

Reasons: 

aircraft use would be for commercial and management purposes; 

discriminates against a particular motorized vehicle; 

discriminates against certain members of the public; 

adversely affects local, county, and state business; 

promotes the use of more environmentally detrimental methods; 

discriminates against physically challenged; 

reduces options for dispersed recreation; 

makes search and rescue, fire operations, etc., more difficult to do; 

BLM has no means of enforcement; 

BLM would lose revenue; and 

there would be less public land monitoring. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 
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49 Comment: 

1 6 •  BLM has failed to characterize, describe and quantify the increases in 
military flights over Oregon public lands since the last planning process. 

1 6 •  BLM has failed to ensure that characteristics of SMA’s are not being 
degraded by military activities. 

1 6 •  BLM has failed to minimize negative effects of military activities. 

1 6 •  People who use public land are often annoyed by loud noises from 
military aircraft. 

1 6 •  Concerned about pollution and health risks from military training 
activities. 

1 6 •  BLM must prepare an adequate assessment of impacts by military 
training activities. 

Response:  BLM has no authority to control military flights over public 
land—this is outside the scope of this document. 

50 1 2	 Comment: A suggested stipulation of use by authorized holders of a SRP 
within the Steens Mountain SRMA would be that aircraft landing during 
all times of the year would meet the current non-impairment criteria for 
wilderness study areas (WSAs), whether on WSA’s or not, in the SRMA. 

Response: Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on page 
6. 

51 1 2	 Comment: When the Steens Mountain Loop Road is open, landings or 
low-level flights would be avoided in heavy use or key scenic areas. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

Other 
52 5 5 Comment:  Protect land for wildness and low impact recreation. 

Response: Assessment of public land for wilderness values is beyond the 
scope of this plan. The agency’s wilderness designation recommendations 
in Oregon are in its “Wilderness Study Report” (1991). Under the Pro
posed RMP and other alternatives, the majority of the planning area 
remains available for low impact types of recreation activities. 

53 1 1	 Comment: It is not right to say that funding would be basically the same 
across all alternatives. 

Reasons: 

some alternatives have greater potential for generating funds; and 

funding for monitoring under adaptive management is highest priority. 

Response: Although a portion of receipts for commercial activities on 
public land are included in budgets or funding, these amount are insignifi
cant in the total budgets. 

Opinions or Preferences 
1 2 The document could be harmful and ruin family business. 

1 1 New commercial development should be restricted. 

LETTER NUMBER: 004, 007, 008, 009, 010, 015, 016, 017, 018, 019, 023, 026, 030, 035, 064, 065, 069, 
071, 072, 075, 080, 083, 088, 093, 094, 099, 100, 105, 107, 109, 110, 254, 255, 256, 257, 258, 259, 260, 262, 
264, 265, 267, 270, 273, 122, 131, 134, 135, 148, 151, 152, 153, 157, 163, 167, 168, 189, 193, 214, 180, 182, 
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184, 186, 200, 206, 214, 235, 141, 142, 158, 166, 217, 218, 220, 222, 223, 225, 226, 228, 231, 232, 236, 238, 
239, 240, 241 

Air Resources


Other related comments may be found under FIRE. 

No. I S 
54 1 1 Comment: More data are needed to support the conclusions that dust 

emissions do not result in deteriorated air quality and that no long-term 
cumulative impacts to air quality will occur under all alternatives. 

Response: Limited data are available on air quality for this planning 
process due to the fact that the entire planning area is in a Class 2 air shed 
and no air quality monitoring stations are operating within the planning 
area. Management actions taken to reduce potential impacts to air quality 
include: (1) identifying absolute maximum tonnage of fuel that could be 
burned annually yet limits particulate emissions; (2) implementation of the 
“Interim Air Quality Policy on Wildland and Prescribed Fires” (issued 
April 23, 1998); (3) plan for and conduct prescribed burns with favorable 
atmospheric transport and dispersion conditions that are approved through 
the Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF) prior to ignition; (4) proper 
management of soil and vegetative management resources with regards to 
fire rehabilitation, livestock grazing, mining, and OHV activities that 
would reduce wind-blown particulate matter; and (5) requiring and 
implementing best management practices. 

55 1 1 Comment:  Revise plan to incorporate the direction contained in EPA’s 
interim air quality policy on wildland and prescribed fire. 

Response: The PSEORMP/FIES now states that the EPA’s “Interim Air 
Quality Policy on Wildland and Prescribed Fire” (issued April 23, 1998) 
would be followed. 

LETTER NUMBER: 004, 273 

Energy and Minerals


No. I S

56 3 3 Comment: Close entire area to mining use.


Response: An objective of the plan is to make mineral resources available 
for exploration and development while protecting other resources to the 
extent possible. Lands are recommended for withdrawal only when less 
restrictive measures would not protect other resource values. 

57 2 3	 Comment: Mineral leases should not conflict with resource values, 
especially SMA’s. 

Response:  Due to the nature of mineral leasing activities, conflicts with 
other resource values nearly always occur.  Most conflicts can be resolved 
through the imposition of operating restrictions; however, if the resource 
values are very high, and/or conflicts cannot be resolved, the area could be 
closed to leasing. 

58 1 1	 Comment:  Need more flexibility concerning small and low-impact 
minerals such as sand and gravel for road maintenance. 
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Response: The plan provides for substantial opportunities and flexibility 
for the development of saleable mineral materials for road maintenance. 

59 1 1 Comment: Alternative C excessively restricts geothermal and rock pits. 

Response:  Restrictions imposed on geothermal and rock pit operations 
under Alternative C are not considered to be excessive.  For geothermal 
operations, restrictions would only be imposed in areas with other signifi
cant resource values (such as endangered animal habitat, sensitive plants, 
outstanding scenery) in order to protect them, and would involve less than 
1% of the lands identified as high potential for that resource. Restrictions 
imposed on rock pits do not affect existing operations, identified potential 
sources of new material, or most rock deposits located near concentrated 
populations (such as Vale and Ontario) or in close proximity to existing 
roads. 

60 1 1 Comment:  Protect WSA’s that might be dropped in the future from 
mineral use. 

Response: WSA’s that might be congressionally dropped in the future 
would only be protected from mineral use if they were included in some 
other SMA (such as ACEC/RNA).  All other WSA acreage released from 
study status would become potentially available for all forms of mineral 
use. 

61 1 1 Comment: ACEC/RNA’s should be withdrawn from mineral entry. 

Reasons: 

degrades values for which originally protected. 

Response: ACEC’s are withdrawn only if the values for which they are 
designated cannot be protected with less restrictive measures. Refer to 
PSEORMP/FEIS Table 3-12 for ACEC/RNA recommended withdrawals. 

62 1 1 Comment: Page 2-3: should read: report will be available in 1999. 

Response:  No publication date for the report has been established, as 
stated in the PSEORMP/FEIS. 

63 1 1 Comment:  Page 2-8: U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) reference should 
be (USGS 1994, 1996). 

Response: The reference has been corrected in the final plan to include 
the 1996 report. 

64 1 1 Comment: Section needs to be added regarding potential geologic 
hazards in area. 

Response: While it is acknowledged that certain geologic hazards, 
particularly earthquakes and naturally occurring (not mining-related) 
geochemical contamination (such as mercury, arsenic and uranium) are a 
potential safety and environmental hazard, they are not expected to 
significantly affect the human environment, given the small, somewhat 
scattered population base. Therefore, geologic hazards will not be dis
cussed in the final document. 

65 1 1 Comment: What does site-specific analysis for mineral withdrawal entail? 
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Response:  Site-specific analysis entails an evaluation of lands being 
proposed for withdrawal from mineral location. It involves an interdisci
plinary team of resource specialists (range management, botany, archaeol
ogy, recreation and wilderness, geology and minerals, soils and hydrology, 
lands and realty, etc.), whose purpose is to determine if the resources 
contained are of sufficient sensitivity and/or value to warrant protection 
from mining. Data collection may involve consultation with other Federal 
agencies (such as USGS or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS]), 
State agencies (such as ODFW, Oregon Department of Geology and 
Mineral Industries [DOGAMI], or State Historic Preservation Officer 
[SHPO]), various conservation groups (such as Sierra Club, Native Plant 
Society, or Wilderness Society), or private individuals.  Lands recom
mended for withdrawal may be identified in a planning document, such as 
this plan, through public concerns, or the result of field studies that identify 
new areas containing sensitive resource values the BLM wants to preserve 
and protect; however, all withdrawal proposals must conform to an 
approved land use plan. 

66 1 1	 Comment: What science backs up the mineral leasing buffer zones 
chosen for Borax Lake under Alternatives C and D? 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

Opinions or Preferences 
3 3 Support no-surface-occupancy (NSO) stipulations in Alternative D. 

Reasons: 

Federal mining laws are antiquated. 

2 3 Support buffer at Borax Lake. 

2 2 Energy and minerals should be developed. 

1 1 Numbers are arbitrary and limit future needs and opportunities. 

LETTER NUMBER: 004, 011, 041, 045, 140, 157, 180, 218, 223, 241 

Fire 

No. I S

67 9 9 Comment: Prescribed fire should be used.


Reasons: 

to improve range condition; 

to return vegetation complexity. 

Response: The Proposed RMP of the PSEORMP/FEIS recognizes fire as 
a critical natural process and allows resource managers the ability to use 
prescribed fire in those areas where prescribed burning is the correct tool 
for meeting objectives. The plan allows for burning of up to 50,000 acres 
of rangelands and 300 acres of timbered lands per year. 

68 8 8	 Comment: Fire suppression should be deemphasized. 

Response:  Historically, BLM policy required that all wildfires be fully 
suppressed. Under current policy, which is reflected in this planning 
document, all wildland fires must receive an appropriate management 
response (AMR), which under given circumstances may be less than a full
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suppression response. The appropriate response taken would be based on 
preplanned analysis consistent with public and fire fighter safety concerns, 
land management objectives, and criteria set forth in Appendix M (Wild
land Fire Appropriate Management Response) of this plan.  Fire suppres
sion actions would be planned and executed to minimize suppression costs 
and resource loss, consistent with land management objectives including 
the threat to life, resources, and property. 

69 3 3 Comment: Suppress fire when unnatural conditions exist or on degraded 
land. 

Response:  Lands identified in Appendix M (Wildland Fire Appropriate 
Management Response) as Category A lands are full suppression areas that 
contain “degraded land”; suppression of fire under “unnatural conditions” 
would fall under AMR as described in comment response 67. 

70 2 2 Comment:  Suppress fire in WSA’s. 

Response: The AMR or suppression response in WSA’s would be deter
mined through the same process as any fire occurring in Category B lands, 
which may or may not, dependent on conditions, require full suppression 
actions. Suppression actions occurring within WSA’s would avoid unnec
essary impairment of an areas suitability for designation as wilderness in 
accordance with IMPLWR. 

71 2 2 Comment: BLM must clearly define and provide rationale for terms such 
as health, productivity, catastrophic, and restoration. 

Response:  Refer to the Glossary for these clarifications. 

72 2 2 Comment:  BLM must consider alternatives to fire which include reduc
tions in grazing. 

Response: Through the planning process, a range of alternatives for 
grazing were analyzed. 

73 2 2 Comment: Rehabilitation of burns may use nonnative species. 

Response:  Rehabilitation using nonnative species with emphasis in areas 
dominated by exotic annuals and where risk of seeding failure is high when 
using natives was analyzed in all alternatives except Alternative D.  Use of 
desirable nonnatives was added to Best Management Practices, Appendix 
O. 

74 1 1 Comment: Rehabilitation of burns may use nonnative species only if 
justified. 

Response: See comment response 73. 

75 1 1 Comment:  Rest burns for 5 years from grazing. 

Response: Current Bureau policy is a minimum of two growing seasons 
or until health and vigor are restored, which may actually require 5 years. 

76 1 1 Comment: Quaking aspen will not regain dominance after 5 years. 

Response:  Quaking aspen return intervals presented are assumptions used 
for analysis purposes. Site-specific return intervals may vary greatly and 
in some instances, these species may not recover following fire within the 
long term. 
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77 1 1 Comment: Manage grazing to limit catastrophic fire. 

Response:  Fire analysis in Chapter 4 discusses the relationship between 
grazing and the amount of fine fuels. Increased fine fuels may lead to 
wildland fire spread and the possibility of catastrophic fire. 

78 1 1 Comment:  Unclear burning objectives between Air Resources limit (page 
3-10, 4-3) and Rangeland Vegetation (page 4-16). 

Response: Air Resources limits are maximum acres/ tonnage that could be 
burned annually due to PM10 emissions while the Rangeland Vegetation 
section referred to is the analysis of Alternative A, which analyzed the 
anticipated total treatment over the life of the plan—those treatment acres 
cannot, and do not, exceed the maximum allowable acres burned. 

79 1 1 Comment:  Coordinate burns with ODFW. 

Response: The BLM continually coordinates with ODFW on specific 
projects including prescribed fire and would continue to do so in the future. 

80 1 1 Comment: Conduct site-specific analysis on vegetation communities to 
protect natural ecosystems. 

Response: See comment response 105. 

81 1 1 Comment:  Burns should not be conducted on lands in poor condition and 
land vulnerable to exotic plant species invasion. 

Response: The decision to burn an area is done through the interdiscipli
nary team process and in most instances areas identified for prescribed fire 
are capable of natural regeneration. Prescribed burns that are used to 
reduce hazardous fuels, such as cheatgrass, would need rehabilitation to be 
successful at meeting resource and fire objectives—the rehabilitation need 
is identified through the interdisciplinary team during the project planning 
phase. 

82 1 1 Comment:  Objective 2 (page 3-15) should clarify natural vs. prescribed 
ignitions and maintain vs. restore natural ecosystems. 

Response: The plan does not allow for the use of prescribed “natural” fire 
which is a fire that is of natural origin and allowed to burn for resource 
values. Prescribed ignitions, as identified in the Glossary, are ignited by 
management actions to meet specific objectives—an approved burn plan 
must be in place prior to ignition. To maintain an ecosystem is to keep it in 
same condition or current condition and to restore an ecosystem is to take 
deliberate, proactive measures to reestablish the natural ecosystem (see 
Glossary). 

83 1 1 Comment: BLM should post burn bond for site rehabilitation. 

Response:  Buying out permittees and posting burn bonds are out of the 
scope and current authority of this planning document. For prescribed 
burns, any site restoration needs are identified and funding approved prior 
to the burn occurring. In wildfire situations rehabilitation is done through 
the emergency fire rehabilitation process and/or the fire rehabilitation 
planning process. All claims of reimbursement for loss of private property 
is done through the Federal Tort Claim process. 
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84 1 1	 Comment:  Need site-specific analysis on vegetative communities for 
prescribed fire. 

Response: Site-specific analysis would be done through the interdiscipli
nary team process at the activity plan level and through adaptive manage
ment. 

85 1 1	 Comment: Lands which are vulnerable/susceptible to cheatgrass should 
be classified as zones of primary suppression. 

Response:  Criteria outlined in Appendix M (Wildland Fire Appropriate 
Management Response) identifies annual grasslands, which includes 
cheatgrass, as Category A lands that require a full suppression response to 
any unplanned ignition. Prescribed fire use within Category A lands is 
very limited; however, hazardous fuels reduction adjacent to rural urban 
interface, for instance, would fit into prescribed fire use in these lands. 

86 1 1	 Comment: Clearly specify site restoration techniques established for 
proposed burns or purposeful disturbance of vegetation. 

Response:  Prior to prescribed fire and following wildfire, an interdiscipli
nary team would identify the rehabilitation techniques, such as seeding 
with drills, aerially, or other methods, of a burned area on a site-specific 
basis. This plan cannot consider all scenarios, but would determine what is 
appropriate on a case-by-case basis. 

87 1 1	 Comment: BLM should provide economic analysis for prescribed fire 
actions under each alternative, including ground condition assessment, 
assessment of the visual environment, and assess worst-case scenarios. 

Response: An economic analysis is not required with the use of prescribed 
fire unless the burn project is done for economic reasons. However, each 
proposed prescribed fire project requires the development and approval of 
a site-specific burn plan prior to implementation and a projected cost 
assessment is a required portion of each plan. After a project is completed 
an actual cost worksheet is completed and filed. 

Opinions or Preferences 
2 7 Support appropriate management response on all wildfire. 

1 1 Fire can be more destructive than livestock grazing. 

LETTER NUMBER: 011, 017, 030, 035, 070, 075, 109, 110, 112, 123, 157, 180, 182, 195, 218, 226, 232, 
235, 240, 241, 256, 264, 273 

Forest and Woodlands 

No. I S

88 Comments:


3 3	 •  Support a zero cut on Federal lands except to retain forest health. 

1 1	 •  Manage timber stands through timber harvest. 

1 1	 •  Do not cut old growth. 

1 1	 •  Only recreational and noncommercial cutting should be allowed. 

1 1	 • All of the 5,877 acres of forest need to be available for management. 

1 1	 •  If forest stands and old growth are not treated, mortality will result from 
stressed condition. 
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1 1 • Another way to present the alternatives: Forest acres would be managed 
to maintain forest health and other characteristics. 

Response: Discussion and analysis of the merits of various harvest and 
management options are found under each alternative in Chapters 3 and 4 
for Forest and Woodlands.  Final determination for timber management 
within the framework of multiple use and the context of forest health is 
found in the Proposed RMP of the PSEORMP/FEIS. 

89 1 1 Comment: Deer and elk do not contribute to the decline in quaking aspen 
regeneration. 

Response: The statement that deer and elk contribute to the decline of 
quaking aspen has been modified to state that they may in certain areas 
contribute to such decline. 

90 1 1 Comment: Page 4-21: 80,000 acres of western juniper control is not 
“slight”; it represents 23% of the amount of western juniper in the planning 
area. 

Response: While the summary states that 25% of western juniper would 
be treated in Alternative B, it is anticipated that this figure represents less 
than would be necessary to actually control or have a real effect on the 
western juniper expansion that is currently occurring. The over-all effect 
on western juniper therefore is anticipated to be slight. 

91 1 1 Comment: Acreage figures for prescribed burning are not specific 
enough. 

Response:  Chapter 3, Forest and Woodlands, text was changed to add acre 
figures for Malheur Resource Area (MRA) proposed western juniper 
treatment over the life of the plan. 

92 1 1 Comment:  Remove western juniper from quaking aspen and riparian. 

Response:  Priority for western juniper treatments in Alternatives C, D, 
D2, and the Proposed RMP of the PSEORMP/FEIS include riparian/ 
wetlands and quaking aspen stands. 

93 3 3 Comments: 

•  Quaking aspen should be better managed for health. 

•  Protect meadows, mountain mahogany, and quaking aspen for bird study. 

•  Quaking aspen is important for onsite and ecosystem processes and 
needs protected (suckers are especially vulnerable to livestock). 

Response:  Quaking aspen has been recognized as a valuable resource for 
which management attention would be directed. All alternatives propose 
management which would promote quaking aspen health and provide for 
reestablishment where necessary. Also see comment response 99. 

94 1 1 Comment:  Identify the amount of acres managed for different attributes. 

Response: The amount of acres to be specifically managed for different 
attributes is not known at present. Evaluations of GMA’s to be conducted 
as part of the adaptive management process would determine through 
interdisciplinary team review and coordination with affected interests the 
amount of acres for specific management. 
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95 1 1 

96 1 1 

97 1 1 

98 1 1 

99 2 2 

100 1 1 

Comment: Cannot comment to timber volumes without adequate data. 

Response:  Because of the small acreage of timber land and no compre
hensive timber program in the planning area, a more complete set of data is 
not available at this time. 

Comment: Utilize existing roads when possible for timber harvest rather 
than constructing new road systems. 

Response: The BLM agrees and would take every opportunity to utilize 
existing roads when possible and would adjust or close roads that do not 
meet the resource objectives of the PSEORMP/FEIS. A BMP has been 
added to Appendix O under the Road Management Practices section to 
address this concern. 

Comment:  Page 4-15: Assumption that 10% of western juniper would 
remain untreated does not match with Alternative B (80,000 acres) and is 
inconsistent with page-377 of the appendix (50% western juniper cover). 

Response: The 10% of western juniper not treated is described as having 
old growth characteristics. More than the 10% of old growth would remain 
untreated in Alternative B.  Page-377 of the appendix refers to the mosaics 
within the actual acres treated; it is not anticipated that any control method 
would result in complete removal of western juniper from an area. 

Comment:  Page 2-20: There is no citation for decline in quaking aspen in 
planning area. 

Response:  Studies and file summaries for Vale District indicate a continu
ing decline of quaking aspen in certain areas in the planning area. A 
paragraph was also added to the text of Chapter 2 citing studies that have 
shown regional declines in quaking aspen. 

Comment:  Mountain mahogany is important and needs to be emphasized 
and protected from grazing, road construction, and other disturbance. 

Response: Although mountain mahogany is relatively rare throughout the 
planning area, viable stands can be found in the Oregon Canyon/Trout 
Creek Mountains, the Castle Rock area, and on scattered parcels in Federal 
ownership near Mahogany Mountain. Overall, management in all alterna
tives is anticipated to result in continued viable populations. Specific 
proposed ACEC’s and their management are anticipated to have a benefi
cial impact on maintenance of stands of mountain mahogany.  In addition, 
the Mahogany Ridge ACEC/RNA in MRA has been enlarged in the 
Proposed RMP, providing additional protection and research options for 
important sites of this species. The proposed Castle Rock ACEC also 
contains healthy stands of mountain mahogany. 

Comment: Remove Foresty Objective 2 from plan. 

Reason: 

management goals are not achievable. 

Response:  Because a high priority has been assigned to western juniper 
and quaking aspen management within the range of DRFC’s for the 
planning area, management would strive to achieve progress toward 
meeting these objectives. 
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101 1 1 Comment:  Evaluate ecological impacts of removing western juniper on 
plant and animal communities. 

Response: Site-specific evaluations would be conducted during prepara
tion of GMA activity plans by interdisciplinary teams of specialists to 
evaluate the ecological impacts of removing western juniper on plant and 
animal communities on both a site-specific basis and within the respective 
GMA. Overall impacts are analyzed in Rangeland Vegetation and Wildlife 
and Wildlife Habitat sections of Chapter 4. 

102 1 1 Comment: Map and define old growth western juniper woodlands. 

Response: Mapping of old growth western juniper is done as ecological 
site inventories (ESI’s) are completed for the resource areas; such invento
ries would be available as ESI is completed for MRA and Jordan Resource 
Area (JRA). A definition of old growth western juniper has been added to 
the Forest and Woodlands section of Chapter 2. 

5 5 
Opinions or Preferences 
Recommend low priority for western juniper treatments; control with 
wildfire. 

4 6 Western juniper control is necessary to preserve our lands. 

1 1 An accurate inventory of western juniper acres less than 40 years of age 
has not been made. 

1 1 The number of acres needing treatment in the next 20 years may be larger. 

1 1 Select Alternative D because western juniper management must only be 
used to protect natural diversity. 

1 1 The Nature Conservancy has included in its “Columbia Plateau Plan” of 
critical biodiversity sites: Steens/Alvord; Oregon Canyon Mountains; 
Owyhee Canyonlands; Succor Creek; Crooked Creek; Saddle Butte; Dry 
Creek; Alkali Gulch; Harper; Cottonwood Mountain; and Castle Rock. 

1 1 Consider local economy in decision making process. 

LETTER NUMBER: 029, 044, 041, 069, 075, 107, 109, 110, 157, 180, 218, 220, 233, 235, 241, 257, 272, 
273 

Rangeland Vegetation


No. I S 
103 5 15 Comment: Control of weeds is paramount for watershed protection and 

needs to be addressed in more detail. 

Response: Specific detail of management practices implemented to 
control the introduction or spread of weeds in cooperation with the State, 
counties, other Federal agencies and private parties is included in the “Vale 
District Five-Year Integrated Weed Control Plan” (1987). No range of 
alternatives for various levels of implementing weed control actions was 
developed in this plan since the presence or dominance of weeds is not 
consistent with meeting any management objective. Chapter 4 identifies 
the consequences of distributing seed and providing sites conducive to the 
establishment of weeds as a result of implementing various levels of 
actions identified in the alternatives. 

104 4 4	 Comment: Shrublands and grassland rehabilitation should use natives to 
benefit natural values and not livestock forage. 
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106 2 2 

107 2 2 

Response: As stated in comment response 351, NEPA requires that a

range of alternatives be analyzed. A range of emphasis on the use of native

seedings versus nonnative seeding to revegetate at-risk and depleted

landscapes was analyzed through the alternatives. Benefits of using native

seed and of using nonnative seed were presented.


Comment: Plan does not adequately describe the condition of the range

land; use ESI.


Response: Though more detailed ESI data collection is planned for the

near future within MRA and JRA, vegetation data from the Ironside ESI

and the Southern Malheur Modified Soil-Vegetation Inventory were used

to describe vegetation resources within Vale District.  Implementation of

site-specific evaluation/assessment and activity planning would be based

on the best available information for the site.


Comment: Maintain nonnative seeding for purposes originally intended.


Response:  Many of the seedings of nonnative grasses in Vale District

occurred during the Vale Project , an 11-year rangeland rehabilitation

program initiated in 1963. Objectives for other nonnative seedings in the

planning area have not differed much from many of the following vegeta

tion management objectives stated for the Vale Project:


1) to correct erosion and accompanying downstream sediment, and prevent

further soil loss;


2) to increase the forage supply for wildlife and livestock;


3) to stabilize the livestock industry at the present or an increased level of

production;


4) to facilitate fire control by replacing high hazard cheatgrass and sage

brush with low hazard perennial grasses and improving detection and

suppression facilities; and


5) to prevent encroachment and spread of noxious and poisonous weeds.


The long-term goals stated in Desired Range of Future Conditions section

of Chapter 3 differ little from these earlier objectives in stating, “Range

land vegetation includes a mosaic of multiple-aged shrubs, forbs, and

native and desirable nonnative perennial grasses.” Analysis in Chapter 4

identifies the benefits of seeding some nonnative grass species in sites of

limited effective precipitation and in areas dominated by competitive

annual and weedy species. Management objectives for nonnative seedings

in this land use planning document continue to recognize the benefits of

establishing and maintaining diverse vegetation communities which meet

public desires for resource values and goods.


Comment:  Support efforts to return BLM lands to a series of naturally

and fully functional ecosystems.


Response: As stated in comment response 106, the Bureau has managed

public lands with objectives which go beyond providing sources of food,

fiber, and minerals even prior to passage of the FLPMA.  With ever

increasing populations adjacent to BLM-administered lands, public

demands for reestablishment and maintenance of functional ecosystems

which provide values and benefits beyond the traditional commodity

values would continue to increase.
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108 1 6 Comment: The statement “manage big sagebrush habitat to emphasize 
plant and animal community health at the landscape level” fails to inform 
how the land will be managed. 

Response: The expanded narrative of the draft Chapter 3 Rangeland 
Vegetation section better defined this statement from Table 3-1.  Within the 
PSEORMP/FEIS, Appendix F (Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and Consid
erations) has been referenced in both Table 3-1 and the expanded narrative. 
This appendix defines management criteria for sites which have the 
potential to support vegetation communities which include a sagebrush 
component. 

109 1 6 Comment: The plan should describe management activities, where they 
will be carried out, the acreage treated, and what would occur if the 
objectives are not met. 

Response: Within this land use planning document, the Bureau recognizes 
that our knowledge of ecological processes, our information concerning 
site-specific resource conditions, and the public’s requests for values from 
public lands would continue to shift through time. As a result, this 
planning document was formulated to define criteria under which public 
lands in the planning area would be managed. Adaptive management, a 
process presented in Chapter 3, would be utilized to develop, implement, 
monitor, and evaluate site-specific activity plans within GMA’s which 
describe detailed management activities, where they would be carried out, 
the acreage treated, and possible consequences of not meeting management 
objectives. 

110 1 6 Comment:  Plan should describe the costs and outcome of the Vale 
Project. 

Response:  Evaluation of the Vale Project is beyond the scope of this land 
use planning document. Two independent evaluations of the Vale Project 
have been published since completion of that rangeland rehabilitation 
program in Vale District.  In 1977 the USFS released Resource Bulletin 
PNW-70 authored by Harold F. Heady and James Bartolome.  A second 
evaluation edited by Harold Heady was released by the U.S. Forest Service 
(USFS) as Resource Bulletin PNW-RB-157 in 1988. 

111 1 6 Comment:  Plan should be more specific on acreage to be planted with 
nonnative species. 

Response: As stated in comment response 109, site-specific planning 
would be completed within activity plans within GMA’s. This land use 
planning document describes criteria which would be used to determine 
specific treatments which would be utilized to meet management objec
tives when resource problems or project proposals are identified. 

112 1 1 Comment:  Page 2-10: Disagree that annuals are indicators of lost soil 
productivity. 

Reasons: 

productivity remains in many areas, but perennial seed sources are 
absent. 

Response: The commentor is correct in that presence of annuals does not 
denote lost soil productivity.  In the draft, the valid statement reads, “The 
effects of lost soil productivity persist in some areas in the form of early
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114 1 1 

115 1 1 

116 1 1


seral stage plant communities (annuals).” However, in the PSEORMP/ 
FEIS this sentence was removed from the Soil section in Chapter 2. 

Comment:  Page 2-10: Microbiotic crust function is portrayed as overly 
significant. 

Response: A limited description of microbiotic crusts and their function in 
the ecosystem states in the draft and final documents, “Microbiotic crusts 
consist of lichens, mosses, green algae, fungi, cyanobacteria, and bacteria 
growing on or just below the soil surface in a thin layer.  Found in open 
spaces between larger plants, these crusts play a role in fixing nitrogen, 
filtering water, retaining soil moisture, and controlling soil erosion. 
Limited data exist on the extent, distribution, and role of microbiotic 
crusts. Most studies of microbiotic crusts have been conducted in the 
southern Great Basin and Colorado Plateau. Extrapolation of these data to 
the planning area should be made with caution.” 

The section containing microbiotic crusts in Chapter 2 has been rewritten 
to incorporate comments received on this subject. BLM believes that the 
term “play a role in” implies that there are both pros and cons and the full 
spectrum between. Microbiotic crusts location and distribution would be 
identified to the extent possible during the proposed Order III soil survey 
and ESI for Vale District, Malheur County starting in 2002.  Information 
on microbiotic crusts acquired from proposed soil surveys for Malheur 
County and from pertinent existing studies would be used during the 
evaluation of GMA’s. 

Comment: Areas of microbiotic crusts need to be included in baseline 
surface disturbance maps. 

Response: The section containing microbiotic crusts in Chapter 2, 
Affected Environment, and Appendix R (Effects of Intensity and Season of 
Grazing) have been rewritten to incorporate comments received on this 
subject. Microbiotic crusts location and distribution would be mapped 
during the proposed Order III Soil Survey and ESI for Vale District, 
Malheur County, starting in 2002.  Information on microbiotic crusts 
acquired from proposed soil surveys for Malheur County and from 
pertinent existing studies would be used during the evaluation of GMA’s 
and other activity plans. 

Comment:  Cryptogamic crusts in uplands must be healthy, monitored, 
and improved. 

Response: The benefits of maintaining healthy microbiotic crust are 
identified in the Soils section of Chapter 2 and Appendix R (Effects of 
Intensity and Season of Grazing) of the draft and final documents. Also 
see comment response 113. 

Comment:  Page 2-42: Incorrect to advocate shrub overstory. 

Reasons: 

nature continually fragments the  monoculture; 

diversity and edge support more wildlife; and 

seedings were implemented for livestock forage. 

Response: The benefits of maintaining diverse vegetation composition, 
including a shrub component, within the potential for the landscape is 
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identified in a number of locations throughout the document. The 
commentor is correct in stating, “nature continually fragments the monoc
ulture,” though active management actions to enhance timeframes and 
meet public desires is appropriate. The Desired Range of Future Condi
tions section of Chapter 3 is consistent with identifying the benefits that 
diversity and edge provide when desired vegetation communities and 
wildlife habitats are described. The past and present objectives for 
implementing many of the existing seedings are identified in comment 
response 106 and within the draft and final documents. 

117 1 1	 Comment:  DRFC’s are vaguely defined. 

Response:  DRFC’s are general, long-term goal statements and as such 
may appear vague. Actions identified in Table 3-1 and the expanded 
narrative of Chapter 3 provides additional criteria which would be utilized 
to define site-specific outcomes desired within more localized GMA’s and 
at specific locations based on the presence of resource values. 

118 1 1	 Comment:  Page 2-12: Map and table showing rangeland conditions and 
trend by ecological site is needed.


Response: A number of commentors requested additional information

concerning rangeland condition and trend. In response, these data have

been included in Appendix E (Allotment Summaries).


119 1 1	 Comment: Page 3-68: Believes that managing fair or poor nonnative 
seedings would not improve structural and species diversity. 

Reasons: 

because they have been invaded by sagebrush. 

Response: The presence of sagebrush in seedings, as comment response 
116 identifies, verifies nature’s continual fragmention of the monoculture 
and as such improves structural and species diversity within the potential 
of the site. Chapter 4 analysis in the document also identifies the benefits 
of implementing actions to improve the health and vigor of poor- to fair-
condition nonnative seedings as well as the benefits of establishing native 
grasses and forbs within existing nonnative seedings to meet management 
objectives. 

120 1 1	 Comment:  Page 3-69: At-risk annuals should be converted to perennials 
instead of protecting using firebreaks. 

Response: The comment is consistent with action number 3 to meet the 
Rangeland Vegetation Objective 1 of Table 3-1 which proposes active 
management to convert vegetation communities dominated by annual 
species to result in a greater dominance by desirable perennial species. 
Even with active management to convert these communities and restric
tions on activities which preclude the natural establishment of desired 
perennials, the occurrence of frequent fire would reduce the competitive 
ability of perennials to establish and eventually dominate the site. As a 
result the combined actions of active management to establish desirable 
perennial species, protection from impacting activities, and protection from 
frequent occurrence of fire through the establishment of vegetation fire 
breaks are required to result in the eventual dominance by desirable 
perennial species. 
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122 1 1 
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Comment:  Reseeding burns with 75/25% nonnative to native species does 
not result in monoculture of nonnatives (page 4-16–4-18). 

Response: The range of alternatives for seeding native and nonnative 
species identified a percent of acreage which would receive a native seed 
mix and a percent of acreage which would receive a nonnative seed mix in 
the assumptions prior to analysis of impacts to Rangeland Vegetation in 
Chapter 4. The analysis that follows in Alternative A states that  where 
nonnatives are seeded, monocultures would dominate when viewed at a 
fine scale. This analysis remains valid and consistent with the theme of 
Alternative A. 

Comment: Reseeding with sagebrush damages ecosystem when cover 
gets above 15%. 

Reasons: 

outcompetes desirables; and 

it is a direct attack on commodity producers. 

Response: The benefits of sagebrush presence within vegetation commu
nities where potential is present is identified within a number of sections of 
the analysis in Chapter 4 and within a number of appendices, including 
Appendix F (Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and Considerations).  The 
comment is correct in stating that dense stands of sagebrush have the 
potential to out-compete other desirable components of the vegetation 
community, though the belief that competition always occurs above 15% 
within the numerous species assemblages, including a variety of sagebrush 
species and subspecies, may not be accurate. Management actions 
identified in the Proposed RMP include the consideration of the diverse 
vegetation resources BLM is charged with managing. 

Comment:  Explain how “Northwest Area Noxious Weed Control EIS” is

consistent with goals of plan.


Response: Reference to the 1987 “Northwest Area Noxious Weed Control

EIS” and the consistency between that NEPA document and this land use

plan has been added to Chapter 2 of the PSEORMP/FIES.


Comment:  Discussion related to using “desirable” nonnative plant species

should include: what species would be used, what species would be

replaced, how is the strategy consistent with “Invasive Species Executive

Order” of February 1999, what are the impacts on plant and animal

communities, and are nonnatives necessary to meet grazing objectives.


Response: The intent of the cited Executive order is, “...to prevent the

introduction of invasive species and provide for their control and to

minimize the economic, ecological, and human health impacts that

invasive species cause.” The order goes on to define invasive species as,

“alien (not native) species whose introduction does or is likely to cause

economic or environmental harm or harm to human health.” Though

specific seed mixes would be determined at the time a site-specific

proposal is assembled to meet specific objectives, criteria for future

management stated in the document and the term “desirable nonnative

species” would preclude the intentional seeding of invasive species.

Rationale for use of desirable nonnative species instead of using native

species is presented in Chapter 3 management actions and analyzed in

Chapter 4.
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125 1 1	 Comment:  Use crested wheatgrass for rehabilitation when natives are 
unlikely to be successful. 

Response: Within the proposed actions of each alternative in the state
ment, “Seedings would be implemented with appropriate mixes of adapted 
perennial species. Species mixes would be determined on a site-specific 
basis dependent on the probability of successful establishment and risks 
associated with seeding failure.” The theme of each alternative and 
Chapter 4 analysis define the level of risk acceptable in use of native 
species where climatic conditions or levels of competition with invasive 
weeds and annual may not be conducive to seedling establishment. 

126 1 1	 Comment: Sagebrush protection in seedings is not a relevant issue so 
more management flexibility needs to be put in the plan. 

Response: The commentor is referred to the revised Appendix F (Wildlife 
Habitat Descriptions and Considerations) and Chapter 4 analysis for 
discussions of the benefits of maintaining a sagebrush in vegetation 
communities where potential is present. 

127 1 1	 Comment:  Objective 1: The emphasis should be on ecological condition 
relating to site-specific and broader goals and objectives. 

Response:  See comment response 392. 

128 1 1	 Comment:  Objective 2: There is nothing wrong with the biological 
health of seedings; also, the biodiversity emphasis or protecting sagebrush 
is not backed by science. 

Response: Though many seedings within the planning area support 
acceptable levels of structural diversity, a number are either dominated by 
only one seeded species or even worse, are in poor health. Management 
direction provided in Chapter 3 states, “Nonnative seedings in poor or fair 
condition would be managed to restore production and vigor, as well as to 
improve structural and species diversity consistent with other management 
objectives. Nonnative seedings in good or excellent condition would be 
managed to maintain seeding health, improve structural and species 
diversity, and ensure continued forage production.” 

129 1 1	 Comment:  Objective 3: Doing a site-specific plan following a major 
disturbance should dictate where to seed with nonnative plants. 

Reasons: 

to benefit mosaic vegetation patterns to benefit multiple objectives. 

Response: The comment is consistent with adaptive management direc
tion provided in the draft document (Chapter 3) and the development of 
site-specific actions based on analysis of available information and criteria 
established in the SEORMP. 

130 1 1	 Comment: The primary source of soil organic matter in the high desert is 
associated with healthy grass and forb root growth and mass, not plant 
litter. 

Response: The comment is correct in stating that growth and die-back of 
root is a major contributor of organic matter to the soil profile, in addition 
to the development of soil structure. But litter, especially in the formation 
of a duff layer and the A horizon, contributed significantly to the soil 
profile. Also, there are benefits provided by interception of raindrop 
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impact provided by vegetation litter on the soil surface, maintaining 
desirable rates of infiltration as described in the analysis of impacts to 
vegetation and soil resources in Chapter 4. Refer to the rewritten Soil 
section in Chapter 2 which reflects your concern. 

Comment:  Increased bare ground occurs in older sagebrush stands along 
with reduced vigor in grasses and forbs under the canopy. 

Response: The comment is correct in identifying that competition for soil 
moisture in the upper profile occurs between sagebrush and herbaceous 
species. Since available moisture is most often the limiting factor to plant 
growth in vegetation communities within the planning area, where sage
brush root growth begins to fully occupy upper soil profile, herbaceous 
species are often excluded. Within many of our Wyoming big sagebrush/ 
bunchgrass vegetation communities, healthy native herbaceous perennials 
are able to compete well, excluding the dominance of sagebrush. Also see 
comment response 122. 

Comment:  It is not beneficial to have large, continuous areas in these 
decadent condition. 

Response: The description of the existing environment for vegetation 
resources (Chapter 2) identifies 10% of the planning area supporting 
sagebrush/annual grassland communities and 4% of the planning area 
supporting annual grassland. Some other vegetation communities possess
ing less desirable traits, as identified in Table 4-1, are also included in 18 
broad vegetation groups in Table 2-4.  These vegetation communities are 
not consistent with the DRFC’s identified in Chapter 3. Management 
actions in every alternative of Chapter 3 are identified to convert these 
undesirable vegetation communities to more productive and diverse 
communities. 

Comment: The plan does not include young western juniper so flexibility 
and management language needs to be included in the preferred alternative. 

Response: A number of management actions to control the dominance of 
western juniper within sagebrush/grassland vegetation communities are 
identified in Chapter 3, including the use of prescribed fire and mechanical 
treatments. Opportunities for use of fire can be most effective within 
western juniper stands with a dominance of seedling and juvenile trees 
while mechanical treatments may be necessary to reduce dominance of 
more closed stands of mature trees. 

Comment:  Concerning DRFC and monitoring and the use of proper 
functioning condition (PFC), land monitoring should consider characteris
tics directly influenced by the land use. 

Response: The format used within the expanded narrative portion of 
Chapter 3 of the draft document was to state the management objective 
followed by a rationale for that objective. A summarized monitoring 
section followed, to identify those resource attributes potentially impacted 
and authorized activities which would be monitored to determine when 
management objectives are met. Since any given data or information 
collected may be utilized to monitor progress toward meeting a number of 
objectives, a monitoring table was developed and incorporated in the final 
document (see Appendix W). 
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135 1 1	 Comment: Natural factors should also be monitored (such as natural 
disturbance factors and natural conditions).


Response: Natural factors such as climate and fire, are monitored as

identified in comment response 134.


136 1 1	 Comment: Seeding of sagebrush is the most controversial and damaging 
to our ecosystem of any range management practice. 

Response: Though a dominance by sagebrush species may reduce produc
tivity and benefits that the public desires from public lands, the benefits of 
maintaining a sagebrush component where potential is present are identi
fied in comment response 116, 122, 126, and 131.  Additional benefits of 
maintaining an acceptable sagebrush component in rangeland vegetation 
communities where potential is present is the additional competition 
imposed on deep-rooted weed species, competition not provided by 
perennial grasses and forbs. 

137 1 1	 Comment:  Sagebrush has always been and should always be considered a 
weed. 

Reasons:.


outcompetes desirables; and


competes for water.


Response:  See comment response 116, 122, 126, 131, and 136. 

138 1 1	 Comment: To obtain desirable herbaceous species and animal representa
tion, sagebrush cover should be managed at 12 to 15%.


Response: The commentor is referred to narrative and tables in Appendix

F (Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and Considerations) of the PSEORMP/

FEIS.


139 1 1	 Comment: An overabundance of big sagebrush destroys the herbaceous 
understory. 

Response:  See comment response 116, 122, 126, 131, and 136. 

140 1 1	 Comment:  Intentional seeding of sagebrush should be curtailed immedi
ately. 

Response:  See comment response 116, 122, 126, 131, and 136, and 187. 

141 1 1	 Comment:  Limiting use of nonnatives in Alternative C would increase 
spread of noxious weeds and nondesirable animals. 

Response:  Benefits of seeding some nonnative species in areas where risk 
of failure when seeding native species is identified in the analysis of 
alternatives in Chapter 4. One must weigh the potential benefits of better 
meeting management objectives when seeding desirable native species 
against the risk of seeding failure on a site-specific basis due to limited 
effective soil moisture or high competition with annual species as identi
fied in Chapter 4. 

142 1 1	 Comment:  Native grasses are expensive and difficult to establish in low 
precipitation areas. 
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Response:  Native grass seed is significantly more expensive to obtain and

is usually less available as compared to nonnative species, especially

crested wheatgrass. The benefits of seeding native species and maintaining

greater native diversity and structure are identified in comment response

104 and 107. The benefits of seeding nonnative species are identified in

comment response 125.


Comment:  Standing bunchgrasses in low precipitation take years to return

to the soil.


Response: The comment is correct for these xeric communities. Also see

comment response 130.


Comment:  Less western juniper control and greater restrictions on

grazing may take the land farther from resource objectives.


Response:  One assumes this comment is in reference to actions identified

in Alternative D.  The reader is referred to the analysis of implementing

this alternative and many of the less desirable consequences identified.


Comment: Page 4-73: There needs to be identification of levels of

management for seral conditions.


Response:  See comment response 392.


Comment:  Need to address whether or not western juniper invasion will

continue at the same rate with current livestock use level.


Response: Analysis of maintaining current livestock management

practices on the potential to meet woodland management objectives is

identified in the Alternative B analysis of Chapter 4 (page 4-35 of the

draft).


Comment: Page 3-16: Stating the BLM will “maintain or restore natural

values while providing for forage production” is neither a standard or

directive.


Response: The comment refers to a summary statement of actions

proposed in Table 3-1.  Page 3-68 provided an expanded narrative of

vegetation management actions proposed.


Comment:  Suggest that vegetation management criteria be expanded to

clarify FLPMA requirements.


Response:  FLPMA does not address vegetation management directly,

though does indirectly in section 102, declaration of policy which identi

fies public land management based on multiple use and sustained yield as

well as management in a manner that would protect the quality of scien

tific, scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air and atmospheric,

water resource, and archeological values; that, where appropriate, would

preserve and protect certain public lands in their natural condition; that

would provide food and habitat for fish and wildlife and domestic animals;

and that would provide outdoor recreation and human occupancy and use.

Management direction provided in the Rangeland Vegetation section of

Chapter 3 as well as management direction in a number of other sections

including Forest and Woodlands, Special Status Plant Species, Areas of

Critical Environmental Concern, Wildlife and Wildlife Habitats, and Wild
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and Scenic Rivers provide guidance for management of vegetation re
sources. 

149 1 1	 Comment: Biodiversity and restoration of native perennials should not be 
at the cost of achieving FLPMA multiple use goals. 

Response:  Management for diversity of native vegetation and animal 
species is entirely consistent with section 102 of FLPMA as paraphrased in 
comment response 148. 

150 1 1	 Comment: Address what is being done to restore lands in the Vale 
Project; and how new nonnative seedings differ so that they are less 
destructive. 

Response:  See comment response 110 for a citation to a summary of the 
outcome of the Vale Project.  Vegetation management direction provided in 
proposed actions of the SEORMP identify future management options for 
vegetation communities which have resulted following treatments of the 
Vale Project and other past vegetation management actions and natural 
consequences. The proposed actions, especially those in Alternatives C 
and D, emphasize the benefits of restoring diversity and structure to 
existing nonnative seedings and of including criteria in planning for new 
nonnative seeding where the risk of seeding natives is not acceptable. Also 
see comment response 187. 

151 1 1	 Comment: Would like to see a distinction in status between desirable 
introduced plant species and perennial native plant species. 

Response: Perennial native species are limited to those species and in 
some cases varieties which occur within the ecological site being seeded. 
Desirable nonnative species, primarily crested wheatgrass and other 
species from outside the region, are not native to the ecological site being 
seeded. Desirable nonnative species are adapted to climatic and edaphic 
conditions and are determined to best meet management objectives while 
limiting risk associated with possible seeding failure as identified in 
analysis of consequences. 

152 1 1	 Comment: Maintain, restore, protect Owyhee Mountain meadows and 
stands of mountain mahogany and quaking aspen. 

Reasons: 

critical for certain species of birds. 

Response: Though the Owyhee Mountains are within the Owyhee 
Resource Area of Idaho, outside the planning area, this land use planning 
document includes management objectives and actions to maintain, restore, 
and protect quaking aspen and mountain shrub communities where 
potential is present within the portion of Vale District covered by this plan. 
Also see comment response 93. 

153 1 1	 Comment: Alternative B: improving ecological condition and increasing 
forage production are not compatible. 

Response: Alternative B is management under current planning docu
ments. Within the 1983 “Southern Malheur Grazing Management Program 
Environmental Impact Statement,” all alternatives analyzed identified an 
increase in late condition range concurrent with an analyzed increase in 
forage production. Also see comment response 147. 
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154 1 1


155 1 1


156 1 1


Comment:  Protect Steens Mountain vegetation. 

Reasons: 

so that unique plants do not need listed. 

Response: Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

Comment:  Plan is not specific enough in identifying which woody 
species need to be reduced to meet DRFC. 

Response: The Desired Range of Future Conditions section of Chapter 3 
of the draft states, “Rangeland vegetation includes a mosaic of multiple-
aged shrubs, forbs, and native and desirable nonnative perennial grasses. 
Shrub overstories are present in a variety of spatial arrangements and 
scales across the landscape level, including some large contiguous blocks, 
islands, and corridors. Shrub overstories are present in predominantly 
mature, late structural status. Plant communities not meeting DRFC’s 
show upward trends in condition and structural diversity.  Desirable plants 
continue to improve in health and vigor.  New infestations of noxious 
weeds are not common across the landscape, and existing large infestations 
are declining. Populations and habitat of rare plant species are stable or 
continue to improve in vigor and distribution. Western juniper dominance 
is limited to rock outcrops, ridges, mesas, or other sites where wildfire 
frequency is limited by site productivity.  Western juniper generally occurs 
in low densities in association with vigorous shrub, grass, and forb species, 
consistent with site potential. Historic western western juniper sites retain 
old growth characteristics. Quaking aspen communities occupy their 
historic range and are stable or improving in vigor.”  Proposed actions 
within the Rangeland Vegetation section of Chapter 3 go on to state desired 
cover values and locations of big sagebrush within native rangeland and 
nonnative seedings. 

Comment:  Do not burn low sagebrush. 

Reasons: 

critical for pronghorn antelope and sage grouse. 

Response: Management objectives to provide appropriate habitat for 
pronghorn antelope and sage grouse would be met with implementation of 
any prescribed fire proposed, including those in low sagebrush vegetation 
communities. Though site-specific analysis of potential impacts to all 
resource values would be completed prior to individual project implemen
tation in fulfillment of NEPA requirements, the intent of proposed pre
scribed burning was primarily to control western juniper dominance and 
maintain diversity and structure in big sagebrush (primarily mountain big 
sagebrush) communities. Assumptions pertaining to control of woody 
species, for analysis purposes in Chapter 4, were revised somewhat in the 
final document to identify that: 

• Approximately 10% of the 166,000 acres of western juniper wood
lands—those stands dominated by trees with old growth characteristics— 
would remain untreated. An assumption of Alternatives A, C, D, D2, and 
Proposed RMP in the Air Resources section states that an estimated 75 % 
of western juniper communities within the planning unit would be treated 
with prescribed fire, thus as much as 132,500 acres of juniper dominated 
woodlands may be burned with prescribed fire over the life of the plan. 
The combination of wildfire and prescribed fire would retain a minimum of 

34 



Comment Responses and Reprinted Letters 

16,600 acres of stands dominated by trees with old growth characteristics. 
It is recognized that some acreage within diverse vegetation communities 
in addition to the estimated 16,600 acres dominated by trees with old 
growth characteristics would retain western juniper occurrence in low 
density in association with vigorous shrub, grass, and forb species, 
consistent with site potential. Areas of western juniper occurrence include 
acreage in the following vegetation communities identified in Chapter 2; 
western juniper/big sagebrush, western juniper/low sagebrush, big sage
brush/perennial grassland, mountain big sagebrush/grassland, quaking 
aspen, and mountain shrub. 

•  Fire return intervals in sagebrush/grassland communities vary between 
25 and 100 or more years. Mountain big sagebrush communities would 
tend toward the lower end of that range, while Wyoming big sagebrush 
communities would tend toward the upper end of that range. The average 
fire return interval, when considering prescribed fire combined with 
wildfire, would not be less than 75 years within the 3,250,000 acres of 
sagebrush/grassland communities identified. 

157 1 1 Comment: Wyoming big sagebrush must be managed to meet the needs 
of sage grouse. 

Response:  Management Objective 2 within the Rangeland Vegetation 
section of Chapter 3 of the draft and final document is, “Manage big 
sagebrush cover in seedings and on native rangeland to meet the life 
history requirements of sagebrush-dependent wildlife.” With the increas
ing interest in meeting the habitat needs of sage grouse, Appendix F 
(Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and Considerations) was revised in the final 
to provide additional guidance for management of big sagebrush communi
ties and management actions of Proposed RMP within the final include, 
“Management would strive for about 70% or more of the total potential 
sagebrush habitat to achieve DRFC’s in each resource area over the long 
term. Native range and most seedings would be managed to meet the 
requirements of a host of wildlife. Management would be to maintain or 
establish diversity, mosaics, and connectivity of sagebrush between GMA’s 
at middle and fine scales. The obligation to provide sagebrush cover for its 
various wildlife habitat values would be met in most areas. The overall 
goal of this alternative would be to emphasize plant and animal community 
health at landscape levels. To achieve DRFC’s, management would 
include a variety of methods to increase or decrease big sagebrush over
story.  Quantifications of shrub occurrence are described in Appendix F 
(Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and Considerations).” 

158 1 1 Comment: The acreage of proposed sagebrush control is not included in 
rangeland vegetation section. 

Response: Estimates and constraints on the potential acreage of sagebrush 
treatment are stated throughout the document since determination of site-
specific acreage can not be identified at this mid-scale level of planning. 
While all management objectives would be met while implementing 
proposed sagebrush control actions, especially Rangeland Vegetation 
Objective 2 identified in comment response 157, a stated assumption for 
analysis purposes of this document with implementation of Proposed RMP 
is, “Through the life of the plan, no more than 123,500 acres of western 
juniper woodland fuel type and no more than 250,000 acres of sagebrush/ 
grassland fuel types would be burned using prescribed fire.” Additionally, 
assumptions common to all alternatives within the Rangeland Vegetation 
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159 1 1 

160 1 1 

161 1 1 

162 1 1 

analysis include, “Experience shows that 40 to 60% of prescribed burn 
treatment areas are “black acres,” creating a mosaic pattern of islands and 
stringers and maintain some structure (connectivity) and the desired 
diversity.  Wildfire accomplishes this at a lesser extent.”  Proposed actions 
of the Air Resources section of Chapter 3, Proposed RMP, state, “Use 
prescribed burning to treat rangeland areas to 30,000 acres per year and 
forested areas to 300 acres per year or the equivalent of 556,000 tons of 
fuel per year.” Assumptions under Air Resources, Chapter 4, state that, 
“For analysis purposes, it is assumed that during the life of the plan, an 
estimated 75% of western juniper communities within the planning unit 
would be treated with prescribed fire, but 7,000 acres would not be 
exceeded in any year.  Along with this, an estimated 50% of sagebrush/ 
grass communities would be subject to prescribed fire (black acres) while 
not exceeding 15,000 acres in any year.  There are 300 acres, or the 
equivalent of 9,600 tons, of forested fuels within MRA that could be 
prescribe burned annually; however, forested acres in ARA and JRA are 
limited. These are estimated maximum acreages for smoke emissions 
predictions, and are neither ceilings or targets.” 

Comment:  Page 3-71: Alternative C: Explain what happens on the 
remaining 30% of sagebrush habitat. 

Response:  Proposed actions of Alternative C on page 3-71 of the draft 
referenced Appendix O (Best Management Practices) to describe accept
able wildlife habitat characteristics within sites capable of supporting big 
sagebrush. Within the final document, these criteria were all moved to 
Appendix F (Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and Considerations).  Appendix 
F (Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and Considerations) identifies a rationale 
for management of a range, less than 100% of the surface area of potential 
big sagebrush vegetation communities to provide habitat for sagebrush-
dependent wildlife species. Reasonable management goals were developed 
that are measurable, attainable, and based on professional judgment with 
consideration of past disturbances which have altered vegetation communi
ties and future natural disturbances, including wildfire, which would 
reduce sagebrush cover for a period of time. As a result, 30% or less of the 
potential sagebrush habitat may be dominated by grassland at any time 
through the life of the plan. 

Comment:  Page 4-140: para 2: Meadows are not rare on Steens Moun
tain. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

Comment: Appendix F, Page 315:  This section needs to include salt 
desert shrub, streamside riparian, meadows, wetlands, mountain brush, 
quaking aspen, subalpine, and natural grasslands. 

Response: Appendix F was modified to address this concern. 

Comment: Page 3-16: Objective 1, Alternative C:  Proposal is unreason
able. Where man-made seedings are in good to excellent condition, there 
is no need to improve them. 

Reasons: 

leave well enough alone; and 
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continue to make use of seedings to improve surrounding native 
vegetation. 

Response:  It is assumed the comment is in reference to the Rangeland 
Vegetation proposed action number 2, “Implement actions to diversify 
structure and composition of nonnative seedings. Provide for and maintain 
forage production consistent with other resource objectives.” Also see 
comment response 116, 119, 126, 128, 136, and 187. 

163 1 1 Comment:  Soil maps need to be completed as part of the baseline data 
(page 2-10). 

Response:  See comment response 114. 

Opinions or Preferences 
2 7 OHV, off-trail hiking, and livestock and pack animals are major causes of 

weed introduction and soil disturbance. 

2 2 Advocate strong protection for native perennial grasslands. 

Reasons: 

supports page 3-69; 

prevent further degradation; and 

restore vegetative complexity. 

1 1 Agree with emphasizing vegetation management that targets watershed and 
diversity and not PNC. 

1 1 Page 3-78: Change should to must regarding noxious weeds. 

1 1 Page 4-42: Weed establishment may, change to will. 

1 1 Page 378: Need to be more specific. 

1 1 There is no evidence that crested wheatgrass will dominate existing native 
plants. 

1 1 Under Alternative C, the at risk rangeland is an important issue and 
aggressive greenbelt establishment protects community health at the 
landscape level. 

1 1 The loss of ground cover plants associated with late-seral western juniper 
is the most visible issue of concern. 

1 1 We support the concept of DRFC based on site potential. 

1 1 Reseeding burns with nonnatives can increase species diversity. 

1 1 Support maintaining shrub cover and structural diversity. 

1 1 Support Objective 4 and 5 under Rangeland Vegetation. 

1 1 Alternative C does not provide adequate protection of upland shrub for 
wildlife; Alternative D is better. 

1 1 Do not support chemical control of native vegetation. 

LETTER NUMBER: 017, 030, 075, 093, 100, 103, 107, 149, 154, 157, 180, 218, 219, 222, 226, 232, 234, 
235, 240, 241, 257, 269, 273 

Special Status Plants


No. I S 
164 4 4 Comment:  Management actions and plant needs need to be fully under

stood and monitored before implementation. 

Response: Within a framework of multiple use, it is not always possible to 
fully understand needs of each component of biological systems before 
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commodity uses are made of the resources. Ongoing monitoring helps 
determine species needs, and adaptive management would help accommo
date those needs as they are identified. 

165 2 2	 Comment:  Rare plant sites should not be grazed. 

Response:  In many situations, grazing does not directly or indirectly 
impact rare plants. Monitoring continues to help identify conflicts which 
may often be resolved through changes in grazing timing and intensity, as 
well as with no grazing. 

166 1 1	 Comment:  Restore Malheur wire lettuce. 

Response:  Malheur wire lettuce is not found within the area encompassed 
by the SEORMP; it is found in the Three Rivers Resource Area, Burns 
BLM. 

167 1 1	 Comment: Leslie Gulch should receive management attention to protect 
remarkable plant sites. 

Response:  Leslie Gulch is an ACEC with a recent management plan.  The 
area is currently receiving management attention for the relevant and 
important values found within the ACEC, of which special status plants are 
part. 

168 1 1	 Comment: Arrange plant names alphabetically by common name. 

Response: Plant names have been arranged alphabetically by common 
name in Appendix C. 

169 1 1	 Comment:  Protect rare plants through ACEC/RNA designations. 

Response:  Of the ACEC’s being considered for designation, 10 have 
special status (rare) plant species as at least one of the relevant and 
important values for which the area would receive special management 
attention. By policy, BLM also focuses management attention on rare 
plants outside ACEC’s. 

170 1 1	 Comment: Page 2-20: Questions BLM’s authority to “create” special 
lists. 

Response:  By policy and guidance of BLM’s 6840 Manual, BLM is 
directed to create and maintain lists of special status species. The Oregon 
and Washington “BLM Special Status Species List” was most recently 
published by the Oregon State Office in January, 2000. 

171 1 1	 Comment: Need to survey at least 75% of likely habitat within next 5 
years. 

Response:  BLM’s inventories and monitoring are dependent on available 
staff and funding.  Much inventory has been conducted in likely habitat for 
a number of special status species, with the continuing goal of surveying 
additional habitat in future years. 

172 1 1	 Comment:  Concern that the document incorrectly states that species 
proposed for listing are treated the same as listed species. 

Response: Text in Chapter 1, Program Planing Criteria, has been changed 
to show that BLM conferences with USFWS on proposed species. BLM 
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6840 Manual (l988) states that “Species proposed for listing as T/E and 
proposed critical habitat shall be managed with the same level of protec
tion provided for T/E species except that formal consultations are not 
required.” 

Opinions or Preferences 
2 2 Support Alternative C but increase monitoring. 

2 2 Support Alternative D. 

LETTER NUMBER: 030, 075, 080, 107, 109, 110, 218, 240, 241 

Wildlife 

No. I S 
173 6 6 Comment:  BLM must provide more information on wildlife; especially 

their economic values, and by species regardless of profile, etc. In achiev
ing ecosystem approach to land management, obtaining baseline data on 
wildlife species must be a BLM priority. 

Response:  In response to Draft SEORMP/EIS comments, BLM clarified, 
corrected, and edited parts of the existing environment. The narratives and 
tables contained in Chapter 2 present a reasonable profile of the species of 
wildlife that occupy the planning area and the important habitat compo
nents and relationships BLM needs to incorporate into activity planning. 

Economic values for wildlife in both the draft and final are described in 
general terms using game and nongame species labels. Also see comment 
response 209. 

BLM relies upon an extensive library of scientific literature from a variety 
of sources including the science reports from the ICBEMP.  These sources 
are used for context in assessing specific proposed actions. Listing all of 
the references would be impractical and Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) regulations do not require RMP’s to be encyclopedic documents. 

BLM acknowledges that for many species of wildlife, particularly non
game, there are limited data available in the scientific literature regarding 
specific habitat requirements. Furthermore, surveys documenting their 
absence or presence within the planning area are limited. Until more 
specific data are derived from surveys and scientific literature, BLM has 
determined that: (1) general vegetative health reflected in plant reproduc
tive success, reasonable utilization levels, and the presence of structural 
complexity are prudent management criteria appropriate for a land use 
plan; and (2) habitat relationships indicated in “Wildlife in Managed 
Rangelands, The Relationship of Terrestrial Vertebrates to Plant Communi
ties and Structural Conditions” are a sound basis for guiding general 
management practices at the land use plan scale. 

174 3 3 Comment:  Suggest adding certain species to Table 2-15 per information 
collected by Oregon Breeding Bird Atlas Project.


Response:  Data provided as a result of the Oregon Breeding Bird Atlas

Project were incorporated into Chapter 2 PSEORMP/FEIS tables.
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175 2 2


176 1 3 

177 1 3 

178 1 3 

179 2 4 

Comment:  BLM needs to address AUM allocations for wildlife under

each alternative.


Response: As stated in the Draft SEORMP/EIS, there is no reallocation of

wildlife forage proposed in the SEORMP.  Adjustments necessary to meet

wildlife and livestock forage needs would be addressed concurrently with

rangeland evaluations at the GMA level regardless of the alternative.  Also

refer to the Appendix F (Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and Considerations)

and Chapter 2 narratives about forage demand and how it was derived.


During public scoping and in the course of writing the Draft SEORMP/

EIS, BLM asked ODFW if there were any specific forage demand prob

lems needing immediate resolution, and none were identified.


Comment:  Elk are not native to Steens Mountain and they should be

reduced or removed.


Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on

page 1.


Comment: Beavers have damaged creeks.


Response:  Because beaver harvest willow and other woody species,

sporadic population increases certainly influence watersheds and riparian

condition. However, BLM believes it is erroneous to conclude that the

primary influence beavers have on streams is negative. Beavers provide an

important long-term, positive influence on stream ecology and watershed

processes.


Comment:  Deer populations have declined. There are a number of other

factors that effect wildlife populations in general that BLM did not discuss

adequately in the Draft SEORMP/EIS.


Response:  BLM agrees with the comment that there are a variety of

factors in addition to habitat conditions that influence wildlife populations

such as disease, predation, parasites, weather, accidents, population cycles,

and so on. Chapter 2 was edited to acknowledge that point.


However, the SEORMP is primarily a land- and habitat-based document.

It was assumed in the Draft SEORMP/EIS that there are other physical and

biological mechanisms at work limiting wildlife but they are matters

peripheral to the land use allocation process which the plan is intended to

address. Recognizing that there are other influences that affect wildlife,

BLM would continue as a land managing agency to focus primary attention

on habitat-related matters that are within the span of influence. Where

disease or other cyclic factors may be temporarily limiting wildlife

numbers, BLM recognizes that population recovery and resilience is very

dependent upon quality habitat components (forage, cover, structure,

security, and water) being available for wildlife to use.


Comment: Mountain lions are increasing and devastate big game and

cattle. BLM should include management objectives for predators.


Response: As the primary animal population and species managers of

wildlife in the State, it is the role of ODFW to consider animal damage

control for the purpose of managing wildlife, not the BLM. This is BLM

policy and it is covered in a national master memorandum of understanding
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with game departments and the U.S. Department of Agriculture-Animal 
and Plant Health Inspection Service (USDA-APHIS) throughout the 
western states. Animal damage control actions have already been analyzed 
in the 1996 “John Day Animal Damage Control EA” which is tiered to a 
completed environmental impact statement written by USDA-APHIS. 

Vale District has an approved “Kit Fox Habitat Management Plan” which 
was written primarily to trigger an annual dialog with USDA-APHIS 
regarding avoidance of traps and toxicants in kit fox habitat. Also see 
comment/response 178. 

180 1 1 Comment: The habitat needs of recreationally significant species are not 
adequately addressed in Alternative C. 

Response: The Draft SEORMP/EIS analyzed a range of alternatives 
which addressed variations in emphasis on game and nongame wildlife. 
BLM received comments indicating that there was not enough emphasis 
placed on either class of wildlife. 

The preferred alternative in the Draft SEORMP/EIS and the Proposed 
RMP of the PSEORMP/FEIS promote a balanced game and nongame 
emphasis, to the extent that it is practical, and indicates wildlife habitat 
conservation measures would be pursued over the life of the plan regard
less of the game or nongame label. 

Chapter 2 narratives and tables and Appendix F (Wildlife Habitat Descrip
tions and Considerations) information provide a reasonably balanced 
picture of game and nongame wildlife values that were identified as areas 
of concern by the public during scoping. The Draft SEORMP/EIS and 
PSEORMP/FEIS information on wildlife reveals which habitat issues are 
important for management of healthy rangelands that support wildlife. 
Any of the species and issues specifically described in the PSEORMP/ 
FEIS or referenced in the “Wildlife in Managed Rangelands” (1984) may 
be included in assessments and prescriptive management. 

181 1 1 Comment:  Calculations of wildlife AUM’s in the Draft SEORMP/EIS 
differ from the “Three Rivers RMP”; livestock AUM’s are higher than they 
should be; further explain calculations. 

Response: Competitive forage demand figures for big game were adjusted 
in the PSEORMP/FEIS so they are consistent with the “Three Rivers 
RMP” as suggested by the ODFW.  Refer also to Appendix F (Wildlife 
Habitat Descriptions and Considerations) for an explanation of the calcula
tion method. 

182 1 1 Comment: 

• Wildlife will move to private lands that are grazed if grazing is elimi
nated. 

•  Grazing use destroys wildlife habitat. 

•  Grazing use is vital to the survival of wildlife. 

Response: Two prevalent opinions voiced during the scoping, public 
meetings, and public comment periods were that either all wildlife suffer 
from the effects of public land grazing or that grazing is needed in order to 
sustain wildlife habitat health. Most professional land managing agency 
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biologists experienced in assessing rangelands would agree that these 
views tend to overstate or understate the consequences of grazing use on 
wildlife habitat. Stocking levels, class of livestock, seasons of use, water 
distributions, landform character, pasture size, herding practices, and other 
factors in combination determine the extent to which grazing has impacts 
on wildlife (such as trampling, defoliation, alteration of plant structure, 
social avoidance, and so on). Impacts of grazing are best determined at the 
activity plan level for a specific area, they can only be addressed in general 
ways within the PSEORMP/FEIS. 

BLM acknowledges that grazing use influences the distribution of wildlife 
on private and public lands. Elk use in response to livestock grazing 
illustrates how variable and context sensitive the interactions of wildlife 
and livestock really are. For instance, elk tend to: (1) exhibit social 
intolerance to the presence of cattle on summer range; (2) prefer to winter 
on lands that are periodically grazed due to forage conditioning; and (3) 
tend to occupy rested pastures in the summer and fall. The relationships 
are complex. 

The Draft SEORMP/EIS reference to elk preferring areas periodically 
grazed by livestock is based on documented elk behavior on winter ranges 
reported by game departments in Oregon and Montana. 

Chapter 2 and Appendix F (Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and Consider
ations) were edited to clarify BLM biologist views about the relationship 
between grazing use and wildlife in multiple use settings. 

183 1 1 Comment:  Manage the planning area as a wildlife reserve. 

Response: According to the FLPMA, wildlife habitat on public land is to 
be managed in a matrix of multiple uses under the principles of sustained 
yield of resources. Because of this legislative foundation, managing the 
public land as a wildlife preserve on a broad-scale basis, as it seems to 
have been suggested, is not a lawful option for BLM to consider. 

This is not to imply that wildlife values should not be protected, empha
sized, and even maximized in certain areas, which are each examples of 
appropriate multiple use goals. It simply means that on most of the public 
land where commodity-oriented activities are authorized, the wildlife 
habitat values would often be less than optimal for wildlife. 

184 1 1 Comment: Hungarian partridge populations are vulnerable to late-spring 
early-fall grazing; desert partridge are vulnerable to cattle foraging 
intensity. 

Response: See comment response 182. 

185 1 1 Comment:  Page 2-54: Sage grouse discussion lacks effects of hunting 
and predators and environmental factors. 

Response: See comment response 178 and 179. 

186 1 1 Comment:  Page 3-26: The objective to manage with equal emphasis on 
game and nongame species communities is unattainable because it is 
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impossible to manage equally for all species. The plan fails to address the 
habitat requirements of individual species. 

Response:  BLM agrees that it is not possible to manage for all species of 
wildlife on the same piece of land at the same time. The Draft SEORMP/ 
EIS does not propose this form of management. BLM also agrees that 
many common management actions result in both positive and negative 
impacts to wildlife depending upon the species, habitat requirements, and 
seasons of use. 

BLM contends that it is indeed possible to give reasonable consideration to 
communities of wildlife by using current research findings about indi
vidual species requirements (including the ICBEMP science reports) and 
the habitat relationships data provided in Thomas et al. (1984) when 
analyzing and prescribing management. These are in fact the assumptions, 
directions, and intent identified for wildlife and special status species 
objectives in Proposed RMP, D2, C, and  D Alternatives of the Draft 
SEORMP/EIS and PSEORMP/FEIS. 

The Draft SEORMP/EIS Chapter 3, Special Status Species, expanded 
narrative states: “Individual species requirements would be included in 
management prescriptions, but not to an extent that overemphasizes the 
value of any one habitat.” BLM has assumed from the beginning that 
managing for community health requires some fundamental understanding 
of the requirements of individual species (such as the components of 
wildlife communities) in order to arrive at the proper prescriptive manage
ment. Chapter 2 tables and narratives in the Draft SEORMP/EIS and 
PSEORMP/FEIS both describe many specific habitat needs for wildlife 
and their habitats within the planning area and reference is made to the 
library of information available in other scientific literature. Also see 
comment response 173. 

187 1 1	 Comment:  Page 3-70: Several commenters were opposed to managing 
big sagebrush in seeding for the benefit of wildlife because it would reduce 
forage capability.  It was also asserted that the rationale for this manage
ment is groundless and that sagebrush is a weed. 

Response: It is acknowledged that the plan goals for shrub cover values 
important to wildlife (see Appendix F) may reduce some forage production 
capability for livestock. Moreover, as a goal it would be a departure from 
BLM’s historic management philosophy that seedings would be completely 
retreated on a periodic basis to reduce shrub cover and enhance livestock 
forage production. 

Although under Alternative C and the Proposed RMP certain seedings may 
indeed be retreated partially or completely for forage production reasons, 
consideration would be given to the criteria for wildlife indicated in 
Appendix F (Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and Considerations).  Range
land health standards and cumulative losses of shrublands throughout the 
west have resulted in the need to take a slightly different approach to 
sagebrush management than what may have been considered appropriate in 
the past. This would be especially important for sage grouse and other 
wildlife dependent upon sagebrush that are suffering population declines 
throughout much of their range. 
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188 1 1 

189 1 1 

190 1 1 

191 1 1 

BLM would continue to substantially use seedings for spring livestock 
forage and deferment of grazing use on native range during the critical 
growing season. Nevertheless, the Draft SEORMP/EIS Figure 2-1 on page 
2-42 indicates why sagebrush is so important to wildlife at the broad 
community level whether it is native or seeded rangeland. 

From a wildlife habitat viewpoint, BLM disagrees with the opinion of 
some that the value of sagebrush was overemphasized in the Draft 
SEORMP/EIS or that wildlife do not use sagebrush habitats. On the 
contrary, sagebrush and its importance to wildlife is well supported by a 
wide array of technical literature and the personal field observations of 
biologists that have worked in eastern Oregon for decades. Also see 
comment response 150. 

Comment:  Map WLDF-1:  Object to designating elk winter range in 
Spring Mountain Allotment. 

Response: Tables of big game numbers, management objectives, and 
distributions were provided by the ODFW to indicate roughly how many 
big game are present, what the overall population trends are, and reason
able long-term distributions. Current numbers are best estimates and 
management objectives were set using administrative processes determined 
appropriate by the State of Oregon, not the BLM. Mapped distributions 
are approximate and subject to variations because of population fluctua
tions, drought, severe winter weather, and conditions on adjoining private 
lands. 

Big game data presented are appropriate for the land use planning process 
and they are included because the Desired Range of Future Conditions 
narrative indicates BLM would provide habitat for “big game populations 
at near state wildlife agency objectives.” 

Comment:  BLM has little information on nongame species population 
status and requirement. 

Response:  See comment response 173, 180, and 186. 

Comment: Habitat evaluations were not conducted as part of plan. 

Response:  General habitat values, relationships, and objectives for 
wildlife are disclosed in the plan. Specific habitat evaluations and their 
consistency with the PSEORMP/FEIS in relation to forage, cover, struc
ture, security, and water are left to be addressed in the rangeland assess
ment process within GMA’s. Also see comment response 191. 

Comment: The Draft SEORMP/EIS provided no evaluation of mechanis
tic/community relationships within the planning area. 

Response: The comment was not accompanied with an explanation as to 
what mechanistic/community relationships were intended to mean or an 
example of how it might be defined and applied in BLM management. 
Chapter 2 narratives and tables describe fundamental wildlife habitat 
elements and Appendix F (Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and Consider
ations) indicates the habitat descriptions and considerations that are of 
importance to wildlife. 
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BLM plans to rely substantially on the principles and habitat relationships 
set out in Thomas et al. (1984) and science reports from the ICBEMP Final 
EIS. Although there would likely be changes in information for some 
species based on research, BLM believes that there are a number of 
fundamental wildlife habitat principles that pertain to wildlife communities 
and landscapes contained in “Wildlife in Managed Rangelands” 1984 that 
would continue to be of value for wildlife habitat management well into 
the foreseeable future. 

192 1 1	 Comment: OHV use significantly impacts native wildlife species by 
habitat fragmentation, erosion, and weed dispersal. 

Response:  BLM recognizes that OHV use can adversely affect wildlife 
through direct habitat loss and/or disturbances to security.  The page 2-44 
Draft SEORMP/EIS narrative on habitat security was meant to generically 
address any sort of disturbance during breeding or wintering regardless of 
the source. The Habitat Security section of Chapter 2 and the narrative in 
Appendix F (Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and Considerations) were both 
edited to be more explicit in the PSEORMP/FEIS. 

The degree of OHV impacts affecting wildlife does not warrant special 
designations for wildlife protection at this time. Some asserted that 
protection for wildlife is needed immediately although no specific geo
graphic areas needing protection were provided. BLM acknowledges that 
the trend towards increased recreational use of public land is likely to lead 
to conflicts in seasonal OHV use that would need to be resolved at a future 
date. The SEORMP foresees that OHV use resulting in these kinds of 
impacts would be mitigated through emergency closures, seasonal restric
tions and rehabilitation. 

193 1 1	 Comment: The plan fails to address impacts on arid low elevation sites 
which are least resilient, contain essential habitat for a diverse assemblage 
of reptiles and songbirds, and near rare plant sites. 

Response:  BLM agrees that arid low elevation wildlife habitats are 
particularly vulnerable and less resilient to the effects of land uses. 
However, the S&G’s provide the administrative mechanisms necessary to 
prevent or mitigate adverse effects of grazing use in any rangeland regard
less of elevation. The SEORMP prescribes management consistent with 
soils, site potential, and so on. 

194 1 1	 Comment:  Need complete inventory of herpetofauna and migratory 
songbirds in the salt desert shrub and Wyoming sagebrush habitats which 
are being degraded by OHV use. 

Response: See comment response 173 and 186. 

195 1 1	 Comment:  BLM must recognize importance of late seral or PNC habitats 
and manage accordingly. 

Response: BLM agrees that there are high quality wildlife habitat features 
associated with PNC and late seral conditions that need to be protected 
through objectives in grazing allotment management plans. However, 
desirable wildlife habitat does not always equate to the highest ecological 
condition possible and other lower seral stages may be quite adequate to 
meet wildlife needs. Chapter 2 and Appendix F (Wildlife Habitat Descrip
tions and Considerations) were edited in the PSEORMP/FEIS to clarify 
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196 1 1 

197 1 1 

198 1 1 

199 1 1 

200 1 1 

201 1 1 

some aspects of rangeland ecological conditions and wildlife habitats that 
were implied but not clearly stated in the draft. 

An objective to manage for PNC or late conditions for wildlife needs to be 
tempered. For instance, according to the definitions used in BLM range 
condition surveys or ESI, shrub cover values at PNC can be very limited. 
Seral stage objectives for wildlife would best be determined at the fine 
scale within activity plans. 

Comment: The plan must specify management actions that will be taken 
for bats, there are 7 BLM sensitive species in the Owyhee ecosystem. 

Response: BLM objectives for riparian areas, upland habitats, and special 
status species habitats would be sufficient to address management for bats 
in activity plans. Also see comment response 173. 

Comment:  Plan fails to analyze effects by watershed, fails to present 
sufficient data and analysis of wildlife, biodiversity, and special status 
species to consider and analyze consequences of management actions. 

Response: The SEORMP proposes to address management for wildlife 
within GMA’s in the context of range health evaluations. 

Comment: The plan fails to recognize importance of dispersal and 
migration corridors, and how its actions fragment or connect habitat. 

Response: Attaining healthy and connected habitats at most fine and mid 
scales as proposed in Alternative C and the Proposed RMP would provide 
habitat capable of providing corridors, dispersal areas, and so on. 

Comment: BLM should develop up-to-date biodiversity information on 
potential impacts as part of NEPA, including key ecosystem indicator 
species, critical habitats, and biodiversity objectives and management 
strategies. 

Response:  Key species of wildlife would be identified within GMA’s to 
assist in analyzing conditions and prescribing appropriate management. 
For instance, as stated in Chapter 2 and 3 of the Draft SEORMP/EIS and 
PSEORMP/FEIS, sage grouse are a good proxy for evaluating habitat 
health in big sagebrush types. As sage grouse habitat needs are met, a wide 
range of other species would also have adequate forage, cover, structure, 
and so on. Also see comment response 186 and 191. 

Comment:  Loss of sagebrush cover has a negative impact on a variety of 
wildlife species, including mule deer, songbirds, sage grouse, and reptiles. 

Response:  Sagebrush habitat values are addressed substantially in the 
Draft SEORMP/EIS and PSEORMP/FEIS. Also see comment response 
173, 180, 186, 187, and 191. 

Comment:  BLM needs measurable herbaceous cover standards in order to 
protect sage grouse nesting habitat. A stubble height of at least 9 inches on 
grasses and forbs should be specified where grazing use overlaps with 
nesting habitat. 
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Response: The best available science (Western Association of Fish and 
Wildlife Agencies “Guidelines for Management of Sage Grouse Popula
tions and Habitats”) indicates there is little direct experimental evidence 
linking grazing practices to sage grouse population levels, but that grass 
height and cover affect sage grouse site selection and success.  Thus, 
indirect evidence suggests that excessive grazing by livestock and wild 
herbivores in breeding habitat may have negative impacts on sage grouse 
populations. 

Excessive grazing use associated with negative effects on sage grouse 
nesting success is inconsistent with the S&G’s and would therefore be 
grounds for livestock grazing adjustments whether sage grouse are present 
or not. 

Until there is a better common understanding and agreement between BLM 
and agencies such as ODFW regarding utilization protocols in sage grouse 
nesting habitat, stubble height is viewed as one of several acceptable ways 
to monitor grass cover conditions in nesting habitat. It is not the only way: 
for instance, a correlation of residual cover measurements (in nesting 
habitat) with commonly used utilization classes would likely permit BLM 
to address herbaceous cover concerns adequately.  This correlation has yet 
to be determined. Also refer to Appendix F (Wildlife Habitat Descriptions 
and Considerations) under the Grazing Use Considerations for Upland 
Habitats section. 

202 1 1	 Comment:  BLM should coordinate with ODFW regarding game manage
ment. 

Response:  BLM coordination with ODFW has been as open and frequent 
as possible during the Draft SEORMP/EIS formulation. This working 
relationship would continue following issuance of the records of decision 
in all substantive matters related to wildlife management. 

203 1 1	 Comment:  Page 4-21– 4-23: The level of western juniper and sagebrush 
control would not meet wildlife needs under Alternative C as numerous 
species would be affected. 

Response: Appendix F (Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and Considerations) 
describes habitat characteristics that would be attained in most western 
juniper and sagebrush control areas. 

204 1 1	 Comment:  Page 4-80: The analysis that impacts would occur where 
western juniper is “normally patchy, rare, or absent” is inaccurate. 

Response: The analysis indicates that impacts to wildlife habitat where 
western juniper is currently present would be limited where the site 
potential indicates the treatment is in a rangeland type and not western 
juniper woodland type. 

205 1 1	 Comment:  Page 3-90: Modify monitoring statement for bighorns to all 
species of wildlife and wild horses. 

Response: The monitoring statement at this location in the document is 
specific to meeting management objectives for bighorn populations and 
habitat. Monitoring to meet other objectives identifies similar data needs 
for other wildlife, wild horses, and livestock. 
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206 1 1	 Comment:  Delete “Wildlife Habitat Protection” BMP’s because they are 
not relevant to soil and water protection. 

Response:  Reference to wildlife habitat was removed from the BMP’s in 
the final document. Much of the information was moved to Appendix F 
(Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and Considerations). 

207 1 1	 Comment: Amend wildlife objective to manage for wildlife/livestock 
predators. 

Response:  Predator control actions are the province of the state and 
USDA-APHIS-WS, not the BLM. 

208 1 1	 Comment:  Object to reliance on the 1997 “Oregon Bighorn Management 
Plan.” 

Response:  BLM routinely incorporates the content of existing state 
management plans into land management prescriptions and will continue to 
do so in the future. The only caveat to the acknowledgment of state plans 
is that they need to conform to general principles of multiple use manage
ment. The bighorn plan meets this criteria. 

209 1 1	 Comment:  Hunters and anglers should not be classified with grazing as 
consumptive users. 

Response: USFWS classifies hunting and fishing as consumptive wildlife 
uses because once an animal is harvested it is no longer available to others. 
This contrasts with a nonconsumtive wildlife use, such as wildlife observa
tion, which does not prevent others from also seeing and enjoying wildlife. 
The analysis emphasizes commodities (game species) in Alternative A and 
more natural values (game and nongame) in Alternatives B, C, D, D2, and 
Proposed RMP. 

Opinions or Preferences 
2 2	 Protect Oregon’s high desert for wildlife. 

1 1	 Support Alternative D. 

1 1	 Support Alternative C (with equal emphasis to improving habitat for all 
wildlife). 

1 1	 Put wildlife habitat first over cattle. 

1 1	 Page 4-66– 4-97: Impact analysis is inaccurate and inadequate in this 
section. 

1 1	 Page 4-23– 4-36: Alternative D: At these levels of brush control, wildlife 
needs may be met if constraints protecting key habitats are followed. 

1 1	 Page 4-81; para 5: Agree that wild horses pose impacts on wildlife water. 

LETTER NUMBER: 027, 031, 058, 078, 107, 110, 149, 157, 180, 200, 220, 226, 231, 232, 235, 241, 266 

Special Status Animals (Terrestrial) 

No. I S 
210 4 10	 Comment:  Remove domestic sheep from or near bighorn range. The 

level of detail shown for bighorn sheep in the Draft SEORMP/EIS is 
needed for other species in the plan. 
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Response:  Bighorn management guidelines in the SEORMP would 
conform to existing national BLM policy which is the product of a collabo
rative effort that included wool-growers, state fish and game agencies, and 
BLM staff.  This policy, which was described in the Draft SEORMP/EIS in 
Chapter 4 assumptions, was moved to Chapter 2 in the PSEORMP/FEIS 
under the bighorn narrative section. 

The separate bighorn sheep objective and level of management detail about 
bighorns in the Draft SEORMP/EIS was warranted primarily because there 
was enough specific information available for BLM to do so and a need to 
amend existing habitat management plans for bighorn was expressed by 
the ODFW.  Vale District was preparing to revise an existing habitat 
management plan and write an environmental assessment (EA) on bighorn 
management for Malheur County in 1995 but chose to delay that effort and 
incorporate the content of the EA within the this plan.  This choice for 
delay and incorporation was made by agreement with the planning area’s 
district manager and the regional supervisor of the ODFW. 

211 4 4	 Comment:  Inventory, protect, and expand plan discussion of all fauna 
including mollusks, aquatic and terrestrial insects, bats, and other species, 
regardless of profile. 

Response:  See comment response 173 which applies to wildlife with or 
without special status. 

212 3 8	 Comment: Page 2-55: Map WLDF-2 shows domestic sheep range 
overlapping bighorn range contrary to narrative. 

Response:  Bighorn distributions and relationships to domestic sheep 
grazing were edited to correct some errors in the Draft SEORMP/EIS. 

213 2 2	 Comment:  Page 319: Add six species of bats to the list (on file in Burns 
District Office). 

Response: Species were added as suggested. 

214 1 6	 Comment: The plan fails to meet agency and ESA objectives for special 
status animals. Section 7 of ESA requires BLM to consult on the actions 
of the plan. 

Response: The special status species Planning Criteria (Draft SEORMP/ 
EIS page 1-13) and objectives and narratives explicitly address special 
status species and BLM responsibility regarding ESA. BLM has been 
preparing a draft biological opinion (BA) for all Federally listed and 
proposed species concurrently with the Draft SEORMP/EIS. The final BA 
for listed species would be forwarded to the USFWS when the PSEORMP/ 
FEIS is released. 

215 1 6	 Comment: Alternative C fails to provide adequate attention to specific 
requirements of individual species. 

Response:  See comment response 173, 180, 186, and 191. 

216 1 6	 Comment:  Increased military activity will cause stress to wildlife; 
especially sage grouse and bighorn sheep. 

Response:  Military activities and their consequences are beyond the scope 
of the SEORMP.  Also see comment response 49. 
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217 1 6	 Comment: Appendix N: Fails to analyze or disclose what “adequate 
cover and height” is.


Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on

page 1.


218 1 6	 Comment: Appendix N: Fails to analyze or disclose what any of those 
broad parameters mean along the river. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

219 1 1	 Comment:  Consider adding Virginia’s warbler to the special status 
species list; Mahogany Ridge has potential habitat. 

Reasons:


is declining in limited range.


Response:  BLM periodically revises the Oregon/Washington special 
status species lists to determine if they accurately reflect species presence 
and threats. At the next update, the Bureau would consider the merits of 
this proposal. 

220 1 1	 Comment: Special status species in allotments should receive allotment 
management plan (AMP) priority. 

Response:  Special status species will receive attention within allotment 
management plans (AMP’s). The presence of special status species is one 
consideration when determining the order in which AMP’s would be 
revised or initiated. 

221	 Comment:  Delineate critical habitats for threatened and endangered 
species and remove/restore grazing as necessary. 

Response: BLM actions within habitats of listed species are covered 
under “Section 7” consultation procedures of the ESA. Under current 
recovery plans, there is no critical habitat (as defined under ESA) within 
the planning area. 

222 1 1	 Comment:  Grazing privileges lost, retired, etc., should have AUM’s held 
for watershed protection and wildlife habitat. 

Response: This land use plan, consistent with FLPMA, provides by tracts 
or areas for the use of the public lands. Once a given tract or area (allot
ment) is allocated for livestock grazing, adjustments to that use can be 
implemented to ensure that established objectives would be met, though 
the use can not be eliminated without a land use plan amendment. Possible 
adjustments to livestock grazing use which may be implemented to meet 
objectives are identified in the management actions of Chapter 3. 

223 1 1	 Comment:  BLM should retain ownership of all range improvements. 

Response:  Rangeland improvement ownership is beyond the scope of this 
land use planning document. Regulation at 43 CFR 4120.3-2 in part states: 
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1) Subject to valid existing rights, title to permanent range improvements

such as fences, wells, and pipelines where authorization is granted after

August 21, 1995 shall be in the name of the United States.


2) The United States shall have title to nonstructural range improvements

such as seeding, spraying, and chaining.


3) Range improvement work performed by a cooperator or permittee on the

public lands administered by BLM does not confer the exclusive right to

use the improvement or the land affected by the range improvement work.


2 1 1 Comment: ODFW suggests additional assessment of the proposed actions 
and their impacts on sage grouse in final plan.


Response: The Draft SEORMP/EIS and PSEORMP/FEIS place substan

tial emphasis on sage grouse and their habitat requirements.


225 1 1	 Comment:  ODFW suggests new lek inventories to assess impacts of 
management actions on sage grouse. 

Response:  BLM and ODFW jointly fund lek surveys each year to the 
extent that budgets allow.  Both agencies intend to continue refining lek 
inventory data and other sage grouse habitat information. 

226 1 1	 Comment:  ODFW position on domestic sheep grazing permits is misin
terpreted in Alternative D (page 4-95). 

Reasons:


supports retiring domestic sheep grazing or trailing permits within

bighorn range and endorses BLM’s 1998 “Revised Guidelines for

Domestic Sheep.”


Response: PSEORMP/FEIS Chapter 4 analysis was changed to reflect 
BLM’s misinterpretation in the Draft SEORMP/EIS. ODFW would 
support the retirement of domestic sheep permits (in principle) and as 
considered under Alternatives D and D2.  However, during scoping and in 
their statewide bighorn plan ODFW has not actively promoted the need to 
eliminate any particular sheep grazing permit at the present time. 

227 1 1	 Comment:  Bighorn sheep ranges on Map WLDF-2 are inadequate for 
ARA; sheep have moved.


Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on

page 1.


228 1 1	 Comment: Table 3-1:  Less emphasis should be placed on landscape level 
evaluation and more on monitoring of conditions and management of 
ecological conditions of specific habitats. 

Response: Resolving issues of wildlife habitat quality and quantity need 
to be addressed at multiple scales. This includes some context for what is 
happening at the broad scale (ICBEMP), mid scale (resource areas and 
GMA’s), and fine scale (grazing allotment pastures). BLM agrees that 
ecological conditions are a part of the evaluations process. 

229 1 1	 Comment: Table 2-15:  Lists the Northern bald eagle as a documented 
breeder in the ARA.


Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on

page 1.
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230 1 1	 Comment:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1.


Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on

page 1.


231 1 1	 Comment: The plan should address the restoration of extirpated species. 

Response: The SEORMP does not preclude the possibility of restoring a 
species that is no longer present (extirpated) within the planning area. 
However, no specific proposals are analyzed in this plan.  As such, a future 
proposal to reintroduce a species such as the sharp-tailed grouse (extirpated 
within the planning area but surviving elsewhere) would require a separate 
EIS. 

232 1 1	 Comment:  Page 2-53: Plan fails to acknowledge that eagle use in ARA is 
associated with Malheur Refuge. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

233 1 1	 Comment:  Page 4-84: This information should be contrasted with 
Alternatives D and E. 

Response: The A, C, D, D2, E, and Proposed RMP Alternatives (in the 
draft and final plans) analyses were written in comparison to the existing 
situation (Alternative B) so a contrast with current management would be 
provided. This is CEQ guidance. 

234 1 1	 Comment:  Bald eagles and peregrine falcons: historic and current nest 
sites should be addressed.


Response: The best current information and context for both species

within the planning area is shown in Chapter 2.


235 1 1	 Comment: The document should indicate that most breeding white-faced 
ibises are associated with the Malheur Refuge with occasional breeding on 
private land. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

236 1 1	 Comment:  Oregon State status is not shown for special status animals. 

Response: The table of special status species was edited to reflect Oregon 
State status. 

237 1 1	 Comment: 

•  Some questioned BLM’s authority to establish its own sensitive species 
lists. 

• Another comment suggested there is no such thing as a Federal candidate 
species. 

Response:  By policy, the Oregon/Washington BLM State Director may 
establish a special status species list of plants and animals. The purpose 
for doing so is to help prioritize survey expenditures and to make sure that 
actions affecting them do not contribute towards the need for Federal 
listing under ESA. The USFWS has the regulatory authority to define and 
designate a species as a Federal candidate for potential listing under ESA. 
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238 1 1	 Comment: The BLM made no attempt to apply coarse-filter approaches 
for assessing likelihood of retaining viable, well-distributed populations of 
native species. 

Response: Appendix F (Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and Considerations) 
and the upland management objective for wildlife describe a mid- and fine-
scale objective in big sagebrush habitats that would be expected to lead to 
well distributed populations of game and nongame wildlife over 70% or 
more of each resource area. 

239 1 1	 Comment:  BLM included no baseline data on most special status species 
and no effort appears to have been made for the SEORMP process. 

Response: As budgets have permitted, BLM has acquired a considerable 
library of information on the locations of a number of special status species 
wildlife. In particular, a great deal of emphasis has been placed on finding 
the locations of sage grouse leks. The Special Status Species Animals 
narrative of Chapter 2 was revised to show which species have had surveys 
over the last few decades. 

240 4 4	 Comment: Several comments were received expressing concern about 
rangeland management and sage grouse especially regarding fire, 
cheatgrass presence, and other land treatments. 

Response: As the management indicator species for Wyoming, mountain, 
and Great Basin sagebrush habitats, BLM reexamined current scientific 
literature and consulted directly with several technical experts to make sure 
the foundation for sage grouse was generally sound. Chapter 2 narratives 
and the criteria identified in Appendix F (Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and 
Considerations) as modified in the PSEORMP/FEIS, more accurately 
address the majority of management issues pertaining to this species. 

The Draft SEORMP/EIS indicated that nesting needs for sage grouse 
would be met in sagebrush canopy coverages of 5 to 15%. Although the 
draft was partially correct in what was shown in Appendix F, current 
research and the draft Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies 
(WAFWA) management guidelines indicate that nesting is associated with 
sagebrush canopy cover values in the 15 to 25% range. Appendix F 
(Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and Considerations) was modified accord
ingly. 

The Draft SEORMP/EIS indicated that introducing fire into sagebrush 
habitat with outcomes that leave a mosaic habitat pattern would result in 
benefits to sage grouse by diversifying structure and enhancing herbaceous 
plant availability.  Although this may be true in brood rearing habitats of 
sage grouse, research conducted in Idaho on nesting habitat similar to that 
found in the SEORMP indicates that fire in dry Wyoming sagebrush types 
results in decreased nesting success due to the loss of shrub cover used for 
nesting. Given the concern over sage grouse population declines through
out the west, BLM cannot ignore these findings and their implications to 
fire and its impacts. Chapter 4 environmental impact narratives and 
conclusions were changed to show adverse impacts to sage grouse in 
Wyoming sagebrush habitats. 

Opinions or Preferences 
2 7	 Improving Alternative D could reduce chances of sage grouse being listed 

as endangered. 

Reasons: 

habitat has declined over several decades. 
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1 1	 Support Alternative C; but increase monitoring. 

1 1	 Commentor is contact for Oregon Breeding Bird Atlas Project. 

1 1	 Do not drill any new water wells. 

1 1	 Grazing should not conflict with endangered species. 

Reasons: 

public should not pay/subsidize private operators; and 

fencing accommodates ranching industry and falls short of protecting 
fish habitat. 

1 1	 Objective 2: Intensive management is critical to bighorn sheep manage
ment. 

1 1	 Cattle grazing benefits bighorn sheep. 

1 1	 Alternative D must be adopted to protect special status animals 

LETTER NUMBER: 017, 069, 075, 080, 109, 110, 157, 180, 185, 210, 213, 218, 222, 223, 226, 232, 241, 
254 

Special Status Animals (Aquatic) 

No. I S 
241 1 1	 Comment: The preferred alternative fails to recognize loss of connectivity 

between redband trout populations and does not provide necessary man
agement action. 

Response: While headwater areas generally provide the best spawning 
habitat and refuge during drought, isolation of redband trout populations is 
not nearly as extensive as it is for less thermally tolerant fish such as bull 
trout. During years of adequate stream flow, redbands would have access 
to drainages not physically blocked by barriers. Proposed management 
actions would provide protections for riparian and aquatic habitat in both 
headwater and lower-elevation streams. 

242 1 1	 Comment: Page 2-40: Redband trout habitat was inventoried in the 
Steens Mountains; include this data. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

243 1 1	 Comment:  Monitoring should be detailed for special status species and 
used with adaptive management. 

Response:  BLM monitors populations of special status aquatic species, 
such as bull trout, Lahontan cutthroat trout, Columbia spotted frogs, and 
redband trout, as budgetary and personnel constraints allow.  Much of the 
monitoring that occurs is in cooperation with ODFW, tribal biologists, 
universities, or other public and private agencies. Any population declines 
that are linked to habitat degradation would trigger prompt changes in 
management. During the GMA evaluation process, any additional moni
toring needs for special status species would be identified. For streams 
with Federally listed fishes, all habitats are managed in concurrence with 
terms and conditions of biological opinions (BO’s) issued by USFWS. 
Land uses that occur in these habitats are regulated as to duration, timing, 
and intensity so that adverse impacts to listed species are minimized and 
restoration and enhancement of riparian vegetation is possible. 
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244 1 1	 Comment:  Page 2-53: Discussion of Catlow tui chub should include 
information about “Catlow Redband Trout and Catlow Tui Chub Conserva
tion Agreement and Strategy.” 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

245 1 1	 Comment:  Riparian Aquatic Information Data System (RAIDS) database 
should be reviewed for redband trout. 

Response: Table D-2 has been reviewed and updated to Table D5-1, and 
shows BLM’s currently available information on redband trout. 

246 1 1	 Comment: Table D-2:  Oregon Canyon and Ten Mile Creek have hybrid
ized Lahontan/hatchery trout. Line Canyon has Lahontan trout. 

Response: Table D5-1 has been reviewed and updated. 

247 1 1	 Comment: Page 2-42: All springs do not have unique assemblages of 
invertebrates. 

Response: The SEORMP states, “Springs can be a source of unique, often 
endemic assemblages of invertebrates.” The presence of unique inverte
brates in every spring was not inferred. 

LETTER NUMBER: 017, 069, 075, 080, 107,109, 110, 157, 180, 185, 210, 213, 218, 222, 223, 226, 232, 
235, 241, 254, 266 

Water/Riparian 

Other riparian comments are found under the GRAZING and WILD AND SCENIC RIVER categories.  Com
ments here are subdivided into BLM Monitoring and Studies, Riparian Management, Other Riparian Area 
Comments, and Plan Specific Comments. 

No. I S	 Monitoring and Studies 
248 3 3	 Comment: Appendix D, Table D-3 is old data and should be replaced with 

trend plot data and 1998 PFC data in the final. 

Reasons: 

old data indicates problems with riparian areas and new data indicates 
improvement 

communication with BLM indicates this is a correct observation; and 

include newest data in preferred alternative. 

Response: The status of streams and riparian PFC, trend, and condition 
has been updated in Appendix D5 (Riparian Trends for Stream Segments), 
Table D5-1 which includes data gathered from 1996 through the 1999 field 
seasons. Existing riparian PFC, trend, and condition has been incorporated 
into the allotment summaries while the remaining unknown status of 
riparian areas would be gathered based on GMA’s as described in the 
PSEORMP/FEIS to address and evaluate critical resources. A map 
showing riparian areas, fish-bearing streams, and water quality 303(d) 
listed streams has been incorporated into the final plan. Additional 
information on water resources and riparian/wetlands would be addressed 
when GMA’s are evaluated and additional site-specific data are obtained. 
This information would be available to the public and reported in 
SEORMP updates on a yearly basis. 
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249 2 2


250 1 1 

251 1 1 

252 1 1 

253 1 1 

Comment:  Document status of riparian and stream habitat where it is still 
unknown. 

Reasons: 

information is critical and tied to allotment summaries. 

Response:  See comment response 248. 

Comment: Appendix N: 3 inch stubble height is too short because most 
wildlife and riparian shrubs would be damaged at this level of use. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

Comment:  Include fish presence and fish habitat in PFC determination. 

Reasons: 

not enough emphasis on vegetation. 

Response: The PFC procedure is an assessment of physical and biological 
factors for stream and riparian conditions. Information from this assess
ment is used to identify limiting factors on both functioning and 
nonfunctioning stream segments. This information is then available to the 
fisheries biologist to supplement existing fish data. However, PFC is not 
intended to be a comprehensive assessment of instream fish habitat 
parameters. BLM, as well as ODFW, use stream habitat survey methods to 
evaluate fish presence and habitat. 

Comment:  Implement improved riparian plans using the plans BLM 
already has instead of waiting another 5 years to complete a different 
schedule of studies. 

Reasons: 

studies/documents are expensive and should be implemented; and 

allotments containing poor, fair, unknown should receive immediate 
consideration. 

Response: One of the objectives of the SEORMP is to address riparian 
management with the most up-to-date information, criteria, and methodol
ogy available. This information would be incorporated into prioritized 
GMA evaluations. BLM would address management required to restore 
riparian problem areas identified during this process and to maintain 
riparian areas that are currently in proper condition. GMA’s contain 
riparian areas that currently range from nonfunctioning to proper function
ing conditions. 

Comment:  Page 2-37–2-39: Trend change is ambiguous. 

Response: The section on page 2-37 was rewritten to reflect your concern. 
Because specific site-guides for determining potential natural communities 
(PNC’s) have not been developed for riparian/wetland areas in southeast
ern Oregon. BLM is currently using existing data collected at various 
riparian/wetland areas to assist in projecting site potential. Much of this 
information is derived from existing riparian exclosures that have been in 
place since the 1970’s and 1980’s. Specialist and interdisciplinary teams 
have evaluated vegetation composition in many of these areas to aid in 
determining site potential of riparian species in geographically associated 
streams. Additional information for determining riparian site potentials has 
been gleaned from established streamside monitoring and study sites in 
allotments and pastures where livestock grazing practices were adjusted to 

56 



Comment Responses and Reprinted Letters 

meet objectives developed for riparian/wetland restoration. The above 
explanation was incorporated into Chapter 2 of the final. 

254 1 1	 Comment:  Include map of water quality limited streams in final plan. 

Response: See comment response 248. 

255 1 1	 Comment: Wrong statement that groundwater studies are unavailable.  A 
detailed analysis of the extent of aquifers should be completed to protect 
them from contamination. The interaction of water resources in not 
properly linked to issues such as, riparian/wetland areas; forest and 
woodlands management; energy and minerals; special management areas; 
fire management; recreation management; and fish and wildlife. 

Response: BLM believess water resources have been adequately ad
dressed for the SEORMP.  Detailed analysis of local aquifers and other 
information on water resources would be addressed to the extent possible 
when GMA plans are prepared and additional site-specific data are 
obtained or available. 

256 1 1	 Comment:  Groundwater studies are necessary to protect resources and 
determine trends in water quality in planning area. 

Response:  See comment response 255. 

257 1 1	 Comment:  Explain presence of hazardous materials or incidents of 
groundwater/surface water contamination in planning area; these areas and 
wells should be mapped. 

Response: There are no hazardous material sites or incidents of ground
water/surface water contamination occurring on public land in the planning 
area. The following former dump sites are currently on the “Federal 
Facilities Hazardous Waste Compliance Docket” (these sites are also listed 
on the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act Information System [CERCLIS]):  Lytle Boulevard dump site 
(OR1141190073); Slides dump site (OR7141190077); and Vale City dump 
site (OR6141190078).  Preliminary assessments of these three dump sites 
were completed and submitted to the EPA in 1992.  An EPA determination 
of no further remedial action was received for these sites. Please refer to 
the Hazardous Materials section in Chapter 2 for further information 
pertaining to your concern. 

258 1 1	 Comment:  In defining lentic and lotic systems there should be quantifica
tion of level of function needed for each parameter to define minimum or 
optimum function of a system. 

Response: Quantification of site-specific riparian/wetland area parameters 
would be addressed as warranted when PFC assessments are completed 
and any existing problems identified. The PFC process is to subjectively 
assess stream and riparian systems and identify any problems associated 
with current conditions. Over a stream channel’s entire length, an indi
vidual stream system would possess many changes such as elevation, soil 
series, stream gradients, vegetation types, and large woody debris content. 
Any stream or vegetation problems identified by the PFC assessments 
would be addressed when conducting evaluations for GMA plans. Moni
toring, studies, and/or adjustments to current management practices would 
be implemented to remedy current undesired conditions. 
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Comment:  Flood hazard mapping, stream gauging records, and other 
surface hydrology data are necessary to appropriately manage land. 

Response: Flood hazard mapping has been completed only for residential 
areas and farmlands that make up less than 5% of the entire planning area. 
Mapping flood hazards on public lands within the 4.6 million acres of the 
planning area is beyond the scope of the SEORMP. 

Although stream gaging records are very useful, these are sparse and 
scattered throughout the planning area. Most active gages are located on 
outlets of reservoirs with flow controlled by irrigation districts and do not 
interact with the largest percentage of the land base on public land.  Only 
two stations are currently active in the planning area, one at Rome on the 
Owyhee River (8,000 square miles), and one on the Malheur River (3,900 
square miles). Many stations were established in the first half of the 
century but were discontinued. Chapter 2 has been updated to present a 
better representation of past and current stations. Existing surface water 
flow and chemistry information from these stations would be used during 
the site-specific evaluation process of GMA plans. 

Opinions or Preferences 
Support 10 to 12 inch stubble height as standard to remove livestock in 
riparian pastures. 

Page 18, para 7: Riparian is adversely affected by livestock is biased. 

Support Alternative D for water, riparian, wetlands. 

Existing grazing management does not need to change because almost all 
riparian trend is improving. 

Riparian condition is good with almost all trend positive in ARA. 

Riparian Management 
Comment:  Urge BLM to include specific directives in the final plan to 
achieve water quality standards. 

Reasons: 

graze in riparian only if it meets state standard for water quality, and 
minimize fencing. 

Response:  BLM believes that Objectives 1 and 2 of the Water Resources 
and Riparian/Wetland Areas sections have addressed management direc
tives designed for protection and enhancement of critical riparian/wetland 
habitats and water quality.  Although many of the phrases in Alternatives 
A, C, D, and D2 on Table 3-1are the same for Water Resource and Ripar
ian/Wetland Areas directives, the main differences in management of water 
quality within these alternatives are derived from the overall emphasis of 
each alternative. This difference in each alternative is the contrast between 
commodity emphasis and the level of natural resource protection. Chapter 
3 narrative section further explains the intent of each alternative. Streams 
and water bodies not meeting State water quality standards and/or PFC 
would be managed to attain an upward trend in the composition and 
structure of key riparian/wetland vegetation and desired physical character
istics of the stream channel. Uses and activities within the riparian 
conservation area (RCA) and contributing upland watershed areas that 
adversely affect water quality and/or lead to stream channel or riparian/ 
wetland resource degradation would be adjusted, restricted, or limited if 
water quality and PFC cannot be attained or maintained with existing 
management. Management options would focus on uses and activities that 
allow for the protection and maintenance of RCA’s and upland watersheds 
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and measurable progress toward the attainment of water quality standards 
and PFC, within the stream and/or RCA’s. Also see comment response 
248. 

261 1 1	 Comment:  Need additional discussion about the effects of the prescribed 
burning program on riparian area. 

Reasons:


there have been serious adverse impacts to woody riparian species on

Donner und Blitzen River due to burns; willows are needed for fish and

macro invertebrates, and songbirds;


these burns were not proactive as the plans says; and


burning in riparian areas is contrary to the constraints in the “Steens

AMP Environmental Analysis” that aimed to improve woody riparian

cover.


Response:  BLM believes that water resources and riparian/wetland areas 
have been adequately addressed for prescribed burning program on riparian 
area impacts within the SEORMP.  Please refer to Chapter 4 for impacts 
from wildfire, suppression tactics, and requirements for prescribed fire in 
relation to riparian/wetland areas. Additional information on water 
resources and riparian/wetlands would be addressed when GMA plans are 
prepared and additional site-specific data is obtained for desired prescribed 
fire precriptions. Also, refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource 
Area on page 1. 

262 1 1	 Comment: Determine which streams in allotments are water quality 
limited and bring into compliance. 

Response: A list of water quality limited streams was presented in Table 
2-10 of the draft. Until rangeland health standards and allotment evalua
tions are completed by interdisciplinary teams, a determination of actual 
sources impacting water quality cannot be fully appraised. For allotments 
that have evaluated grazing BMP’s and have existing riparian conditions 
improving , BLM believes that it is complying with the intent to meet State 
water quality standards and is moving toward the delisting of these streams 
from the 303(d) list. Until TMDL’s are established by the State of Oregon, 
BLM would incorporate its water quality restoration plan requirements into 
GMA’s conducted on a priority basis to address water quality.  As TMDL’s 
are established for river basins by the State of Oregon, BLM would adjust 
or implement monitoring and management practices as needed to comply 
with approved State water quality management plans. 

263 1 1	 Comment:  Strengthen Alternative C. 

Reasons: 

Objective 1 to focus on meeting water quality standard; and 

bjective 2 management actions should only be allowed if they improve 
conditions or conditions remain neutral. 

Response:  See comment response 260. 

264 1 1	 Comment:  Eliminate grazing from all water quality limited streams. 

Response:  Management objectives for riparian/wetland areas would be 
met through the adaptive management process, interdisciplinary team 
evaluations, and criteria provided in the SEORMP.  Alternative D2 was 
developed to address exclusion of livestock grazing from sensitive areas 
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and riparian areas that are in nonfunctioning and functioning-at-risk with 
downward trends for restoring natural conditions in sensitive areas. All 
alternatives within the SEORMP address uses and activities within RCA’s 
and contributing upland watershed areas that adversely affect water quality 
and/or lead to stream channel or riparian/wetland resource degradation. 
These uses, including livestock gazing, would be adjusted, restricted, or 
limited if water quality and PFC cannot be attained or maintained with 
existing management. Management options would focus on uses and 
activities that allow for the protection and maintenance of RCA’s and 
upland watersheds and measurable progress toward the attainment of water 
quality standards and PFC, within the stream and/or RCA’s. 

265 1 1	 Comment:  Remove livestock when they degrade stream habitat. 

Response: See comment response 264. 

266 1 1	 Comment:  Riparian vegetation should be a larger part of riparian manage
ment program. 

Reasons: 

need riparian vegetation for neotropical migrant song birds. 

Response: The riparian section in Chapter 2 focuses mainly on the 
physical portion of riparian area management. Please refer to the updated 
Riparian and Wetland Definitions, Processes, Functions, and Patterns 
section of Chapter 2, Water Resources and Riparian/Wetland Areas, and 
especially the Riparian Habitat and Wetlands section of Chapter 2 Wildlife 
and Wildlife Habitat which expand the biological portion in the final plan. 

267 1 1	 Comment:  Page 3-23: Narrow the definition to limited “portions” of 
affected streams. 

Response:  Beneficial uses are defined by basin and/or stream and not 
segment. Water quality impaired streams are listed by water bodies, such 
as reservoirs, streams, and stream segments on the 303(d) list. Therefore, 
the objective is correctly written as stated and segments would only apply 
when they affect that beneficial use for which the stream was designated. 

Opinions or Preferences 
1 6	 Livestock are the cause for almost all the 35 water quality limited streams. 

1 6	 Stating that BLM will “design treatments to enhance resource values and 
maintain commodity production by emphasizing treatments in riparian/ 
wetland . . . ” and “consider uses and activities occurring in surface waters 
and their entire associated watershed . . . ” are neither standards or direc
tives. 

1 1	 Page 3-82: Drop PFC; it is too subjective. 

1 1	 Adopt Alternative D to recover riparian areas from grazing. 

1 1	 Resource management objectives are invalid and subjective. 

1 1	 Must manage for PNC; can not rely on riparian conservation area ap
proach. 

1 1	 Agree with factoring site potential. 

1 1	 Riparian habitats should be top priority because they are critical for habitat 
and restoration. 
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Other Riparian Area Comments 
268 1 1	 Comment:  Page 2-42: Riparian areas may not always have trees, shrubs, 

etc. 

Response: The sections on page 2-42 and Appendix F (Wildlife Habitat 
Descriptions and Considerations) were rewritten to better reflect your 
concern. 

269 1 1	 Comment:  Page 2-37: Use caution when comparing reference streams to 
target streams, and use other factors. 

Response: See comment response 253. 

Opinion or Preferences 
1 1	 Grazing is the cause of all water quality problems. 

1 1	 Special designations are not needed because riparian areas conditions are 
improving. 

Plan-Specific Comments 
270 1 1	 Comment:  Plan fails to state how it will protect water quality in grazed 

watershed. 

Response:  See comment response 260 and 264. 

271 1 1	 Comment:  Plan fails to link water resources to the other categories, such 
as riparian areas/wetlands, forest and woodlands, energy and minerals, 
special management areas, fire management, recreation, and fish and 
wildlife. 

Response:  BLM believes that water resources and riparian/wetland areas 
have been adequately addressed in respect to coordination with other 
resources within the SEORMP.  Additional information on water resources 
and riparian/wetlands will be addressed when GMA plans are prepared and 
additional site-specific data is obtained. 

272 1 1	 Comment:  BLM must analyze removal of developments from sites with 
erodible soils, steep terrain, or where land condition is deteriorating. 

Response: As BLM evaluates GMA’s through the interdisciplinary 
process, site-specific analysis would be conducted on developments and 
other existing management projects for possible deteriorating conditions. 
When surface disturbance from existing projects is identified, restoration 
or abandonment procedures would be enacted to rectify problem areas. 

273 1 1	 Comment: Throughout the discussion in Appendix D, the BLM avoids 
even the mention of livestock, speaking of “human activities that alter the 
area’s capability.” 

Response: The term “human activities” includes all authorized actions, 
such as mining, forest harvesting, livestock grazing, and recreation use. 

274 1 1	 Comment:  BLM’s use of riparian management objectives (RMO’s) is also 
invalid and incomprehensible. The reader has no understanding of what is 
really being stated, and what action would be taken by BLM. 

Response: The RMO section of Appendix O (Best Management Practices) 
has beenrevised to better represent current direction under the 1996 
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276 1 1 

277 1 1 

278 1 1 
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“Inland Native Fish Strategy” (INFISH) and the intent of objectives and 
goals associated with the concepts of ICBEMP. 

Comment:  Concerning Water Resources and Riparian/Wetland Areas 
(Table 3-1) under Objective 1, paragraph 2, it is wrong to say “manage
ment actions will restore water quality etc.” because science in not avail
able to accurately say how much we can affect water quality in any one 
site-specific area. 

Response: The management directive under Water Resources and Ripar
ian/Wetland Areas in Table 3-1 that contained the statement  “management 
actions will restore water quality etc.” was incomplete and should have 
read “management activities would be implemented with the intent to 
restore water quality”as stated in the narrative under the Detailed Descrip
tion of Management Directives on page 3-79. Table 3-1 reflects this 
change in the PSEORMP/FIES. 

Comment: The reference to Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality (ODEQ) water quality is premature because of the legal basis of a 
water quality management plan (WQMP) functioning as a total maximum 
daily load (TMDL) has not been fully determined. 

Response: BLM agrees. Chapter 3 and Appendix D have been adjusted to 
reflect these changes. WQMP in themselves would not function as a 
TMDL. ODEQ is responsible for developing a TMDL and implementing 
through a State approved water quality management plan. Once a TMDL 
is established, BLM would develop or adjust existing WQRP’s to address 
TMDL requirements. 

Comment:  Concerning DRFC and monitoring, including relating to the 
use of PFC, land use monitoring should primarily consider those character
istics directly influenced by the land use. Natural factors should also be 
monitored, especially natural disturbance factors and natural conditions. 

Response: BLM agrees. Natural disturbance and conditions are an 
integral part of monitoring and the PFC assessment process and would be 
considered when evaluations of GMA’s are conducted in the future. 

Comment:  Riparian management prescriptions in general are likely to 
need additional adjustments. Fencing of riparian areas is costly and not 
always effective.  Pastures with riparian areas need to be managed by 
monitoring the utilization and condition of the riparian area rather than the 
utilization and condition of an upland, or crested wheatgrass seeding. 

Response: Although fencing is an option in all alternatives, only Alterna
tive A emphasis extensive use of fencing as a management tool.  Alterna
tives C, D, and D2 emphasizes the use of management by adjustments in 
livestock use patterns, such as changes in seasons of use. Upland utiliza
tion and condition are an integral part of the overall watershed approach to 
management of riparian/wetland areas. Monitoring information from both 
riparian/wetland areas and uplands are utilized to aid in determining the 
correct grazing system requirements to fit the affected landscape. 

Comment:  For water quality, Alternatives A–D do not differ in treatment 
of streams with water quality limited streams (page 3-23). Alternatives A– 
D also allow activities to occur where water quality standards are not being 
met, so long as the uses allow progress toward attainment of water quality 
standards (page 3-23). Alternative D adds “ at the same or greater rate than 
if the use or activity were absent.” This is not any different than the 62 
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standard in Alternatives A–C. If uses would slow the rate of progress, then 
the uses would be contributing to lack of attainment of water quality 
standards, in dereliction of the BLM’s obligations under the “Clean Water 
Act.” 

Response: Although many of the phrases in Alternatives A, C, and D on 
Table 3-1are the same for Water Resources and Riparian/Wetland Areas 
directives, the main differences in management of water quality within 
these alternatives occur from the overall emphasis of each alternative. The 
difference in each alternative is the contrast between commodity emphasis 
and the level of natural resource protection. An additional alternative, 
Alternative D2, has been developed to address total exclusion areas from 
livestock grazing and mining operations. This alternative would analyze 
the impacts both negative and positive from these actions. The wording of 
“allowing progress toward the attainment of these standards” does not 
imply that BLM would allow affected streams to progress at a rate that 
would not bring standards into compliance within a reasonable time frame. 
BLM also recognizes once management adjustments are implemented, 
obtaining State compliance may take many years to meet standards for 
water quality such as temperature. 

280 1 1 Comment: Standard 2: Watershed Function-Riparian/Wetland Areas: 
This states that riparian/wetland areas must be in properly functioning 
condition appropriate to soil, climate, and landform. As above, this is not a 
standard. It is an objective. However, it is meaningless since we do not 
know what is the properly functioning condition appropriate to every 
combination of soils, climate, and landforms in the planning area. If the 
authors of the draft already know, then they are remiss in not presenting the 
information. 

Response:  Standards for Watershed Function-Riparian/Wetland Areas 
have been determined by the 1977 S&G’s. Through the PFC process an 
interdisciplinary team subjectively assesses streams and vegetation on each 
area’s individual characteristics including soils, climate, and landform. 
Over a stream channel’s entire length, changes in elevation, soil series, 
stream gradients, and vegetation types would occur.  Each stream and 
stream segment is usually unique unto itself and can not be lumped into a 
“cookbook” approach to determine physical and biological makeup. 
Quantification of site-specific riparian/wetland area parameters would be 
addressed as warranted when PFC assessments are completed and any 
existing problems identified. The PFC process is to subjectively assess 
stream and riparian systems and identify any problems associated with 
current conditions. Any stream or vegetation problems identified by the 
PFC assessments would be addressed when conducting GMA evaluations. 
Monitoring, studies, and/or adjustments to current management practices 
would be implemented to remedy current undesired conditions. 

281 1 1 Comment:  On page 3-23 of the SEORMP, in its detailed discussion of the 
alternatives, the BLM says of Alternative C, regarding Water Resources 
and Riparian/Wetland Areas, “Where state water quality standards are not 
being met due to management on BLM-administered land, management 
activities and uses could occur in its associated watershed if they allow 
progress toward the attainment of State water quality standards.” Again, 
this is inadequate. The BLM is obliged under INFISH to go beyond 
“allow[ing] progress toward the attainment of . . . standards;” instead, the 
BLM is directed to “not retard attainment” of these standards. The 
distinction between “allow progress” and “shall not retard” is significant. 
There are many management activities that allow progress toward attain
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282 1 1 

283 1 1 
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actually delay the attainment of standards when compared with alternative 
methods, such as removing livestock from riparian areas. Clearly, the 
BLM is obliged to maximize the speed with which water quality standards 
are met. 

Response: The only stream within the planning area subject to INFISH 
directives is the North Fork Malheur River.  “Section 7” consultation has 
been completed with the USFWS on this segment and a biological opinion 
rendered. Management adjustments to livestock grazing in this segment on 
public land have been implemented in accordance with the BO directives. 

Comment:  In the preferred Alternative C the BLM recommends an 
approach, which would “allow progress toward the attainment of State 
water quality standards.” While this approach could benefit streams, 
“allowing” progress does not insure that progress would in fact happen. 
Progress would only be as rapid or nonexistent as managers choose. Since 
current management practices seem to leave so many streams 
noncompliant, we feel stronger wording is require to insure progress 
toward and eventual achievement of state standards. Managing for a 
measurable “upward trend towards attainment” of standards allow for 
minor incremental changes to be considered satisfactory management. 
Commodity management has failed up to this point to have much positive 
effect on the plethora of noncompliant streams listed. 

Response: BLM recognizes that the attainment of State water quality 
standards is one of the highest priorities when conducting future GMA 
evaluations. The wording of “allowing progress toward the attainment of 
these standards” does not imply that we would allow affected streams to 
progress at a rate that would not bring standards into compliance within a 
reasonable time frame. BLM also recognizes that once management 
adjustments are implemented, obtaining State compliance may take many 
years to meet standards for water quality such as temperature. BLM is 
currently working with ODEQ and the EPA by developing water quality 
management plans and establishing TMDL’s to initiate reclamation of 
impaired streams and associated water quality through the implementation 
of the SEORMP and the evaluation of landforms in GMA’s. 

Comment: On page 2-31 the 1996 DEQ list of “water quality listed” 
waters is referred to as the “current” one. Since the 1998 one is now out, 
will the information be revised for the final decision? Somewhere it 
should be acknowledged that streams with no information on them are not 
listed; thus the statistics are weighted to appear better than they are. 

Response: The 1998 list of 303(d) listed water quality limited streams has 
been added to the existing information contained in the SEORMP/EIS. 
Please refer to draft Chapter 2, page 2-31, under the Water Quality section 
for an acknowledgment of the streams with no information. This has been 
further presented in PSEORMP/FEIS Table D5-1 (Appendix D5) which 
portrays known streams with riparian areas, fish presence, and water 
quality information. 

Comment: Alternative D would only allow activities and uses if they 
“allow progress . . . at the same or greater rate than if the use or activity 
were absent.”  It seems only obvious that to improve the quality of water in 
streams, activities and uses should be employed or allowed which will 
have the most beneficial effect rather than allowing improvement to be a 
remote possibility.  The idea of uses and activities “promoting” improved 
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water quality seems to be the logical direction if the goal of such improve
ment is truly desired. 

Response:  BLM agrees. As addressed in the Draft RMP, Alternative D 
would bring impaired streams into compliance with water quality standards 
at an expected rate equal to or greater than Alternative C.  Although 
Alternative D allows for a more rapid rate of recovery than Alternative C, 
Alternative D stresses the exclusion of livestock grazing and other uses and 
activities from entire pastures or areas over other prescriptions. 

Numerous comments from the Draft SEORMP/EIS were received express
ing concern over livestock grazing in riparian/wetland areas as a major 
contributor to water quality impairment. To address these concerns, 
Alternative D2 was developed and analyzed in the final document. This 
alternative would exclude livestock grazing in riparian/wetland areas in 
NWSR’s and fish strongholds. Additional riparian/wetland areas would be 
excluded from grazing that have a PFC rating of functioning-at-risk with a 
downward trend or are nonfunctioning until evaluations indicate that these 
areas are receptive to grazing. 

The Proposed RMP alternative allows for exclusion of pastures or areas as 
needed, but only when other prescriptions have been evaluated and 
determined not to be applicable to remedy the current or future desired 
conditions. The Proposed RMP alternative allows for improvement in 
existing conditions to be evaluated on a site-specific basis by an interdisci
plinary team to determine which prescriptions would be applied. Total 
exclusion would still be an option in the Proposed RMP alternative.  Also 
see comment response 259, 279, and 282. 

285 1 1 Comment: Adopt Alternative D for Rangeland/Grazing Use because 
livestock grazing and other uses that affect streams would be allowed only 
if they would promote or have no effect on restoration of water quality. 
Alternative D clearly establishes a higher standard for maintenance of 
existing uses, and presumably it should lead to more rapid recovery of 
riparian habitats. 

Response: See comment response 284. 

286 1 1 Comment: The draft makes reference to the fact that (1) in many areas, 
natural or geologic erosion rates are too fast to develop distinct, deep soil 
horizons. We concur, but these areas and/or “soil types” should be specifi
cally identified as to location, setting, or other appropriate means of 
identification. 

Response: These soil types would be identified in evaluations of GMA’s 
conducted on a priority basis. An Order III soil survey is proposed for Vale 
District, Malheur County, during 2002. 

287 1 1 Comment:  If BMP’s are in need of “continual” refinement, then by 
definition, whatever exists at a moment in time must not be a “BMP” 
because if it is in need of refinement, and we object to such notion, because 
such position provides no stability to the applicant/permittee and place our 
permits in jeopardy at the whim of the authorizing officer if he/she made 
an instantaneous determination that already-implemented BMP’s were for 
any reason or no reason in need of “refinement.”  Such open-ended 
noncommitment may lead to abuse of the process by the authorizing officer 
to which we would certainly object. 
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Response: “Continual refinement” and additional development of BMP’s 
pertains to updating BMP’s when new scientific information becomes 
available or adjustments made when current BMP direction does not meet 
established objectives and desired goals of the SEORMP.  In addition, new 
information and adjustments for BMP’s would be done through an interdis
ciplinary process, while allowing permittees and other applicants input for 
suggesting alternative solutions for resolution as stated in the last sentence 
of paragraph one of Appendix O (Best Management Practices).  BLM has 
every intent to work with affected applicants/permittees for joint concur
rence when developing new or adjusting existing BMP’s, but final BMP 
direction would be decided by whether objectives and goals would be met 
by new proposals. 

288 1 1	 Comment: The RMP avoids discussion of livestock grazing as the 
primary factor in fecal coliform contamination, sedimentation, and other 
degradation of water.  Why does the RMP fail to detail and describe 
impacts of livestock on public waters? 

Response:  See comment response 271. 

289 1 1	 Comment: The availability of water in much of the region covered by this 
plan is limited and may hamper additional developments that are water 
dependent. 

Response:  Please refer to the Water Rights section added under Water 
Resources and Riparian/Wetland Areas in Chapter 2 of the final plan. 

LETTER NUMBER: 004, 075, 107, 109, 110, 142, 157, 180, 183, 218, 222, 223, 226, 232, 235, 241, 257, 
272 

Fish and Aquatic 

No. I S

290 1 6 Comment: The plan fails to assess impacts to fish habitat.


Response: BLM believes that impacts to fish habitat, as a component of 
water resources and riparian/wetland areas, have been adequately ad
dressed within the SEORMP/EIS. Further assessments of impacts to water 
resources, riparian/wetland areas, and instream fish habitat would be made 
when GMA plans are prepared and additional site-specific data are 
obtained. 

291 1 6	 Comment: The plan does not say what the BLM intends to do to prevent 
the demise of native fish populations. 

Response: The SEORMP provides a range of protections for aquatic 
habitats in general, and streams or wetlands with native fishes would 
receive higher priority for the application of restorative or enhancing 
habitat management actions, if deemed necessary.  Alternative D2 in the 
PSEORMP/FEIS specifically addresses special status native fishes, 
proposing removal of livestock grazing from stream segments with habitat 
for Federal listed, proposed, or candidate fishes as well as for stronghold 
populations of redband trout. 
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292 1 1	 Comment:  Fish could benefit from multiyear livestock exclusion to allow 
reestablishment of streamside trees. 

Response: Alternative D2 in the PSEORMP/FEIS specifically addresses 
permanent removal of livestock grazing from stream segments with habitat 
for Federally listed, proposed, or candidate fishes as well as for stronghold 
populations of redband trout. Multiyear livestock exclusion can be 
adopted under any alternative if this level of protection from grazing is 
necessary for resource improvement and recovery. 

293 1 1	 Comment: Lack of trend data in 77.1% of riparian seems to conflict with 
ESA. 

Response: See comment response 248. 

294 1 1	 Comment: The fisheries discussion is inadequate for Blitzen Pasture. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

295 1 1	 Comment: The effect of increasing turbidity due to livestock in streams 
and bank shearing is not described adequately. 

Response: Sedimentation of aquatic ecosystems is a common outcome of 
many land management activities, including timber harvest, road building, 
mining, as well as grazing. Consequently, stress due to increased sedimen
tation is one of the most common causes of ecological dysfunction in lotic 
systems. The negative impacts of sediments on stream-dwelling organ
isms, including fishes, amphibians, invertebrates, and plants, are well 
documented, and involve gill abrasion, smothering of eggs, decreased 
photosynthesis, and burial of gravel or cobble habitats. A general discus
sion of turbidity appears in PSEORMP/FEIS Chapter 2, Water Resources 
and Riparian/Wetland Areas, Quality of Riparian Areas, and in Appendix 
D4 (Riparian Trend Analysis Worksheet). 

296 1 1	 Comment:  Page 3-25: Oppose Fish and Aquatic Habitat objective 
because it gives priority to some uses over others. 

Response:  Fish and Aquatic Habitat objectives are consistent with 
FLPMA (1976), which allows multiple uses to occur on public lands as 
long as the lands are managed in a manner that would protect the quality of 
natural resources and not impair productivity.  The objective also adheres 
to ODEQ State water quality standards for fish or other aquatic beneficial 
uses. 

297 1 1	 Comment:  Page 2-25: Need map of fish-bearing streams and table of 
condition of fish habitat. 

Response: A map showing fish-bearing streams and streams with Feder
ally listed fish had been added to PSEORMP/FEIS, but a table of fish 
habitat condition has not been included. In general, quality of fish habitat 
can be correlated with riparian condition and trend. Site-specific informa
tion on fish habitat condition would be presented during the GMA evalua
tion process. 

298 1 1	 Comment: Page 4-60: Regarding 33 miles of fish habitat negatively 
impacted by wild horses; account for the miles in other alternatives and 
miles impacted by cattle. 
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Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

299 1 1	 Comment: Plan fails to protect and enhance habitat for Great Basin 
redband trout. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

Opinion or Preference 
1 1	 Supports Alternative D for fish because of urgency of inventory, restora

tion, and monitoring. 

1 1	 Stronger wording of Alternative D is necessary for healthy fisheries. 

LETTER NUMBER: 009, 075, 078, 107, 109 110, 180, 232, 235 

Wild Horses 

No. I S 
300 1 1 Comment:  Remove or reduce wild horses; they are exotics. 

Response: The “Wild Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act” (Public Law 
92-195) states: “It is the policy of Congress that wild free-roaming horses 
and burros shall be protected from capture, branding, harassment, or death; 
and to accomplish this they are to be considered in the area where pres
ently found as an integral part of the Public Lands.” 

301 1 1	 Comment:  Page 4-98: ODFW does not support “adjusting” bighorn 
sheep populations to meet Wild Horse Alternatives A and C. 

Response: The comment references a potential consequence of imple
menting actions which were maximized with Alternative A.  These actions 
were not included in Proposed RMP.  With implementation of actions 
identified in Alternative C and Proposed RMP, where bighorn sheep range 
and wild horse HMA’s overlap, each designation may constrain opportuni
ties to maximize the other use. 

302 1 1	 Comment: Wild horse populations should be managed to cause the least 
adverse impacts to native species. 

Response: As stated in Chapter 2, “Consistent with the ‘Wild Free-
Roaming Horse and Burro Act’ (Public Law 92-195) and to prevent 
resource overuse and maintain a thriving ecological balance, gathering 
takes place as a herd reaches the maximum number of the established 
range of appropriate management levels and/or monitoring data indicate 
that an excess of horses is present.” 

303 1 1	 Comment: ODFW is opposed to adding Red Mountain North Pasture to 
Coyote Lake HMA. 

Response: As identified in Chapters 2, 3 and 4, wild horses have used Red 
Mountain North Pasture since passage of the Act in 1971 and have been 
periodically counted as part of Coyote Lakes HMA since establishment of 
the HMA. As a result, administrative correction is appropriate. 

304 1 1	 Comment: Do not increase allowable horse numbers in Coyote Lake 
HMA because of possible impacts to threatened kit fox. 
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Response:  Kit fox are identified as a Bureau assessment species within 
Chapter 2 of the draft and final. Though not proposed in this land use 
planning document, any proposal to increase wild horse numbers in Coyote 
Lake HMA or any HMA would include consideration of potential impacts 
to any special status species, especially those listed as threatened or 
endangered under the ESA. 

305 1 1	 Comment: Pages 3-30: Alternatives A, D, and E do not meet require
ments of stated objective. 

Response:  Chapter 4 analysis indicates that wild horse management 
objectives would marginally be met with implementation of Alternative A 
actions and would be met with implementation of Alternative D actions. 
The conclusion of Alternative E analysis in the draft document identified 
that actions would be in direct conflict with the “Wild Horse and Burro 
Act” of 1971. As a result, wild horse management actions proposed in 
Alternative E were revised in this final document to include management 
actions similar to those proposed in Alternative D. 

306 1 1	 Comment: Alternatives A and E do not meet requirements of the “Wild 
Horse and Burro Act.” 

Response:  See comment response 305. 

307 1 1	 Comment: There is no difference between references to water develop
ment in Alternatives A and C; add statement in each case “to provide for 
water developments to assure a reliable water supply during drought 
years.” 

Response: The suggested addition to Wild Horse action 4 of Table 3-1 and 
the expanded narrative of Chapter 3 was incorporated in the final docu
ment. 

308 1 1	 Comment:  Page 3-92, 94: Section raises concerns of legality and need 
for water during drought; also, monitoring should include age and sex 
distribution. 

Response:  See comment response 307 in reference to providing water for 
wild horses during drought. Collection of data to periodically identify age 
and sex distribution of wild horse herds was added to monitoring of 
Chapter 3 and Appendix W (Monitoring) in the PSEORMP/FEIS. 

309 1 1	 Comment: Page 4-100: Alternative B should say no emphasis as opposed 
to less emphasis placed on providing livestock forage over wild horse 
forage. 

Response: Within current management direction (Alternative B), livestock 
grazing is an authorized use within HMA’s. Thus, the analysis as stated, 
less emphasis is placed on providing livestock forage over wild horse 
forage, as compared to the analysis found in Alternative A, is correct. 

310 1 1	 Comment:  Bighorn sheep and wild horse habitat competition should be 
better considered prior to the reintroduction of bighorn sheep into HMA’s. 

Response: The comment is correct and consistent with requirements of 
NEPA in stating that consequences of implementing an action would be 
analyzed prior to undertaking the action, whether proposed by BLM or any 
other entity. 
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311 1 1 Comment: Page 4-98: List how many AUM’s are allocated to wild 
horses. 

Response: Allocation of resources to wild horses in this document is 
quantified by identifying an acceptable range of appropriate management 
level (AML) within each HMA. As stated in Chapter 2, “appropriate 
management levels (AML’s) within each HMA were established through 
previous land use plans to ensure public land resources, including wild 
horse habitat, are maintained in satisfactory, healthy condition, and 
unacceptable impacts to these resources are minimized.” 

1 1 
Opinion or Preference 
Document in general provides proper and effective management of horses. 

1 1 We support Alternative D for wild horses. 

LETTER NUMBER: 157, 180, 234, 241 

Grazing


This section is subdivided into Comments Against Grazing/Adaptive Management; AUM Allocation Com
ments; Grazing Standards and Guidelines and Best Management Practices; Comments Supporting Grazing; 
Problems or Deficiencies of Plan Alternatives; Rationale, Objectives, Etc.; and Other Comments. 

No. I S 
312 41 51 Comment: Support specific, clear and sound standards and guidelines in 

lieu of adaptive management. 

Reasons: 

too vague, need clear grazing schedules; 

BLM lacks proper monitoring to enforce; 

allows ranchers to graze beyond permit limitation; 

BLM unable to enforce because of peer community pressure; 

flexibility in management allows continued resource degradation; 

until grazing becomes less of a BLM mission; 

only if BLM had a better track record of protecting natural resources; 

leads to nonspecific proposed actions that are difficult or impossible to 
analyze; 

timing, identification of management actions, description of proposed 
actions and proper analysis are missing; 

ignores resource damage, BLM does not follow constraints that are a 
part of proposed action in NEPA documents; and 

fails to provide meaningful available information on rangeland condi
tions and trends to provide adequate baseline for public review and 
implementing adaptive management; use geographic information 
systems to produce maps to monitor trend of ecological condition. 

Response: The draft document, and this PSEORMP/FEIS, utilize a 
description of desired resource conditions and possible site-specific 
conditions which may be encountered throughout the life of the plan. 
Desired conditions are articulated in Chapter 3 of the draft as well as in a 
number of appendices. Livestock grazing actions identified in each 
alternative are those the Bureau would take, consistent with the theme of 
the alternative, to improve conditions which are found to be less than 
acceptable or to maintain desired conditions. A listing of site-specific 
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actions which would be implemented through the life of the plan, as 
requested by these commentors, would allow less opportunity to incorpo
rate new information about site-specific resource conditions and response 
to management actions as well as changes in the desires of interested 
publics. The Bureau’s ability to implement adaptive management is 
dependent on its ability to effectively monitor implemented actions and 
resulting resource changes. Comments identifying concern with the 
Bureau’s need to increase monitoring are appropriate so long as informa
tion is utilized to implement appropriate change in site-specific manage
ment. 

313 24 28 Comment:  Public lands should not be managed for the economic benefit 
of the livestock industry at the expense of natural resources and values. 

Reasons: 

do not destroy unreplaceable areas for little value of livestock grazing; 

threatened and endangered species need to be protected over cattle 
interests; 

recreation is as important to regional economy as ranching; 

do not need more grazing land for cattle; 

land belongs to all the public; 

charge fair market value for AUM’s; and 

stop “welfare” on the range. 

Response: Actions proposed in Alternative C of the draft and Proposed 
RMP are consistent with these comments.  The preferred alternative 
attempts to strike an appropriate balance based on the expected social, 
economic, and ecological outcomes disclosed in Chapter 4. The grazing 
fee is set by legislation and is beyond the scope of this land use planning 
document. 

314 15 16 Comment:  Eliminate grazing in riparian areas and wetlands. 

Reasons: 

to protect fish, habitat, and cover; 

to restore riparian vegetation; 

to restore lowered water table; 

preserve for recreational use; 

to reduce streambank erosion; and 

to improve water quality. 

Response: Alternative A proposed livestock exclusion or removal of other 
uses from RCA’s when the use adversely affects water quality or riparian 
resources. This action would be implemented primarily with exclusion 
corridor fencing of streams. Analysis in Chapter 4 indicates the short
sighted benefits of wholesale exclusion fencing of streams including high 
costs of construction and maintenance, failure to appropriately manage 
watersheds contributing to failure of riparian systems to function properly, 
and additional livestock impacts adjacent to exclusion fences. Proposals 
presented in Alternative C of the draft document and also within Proposed 
RMP of this final, more fully identify the interconnection of watersheds 
with riparian communities and appropriate livestock management actions. 
Livestock management actions consistent with stated criteria to meet 
resource objectives more fully protect the values these commentors 
identify. 
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315 14 15	 Comment:  Eliminate grazing in the Steens Mountains. 

Reasons:


inconsistent with wilderness and recreation values; and


to restore redband habitat.


Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

316 12 12	 Comment:  Reduce grazing in the planning area generally. 

Response: Though full implementation of Alternative C or Proposed RMP 
may result in site-specific reductions in levels of authorized livestock use 
to meet management objectives, a wholesale reduction of grazing in the 
planning area is not justified in the absence of supporting rationale. Also 
see comment response 317. 

317 9 9	 Comment:  Eliminate grazing in other sensitive, pristine, perennial 
grassland areas.


Response: Alternative D2 in the PSEORMP/FEIS removes major tracts of

public land within the planning area from livestock management allotments

and thus result in livestock reductions between Alternative E and the

remaining alternatives. Alternative D2 was developed as a result of a

significant number of comments received in a modified form letter

identifying a desire to see a strengthened Alterative D with livestock

grazing excluded from a variable list of SMA’s, areas of specified resource

conditions, or where specified resource values are present. Criteria for

identifying tracts of public land not allocated to livestock grazing in

Alternative D-2 are:


1) selected habitat of Mulford’s milkvetch, a special status plant species

which are vulnerable livestock impacts;


2) habitat of fish species listed under the ESA;


3) redband trout and Columbia spotted frog strongholds;


4) selected habitat of sagebrush-dependent species, utilizing sage grouse as

an indicator species;


5) management corridors of three river segments congressionally desig

nated as NWSR’s under the 1986 Act and four addition river segments

found administratively suitable for potential designation by Congress as

NWSR’s within Alternative C; and


6) selected ACEC’s.


An additional proposal of Alternative D2 is to temporarily exclude live

stock from pastures containing riparian vegetation communities which, due

to livestock grazing, are functioning at-risk with a downward trend or are

not properly functioning. This would continue until a condition of func

tioning-at-risk with an upward trend is attained and appropriate livestock

management actions are implemented.


318 12 17	 Comment:  Eliminate grazing in the planning area. 

Response: Analysis of the commentor’s proposal was completed in 
Alternative E of the draft. The action of eliminating all grazing from the 
planning area was not chosen for incorporation in Proposed RMP. 
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319 6 6	 Comment: Livestock improvements have degraded resources. 

Response:  Standard implementation features and procedures for range
land improvements are presented in Appendix S (Standard Implementation 
Features and Procedures for Rangeland Improvements). When appropriate 
mitigation measures are implemented to address potential adverse impacts 
to resource values, the impacts of implementing rangeland projects can be 
minimized. 

320 6 6	 Comment: Eliminate grazing in Owyhee NWSR/Owyhee Canyonlands. 

Response: Analysis of excluding all livestock grazing from the Owyhee 
NWSR corridor was considered as one action in Alternative D2 as identi
fied in the response to 317. Reference to the areas from which livestock 
grazing is excluded as a result of the April 28, 2000 modified order of the 
United States District Court of the District of Oregon (Civil No. CV98-97
RE) pertaining to livestock management within areas of concern identified 
by the Bureau in the 1993 “Owyhee National Wild and Scenic River Plan” 
was included in Chapter 2 of the final. Removal of additional portions of 
the Owyhee NWSR corridor from allocation to livestock grazing is an 
action of Proposed RMP, analyzed in Chapter 4 of the final document. 

321 6 6	 Comment:  Livestock grazing has degraded natural resources. 

Reasons:


at expense of other values;


is well documented; and


biotic soil crusts are destroyed by cattle.


Response: Though various livestock management actions have the 
potential to impact other resource values as identified in Appendix R 
(Effects of Intensity and Season of Grazing) and in various portions of 
Chapter 4 analysis, adaptive management is designed to identify and 
resolve impacts to resource values (especially when those impacts are 
inconsistent with overall plan objectives). 

322 5 10	 Comment: Increase rangeland monitoring on grazing. 

Response: The importance of monitoring as one portion of the adaptive 
management process is identified in the comment response 7. 

323 5 5	 Comment:  Eliminate grazing in Donner und Blitzen NWSR. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

324 5 5	 Comment:  Eliminate grazing in SMA’s. 

Reasons:


incompatible with values and uses; and


too much resource damage.


Response: A number of criteria, including designation of some SMA’s, 
were used to develop livestock management actions of Alternative D2 as 
identified in comment response 317. Analysis of the consequences of this 
action is identified in Chapter 4 of the final document. 
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325 5 5


326 5 5 

327 4 4 

328 3 3 

329 3 3 

330 2 2


Comment: Eliminate grazing in areas in poor and fair condition (de

graded).


Response: Poor or fair ecological condition rangeland was one of a

number of criteria considered, though not included, during the develop

ment of livestock management for Alternative D2, as identified in com

ment response 317. As identified in the analysis of Alternative E, many

early condition rangelands have been found to improve little with the

removal of livestock grazing. Where not held in an early ecological

condition by inappropriate grazing practices, maintenance and improve

ment in resource conditions can be attained while continuing to allow

appropriate livestock grazing.


Comment:  Reduce grazing in riparian areas and wetlands.


Response: Benefits of controlling livestock management practices which

impact riparian values are identified in the analysis of Chapter 4. Manage

ment of riparian areas and wetlands to meet PFC and to meet management

objectives identified in Chapter 3 may result in site-specific reductions in

livestock use of these areas or changes in other management activities as

GMA’s are evaluated.


Comment:  Eliminate grazing in WSA’s.


Response: Wilderness values associated with WSA’s are managed in

accordance with the BLM’s IMPLWR so as not to impair suitability to be

designated by Congress as a component of the national wilderness system.

Management by the IMPLWR is in effect until Congress takes action on

the wilderness designation issue. For those public lands which were being

grazed by livestock or were part of an approved livestock grazing system at

the time the FLPMA became law in 1976, then consequently became part

of a WSA, the law recognizes use by livestock as a grandfathered activity

of those public lands. Thus, eliminating livestock grazing on the single

premise of public land being located within a WSA would not be in

compliance with Federal law.


Comment:  Eliminate grazing in Alvord Desert.


Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on

page 1.


Comment:  Reduce grazing in SMA’s (ACEC/RNA’s, WSA’s, NWSR’s,

etc.).


Response: Similar to comment response 316, full implementation of

Alternative C or Proposed RMP may result in site-specific reductions in

levels of authorized livestock use within SMA’s to meet management

objectives. A wholesale reduction of grazing in all ACEC/RNA’s, WSA’s,

NWSR’s, etc., is not justified in the absence of supporting rationale.

Rationale for elimination of grazing from portions of the Owyhee NWSR

corridor support those actions in the Proposed RMP.


Comment:  Eliminate grazing where degradation is evident.


Response: See comment response 325. Wholesale removal of livestock

grazing from areas degraded by historic practices, though not further

impacted by current livestock management, is not justified.
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331 2 2	 Comment:  Eliminate grazing in Pueblo Mountains. 

Reason:


inconsistent with wilderness and recreation.


Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

332 1 1	 Comment:  Rest from grazing and allow Jordan Craters to recover. 

Response:  Jordan Craters was excluded from grazing prior to the develop
ment of the draft SEORMP and is not proposed to be available for grazing 
in any of the alternatives of the draft or final. 

333 1 1	 Comment:  Rest from grazing and allow Diamond Craters to recover. 

Response:  Diamond Craters is outside the planning area, within the BLM 
Burns District, Three Rivers Resource Area, and thus its management is 
not addressed by this land use planning document. 

334 1 1	 Comment:  Rest from grazing and allow Owyhee Canyonlands/Owyhee 
NWSR to recover. 

Response:  See comment response 320. 

335 1 1	 Comment:  Rest from grazing and allow Trout Creek Mountains to 
recover. 

Response: Analysis of excluding livestock grazing from portions of Trout 
Creek Mountains was considered as one action in Alternative D2 as 
identified in comment response 317. Though full implementation of 
Alternative C or Proposed RMP may result in site-specific reductions in 
levels of authorized livestock use of Trout Creek Mountains to meet 
management objectives, a wholesale reduction of grazing in the planning 
area is not justified in the absence of supporting rationale. Also, for those 
portions of the Trout Creek Mountains in the Burns District, refer to 
Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on page 1. 

336 1 1	 Comment:  Rest from grazing and allow Hawk Mountain to recover. 

Response:  Hawk Mountain is outside the planning area, within the BLM 
Lakeview District, and thus it’s management is not addressed by this land 
use planning document. 

337 1 1	 Comment: Rest from grazing and allow Castle Rock to recover. 

Response: Analysis of excluding livestock grazing from Castle Rock was 
considered as one actions in Alternative D2 as identified in comment 
response 317. Though full implementation of Alternative C or Proposed 
RMP may result in site-specific reductions in levels of authorized livestock 
use of Castle Rock to meet management objectives, a wholesale reduction 
of grazing in the planning area was not justified. 

338 1 1	 Comment:  Rest from grazing/allow Alvord Desert to recover. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 
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339 2 2 Comment: Buy out or retire grazing allotments. 

Reasons: 

because it is a better use of tax dollars. 

Response:  Federal opportunities to buy out or retire grazing allotments 
are beyond the scope of this plan. 

18 18 
Opinion or Preference 
Livestock grazing has degraded ecological/natural values in general. 

Reasons: 

desert cattle are a small percentage of livestock industry. 

1 1 Thanks for excluding cattle from Little Blitzen and Indian gorges. 

1 1 Livestock grazing has degraded fish and fish habitat. 

1 1 Livestock grazing has degraded special status plants and/or animals. 

AUM Allocation Comments 
340 2 2 Comment:  Include the range of AUM’s by alternative. 

Reasons: 

reader has no way of knowing the figure; 

use 3- to 5-year average listed by resource area; 

it is referred to numerous times in text but is absent; 

reader needs to compare what is allocated to livestock, horses, and 
wildlife; 

expand TNR discussion (page 4-105) by alternative; and 

Page 4-107, para 10: Discuss how many AUM’s by alternative. 

Response: This land use planning document was formulated to present 
criteria by which public land resources would be managed, and as such, 
generally does not identify site-specific livestock management actions that 
would be implemented with the signing of a record of decision (ROD). 
Throughout the life of the plan, the adaptive management process, as 
identified in Chapter 3, would be implemented within GMA’s and may 
result in site-specific reductions or increases in levels of authorized 
livestock use to meet management objectives. Within the conclusion 
statement of analysis of impacts to livestock grazing with implementation 
of each alternative in Chapter 4, an estimated change in levels of livestock 
use throughout the planning area with full implementation of that alterna
tive has been provided. Additionally, the analysis included an allotment 
specific statement that, “Changes in permitted use within an individual 
allotment would depend on the array of resources affected by livestock use, 
management objectives, intensity of livestock management actions 
implemented by livestock operators, and opportunities to develop and 
implement livestock grazing use while sustaining resource values.” 

341 1 6 Comment: There is no discussion of cattle and sheep numbers, AUM’s 
allocated, or how many livestock are currently grazing public land com
pared to the past. 

Response: The current number of permittees within each resource area 
and authorized number of AUM’s by resource area has been presented in 
Chapter 2. For allotment-specific information concerning active AUM’s 
and suspended AUM’s of livestock use, refer to Appendix E (Allotment 
Summaries). 
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342 1 1 Comment: Appendix E: Remove because document states that no 
reallocation will be made. 

Response: Appendix E (Allotment Summaries) has been included in the 
document to provide an allotment-specific summary of the current situa
tion and to reference actions proposed in various alternatives which may 
affect future management of livestock grazing in the allotment.  With 
periodic updates through the life of the plan, allotment summaries would 
provide an overview of management within each resource area. 

343 1 1 Comment: Fails to consider a range of alternatives for the amount of 
livestock that would be considered. 

Reasons: 

unclear how much grazing is planned; and 

estimates are all within normal range of variation. 

Response: See comment response 342. An increase in authorized levels 
of grazing is possible with implementation of Alternative A whereas all 
livestock grazing permits would be canceled with implementation of 
Alternative E. Other alternatives would result in intermediate changes in 
levels of livestock grazing. 

344 1 1 Comment:  Base allocations on poor years. 

Response: Authorized levels of livestock grazing within each allotment 
are based on data which indicate that management objectives would be 
met. In years of below average effective soil moisture during the growing 
season, reductions in livestock use may be implemented to ensure that 
resource values are maintained. 

344a Comment: With the series of changes being proposed in various Federal 
documents, different levels of livestock grazing change are identified. 
Within, Rangeland Reform a decreasing trend of 6% per decade on BLM is 
identified while the Draft Eastside EIS identifies a decline in cattle 
numbers grazing on public land by approximately 1% per year for the next 
20 years, and the Draft SEORMP/EIS, page 4-109 (Alternative C analysis), 
identifies that permitted grazing use would remain constant or decrease as 
much as 10%. With the series of changes being proposed for grazing 
levels, we suggest that to avoid confusion that the cumulative and con
nected impacts of these various programs be reviewed and discussed in 
more detail. 

Response: Projected change in levels of authorized livestock grazing use 
on public lands in the three tiered documents listed in the comment would 
result from actions necessary to meet management objectives. Rangeland 
Reform, a national effort by BLM and the USFS which proposed change in 
policy and regulation within the Federal rangeland management program; 
ICBEMP, a coordinated, scientifically sound, broad-scale, ecosystem-based 
management strategy for lands administered by BLM and the USFS across 
parts of Idaho, Oregon, Montana, and Washington; and this plan, a mid-
scale land use planning document for two resource areas that share similar 
public land management objectives including those to sustaining upland 
and riparian health and function to provide products and values for current 
and future benefit. As a result, consequences of implementing actions 
identified in these three tiered documents are not cumulative but often 
impacts of the same actions. The similar, though numerically different, 
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345 5 5 

346 1 6 

347 1 6


impacts to authorized levels of livestock grazing identified in these three 
documents result form the difference in land unit cover by the document 
and the projected actions necessary to meet objectives. Efforts were made 
during the development of the SEORMP to ensure that the science used to 
develop ICBEMP Final EIS was also used when formulating management 
actions. Additionally, “Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for 
Livestock Grazing Management for Public Lands in Oregon and Washing
ton,” a product of Rangeland Reform, is included as a reprint in its entirety 
in this plan as Appendix Q. 

The commentor also questioned the source of difference between the 0– 
10% reduction in permitted livestock use in the planning area identified on 
page 4-109 of the draft and consequences on page 4-153 identifying a 
reduction in livestock productive capacity in Harney County of 10,925 
AUM’s, representing 1.5% of the current level. The analysis in the draft 
document identifying a 0–10% reduction is found in the Rangeland/ 
Grazing Use section and is a comparison of projected levels of grazing use 
of BLM lands in the planning area with implementation of Alternative C 
versus current livestock grazing levels in the planning area. The analysis 
identifying 1.5% of current levels is found in the Human Uses and Values 
section and is a comparison of current livestock production capacity in 
Harney County including that capacity supported by BLM lands in Three 
Rivers Resource Area, Malheur National Forest, State lands, and private 
lands in Harney County in addition to capacity supported by BLM lands in 
ARA. Also, refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

Grazing Standards and Guidelines and Best Management 
Practices 
Comment: Against cutting animal unit months (AUM’s); not enough data. 

Response: This plan in itself does not reduce AUM’s of any operator nor 
as a whole across the planning area, though criteria are established for 
management of public lands within the planning area. A consequence of 
site-specific evaluation/assessment of monitoring data to determine 
whether these criteria are being met within a GMA or any specific location 
may result in a reduction or increase in authorized levels of livestock 
grazing as well as other changes to livestock management practices 
implemented. 

Comment:  Best management practices (BMP’s) provide no objective 
numerical standards for most management activities. 

Response: As stated in the draft plan’s Appendix O, page 371, BMP’s are 
designed to assist in achieving the objectives for maintaining or improving 
water quality, soils, watershed condition, etc.  BMP’s are based on site-
specific conditions which allow for adjustments and refinement to meet 
landform and resource differences.  These methods, measures, or practices, 
although not required to contain numerical criteria, may contain quantita
tive measures as needed. Most BMP’s in Appendix O purposely do not 
contain finite values because of the multitude of differing site-specific 
situations. 

Comment:  BMP’s contain no direction for grazing management, weed 
control, or other issues. 

Response:  Noxious weed management BMP’s are listed in Appendix O. 
A reference to the 1997 “Northwest Area Noxious Weed Control EIS” has 
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been added to this section to help further define weed control within the 
planning area. Livestock grazing management practices are contained 
within Appendix S (Standard Implementation Features and Procedures for 
Rangeland Improvements). A reference to Appendix S, has been added to 
the BMP appendix to help direct readers to livestock grazing management 
practices. Also see comment response 346. 

348 1 6 Comment: The section on S&G’s in Appendix Q contains no clear 
standards or management direction to guide BLM in management. 

Response: Appendix Q is a reprint of “Standards for Rangeland Health 
and Guidelines for Livestock Management for Public Lands in Oregon and 
Washington” developed in consultation with resource advisory councils, 
provincial advisory committees, tribes, and others in both states. It has 
been included in this land use planning document to clarify and better 
communicate to the reader the management direction of BLM-adminis
tered rangelands in the planning area as well as throughout Oregon and 
Washington. 

349 1 6 Comment: S&G’s are meaningless by the insistence that all landscape be 
managed with site heterogeneity in mind. 

Response: See comment response 348. 

349a 1 6 Comment: The SEORAC’s “potential indicators” are not true indicators, 
only general characteristics of the landscape. 

Response:  See comment response 348. 

350 1 1 Comment:  Page 2-10: BMP’s: Object to open-ended provision; BLM 
has confused “management actions” with guiding principles. 

Response: BLM considers management actions to be activities such as 
mining and livestock grazing, whereas BMP’s are guidelines associated 
with and applied to site-specific approved actions to reduce or eliminate 
existing or potential disturbances to resources within the watershed as 
stated in Appendix O (Best Management Practices). 

351 1 1 Comment:  Concerned about anti-grazing tone of Appendix D and plan in 
general. 

Response: A range of alternatives was developed as required by NEPA, 
including Alternative D in which natural values are emphasized and 
providing for grazing use is subordinate. Analysis of Alternative D 
resulted in a limited number of actions from this alternative being included 
in Proposed RMP.  Since Appendix D (Riparian/Wetland Areas) did not 
address grazing, BLM assumes that the commentor meant Alternative D 
and responded thusly. 

352 26 28 Comment:  Use specific standards and guidelines in lieu of adaptive 
management. 

Response: Within this land use planning document, the Bureau recognizes 
that our knowledge of ecological processes, our information concerning 
site-specific resource conditions, and the public’s requests for values from 
public lands would continue to shift through time. As a result, this 
planning document was formulated to define criteria under which public 
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lands in the planning area would be managed. Adaptive management, a 
process presented in Chapter 3, would be utilized to develop, implement, 
monitor, and evaluate site-specific activity plans within geographic 
management areas (GMA’s) which describe detailed management activi
ties—where they would be carried out, the acreage treated, and possible 
consequences of not meeting management objectives. 

Opinions or Preferences 
2 2	 Multiple use centers around grazing; open range is outdated and needs 

reform. 

2 2	 Public may demand grazing be stopped if BLM cannot manage grazing on 
public land. 

2 2	 The lands are arid and vulnerable to overgrazing. 

1 1	 Don’t subsidize marginal cattle producers. 

1 1	 Coordination with regulations is important regarding involvement of 
livestock producers. 

1 1	 Grazing and mining laws are archaic. 

1 1	 Realizes that grazing on public land is a way of life for some people. 

1 1	 Adopt clear standards and guidelines for management and budget for 
monitoring. 

1 1	 Understands that BLM is committed to multiple use management, includ
ing grazing. 

1 1	 Understands that grazing is complicated by mixtures of public and private 
lands. 

Comments Supporting Grazing 
353 1 1	 Comment:  Jackies Butte permittees should have a larger voice in this plan 

because they are permitted users. 

Response:  Public land resources are managed for public benefits today 
and in the future. As such, all interested publics are allowed to participate 
in land use planning. 

354 1 1	 Comment: More flexibility needs to be put in the plan relative to in
creased levels of grazing. 

Response: The draft and final documents were formulated to provide 
criteria for management of public land resources and not develop prescrip
tive one-size-fits-all management actions. As such, flexibility is provided 
to develop activity plans which fit site-specific assemblages of resources 
and allow opportunities to use resources appropriately. 

355 1 1	 Comment: TNR grazing should become permanent in appropriate areas. 

Reasons: 

improves site productivity. 

Response: As stated in regulation (43 CFR 4110.3-1), “Additional forage 
may be apportioned to qualified applicants for livestock grazing use 
consistent with multiple use objectives. Additional forage available on a 
sustained yield basis for livestock grazing use shall first be apportioned in 
satisfaction of suspended permitted use to the permittee(s) or lessee(s) 
authorized to graze in the allotment in which the forage is available.” 

356 1 1	 Comment:  Recommends not limiting use in riparian to just early use. 
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Response: The plan provides for any season of use within riparian commu
nities so long as management objectives can be met. The SEORMP allows 
for an interdisciplinary team of specialists to design schedules that are 
appropriate to the needs of the existing landscape in relation to the climate, 
soils, and vegetation. Appendix R (Effects of Intensity and Season of 
Grazing) lists a number of reasons why riparian communities are less 
vulnerable to livestock impacts during spring than at other seasons. 

Comment:  Fencing off or taking grazing land away from ranchers would 
be a “taking” under a split-estate provision. 

Response:  “Takings” issues are beyond the scope of this document.  All 
grazing permits offered include the term, “This permit conveys no right, 
title or interest held by the United States in any lands or resources . . . ” as 
consistent with the TGA and other law. 

Opinion or Preference 
Support adaptive management. 

Reasons: 

with increased monitoring. 

Grazing should not be reduced. 

Reasons: 

provides natural resource benefits; 

because it is in keeping with FLPMA, TGA, and multiple use; 

contributes to exotic weed invasions; and 

and identify timing of use. 

Allow limited livestock production as a historical recognition of the 
ranching lifestyle as long as it does not impact the ecological integrity of 
the land. 

Grazing does not harm endangered plants. 

Reasons: 

plants survived heavy grazing of the 1930’s 

A lack of grazing, fire, exotic weeds, are a hazard to native plants. 

Certain forage seedings assist in implementing adaptive management 
adjustments during climatic fluctuations. 

Range condition has declined in only isolated areas under current manage
ment. 

Problems or Deficiencies of Plan Alternatives, Rationale,

Objectives, and Others

Comment: Appendix E lacks data.


Reasons: 

needs to address current upland and riparian health issues by pasture; 
and 

unable to determine conditions of allotments. 

Response: A number of commentors requested additional information 
concerning rangeland upland condition and trend as well as riparian 
condition and trend. In response, these data have been included in Appen
dix E (Allotment Summaries). 

Comment:  Page xiii: Livestock objective should be rewritten to reflect 
highest and best use under the TGA and FLPMA. 
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360 1 1 

361 1 1 

362 1 1 

363 1 1 

364 1 1 

365 1 1


Response:  Section 1 of the TGA of 1934 begins with the statement, “That

in order to promote the highest use of the public land, the Secretary of the

Interior is authorized . . . to establish grazing districts . . . from any part of

the public domain . . . which in his opinion are chiefly valuable for grazing

and raising forage crops,” though does not establish grazing use as that

highest use. Section 102 of FLPMA includes policy for management based

on multiple use and sustained yield as well as management in a manner

that will protect the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological,

environmental, air and atmospheric, water resource, and archeological

values; that, where appropriate, will preserve and protect certain public

lands in their natural condition; that will provide food and habitat for fish

and wildlife and domestic animals; and that will provide outdoor recreation

and human occupancy and use. Neither act establishes grazing as the

highest and best use of public lands.


Comment:  Incorporate allotment implementation schedule into final.


Response:  Based on comments received, a schedule for the evaluation,

activity planning, and implementation of actions within GMA’s, composed

of groupings of allotments, was added to the adaptive management section

of Chapter 3 in the final document.


Comment:  Must analyze impacts of winter grazing on wildlife.


Response:  Consequences of implementing intensities and seasons of

grazing are described in Appendix R (Effects of Intensity and Season of

Grazing). Additionally, consequences of implementing proposed grazing

management actions are analyzed in Chapter 4.


Comment:  Must present and analyze additional alternatives.


Response: In addition to the five alternatives proposed and analyzed in

the draft document, Alternative D2 was developed for the final document

based on public comment as described in comment response 317.


Comment:  DRFC is a value judgement and should not be used.


Response:  Public land resources can be managed for a large variety of

public goods, services, and values in an endless number of combinations.

The DRFC portrays the land, resource, social, and economic conditions

that sustain long-term ecosystem health and integrity as well as support,

within the capacity of the land, the economic and/or social needs of people,

cultures, and communities, and provide sustainable and predictable levels

of products and services.


Comment:  Statements like “riparian areas are often affected by livestock”

are biased and inaccurate.


Response: Literature and data support the conclusion that inappropriate

management of livestock has the potential to negatively impact riparian

resources as described in Chapter 4 analysis and in Appendix R (Effects of

Intensity and Season of Grazing).


Comment: Page 2-10: Soil compaction may occur, but recovers by

spring.


Response: As stated in text, the negative effects of soil compaction are

remedied through extended time by natural processes which restore bulk
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density and site productivity.  The Soil section in Chapter 2 was rewritten 
to clarify this concern. 

Opinion or Preference 
1 1 Preferred alternative should specify need for exclusion from grazing. 

Other Comments 
366 2 2 Comment:  Pipe water to upland troughs to protect riparian. 

Response:  Piping livestock water to troughs away from riparian commu
nities is an action that would be implemented on a site-specific basis where 
benefits to resource values are justified in activity or project plans. 

367 1 6	 Comment: The plan does not reveal criteria or assessment for determining 
areas not suitable for livestock grazing. 

Response:  Livestock grazing is not authorized in areas not accessible to 
domestic animals or where negative impacts to resource values cannot be 
mitigated. Within the Rangeland/Grazing Use section of Chapter 2 of the 
final document, reference is made to 41,874 acres of public land within the 
planning area set apart from grazing allotments for the specific purpose of 
improving or maintaining resource values that cannot be protected through 
mitigation of livestock impacts, or because areas found were unsuitable for 
livestock grazing. Additionally, approximately 250 areas (encompassing 
an estimated 18,000 acres) within livestock grazing allotments, ranging 
from less than 1 acre to 5,000 acres, are excluded from livestock by past 
decisions or agreements. These exclusion areas protect resource values or 
facilities from livestock impacts. Examples of resource values and 
facilities which may require livestock exclusion for protection include, but 
are not limited to, identified riparian vegetation communities adjacent to 
streams, reservoirs, springs, and wetlands; developed water sources; 
special status plant or animal habitats; relevant and important values for 
which ACEC’s are designated; outstandingly remarkable values (ORV’s) 
for which NWSR’s were designated; wilderness values; research and study 
plots; administrative sites; recreation sites; archaeological sites; and waste 
disposal sites. 

368 1 6	 Comment: The plan does not address impacts of livestock on plant 
community types or wildlife. 

Response: Analysis in Chapter 4 identifies the impacts of implementing 
proposed livestock management actions identified in each alternative. 
Appendix R (Effects of Seasons and Intensities of Grazing) presents 
information on the consequence of livestock grazing on plant communities 
and wildlife habitat values. Refer to Chapter 2, Wildlife and Wildlife 
Habitat. 

369 1 6	 Comment: Appendix R: The section Effects of Intensity and Season of 
Grazing presents no standards that guide managers or inform public of 
actual management activities. 

Response: The commentor is correct—proposed actions of the plan can be 
found in Chapter 3. 

370 1 6	 Comment: The loose description of adaptive management allows BLM 
status quo managing. 
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371 1 6 

372 1 6 

373 1 1 

374 1 1 

375 1 1 

Response: Adaptive management works via a series of feedback loops 
that drive mid-course correction as additional information has been 
provided by site-specific monitoring, research, and a greater understanding 
of ecological processes. As such, adaptive management allows for 
additional progress toward meeting management objectives. 

Comment: Western juniper reductions, burning, and spring development 
are only to increase forage for livestock. 

Response: The Forest and Woodlands section of Chapter 2 identifies the 
recent increase of western juniper dominance in many mid-elevation shrub 
steppe vegetation communities. This increase in dominance has resulted 
from a change in natural disturbance regimes. Proposed western juniper 
reduction through burning and other means is an attempt to mimic natural 
disturbance regimes on the landscape and thus restore/maintain ecological 
processes. Springs are developed to collect and deliver water to troughs 
for domestic livestock, wild horses, and wildlife consumption. In addition 
to increasing the quality of water available for animal use, development 
may increase the quantity of usable water.  With appropriate development, 
natural sources of water are protected from unacceptable impacts. 

Comment: No scientific evidence is given that ecosystems will improved 
without livestock reduction. 

Response:  Discussions in Chapter 2, analysis in Chapter 4, and Appendix 
R (Effects of Intensity and Season of Grazing) provide citations which 
support the benefits of livestock reductions and other livestock manage
ment actions as appropriate to correct site-specific shortfalls in meeting 
resource objectives. 

Comment: Appendix S: Object to conditioning any grazing permit with 
any nonlisted species. 

Response:  BLM manages habitat for a wide variety of wildlife species, 
including some that are managed as special status. As identified in the 
response to 359, FLPMA directs the agency to manage public lands based 
on “multiple use and sustained yield as well as management in a manner 
that will protect the quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, 
environmental, air and atmospheric, water resource, and archeological 
values; that, where appropriate, will preserve and protect certain public 
lands in their natural condition; that will provide food and habitat for fish 
and wildlife and domestic animals; and that will provide outdoor recreation 
and human occupancy and use.” 

Comment: Unfair to require mitigation when SMA’s are overlayed on 
permittee. 

Response:  Refer to the reference to the content of FLPMA in comment 
response 359. 

Comment:  Developed recreation BMP #2 is contrary to objectives. 

Response:  References to recreation experiences and public safety have 
been deleted from the appendix. These factors are indirect results of 
implementing the BMP’s. 
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376 1 1	 Comment:  Page 3-94: “Conditions and trends of resources affected by 
livestock” is ambiguous. 

Response: Many resource values present on public land potentially could 
be affected by site-specific livestock management actions.  Those resource 
values negatively affected by implementation of livestock management 
actions would be monitored to provide data and information to support the 
adaptive management evaluation phase, to develop future management 
direction, and to implement appropriate livestock management. 

377 1 1	 Comment:  Page 4-16: Bitterbrush return interval is wrong. 

Response:  Mountain mahogany and bitterbrush return intervals presented 
are assumptions used for analysis purposes. Site-specific return intervals 
may vary greatly and in some instances, these species may not recover 
following fire within the long term. 

378 1 1	 Comment: Page 4-16: “Reduced structure leads to increased erosion” is 
wrong. 

Response: The analysis states, “Where multilayered communities are 
replaced by single-layered communities, soil erosion would tend to 
increase.” This statement was made based on a number of factors which 
tend to reduce erosive forces, including the soil binding benefits and 
improved soil structure of multilayered vegetation communities which 
more fully occupy the soil profile with roots and improved microclimates 
which facilitate infiltration of precipitation. The Soil section in Chapter 2 
was rewritten to clarify this concern. 

379 1 1	 Comment:  Goal of livestock management should be to achieve PFC. 

Response: Attainment of PFC within riparian communities is the mini
mum objective and is often followed by objectives to meet other resource 
objectives. 

380 1 1	 Comment: Eliminate grazing by July 15 or earlier in all riparian/wetland 
areas to meet resource objectives. 

Response:  Effects of various seasons and intensities of livestock grazing 
are presented in Appendix R (Effects of Intensity and Season of Grazing), 
including opportunities to implement various seasons of use so long as 
resource objectives continue to be met. Though spring use may be the 
most common season of use implemented to meet riparian objectives, 
attempts to implement a one-size-fits-all solution often creates undue 
constraints or cause unacceptable impacts to other resource values. 

381 1 1	 Comment:  Streambank trampling damage should not exceed 5% of 
streambanks yearly, stability standards must be established at 80 to 90%. 

Response:  SEORMP was developed to provide management criteria 
determined necessary to meet landscape-level management objectives. 
Please refer to PSEORMP/FEIS Appendix D3, Riparian Management 
Objectives section. A streambank stability standard among other standards 
for rangeland streams and riparian/wetland areas is contained in the RMO 
section. As GMA’s are evaluated, additional standards or restrictions may 
be incorporated as needed to restore or maintain desired conditions of these 
areas. 
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382 1 1	 Comment:  Establish 6 inch stubble height for vegetation at springs, seeps, 
and wet meadows. 

Response:  See comment response 381. 

383 1 1	 Comment:  Establish 6 inch stubble height at end of growing season in 
riparian areas. 

Response:  See comment response 381. 

384 1 1	 Comment: Allow a maximum of 10% annual use of woody riparian 
vegetation. 

Response:  See comment response 381. 

385 1 1	 Comment: Allow a maximum of 30% annual forage use of key species. 

Response:  See comment response 381. 

386 1 1	 Comment:  Plant physiologic needs must be considered when determining 
season of use and stocking levels.


Response:  Plant physiology and ecology are issues discussed in Appendix

R (Effects of Intensity and Season of Grazing).


387 1 1	 Comment:  Bluebunch wheatgrass, and other bunchgrasses, should not be 
grazed during critical growth phase. 

Response:  See comment response 386. Based on comments, Appendix R 
(Effects of Intensity and Season of Grazing) was revised to include 
additional citations of grazing impacts to vegetation resources. 

388 1 1	 Comment: Terms and conditions of grazing permits should include 
stocking rate, season-of-use, kind of livestock, deferment, rest, or other 
strategies that maintain good/excellent and improve poor/satisfactory 
vegetation communities and ecosystem function to achieve resource 
objectives. 

Response: Terms and conditions of individual grazing permits are beyond 
the scope of this land use planning document. Grazing permits issued by 
the two resource areas include the terms and conditions identified by the 
commentor, many through the incorporation of allotment management 
plans or other activity plans. 

389 1 1	 Comment:  Livestock operators should be accountable for failures to meet 
objectives. 

Response: Grazing permits are “subject to (a) modification, suspension, or 
cancellation as required by land plans and applicable law; (b) annual 
review and to modification of terms and conditions as appropriate; and (c) 
the TGA as amended, FLPMA as amended, PRIA, and rules and regula
tions now or hereafter promulgated thereunder by the Secretary of the 
Interior.” 

390 1 1	 Comment: TNR guidelines need to be established. 

Response:  Based on public comment, criteria for the timely processing of 
applications for nonrenewable grazing authorization during the current 
grazing year in excess of the number of AUM’s or outside the period 
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identified in a current grazing permit were developed and included in 
Alternatives C and Proposed RMP of the final document. 

391 1 1	 Comment:  Exclude livestock grazing on all areas determined to be 
unsuitable as per suitability analysis. 

Response: See comment response 367. 

392 1 1	 Comment: Manage for late seral and PNC throughout the planning area. 

Response: Though management for late seral and PNC has been a 
common management objective for public lands, it often fails to consider 
natural succession-disturbance regimes which historically provided 
diversity within the landscape. Additionally, objectives to attain late seral 
or PNC were based on Clements’ 1916 theories of vegetation succession 
which have been found not to apply consistently within xeric vegetation 
communities. These somewhat outdated theories have been modified and 
replaced by theories of state and transition of vegetation succession within 
many of the shrub-steppe communities within the planning area. Refer to 
comment response 363 for a discussion of DRFC. 

393 1 1	 Comment: Page 4-19: Livestock optimization will return more organic 
matter to soil than naturally decaying vegetation. 

Response: Though the rate of cycling of organic matter is increased by 
herbivore consumption of vegetation and sites of nutrient accumulation 
would be altered, the total amount of organic matter returned to the soil is 
not changed unless vegetation communities are altered in response to 
grazing. 

394 1 1	 Comment:  Decreased grazing will increase fire acreage and frequency. 

Response: Though frequency of ignitions may remain unchanged, the rate 
of spread and intensity of fires would be greater with increased loading of 
fine fuels resulting from lighter use by livestock. This would result in a 
greater acreage burned per year on average, also increasing the frequency 
of fire in some areas. 

395 1 1	 Comment: Page 4-27, para 6: Commentor takes issue with “natural 
succession improves the condition of vegetation communities.” 

Response:  See comment response 392. 

396 1 1	 Comment:  Exclusion of grazing decreases streambank stability and plant 
vigor. 

Response:  Literature citations in Appendix R (Effects of Intensity and 
Season of Grazing) are not consistent with this comment. 

397 1 1	 Comment: Proper grazing can enhance leaf area and vigor of plants 
which form soil and seedbeds.


Response: Appendix R (Effects of Intensity and Season of Grazing)

identifies general criteria which can be used to develop site-specific

livestock management actions which would be appropriate for a given mix

and juxtaposition of resources.


398 1 1 Comment: Appendix N: Utilization levels, stubble height levels, season 
of use and other criteria should be consistent with type of year. 
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Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

399 1 1	 Comment: Appendix N: Do not agree with mandatory rest. 

Reasons:


not consistent with adaptive management; and


rest should be more prescriptive.


Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

400 1 1	 Comment:  Questions scientific proof that total exclusion of livestock 
would allow natural succession to improve conditions, including soil 
formation, and sedimentation. 

Response: Though tempered by factors identified in comment response 
392, theories of vegetation succession suggest removal of disturbance 
factors would allow for restoration of natural processes. 

401 1 1	 Comment: Recommend that forbs be included in seed mixes. 

Reasons:


important in diets of a wide cadre of wildlife.


Response: The DRFC’s stated in Chapter 3 is a mosaic of multiaged 
shrubs, forbs, and native and desirable nonnative perennial grasses. 
Appendix F (Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and Considerations) also 
identifies the benefits of including forbs in seed mixes. 

402 1 1	 Comment: Need to list a seed mix for range improvements. 

Response: Site-specific seed mixes which fit climatic and edaphic 
conditions would be developed based on objectives, hazards, and risks 
associated with seeding failure as identified in Chapters 3 and 4. 

403 1 1	 Comment: Identify utilization levels keyed to survival of plant species 
least tolerant of grazing. 

Response: Site-specific utilization levels would be established at the 
activity planning level based on the mixture and juxtaposition of resources 
present. Since measurement of all species is not practical, key species are 
monitored to assess grazing response. 

404 1 1	 Comment: The plan needs to address management at the permittee level. 

Response: This land use plan is a mid-scale effort.  As such, detail at the 
permittee level is not defined in this document. Allotment Summaries are 
provided in Appendix E (Allotment Summaries) to assist those interested 
in a specific allotment. 

405 1 1	 Comment: The plan should clarify that investments in crested wheatgrass 
seedings and other range improvements by BLM, permittees, and local 
government would be maintained. 

Response:  Maintenance of rangeland projects has been addressed in the 
expanded narrative section of Chapter 3, Rangeland/Grazing Use, and 
Appendix F (Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and Considerations). 
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406 1 1	 Comment: The livestock management Program Planning Criteria should 
be expanded to include rights and responsibilities imposed by the TGA. 

Response:  See comment response 357 and 359. 

407 1 1	 Comment: AUM impacts should be clarified in Chapter 4, and described 
in more detail generally.


Response: Analysis of consequences resulting from potential change in

levels of AUM’s authorized has been presented in the Rangeland/Grazing

Use section and the Human Uses and Values sections of Chapter 4.


408 1 1	 Comment: The cumulative and connected impacts of livestock reduction 
programs should be reviewed and discussed in more detail. 

Response:  See comment response 407. 

409 1 1	 Comment: Adaptive management places more emphasis on NEPA than 
site-specific actions. 

Response: The agency would continue to meet the requirements of NEPA 
with implementation of adaptive management. Analysis of general 
consequences of implementing actions identified in this plan would 
potentially reduce the complexity and in some cases the need for additional 
NEPA analysis prior to implementation of site-specific actions. 

410 1 1	 Comment:  Livestock exclusion areas need to be listed in the final. 

Response:  Based on public comment, Appendix T (Areas Removed from 
Livestock Grazing) was added to the final plan, listing most areas from 
which livestock grazing has been removed by past decision/agreement or 
from which removal of livestock grazing has been proposed in one of the 
alternatives. 

411 1 1	 Comment: ODFW has vested interest in the acreage previously excluded 
from livestock by cooperative agreement or other management decisions. 

Response:  See comment response 407 and use PSEORMP/FEIS Appen
dix T (Areas Removed from Livestock Grazing) to identify proposed 
management of those areas of interest. 

412 1 1	 Comment: Clarify intent regarding ODFW cooperatively developed 
projects including a list of projects proposed for abandonment. 

Response:  See comment response 411.  Additional projects which no 
longer meet management objectives may be identified for abandonment in 
the future. BLM would coordinate with ODFW concerning possible 
abandonment of water developments or exclusion fencing when ODFW’s 
interests are identified. 

413 1 1	 Comment: A conservation approach to protecting public lands will not 
drive the small rancher out of business. 

Response: As stated in the analysis of all alternatives, “Changes in 
permitted use within an individual allotment would depend on the array of 
resources affected by livestock use, management objectives, intensity of 
livestock management actions implemented by livestock operators, and 
opportunities to develop and implement livestock grazing use while 
sustaining resource values.”  In some instances where resource values 
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necessitate significant change to livestock management, available options 
may not maintain a viable livestock operation in some allotments. 

414 1 1	 Comment: Appendix N, page 360: The proposed use past mid-July 
unduly affects regrowth of vegetation. 

Reasons: 

researchers show little regrowth in south Steens Mountains in August. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

415 1 1	 Comment: Appendices, page 377: Riparian, salt desert shrub, and other 
habitats should be added. 

Response: The wildlife habitat section of BMP’s was moved and incorpo
rated in Appendix F (Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and Considerations). 
Wildlife habitat values within riparian, upland shrub, forested, western 
juniper and other vegetation types are identified in that appendix of the 
final document. Chapter 2, Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat, and Appendix F 
(Wildlife Habitat Descriptions and Considerations) have been modified to 
address these concerns. 

416 1 1	 Comment:  Page 418: The trend was not up on Home Creek in Steens 
Pasture in 1998. 

Reasons: 

BLM ignored utilization standards allowing severe overgrazing. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

417 1 1	 Comment:  Page 422: Division fence is needed to improve Home Creek. 
The Stevens fence is not needed and poses a hazard to bighorns in the 
Catlow Rim area. 

Response: Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

418 1 1	 Comment: Appendixes, page 360: Grazing use proposed by alternatives 
is vague and needs “intensity of use”; no livestock numbers are proposed 
in any alternative for Fish Creek-Big Indian Allotment nor the South 
Steens Allotment. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

419 1 1	 Comment:  Page 362: Stubble height will not meet needs of wildlife 
according to several professional biologists. Cover should be much greater 
and applies to Blitzen NWSR and Catlow streams. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

420 1 1	 Comment: Page 366: The three-week period cited where wildlife cover 
would be inadequate is longer than stated, according to scientific literature. 

Response: BLM believes that maximum growth of herbaceous vegeta
tion can be expected along this riparian zone during this time period (mid 
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summer) and that wildlife cover would therefore be substantially restored 
three weeks after livestock are removed from the pasture. If monitoring 
data indicates that more time is needed to meet wildlife or some other 
resource objectives, then livestock use would be adjusted under the 
adaptive management process as necessary. 

421 1 1	 Comment:  Chapter 2-13, para 7: “Impacts of historical grazing were 
concentrated at low elevation” ignores the extremely heavy grazing by 
sheep at high elevation on Steens Mountain (take this in account for 
vegetation and wildlife). 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

422 1 1	 Comment:  Need to list domestic sheep AUM’s. 

Response: Detail of kind and class of livestock which are authorized to 
graze at specific locations are not provided in the document, though 
allotment specific active AUM’s and suspended AUM’s by allotment are 
listed in Appendix E (Allotment Summaries). 

423 1 1	 Comment:  Fence off areas that need protection. 

Response: Exclusion fencing is an option that would remain available in 
all alternatives, as identified in Chapter 3 of the draft and final documents. 
Exclusion fencing would be emphasized in Alternative A, whereas increas
ing adjustments in planned livestock management within existing pastures 
would be emphasized more as one progresses toward Alternatives C, D, 
and D2. 

424 1 1	 Comment: Guidelines for temporary nonrenewable (TNR) grazing are not 
fully explained. 

Response:  Criteria for the authorization of TNR grazing authorizations 
and appropriate analysis have been added to the final document as a 
clarification of actions in Alternative C and carried into the Proposed RMP 
alternative. 

Opinion or Preference 
1 6	 Environmental impacts of grazing are very inadequate. 

1 6	 Livestock grazing is the primary threat to natural and recreational values 
on Steens Mountain. 

1 1	 Appendix R: Incorrect opinion that “grazing in desert steppe communities 
is seldom necessary to meet objectives”; this is too generally applied. 

1 1	 Alternative E adequately addresses impacts of vegetation manipulation. 

1 1	 Risks from noxious weeds are greater as grazing disturbs ecosystem. 

1 1	 No TNR livestock grazing should be allowed. 

1 1	 Establish facilities such as salt licks in already degraded sites. 

1 1	 Crooked River Watershed has examples of recovering riparian areas (BLM 
should be commended). 

1 1	 Appendix N: There are new studies indicating that short, stiff-grass 
stubble filters sediments and forms streambanks better than taller grass. 

1 1	 Chimney Allotment:  there is a letdown fence keeping cattle out of the 
nonuse area. 

1 1	 Support Alternative D for grazing. 
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1 1	 Grazing should be done responsibly. 

1 1	 Grazing affects wildlife like noxious weeds affect the land; manage 
accordingly. 

1 1	 Page 367: Home Creek: BLM is reluctant to remove cattle damaging 
riparian once cows are in the pasture; bank damage has been severe in past. 

1 1	 Page 368: Alternatives C and D: Alternative B is preferred over Alterna
tives C and D for riparian recovery. 

1 1	 Page 423: Monitoring is critical for success of management actions 
regarding grazing; Home Creek needs 5 years rest for recovery, and cattle 
must always be off by June 15 for proper regrowth (earlier during drought 
years). 

1 1	 Deferment of grazing should always following burning, and was not done 
in Steens Mountains in 1997. 

1 1	 Page 367: Paragraph 6 should read as to what activities on private land 
might adversely impact land resource values. 

LETTER NUMBER: 008, 011, 012, 013, 014, 017, 022, 023, 028, 030, 035, 040, 041, 043, 044, 045, 050, 
051, 122,123, 124, 125, 126, 128, 129, 130, 131, 132, 133, 136, 139, 140, 141, 142, 147, 150, 151, 152, 153, 
154, 156, 157, 159, 160, 161, 165, 166, 169, 170, 171, 173, 175, 177, 178, 179, 180, 181, 184, 185, 187, 188, 
189, 190, 191, 193, 195, 196, 198, 199, 201, 202, 203, 207, 208, 209, 210, 213, 214, 216, 218, 220, 222, 223, 
226, 230, 232, 235, 240, 241 

Recreation 

The recreation comments may be found under other categories such as SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS. Recreation 
is subdivided into Winter Use on Steens Mountain, Promote Naturalness, Recreation Facilities, Access/Roads/ 
Transportation, and  Miscellaneous. 

No. I S	 Winter Use on Steens Mountain 
425 4 4	 Comment:  Eliminate or severely restrict snowmobile use on Steens 

Mountain. There are other open areas nearby for this type of use. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

426 2 2	 Comment: Analyze impacts of snowmobiles and helicopter skiing on 
wildlife. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

Promote Naturalness

427 3 3 Comment:  Encourage undeveloped types of recreation.


Response: The Proposed RMP provides for a level of recreation facilities 
development to accomodate anticipated increased recreation use demands. 
While considerable emphasis is placed on providing for dispersed recre
ational opportunities, some developed facilities are provided for visitors in 
support of their enjoyment of resource values and in their pursuit of natural 
resource-dependent dispersed recreation activities. Under the Proposed 
RMP and other alternatives, most of the planning area remains available 
for undeveloped types of recreation activities. 

428 1 1 Comment: Recreation should not interfere with natural ecosystems. 
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Response:  Recreation use can disturb the natural environment. The 
specific impacts associated with each activity differ, but activities can 
potentially affect resources such as soil, water, and vegetation.  The 
challenge is to balance public demand for recreation use while precluding 
substantial irreversible loss to resources. Through the life of the plan, 
measures such as SMA designation, OHV use designations, provision of 
visitor services and facilities in certain areas, and monitoring, compliance 
and enforcement of recreation use would manage this balance. 

429 1 1 Comment:  Exclude recreation use only after documented resource 
damage or after public input. 

Response: While it is not desirable to exclude recreation use, it would be 
considered if other measures such as recreation activity and use limitations, 
educational efforts, or enforcement of regulations were not effective. 
Waiting until irreversible resource damage occurs is not acceptable; 
instead, monitoring of environmental and social conditions and acquiring 
information through public contact would determine needed management 
actions. 

430 5 5 Comment:  Protect public land for wildness and low-impact recreation. 

Response: The value of primitive and unconfined recreation is provided 
for, in part, in the alternatives through special recreation management area 
(SRMA) designation in certain areas. Overall management objectives for 
these areas are to provide for and enhance opportunities for high-quality 
outdoor recreation experiences, environmental education, and scientific 
studies while maintaining the integrity of the area’s natural systems and 
resources, cultural values, and meeting other management objectives. Also 
see comment response 427. 

431 2 2 Comment:  Snively Hot Springs recreation site should be day use only. 

Response: Under the Proposed RMP and other alternatives, this recreation 
site would be included in a management plan tiered to this plan to be 
developed for the Owyhee Below the Dam SRMA. Interested persons 
would have ample opportunity to participate during the development of the 
SRMA plan, with uses at Snively Hot Springs being one of multiple issues 
for the plan to address. In the interim, the existing closure to camping 
activities at the recreation site would remain in place. Should the Owyhee 
study river below the dam be congressionally designated as a component of 
the NWSRS, this recreation site would also be addressed in a subsequent 
river management plan. 

432 1 1 Comment: Do not allow major facilities development on the Owyhee 
River and Owyhee Reservoir. 

Response:  In compliance with the wild river classification of the 
NWSRA, no major facility development would occur within the bound
aries of the three designated Owyhee NWSR’s. Regarding any facility 
development on public lands located below the Owyhee Dam, refer to 
Chapter 3, sections Land and Realty, Recreation, Wild and Scenic Rivers, 
and Appendix U (Potential Recreation Sites, Trails, and Improvements of 
Existing Sites). Any facility development along this river segment would 
conform with existing policy and would protect significant resource values. 
Lands abutting Owyhee Reservoir are administered by the Bureau of 
Reclamation, and are beyond the scope of this plan. 
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433 1 1 Comment: “Authorized aircraft landing in the Steens Mountain Recre
ation Lands would occur on BLM-administered lands for winter activities 
only” is nonsensical. This action will cause much hardship in many 
different aspects of an outfitter/guide’s life. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

434 1 1 Comment:  For the Keeney Pass segment of the Oregon National Historic 
Trail, the SEORMP is contradictory on the width of the trail. 

Response: This error has been corrected in Chapter 3, Recreation and 
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern sections. 

435 1 1 Comment:  Remove the Alvord Hot Springs from the Steens Mountain 
Recreation Lands to help eliminate confusion between public and private 
lands. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

Opinion or Preference 
1 1 Canada geese are harassed by boaters. 

Recreation Facilities 
436 4 9 Comment: The BLM should plan for increased recreation use on Steens 

Mountain. Use shuttle buses with interpretive information rather than 
more parking lots with restrooms. Future development should be consis
tent with local plans and zoning. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

Opinion or Preference 
2 2 Support less developed facilities. 

1 1 Support new recreation site establishment. 

1 1 Opposed to resort at Fish Lake. The area’s beauty and open space would 
be destroyed. 

Access/Roads/Transportation 
437 2 2 Comment: The RMP should not impact public access to Steens Mountain. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

438 1 1 Comment:  Close Rooster Comb Road on Steens Mountain, leave two-
track roads open. There is enough access already and the action would 
strengthen the wilderness experience. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

439 1 1 Comment:  Keep the Steens Mountain Loop Road open. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

94 440 1 1 Comment: Allow helicopter access. 
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Response: Alternatives A, B, C, and the Proposed RMP allow for the 
landing of aircraft with some limitations. 

441 1 1	 Comment:  Disallow helicopter use on Steens Mountain. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

442 1 1	 Comment: Maintain roads for access. 

Response:  Except in Alternative E, most primary roads and recreation site 
access roads would be maintained to provide for public safety, prevent 
resource damage, and meet management objectives. This excludes some 
secondary roads and, in accordance with the IMPLWR, all vehicular ways 
in WSA’s. 

Miscellaneous 
443 1 1 Comment:  Do not allow livestock grazing at recreation sites. 

Response:  Livestock use would be excluded where conflicts between 
livestock grazing and visitor use of developed recreation facilities needs to 
be mitigated. The size of an excluded area would be determined during 
site-specific project design and development for both new and for existing 
sites. 

444 1 1	 Comment: Support SRMA for Succor Creek. 

Response: The Proposed RMP includes a Succor Creek SRMA within the 
same area as under Alternatives A and D. 

445 1 1	 Comment: The SEORMP is heavily slanted toward the recreational uses 
on public lands. Visitor use numbers are false and misleading. 

Response: This plan addresses recreation as an important activity within 
the planning area and offers many management actions for addressing 
short- and long-term demands and expectations for diverse outdoor 
recreation use opportunities and experiences. The collection of recreation 
use data is not a definitive science. It is virtually impossible to document 
all use on the planning area’s large public land base.  Chapter 3, Recre
ation, has been edited to reflect that use figures are estimates. BLM 
recognizes that differing estimated use figures could be derived, depending 
on sources of use data and methods of observation and documentation. 
Sources to assist in deriving visitation estimates included traffic counters, 
recreation site registers/rosters, WSA and NWSR patrol logs, the ODFW, 
and BLM staff observations.  Factors affecting visitation, such as the extent 
of physical and seasonal accessibility, proximity of local and regional 
urban centers and their populations, and the natural attributes which the 
planning area offers for attracting various outdoor recreation activities 
were considered. 

446 1 1	 Comment: Explain whether SRMA’s decrease off-road motorized vehicle 
uses. 

Response: The establishment of a SRMA per se does not decrease off-
road driving opportunities. Where resource values require protection from 
adverse impacts of OHV use, OHV use restrictions are addressed under the 
various alternatives. Examples include wilderness values of WSA’s, 
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447 1 1


448 1 1 

449 1 1 

450 1 1 

451 1 1 

important and relevant values of existing and potential ACEC/RNA’s, 
scenic values, and ORV’s of certain suitable rivers. 

Comment: The SEORMP should include a section on outfitter operation 
guidelines. Unlimited permitting (on Steens Mountain) will lead to too 
many outfitters. 

Response: An SRP is the management tool used for administering 
commercial outfitter/guiding operations on public lands. Chapter 2, 
Recreation, has been edited to include additional information about SRP’s. 
Except under Alternative E, SRP’s would be issued. SRP permit stipula
tions tailored to address specific proposed activities and impacts to 
resources are included as conditions for a permit’s issuance and compli
ance. Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on page 1. 

Comment: WSA status is not mentioned under the Pueblo Mountain 
SRMA discussion. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

Comment:  Create the next section of the Desert Trail from Highway 97 to 
Malheur National Forest over BLM lands in Three Rivers and Andrews 
RA’s. Recognize the Desert Trail as a national recreation trail. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

Comment:  Recreation does not contribute to the county tax base as much 
as livestock/agriculture. 

Response: The commentor is correct. The county tax base is determined 
by the assessed value of private lands and improvements within the county. 
Public lands do not contribute to the county tax base. Instead, the BLM 
makes Payments-in-Lieu-of-Taxes to local county governments.  Congress 
mandates these payments specifically because public lands do not contrib
ute to the local tax base. Agriculture is a major contributor to the county 
tax base. Contribution to tax base was not a criterion used in this EIS for 
evaluating the alternatives. Tax base is often used as a criterion for 
evaluation in EA’s and EIS’s that evaluate specific land tenure adjustments. 

Comment: Safety should be a consideration when determining develop
ment of new recreation areas. Fire-prone locations and other hazards make 
visitor rescues by local public agencies difficult and expensive. 

Response:  Issues such as fire safety and natural hazards would be 
addressed and mitigated as practical during a recreation site’s design, 
development and maintenance, with public input requested to help identify 
and minimize adverse impacts to the safety of visitors as they participate in 
associated recreation activities. Unfortunately, short of prohibiting most 
dispersed recreation activities, associated natural hazards and personal 
risks taken when participating in such activities cannot preclude incidents 
which may result in occasional emergency rescue efforts.  Public aware
ness/informational outreach efforts provided by BLM, private organiza
tions, and other government agencies are venues for informing visitors of 
their personal responsibility to conduct their recreational pursuits in a safe 
manner. 
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452 1 1	 Comment: With the absence of grazing under Alternative E, a 4% annual 
increase of recreation use is unrealistic. 

Response: The BLM is unaware of any studies that suggest decreased 
grazing use—in the absence of other factors such as special designation, 
improved public access, recreation facilities, or notations on maps— 
influences the level recreation use. While it is possible that certain types of 
recreation use may increase to an unknown extent with the absence of 
livestock grazing, it is unknown to what extent recreation does not occur 
on BLM lands due to the presence of livestock grazing. 

453 1 1	 Comment: Recreation and livestock grazing are compatible because 
visitors like seeing cattle. 

Response: The opportunity to pursue various dispersed recreation 
activities where livestock grazing occurs is substantial within the planning 
area under the Proposed RMP and all other alternatives except Alternative 
E. 

454 1 1 Comment:  Educate public land users to mitigate their negative impacts. 

Response:  BLM would continue its public outreach efforts to communi
cate responsible uses and safety while visiting public lands, and to provide 
appropriate literature and other venues to inform land users how they can 
lessen adverse impacts to public resources. The use of programs such as 
“Leave No Trace” and “Tread Lightly” is an element under all of the 
alternatives. 

Opinion or Preference 
1 1 Recreation use dollars offset commodity losses, and impacts are less. 

LETTER NUMBER: 035, 080, 107, 134, 140, 157, 166, 170, 195, 218, 223, 225, 229, 232, 235, 240, 259, 
264 

Off-Highway Vehicles 

No. I S

455 7 7 Comment:  Close all or most areas to OHV use.


Response: The OHV management objective is to manage use to protect 
resource values, promote public safety, provide OHV use opportunities 
where appropriate, and minimize conflicts among various uses. BLM 
recognizes managed off-road motorized vehicle use as a recreational 
activity and as a use which supports certain other authorized activities on 
public lands. 

456 6 12 Comment:  OHV’s should be restricted to designated roads and trails. 

Response: Under the Proposed RMP and other alternatives, the operation 
of motorized vehicles within portions of the planning area would be 
restricted to existing or designated roads and vehicular ways (trails). 
Emergency OHV closures may be implemented on additional sites threat
ened by unacceptable OHV impacts. 

457 3 8	 Comment:  Do not allow organized OHV events. 

Response: By regulations within 43 CFR 8372 (Special Recreation 
Permits), BLM recognizes motor vehicle competitive events as a valid use 
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of public lands. Prior to any permit issuance, a proposed event must be in 
compliance with NEPA requirements. 

458 2 7 Comment: Object to open OHV use designations.  The designation is 
incompatible with BLM’s emphasis on properly functioning ecosystems, 
and are problematical when riders must judge hard-to-identify resources. 

Response: The OHV management objective is to manage OHV use to 
protect resource values, promote public safety, provide OHV use opportu
nities where appropriate, and minimize conflicts among various users. In 
specific locations where cross-country motorized vehicle travel would be 
incompatible with meeting other management objectives, motorized 
vehicle use would be limited to designated or existing roads and trails, or 
an area would be designated closed to motorized vehicle use. Under the 
Proposed RMP, slightly fewer acres are designated open than in the 
existing situation (see PSEORMP/FEIS Table 3-10). 

459 2 2 Comment:  Close OHV use in sites containing rare plants, erodible soils, 
and declining and unique plant and animal species. 

Response: The SEORMP protects these types of resource values by 
restricting or closing OHV use in specific locations.  Throughout the life of 
the plan, emergency OHV closures would be implemented should addi
tional sites of conflict or resource concern become subject to or threatened 
by unacceptable OHV impacts. 

460 2 2 Comment:  Do not allow more acres open to OHV use. 

Response: The OHV management objective is to manage OHV use to 
protect resource values, promote public safety, provide OHV use opportu
nities where appropriate, and minimize conflicts among various uses. To 
meet this objective, in locations where OHV use is incompatible with 
sensitive resource values or uses, motorized-vehicle travel would be 
limited seasonally and/or to designated or existing roads and trails, or 
closed to OHV use. Otherwise, the public lands would be designated open 
to OHV use. 

461 2 2 Comment: Object to the amount of OHV use in the planning area. 

Response: An interdisciplinary approach was conducted for developing 
OHV use designations. Guidelines used when determining OHV use 
included such factors as the theme of an alternative, existing or potential 
OHV conflicts which would impair or preclude meeting the numerous 
management objectives of an alternative, and resolving use and user 
conflicts. During the life of the plan there is provision for site-/area
specific emergency closure actions of OHV use should presently unfore
seen conflicts arise which require restriction of motorized vehicle use to 
resolve conflict. 

462 Comment: This number left blank. 

463 1 6 Comment:  No more than 1% of the planning area should be designated 
open. 

Response: See comment response 460. 

464 1 1 Comment:  Close Alvord Desert to OHV use. 
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Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

465 1 1	 Comment:  Closing or limiting use on two-track routes should be based on 
biological need with public input, as per the NEPA. 

Response:  Historic and current use of two-track vehicular ways by the 
public and by landowners are factors considered when evaluating road 
closures or motorized vehicle use restrictions. The road closures and 
limitations described in this plan were determined through analysis of 
resource needs and with consideration of public input. Management of 
OHV’s would comply with NEPA. 

466 1 1	 Comment: Threats from OHV recreation are serious; use should be 
controlled. 

Response: The BLM actively manages OHV use through designations and 
monitoring of use. Limited and closed OHV use designations would apply 
where use is incompatible with sensitive resource values, other uses, or 
other management objectives. Emergency OHV closures can be imple
mented through the life of the plan should additional sites of resource 
concern become subject to or threatened by unacceptable OHV impacts. 

467 1 1	 Comment:  OHV use in the Oregon Trail corridor does not damage the 
resource as much as hill climbing and other uses. 

Response:  Under the Proposed RMP, the OHV use designation of the 
Oregon Trail corridor is limited.  Certain hill-climbing locations and roads 
would no longer be available to motorized vehicle use. With implementa
tion of the SEORMP, appropriate measures would be taken in the area 
including signing, monitoring and enforcement of OHV use designations. 

468 1 1	 Comment:  Concern about OHV use in Succor Creek and Anderson 
Crossing. 

Response:  Under the Proposed RMP, both of these locations are within 
SRMA boundaries, and the Anderson Crossing is also affected by the 
Owyhee NWSR and neighboring WSA’s. To support the retention and 
protection of important resource values, motorized vehicle travel would be 
limited to designated routes. 

469 1 1	 Comment:  NCA designation on Steens is too exclusionary for OHV users. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

470 1 1	 Comment:  Consider seasonal closures and trail designation in lieu of 
closures to OHV uses. 

Response: Where needed to address management concerns, seasonal 
OHV use restrictions and limiting motorized vehicle use to designated 
routes are included under the Proposed RMP and other alternatives.  The 
yearlong closed OHV use designation is prescribed where identified 
resource or use values require continuous protection from OHV uses. 

471 1 1	 Comment: Access to back country should be reasonable. Apply remedial 
management measures instead of closure; use partnerships and Oregon’s 
ATV Accounts Allocation Committee funding. 
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472 1 1 

473 1 1 

474 1 1 

475 1 1 

476 1 1 

477 1 1 

Response: As a managing partner, funding from Oregon’s ATV manage

ment program is available for BLM application and would be used as

appropriate to address needs for OHV management. Under the Proposed

RMP, where adequate to address management concerns, seasonal OHV use

restrictions and motorized-vehicle use limited to designated or existing

routes would be applied rather than closure to OHV use.


Comment: Tables 2-23 and 2-24 contradict each other.


Response: The two tables use differing criteria for determining acreage,

so there can be no matching acreage figures. Specifically, motorized

recreation opportunity classes are affected by corridors of influence

associated with roads in the planning area. In Table 2-24, roads are

included in open and limited OHV designations, but include opportunities

outside of road corridors for nonmotorized recreation opportunities.


Comment:  In Appendix H, Recreational Opoportunity Spectrum, chal

lenge and risk opportunities are important, contrary to the statement under

the Roaded Natural section.


Response: The roaded natural recreational opportunity spectrum (ROS)

setting is predominately associated with the use of primary and secondary

arterial roads. While off-road vehicle use may occur in this setting and

perhaps with challenge and risk, the challenge and risk is, generally and for

comparative purposes, considered not to be as important for an OHV

recreational use opportunity as it is within a semiprimitive motorized ROS

setting.


Comment: Resource values that need to be protected need to be listed on

page xiii, objectives and OHV.


Response: The section referenced is a summary of the entire document;

greater detail can be found within the body of the document.


Comment:  Baseline data should include PM10 monitoring sites, espe

cially in area of commercial, competitive, and other OHV activities.


Response: There are no indications that the anticipated level of activity

from OHV use would violate any air quality standards.  The ODEQ has no

PM10 historical data due to the fact that no problem areas have been

identified and no “protected areas” are located within the planning area. If

necessary, to meet ODEQ dust nuisance rules, actions such as  restricting

public use would be implemented.


Comment: A cost model and a rehabilitation plan for cross-country land

use would be helpful in the monitoring section.


Response: The development of cost models is beyond the scope of this

document.


Comment: OHV’s negatively impact vegetation.


Response: OHV impacts to vegetation are described in Chapter 4,

Environmental Consequences. Limited and closed OHV use designations

exist where OHV use would be incompatible with other uses or sensitive

resource values. The yearlong closed OHV use designation is prescribed

where identified resource values or other uses require complete protection

from OHV uses.
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478	 Comment: No section analyzes the environmental consequences of the 
management practices to soil. 

Response:  Please refer to the Soil section in Chapter 2. Under all alterna
tives soils would be managed in accordance with BMP’s in Appendix O 
and impacts addressed under specific resource activities as they pertain to 
surface disturbances in Chapter 4; therefore Chapters 3 and 4 do not 
contain a specific Soil section. 

479 1 1	 Comment: Clarify the meaning that less restricted OHV use will not 
impact resources. 

Response: Apparently, in the Draft SEORMP the commentor refers to the 
fact that some seasonal OHV restrictions found in the existing situation of 
Alternative B are no longer present in Alternative C.  Upon reevaluation, 
these seasonal restrictions on motorized vehicle use were determined 
unnecessary to meet wildlife management objectives in those areas. 

480 1 1	 Comment: There is no management practice stated in the plan which 
protects soil, vegetation, air quality, and other resource values from OHV 
use. 

Response: Under each alternative, limited and closed OHV use designa
tions within the planning area would help to protect these values. Applica
tion of an emergency OHV closure would also respond to resource protec
tion needs. 

481 1 1	 Comment: More information is needed to show how open areas meet the 
OHV management objective. 

Response: The OHV objective is to manage use to protect resource 
values, promote public safety, provide OHV use opportunities where 
appropriate, and minimize conflicts among various uses. Where appropri
ate, open OHV designations exist to provide the opportunity for those users 
who enjoy participating in cross-country motorized vehicle travel. 

482 1 1	 Comment:  Explain the difference between OHV use limited to existing 
roads and OHV use limited to designated roads.


Response: Appendix I ( Off-Highway Vehicle Use)  was expanded to

clarify this distinction.


483 1 2	 Comment: The North Loop Road on Steens Mountain should not be 
closed to landowners during the winter months. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

484 1 1	 Comment:  If and when wilderness designations are addressed by Con
gress for the Trout Creek and Oregon Canyon Mountains, the Mud Springs, 
Twin Peaks, and Wood Roads should remain open. 

Response: This issue is beyond the scope of this plan. BLM recommen
dations regarding wilderness designation which affect, in part, this plan
ning area have been submitted through the President to Congress and are 
presently awaiting congressional action. However, an emergency motor
ized vehicle use closure may be implemented, regardless of an area being 
designated, if necessary within a defined area for reasons such as resource 
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protection, public safety or to resolve user conflicts, an SMA such as a 
WSA. 

485 1 1	 Comment:  In the Pueblo Mountains, the Arizona Creek road should 
remain open.


Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on

page 1.


486 2 2	 Comment: OHV use in the Keeney Pass area should be stopped. 

Response:  Under the Proposed RMP and other alternatives, motorized 
vehicle use would be limited to designated routes. Certain currently 
existing routes not designated under these alternatives would be closed and 
reclaimed. 

487 2 2	 Comment:  Close the south portion of the Steens Mountain Loop Road. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

488 2 2	 Comment: Close and reclaim other roads where they serve no function. 

Response:  Roads recognized by the BLM as existing would be closed 
with any required NEPA documentation if it is determined that road closure 
is the best solution for resolving issues such as impacts on resources, 
public safety, conflicts of use, or to meet RMP management objectives. 
Unauthorized roads and ways would be closed and reclaimed. 

489 1 1	 Comment:  Rehabilitate user-created roads incompatible with ecosystem-
based management goals. 

Response:  See comment response 488. 

490 1 1	 Comment: Complete a transportation plan before completing a regional 
plan. A transportation plan must be made public for comment. 

Response:  Under the Proposed RMP and other alternatives, the transpor
tation plan would be tiered from the SEORMP, with public comment, and 
so must be prepared in accordance with SEORMP decisions. 

491 1 1	 Comment: Allowing OHV use on existing trails encourages OHV use and 
creates new trails which become existing trails. 

Response:  Refer to Appendix I (Off-Highway Vehicle Use) as modified. 
Unapproved routes would be subject to closure and reclamation. 

492 1 1	 Comment:  Do not have off-road restrictions that hamper livestock 
management. 

Response: Under the Proposed RMP and other alternatives, conditions 
and any restrictions of motorized vehicle use on public lands affecting a 
livestock operator who is authorized to graze livestock on public lands 
would be stipulated in the permit and tailored to the area of authorized 
grazing. Clarification of this action has been provided in the Off-Highway 
Vehicles section of Chapter 3. 

Opinion or Preference 
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3 4 Support Alternative D for OHV use. 

1 1 OHV use increases spread of weeds; oppose Alternative C. 

1 1 BLM should better educate people on the importance of OHV’s. 

1 1 Unclear what the resource management plan for these lands really is. 

LETTER NUMBER: 004, 022, 030, 044, 080, 107, 110, 157, 180, 195, 218, 223, 232, 241, 271, 272 

Visual Resource Management 

No. I S 
493 1 1	 Comment:  Important to manage Pickett Rim and P Hill areas as VRM 

Class II; explain why Pickett Rim needs to be changed. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

494 1 1	 Comment: VRM is the overriding factor in S&G’s. 

Response: The determination of VRM classes are not a factor associated 
with requirements of BLM’s S&G’s. Refer to PSEORMP/FEIS Appendix 
Q (Areas Removed from Livestock Grazing). 

495 1 1	 Comment: There is no relationship between the important and relevant 
values and the VRM class of the proposed Coal Mine Basin ACEC/RNA. 

Response:  Refer to added text of this proposed ACEC/RNA in 
PSEORMP/FEIS Chapter 3. Additionally, based on the significance of 
given resource values to be managed, a VRM class can be assigned to 
assist in meeting the management objective for the given resource values. 
A higher VRM class, such as Class I or II, would help in providing 
mitigation and protection of resources which are more sensitive to surface 
disturbing activities. 

496 1 1	 Comment: VRM is subjective and unscientific. It depends on who is 
viewing and observers may lack knowledge about site ecology. 

Response: To eliminate individual subjectivity, assessment of scenic 
quality is conducted by a team, with each team member using evaluation 
criteria which are applied universally on all pubic lands administered by 
the BLM. Numerical results from individual members are summed, then 
the team’s results averaged for each delineated scenic quality rating unit 
within a planning area. 

497 1 1	 Comment: ACEC/RNA’s should have more VRM Class I classifications. 

Response: VRM Class I would assist in preserving the existing character 
of the landscape for ACEC/RNA’s by protecting RNA values.  VRM Class 
II management objectives would provide for adequate protection and 
integrity of identified RNA values while allowing for consideration of 
other possible future proposed management actions which, through 
environmental assessment, would result in no adverse short- and/or long-
term effects to those RNA values.  Protective management of identified 
RNA values would be a primary objective when assessing any future 
proposed actions within a designated ACEC/RNA. 
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498 1 1	 Comment: Without special designation status, such as WSA or ACEC/ 
RNA, public lands should be managed as VRM Class III or IV. 

Response: VRM class designation of a tract of public lands is not depen
dent upon SMA designation, but may be influenced by SMA management 
objectives. A VRM class determination is affected by factors as scenic 
quality, visual sensitivity, and viewing distance from travel routes or 
observation points. 

499 1 1	 Comment:  Need to describe visual impacts of burns of woody vegetation 
and of cheatgrass invasion. 

Response: Visual impacts from dead, standing woody material resulting 
from wildland or prescribed burns would be short- to mid-term in dura
tion, depending on factors such as the intensity and extent of a given burn, 
the rate of decay of the dead material, and the size and density of vegeta
tion burned. Replacement of native grasses by cheatgrass may be up to a 
long-term visual impact, and would be adverse to persons who do not want 
to see this species in a landscape setting. Visual values are considered 
when assessing prescribed burns and when mitigating the effects of 
wildland and prescribed burns and other surface-disturbing actions. 
Mitigating actions to return native grass species would be conducted where 
determined desired and feasible. PSEORMP/FEIS Chapter 4, Visual 
Resources, now includes this analysis. 

Opinion or Preference 
1 1 We support Alternative D for VRM. 

LETTER NUMBER: 107, 166, 217, 241 

Wilderness Study Areas 

The RMP does not change existing management for WSA’s as identified in Chapter 2, Special Management 
Areas. 

No. I S 
500 3 8	 Comment:  Manage WSA’s for wilderness values first, not for private 

livestock operations, which is the intent of Congress. It is not public duty 
to make private operations economically feasible. 

Response: Wilderness values associated with WSA’s are managed in 
accordance with the BLM’s IMPLWR so as not to impair a WSA’s suitabil
ity to be designated by Congress as a component of the national wilderness 
system. For those public lands which were being grazed by livestock (or 
were part of an approved livestock grazing system) at the time the FLPMA 
became law in 1976, then consequently became part of a WSA, the law 
recognizes that livestock use as a grandfathered activity of those public 
lands. Management by the IMPLWR is in affect until Congress takes 
action on the wilderness designation issue. 

501 2 7	 Comment: Prohibit livestock structures including fences (violation of 
FLPMA). 

Response:  Under the IMPLWR, placement of new livestock improve
ments in a WSA may be approved if they protect or enhance wilderness 
values and meet the wilderness nonimpairment criteria as addressed in the 
IMPLWR.  Also see comment response 500. 
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502 2 7	 Comment:  Need a reinventory of BLM lands by outside experts. It 
should focus on overlooked lands, consider newly acquired state or private 
inholdings, and be less biased. 

Response: A global reinventory by BLM to address wilderness values 
within the planning area is outside the scope of this plan. In accordance 
with FLPMA, with substantial public input and review, BLM has com
pleted its required evaluation and assessment of wilderness values on 
public lands with earlier planning efforts.  The agency’s wilderness 
recommendations in Oregon derived from those planning efforts have been 
submitted and are presently awaiting consideration by Congress. For 
additional information, refer to Issues Eliminated From Detailed Study of 
Chapter 1, Wilderness Study Areas in Chapter 2, and applicable sources 
under References. Also refer to the Lands Adjacent to WSA’s section in 
Table 3-1 and the associated text of Chapter 3.  Various interest groups 
and/or organizations have conducted their own appraisal of wilderness 
values and/or proposed wilderness designations of BLM public lands, 
using guidelines or standards they have accepted for the task. These 
groups pursue congressional representation and sponsorship for their 
proposals. Congress is the single governing Federal body with the author
ity to pass wilderness legislation. BLM has recently published guidelines 
for conducting wilderness inventories and studies under Section 201 and 
202 of FLPMA (H-6310-1). That guidance applies only to new inventory 
and land use planning efforts. Ongoing wilderness-related land use 
planning should be completed using the State-specific guidance and 
procedures developed for these projects. 

503 2 7	 Comment:  Prohibit construction of Lauserica and Stephens fences. They 
would reduce the natural character of WSA’s. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

504 1 6	 Comment:  Prohibit livestock in WSA’s where monitoring shows a decline 
in ecological condition. 

Response: Actions common to all alternatives stated in the Rangeland/ 
Grazing Use section of Chapter 3 includes, “Where livestock grazing is 
found not to be consistent with meeting objectives, actions that control the 
intensity, duration, and timing of grazing and/or provide for periodic 
deferment and/or rest would be required to meet the physiological require
ments of key plant species and to meet other resource management 
objectives. Upon determining through the adaptive management process 
that existing grazing management practices or levels of grazing on public 
land are significant factors in failing to achieve resource objectives, 
appropriate actions would be implemented.” Therefore, livestock exclu
sion is one of a number of actions which could result within a WSA in the 
event that the rangeland management objective—Restore, protect, and 
enhance the diversity and distribution of desirable vegetation communities 
including perennial native and desirable introduced plant species. Provide 
for their continued existence and normal function in nutrient, water, and 
energy cycles.—is not being met due to current livestock management 
practices. 

505 1 6	 Comment:  Prohibit the use of OHV’s in WSA’s. 
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Response:  In accordance with the IMPLWR, the general use of OHV’s is 
limited to designated WSA boundary roads and to designated vehicular 
ways within WSA’s until Congress acts on the wilderness issue. An 
emergency closure of specific roads or ways associated with an affected 
WSA could be implemented if undue and unnecessary degradation of 
resource values by motorized vehicles should occur, or where there is a 
need to provide for public safety or resolve user conflicts. 

506 1 6 Comment:  If P Hill area loses WSA status, it would be difficult to 
maintain original landscape quality. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

507 1 6 Comment: Apply VRM and OHV classes to lands released from wilder
ness consideration. 

Response:  Under the Proposed RMP and other alternatives, public lands 
within a WSA released by Congress from wilderness designation, unless 
otherwise designated as OHV closed in this SEORMP or as a result of a 
motorized vehicle use emergency closure, would retain a limited to 
designated roads (and vehicular ways) OHV use designation.  Additionally, 
such lands would be managed under VRM Class II unless otherwise VRM 
inventoried as Class I or designated as Class I under a management action 
of this plan. 

508 1 6 Comment:  Released WSA lands should be protected from mineral/energy 
entry. 

Response: See comment response 60. 

509 1 1 Comment: Adaptive management will not protect/restore high desert 
wilderness. 

Response: WSA’s are managed in accordance with the IMPLWR so that 
their wilderness values are not impaired and they remain suitable for 
wilderness designation until Congress takes action on the wilderness issue. 

510 1 1 Comment:  Include a report of numbers, kind of structures and develop
ments in WSA’s, since designations with rationale for how this enhances 
wilderness values. 

Response: A report of this nature is not within the scope of this plan. 
Such information has been compiled and assessed in previous BLM 
wilderness planning documents with resultant BLM recommendations for 
congressional wilderness designation. Any new structures or develop
ments which have been placed within a WSA since designation has 
occurred only after the IMPLWR and NEPA (or court ordered) require
ments have been met on a case-by-case basis. 

511 1 1 Comment: The Honeycombs and Owyhee Canyon WSA’s should be 
expanded. 

Response: See comment response 502. 

512 1 1 Comment:  Overlapping plans on Steens Mountain are confusing and 
vague. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
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Opinion or Preference 
2 7	 Support recommendation of land adjacent to WSA’s to be acquired and 

added to existing WSA. 

1 1	 Oppose expanding existing WSA’s. 

1 6	 Livestock grazing, livestock structures, and unabated presence of livestock 
degrade ecological and wilderness values. These also render the lands and 
adjacent lands less suitable for designation. 

1 6	 Support Leslie Gulch wilderness designation. 

1 6	 Support Sierra Club recommendation for wilderness designation. 

1 1	 Protect wilderness for future. It is important for physical challenge and for 
spiritual sustenance. 

LETTER NUMBER: 011, 049, 058, 157, 210, 217, 223, 232 

Wild and Scenic Rivers 

Comments within this section are subdivided into General and Donner und Blitzen River. 

No. I S General

513 6 6 Comment: All streams that fit the NWSR criteria should be designated.


Response:  Under the Proposed RMP, the four study rivers/streams within 
the planning area which met both the eligibility and suitability criteria are 
recommended for congressional designation as components of the 
NWSRS. In PSEORMP/FEIS Chapter 4, under the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
section, clarification is provided regarding the nature and purpose of 
Alternative D for assessment of study rivers. Under this alternative, all 
eligible rivers were considered suitable. 

514 3 3	 Comment:  Do not allow livestock grazing in NWSR’s. 

Response: When managed in a manner which allows for the protection or 
enhancement of identified ORV’s of a congressionally designated NWSR, 
livestock grazing may be allowed. 

515 1 6	 Comment: Without NWSR protection, streams are at risk for riparian 
degradation. 

Response: There are numerous management actions available to the BLM 
to assist in the management of riparian areas without the need of NWSR 
designation for their protection from degradation. BLM considers all 
riparian areas important and has developed management within this 
document to aid in restoring, protecting and maintaining desired riparian/ 
wetland conditions. This document provides management direction for all 
riparian/wetland areas and does not rely on designation of rivers to provide 
the needed protection to correctly manage these areas. 

516 1 6	 Comment: The plan fails to consider and disclose that designation of a 
“water quality limited” stream means that “best management practices” 
have been determined to be inadequate to achieve water quality standards. 

Response:  Several segments or portions of segments of the NWSR are 
listed as water quality limited under Section 303(d) of the “Clean Water 
Act” because monitoring that occurred after the NWSR designation 
showed that water temperatures were higher than the Oregon water quality 

107 



Proposed Southeastern Oregon Resource Management Plan and Final EIS 

517 1 1 

518 1 1 

standard. No assessment of the effectiveness of BMP’s was made by the 
State of Oregon prior to the 303(d) listing; therefore, placement of these 
streams of the 303(d) list does not necessarily equate to a need for special 
management beyond BMP’s or failure of BMP’s. Although BLM has 
water quality temperature for numerous streams, until rangeland health 
standards and allotment evaluations are completed by interdisciplinary 
team, a determination of actual sources impacting water quality cannot be 
fully appraised. For allotments that have evaluated grazing BMP’s and 
have existing riparian conditions improving, BLM believes that it is 
complying with the intent to meet State water quality standards and is 
moving toward the delisting of these streams from the 303(d) list. 

Until TMDL’s are established by the State of Oregon, BLM would develop 
water quality restoration plans as needed and following the priorities of its 
GMA’s. As TMDL’s are established for river basins by the State of 
Oregon, BLM would adjust or implement monitoring and management 
practices as needed to comply with approved State water quality manage
ment plans. 

Comment:  Jackies Butte permittees want their statements regarding 
NWSR plans considered in the plan. 

Response:  Comments concerning the management of Owyhee River 
NWSR ORV’s were considered during the development of the PSEORMP/ 
FEIS. Resolution of litigation concerning this NWSR would provide 
additional guidance concerning future management. 

Comment:  Opposed to closing Deary Pasture on Owyhee NWSR to 
livestock grazing. Cattle do not damage ORV’s. Cattle improve wildlife 
habitat. 

Response:  ORV’s of theMain Owyhee NWSR are recreation, scenic, 
geologic, cultural, and wildlife. Three (recreation, scenic, wildlife) of the 
five ORV’s have been determined to be negatively impacted by livestock 
use in the Deary pasture. The Deary pasture was not grazed from 1978 
through 1988. Grazing use of this area began in 1989 and continued 
through 1994 as a result of the lack of livestock water availability in other 
portions of the allotment due to prolonged drought. This use demonstrated 
an increase in grazing frequency and degree within the boundaries of the 
Main Owyhee NWSR. During the 1994 grazing season, over-utilization 
(heavy to severe category) of the riparian and upland vegetation occurred 
as a result of concentrated use. The use levels resulted in the Deary 
pasture being left more susceptible to erosion during spring runoff events. 
Other detrimental impacts included excessive utilization of vegetation, trail 
proliferation, and trampling and degradation of campsites. The grazing use 
during 1994 was not in compliance with the VRM Class I objective for the 
NWSR corridor. 

The grazing use in 1994 was not in compliance with the existing land use 
planning documents. Livestock grazing may not be increased during 
periods of drought or at other times when forage and/or livestock water, in 
other parts of the allotment, are in short supply.  The excessive livestock 
use in the Deary pasture decreased both the quantity and quality of forage 
availability, decreased thermal cover, decreased  nesting cover, and 
decreased hiding cover for medium-sized ungulates, small mammals, 
upland birds, and, potentially, waterfowl.  Also see comment response 182. 
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519 1 1	 Comment: NWSR status for the Owyhee River Below the Dam should be 
rejected because BLM would restrict the Nyssa Road District No. 2 and 
Malheur County’s responsibility and ability to maintain the road. 

Response: The asphalt road along the river is administered by Malheur 
County as a county road. Within the road’s associated right-of way, 
NWSR designation of the river segment with the recommended recre
ational river classification would have no effect on the county’s ability to 
maintain the road. 

520 1 1	 Comment:  In Table S-1, there is no adequate justification relative to legal 
requirements, characteristics, or need of any of the NWSR alternatives. 

Response:  Information is provided in Chapters 2 and 3, Wild and Scenic 
Rivers. The purpose of Table S-1 is limited to displaying a quick summary 
of comparative acres by alternative of selected management actions 
addressed in the planning document. 

521 1 1	 Comment:  It has not been proven that cattle damage the ORV’s. In many 
cases cattle grazing actually improves wildlife habitat. It has been shown 
in many areas that once the cattle are permanently removed much of the 
wildlife would also leave. 

Response:  Improper grazing has been shown to adversly affect ORV’s, 
such as wildlife habitat. Recent court decisions regarding livestock use 
associated with the three Owyhee River NWSR’s have required mitigative 
actions be taken to prevent livestock-caused adverse impacts to ORV’s of 
these NWSR’s. 

522 4 4	 Comment:  Humans and livestock can not access the Antelope Creek (J19) 
study river corridor because of the land’s topography; thus, the ORV’s 
would be protected. The only access to Antelope Creek is through private 
property, which would cause possible vandalism, theft and degradation of 
private land. People would create new roads across WSA’s to get to the 
river corridor.  For these reasons, change the west boundary of the pro
posed NWSR to approximately 6 miles east to the east boundary fence of 
the Campbell Allotment. 

Response:  Indeed, the relatively easier motorized-vehicle access location 
to get closest to the creek’s corridor is from where the private property 
borders the upper end of the 8.6-mile study river.  BLM acknowledges this 
could lead to abuse and trespass of private property, as has reportedly 
occurred in the past. More distant and difficult foot access to the corridor 
is from a less traveled and rougher existing WSA boundary road, with the 
WSA subject to unauthorized cross-country motorized vehicle use, a 
circumstance no different than what presently exists.  The remoteness of 
the study river, coupled with both the rough conditions of most roads 
distant and closer to it and with the area’s extremely rugged topography, 
would continue to cause access to be contentious. This would be the 
circumstance, regardless of the managerial status of the study river. 

The extreme topography of the creek’s corridor would help protect certain 
ORV’s from abusive activity, while remaining a contributing factor of its 
scenic ORV.  Inaccessibility within portions of the stream’s corridor would 
not preclude it from being suitable for possible inclusion in the NWSRS. 
With ORV’s present the length of the study river and the study river 
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meeting suitability criteria for possible inclusion in the NWSRS, the 8.6 
miles would be recommended for NWSR designation under the Proposed 
RMP and other alternatives.  Should Congress designate Antelope Creek as 
a component of the NWSRS, a required river management plan would 
further address issues associated with access. At any time, appropriate 
directional and informational signing would help people to avoid trespass 
of the private land. 

Donner und Blitzen River 
523 2 7	 Comment: The plan is insufficient as NEPA analysis for revision of 

“Donner und Blitzen River Management Plan.” 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

524 1 6	 Comment: Alternative C, Appendix N, Donner und Blitzen NWSR Plan 
Revision, fails to state where proposed fences would be located. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

525 1 6	 Comment: Alternative C fails to define what “early season” means. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

526 1 6	 Comment:  Plan fails to analyze/disclose whether trailing will inhibit 
benefits of rest. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

527 1 6	 Comment:  Plan fails to analyze the range of naturally high water. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

528 1 6	 Comment:  Plan fails to analyze/disclose what “medium stubble height” 
means. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

529 1 6	 Comment: Plan fails to analyze/disclose “palatable” species in the Blitzen 
Pasture. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

530 1 6	 Comment:  Plan fails to analyze/disclose the relationship between mean 
stubble height and most palatable species. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

531 1 6	 Comment:  Plan fails to analyze how any plant species will be fully 
protected and enhanced by a standard such as stubble height. 
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Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

532 1 6	 Comment:  Plan fails to analyze/disclose whether the young trees in the 
meadows are developing due to rest from prolonged grazing. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

533 1 6 Comment: Alternative B: Utilization standards are too general and 
unspecific to restore vegetation in the pasture.


Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on

page 1.


534 1 6 Comment: Alternative C: Plan fails to analyze relationship between 
stubble height and plant communities. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

535 1 6	 Comment: The analysis, consideration, and disclosure of water quality 
issues on the Donner und Blitzen NWSR is inadequate. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

536 1 1	 Comment:  Lauserica fence plan should be removed from the plan. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

Opinion or Preference 
18 19 Alternative C is inadequate for the number of miles proposed. 

8 14 Support Alternative D and recommend that all inventoried and assessed 
river miles be added to the NWSR system. 

1 1 Support adaptive rotational grazing management in NWSR’s. 

1 1 Do not support new NWSR designations. 

1 1 Do not support NWSR designation for Dry Creek. 

1 1 Support maintaining the status for Donner und Blitzen as wild. 

LETTER NUMBER: 014, 018, 028, 035, 049, 052, 053, 058, 059, 075, 077, 079, 081, 086, 087, 089, 098, 
102, 110, 112, 120, 123, 157, 163, 166, 179, 205, 218, 223, 232, 241, 255, 259, 260, 264 

Special Designations 

Comments relate to ACEC/RNA’s and Steens Mountain. 

No. I S ACEC/RNA’s 
537 Comments: 

4 5 •  Retain all ACEC’s and designate recommended ACEC’s. 

3 3 •  Oppose designation of ACEC’s. 

6 6 •  Prefer Alternative D for ACEC’s. 

1 1 •  Support Alternative B on ACEC’s and RNA’s. 
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Response: Analysis of the merits of designation under each alternative 
may be found in Chapters 3 and 4 for ACEC’s. Final determination of 
designations that best meet management considerations for ACEC relevant 
and important values within the framework of multiple use is found in the 
Proposed RMP. 

538 3 3 Comment:  Oppose proposed additions to ACEC’s. 

Reasons:


not consistent with legal authority; and


not needed on well-managed lands.


Response: The legal authority and mandate to establish ACEC’s was 
granted with the passage of FLPMA; therefore, establishment of ACEC’s is 
consistent with BLM’s legal authority.  ACEC’s are established to provide 
management attention for relevant and important values. If lands are 
managed to the extent that the relevant and important values can be 
maintained and protected, then management changes would not be neces
sary.  If new management would be proposed, implementation would 
depend on its potential positive and/or negative impacts on the relevant and 
important values. The designation of ACEC’s helps to keep attention 
focused on management of specific values of an area. 

539 3 3 Comment:  Mahogany Ridge ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative B. 

Reason:


too much private land within.


Response: There is no private land within the Mahogany Ridge ACEC/ 
RNA. BLM’s authority does not extend to designation of private lands as 
ACEC’s. 

540 Comments: 

3 3 •  Owyhee Views ACEC:  Support Alternative B. 

2 2 •  Jordan Craters ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative D. 

Reason: to enlarge to the full extent of lava flow. 

2 2 •  North Fork Malheur River ACEC:  Support Alternative C. 

Reason: links Blue Mountains and Owyhee Uplands Province, rare 
trout and vegetation transition . 

2 2 •  Castle Rock ACEC:  Support Alternative C. 

Reason: site fills several natural area cells. 

2 2 •  Coal Mine Basin ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative C. 

2 2 •  Coal Mine Basin ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative B. 

2 2 •  Keep Alvord Peak an ACEC. 

1 1 •  Oppose ACEC designation for Hammond Hills. 

1 1 •  Oppose designation for Owyhee Views ACEC. 

1 1 •  Oregon Trail ACEC:  against designation. 

1 1 •  Oregon Trail Keeney Pass ACEC:  Support Alternative B. 

1 1 •  Oregon Trail-Tub Mountain Segment:  Support Alternative B. 

1 1 •  Oregon Trail ACEC Birch Creek Segment:  Support Alternative C. 

1 1 •  Honeycombs ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative C. 

1 1 •  Leslie Gulch ACEC:  Support Alternative C. 

1 1 •  Mahogany Ridge ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative D. 
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Reason: gives greater representation of the target natural community 
and adds diversity because species are mostly on private lands. 

1 1 •  Stockade Mountain ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative B. 

1 1 •  Stockade Mountain ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative D. 

Reason: adds diversity to western juniper and low sagebrush types. 

1 1 •  Black Canyon ACEC/RNA:  Favor ACEC, but not RNA designation. 

1 1 •  Dry Creek Gorge ACEC:  Favor ACEC from Juniper Creek to cave. 

1 1 •  Dry Creek Gorge ACEC:  Support Alternative D. 

Reason: scenery, geology that supports salt desert shrub communities. 

1 1 •  Hammond Hills ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative B. 

1 1 •  Hammond Hills ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative D. 

Reason: threat of mineral leasing and importance of NSO stipulations; 
and excellent representation of sandy soil alkali communities. 

1 1 •  Lake Ridge ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative B. 

1 1 •  Lake Ridge ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative D. 

Reason: lands contain best low sagebrush/bluebunch wheatgrass, and 
silver sagebrush/Nevada bluegrass playa vegetation. 

1 1 •  North Ridge Bully Creek ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative B. 

1 1 •  North Ridge Bully Creek ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative D. 

Reason: great representation of plant communities which need protec
tion from grazing. 

1 1 •  Ott Mountain ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative B. 

1 1 •  Owyhee Below the Dam ACEC:  Neutral 

1 1 •  South Alkali Sand Hills ACEC:  Support Alternative B. 

1 1 •  South Alkali Sand Hills ACEC:  Support Alternative D. 

Reason: protects two sensitive plant species with maximum habitat and 
management latitude. 

1 1 •  South Bull Canyon ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative B. 

1 1 •  South Ridge Bully Creek ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative B. 

1 1 •  Spring Mountain ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative B. 

1 1 •  Spring Mountain ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative C. 

1 1 •  Spring Mountain ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative D. 

Reason: potential to represent a suite of quaking aspen communities 
(support exchange for willing sellers). 

1 1 •  Owyhee River ACEC:  Support Alternative C. 

1 1 •  Saddle Butte ACEC:  Support Alternative C. 

1 1 • Whitehorse Butte ACEC:  Support Alternative C. 

1 1 •  Dry Creek Bench ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative B. 

1 1 •  Dry Creek Bench ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative D. 

Reason: larger acreage needed to act as buffer. 

1 1 •  Little Whitehorse Creek ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative C. 

1 1 •  Little Whitehorse Creek ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative D. 

Reason: benchmark area for low elevation riparian need additional 
protection. 

1 1 •  Mendi Gore ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative C. 

1 1 •  Mendi Gore ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative D. 

Reason: additional acreage for important plant representations. 
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1 1 • Three Forks ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative C. 

1 1 • Three Forks ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative D. 

Reason: designation will better recognize some plant representations 
and has other attributes needing management. 

1 1 • Toppin Creek Butte ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative B. 

1 1 • Toppin Creek Butte ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative D. 

Reason: added diversity that Bull Flats provides. 

1 1	 • Alvord Desert ACEC:  Support D, but full extent of playa should be 
included. 

Reason: recognizes complete extent of Alvord and benefit from result
ing level of management. 

1 1	 •  Borax Lake ACEC:  Support Alternative C (with addition of withdrawal 
for mineral entry). 

1 1	 •  East Kiger Plateau: Support Alternative C (with addition of withdrawal 
for mineral entry). 

1 1	 •  Little Blitzen ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative C (with addition of 
withdrawal for mineral entry). 

1 1	 •  Little Wildhorse ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative C (with addition of 
withdrawal for mineral entry). 

1 1	 •  Mickey Basin ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative C (with addition of 
withdrawal for mineral entry). 

1 1	 •  Pickett Rim ACEC:  Support Alternative C (with addition of withdrawal 
for mineral entry). 

1 1	 •  Pueblo Foothills ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative C (with addition of 
withdrawal for mineral entry). 

1 1	 •  Rooster Comb ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative C (with addition of 
withdrawal for mineral entry). 

1 1	 •  South Fork Willow Creek ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative C (with 
addition of withdrawal for mineral entry). 

1 1	 •  Steens Mountain ACEC:  Support Alternative C (with addition of 
withdrawal for mineral entry). 

1 1	 • Tum Tum Lake ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative C (with addition of 
withdrawal for mineral entry). 

1 1	 •  Fir Groves ACEC:  Support Alternative C (with addition of withdrawal 
for mineral entry). 

1 1	 •  Mickey Hot Springs: Support Alternative C (with addition of withdrawal 
for mineral entry). 

1 1	 •  Serrano Point ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative C (with addition of 
withdrawal for mineral entry). 

1 1 •  Big Alvord Creek ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative C (with addition of 
withdrawal for mineral entry. 

Reason: quality examples of natural communities 

1 1	 •  East Fork Trout Creek ACEC/RNA:  Support Alternative C, with 
extension of boundary to ridge to ensure protection of wetland/riparian 
areas. 

1 1	 •  Keep Pickett Rim as an ACEC. 

Reason: for peregrine falcons and high nesting/breeding values for 
raptors, plants, and ACEC and VRM status. 

Response:  Discussion and analysis of the merits of designation under 
each alternative may be found in Chapters 3 and 4 for ACEC’s. Final 
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determination that best meets management of ACEC values within the 
framework of multiple use is found in the Proposed RMP of the 
PSEORMP/FEIS. 

541 2 2	 Comment:  Do something about trash, weeds, and OHV use within the 
proposed Keeney Pass segment of the Oregon Trail ACEC. 

Response:  Under the Proposed RMP and other alternatives, appropriate 
management of noxious weeds and OHV use has been provided. Due to 
the proximity of this trail segment to urban settings and to the county’s 
landfill waste site with its limited weekly operation hours, the Keeney Pass 
(Lytle Boulevard) road corridor remains subject to roadside refuse dump
ing. BLM continues to work with Malheur County and interested persons 
and organizations for periodic trash removal in the area.  Also see comment 
response 486. 

542 Comments: 

2 2 •  Need for ACEC’s should document a biological issue or management 
problem. 

1 1 •  Needs for ACEC have not been justified. 

Response:  Interdisciplinary teams were formed to review relevant and 
important values for areas nominated to be ACEC’s or ACEC/RNA’s. 
Determination by the teams was also made regarding the need for special 
management attention for these areas. Those areas with relevant and 
important values in need of management attention were brought forward 
for consideration and analysis under the management scenarios within each 
alternative. 

543 1 2	 Comment: The Pickett Rim ACEC should be expanded. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

544 1 1	 Comment:  Give Lone Mountain special designation. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

545 1 1	 Comment:  OHV restrictions in ACEC’s need to be clarified. 

Response:  In all ACEC’s not closed to OHV’s, OHV use would be limited 
to designated roads and trails. Maps depicting these designated roads and 
trails would be available at the Vale District Office.  OHV management for 
each ACEC is provided in the text of Chapter 3 and Table 3-12. 

546 1 1	 Comment: Cryptobiotic crusts should be mentioned in the description of 
Leslie Gulch ACEC and may make the area eligible for ACEC/RNA status. 

Response:  BLM personnel are not aware at this time of excellent ex
amples of biotic crusts in Leslie Gulch. However, except in high recre
ation use areas, current management of the area should provide satisfactory 
management for crusts which occur in the area. The extent of human 
activity in the Leslie Gulch ACEC would not make the area as a whole 
eligible for consideration as a research natural area. 
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547 1 1	 Comment:  Owyhee River ACEC should not be dropped because of 
NWSR designation. 

Response:  Because no relevant and important values were identified for 
the river which are not currently managed under the existing management 
plan for Owyhee NWSR as ORV’s, it was determined that no additional 
management protection would be provided for the Owyhee River NWSR 
corridor as a result of ACEC designation. 

548 1 1	 Comment:  Grazing impacts in ACEC’s appear to be the same for Alterna
tive C as for Alternative A; concerned that the 1998 “Oregon Natural 
Heritage Plan” document was not used in the draft, which shows Harney 
Lake as a key area needing management. 

Response: As analyzed, grazing impacts would be anticipated to have a 
greater impact in Alternative A; however, relevant and important values of 
ACEC’s would be protected in all alternatives, with fencing having the 
greatest likelihood for management of those values on the generally 
smaller acreages in Alternative A.  Text in the ACEC section has been 
updated and revised to indicate that the l998 “Oregon Natural Heritage 
Plan” has been used as the most current information available. The Harney 
Lake area mentioned in that plan, is not in the SEORMP planning area. 

549 1 1	 Comment: The existing Oregon National Historic Trail be designated as a 
SRMA instead of ACEC. 

Response:  Under the Proposed RMP and other alternatives, the Oregon 
National Historic Trail would be designated as a SRMA in 1989.  The 
value of adding ACEC designation is discussed in comment response 555. 

550 1 1	 Comment:  Support right-of-way avoidance in place of ACEC designation 
for the Oregon Trail. 

Response:  See comment response 555. 

551 1 1	 Comment: There is a discrepancy in the text between the length of the 
ruts mentioned in several paragraphs.


Response: Text has been amended to clarify length of ruts in each

segment and across the Vale District BLM.


552 2 2	 Comment: There is a discrepancy in the text for the corridor width for the 
Oregon Trail, Keeney Pass segment. 

Response: Text was clarified with regard to corridor width. 

553 2 2	 Comment: The Oregon Trail ruts in Keeney Pass were mostly made by 
motor vehicle use. 

Response:  It is correct that Lytle Boulevard overlies the original route of 
the Oregon Trail in many places and also that the ruts at Keeney Pass were 
used as the main travel route for vehicular traffic prior to the construction 
of Lytle Boulevard.  While this vehicular traffic may have enlarged or 
deepened the ruts, the swales still follow the route of and represent the 
Oregon Trail. 

554 1 1	 Comment: No mention was made that numerous projects exist in the 
Oregon Trail-Keeney Pass segment. 
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Response: Text was amended to include a description of the projects 
within the corridor. 

555 2 2 Comment: ACEC designation is not necessary to manage the Oregon 
Trail.  It could be equally well managed under a different designation, such 
as SRMA. In addition, weeds and OHV’s are not currently managed; 
ACEC designation would not make a difference. 

Response:  One of the objectives for designating the Oregon Trail seg
ments as an ACEC is to protect not only the trail but also the viewshed and 
setting associated with the trail. The Oregon Trail is not a renewable 
resource and would vanish over time, protected or not, due to environmen
tal factors (weather, erosion); the intent is to limit impacts associated with 
population growth and physical development on the ground. The Oregon 
Trail is more than the physical ruts; it is the entire setting.  Maintaining the 
integrity of that setting for future generations is the goal of this ACEC. 
Over time, what has changed are the increased number of developments 
along the Oregon Trail.  The management prescriptions outlined for the 
ACEC would provide tools to limit new developments and protect the 
integrity of the environmental setting. The prescriptions do not preclude 
the maintenance of existing facilities but may limit some activities. New 
projects would be evaluated for impacts to the integrity and aesthetics of 
the environmental. The ACEC designation would bring higher priority for 
OHV and weed management. 

556 2 2 Comment: Concern was expressed about the potential change of grazing 
activities, focus on livestock grazing in Alternative C, and the ability to 
maintain current projects should the ACEC be designated in the Oregon 
Trail-Keeney Pass segment. 

Response:  Grazing as is currently conducted in the potential ACEC has 
not been found to impact the relevant and important values for which the 
ACEC would be established. Grazing would be evaluated as an ongoing 
process, and as changes in the current grazing system were proposed. 
Alternative C is not specific to discussion of livestock use only; such use is 
addressed in other alternatives. In addition, mineral activities would be 
limited or closed, depending on the proximity to the corridor and the 
viewshed adjacent to the Oregon Trail.  All project maintenance within the 
corridor would continue as long as relevant and important values are not 
negatively affected. 

557 1 1 Comment: Against ACEC/RNA designations per Malheur County Court 
1996 position regarding vegetative communities and plant cells, etc. 

Reasons: 

deviates from multiple use; and 

present management is compatible with well-being of the identified 
vegetative communities. 

Response:  Designation of ACEC’s is considered part of multiple use as 
mandated by the FLPMA and is consistent with BLM management under 
the Act.  Where present management is compatible with the maintenance 
and enhancement of identified vegetative communities, it would not be 
changed. Management would only change as the adaptive management 
process identifies conflicts with present management or proposed future 
management of the relevant and important values of designated ACEC’s. 
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558 1 1


559 1 1 

560 1 1 

561 1 1 

562 1 1 

Comment:  Oppose expanding existing WSA’s because BLM has already 
recommended them to Congress. 

Response: As indicated in Chapter 3, under Rationale for Land Adjacent 
to Wilderness Study Areas, sections 202 and 302 of the FLPMA provides 
authority to provide for WSA’s under the BLM’s land use planning 
process. In this plan, the only land parcels that would be subject to be 
added to existing WSA’s are those parcels identified in BLM’s 1989 
OWFEIS and 1991 “Wilderness Study Report for Oregon.” As WSA’s, 
those lands would be managed in concert with all WSA’s, in accordance 
with the IMPLWR.  This would provide continuity in their management 
and preserve their suitability for wilderness designation until Congress 
takes action on the wilderness issue. 

Comment: The Nature Conservancy (TNC) should not be paid to inven
tory for potential ACEC/RNA’s.

 Reasons:

 locals and government are not included; 

expertise of TNC is in question; and 

BLM should have no control over private land. 

Response: The BLM has entered into a partnership with TNC and 
maintains a 1990 national memorandum of understanding which recog
nizes TNC as the organization with the expertise to identify and evaluate 
specific ecological units and critical elements for management of 
biodiversity across the national landscape. This memorandum states that, 
as requested and as funds are available, TNC is to provide information and 
technical assistance for areas on BLM lands that have high natural values; 
areas of exceptional ecological importance; locations of rare or unusual 
plant or animal communities; and habitats of Federally listed endangered, 
threatened, proposed, and candidate species and State listed species. 
Neither BLM nor TNC have authority to determine ecological sites or 
management on private lands. All public and private entities have had the 
opportunity to provide input throughout this planning process. 

Comment:  It is incompatible to manage Mahogany Ridge ACEC/RNA for

both purity and diversity.


Response: ACEC’s may be managed for a variety of relevant and impor

tant values within the same unit. While the existing Mahogany Ridge

ACEC/RNA is managed primarily for its excellent representation of a

mountain mahogany community, additional acreage has been being

proposed to add additional biological diversity, as well as a larger represen

tation of the mountain mahogany community.


Comment: A cumulative reduction in grazing AUM’s is resulting from all

of the ACEC additions.


Response: There are no reductions in AUM’s proposed in the SEORMP

for any existing, proposed additions, or proposed ACEC’s or ACEC/

RNA’s.


Comment:  Livestock and recreational use are excluded from ACEC/

RNA’s, which deviates from multiple use.


Response: Livestock are rarely excluded, and recreational use has not

been excluded from ACEC/RNA’s, except as recreationists are limited to
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designated roads and trails for OHV activities.  The concept of multiple use 
does not mean that all uses are to occur on all acres. As part of adaptive 
management, some uses in ACEC’s may be excluded if they would be 
shown to be detrimental to and incompatible with management and 
protection of the relevant and important values for which the ACEC was 
established. 

563 1 1	 Comment:  Questioned the fact that no mineral leasing was designated for 
more acres for ACEC’s under Alternative B than on all the other alterna
tives. 

Response: The commentor is directed to a footnote in the ACEC table 
which explains that under Alternative B, the restrictions on mineral leasing 
imposed by current IMPLWR or other special designations are in effect for 
many of the existing ACEC’s. For all other alternatives, IMPLWR was not 
shown, although IMPLWR management would continue to be in effect for 
those portions of any ACEC within a WSA. 

564 1 1	 Comment:  Dropping of Alvord Peak ACEC could allow an increase in 
mineral activity in the area which could cause an impact to bighorn sheep. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

565 1 1	 Comment:  Noxious weeds would not be controlled in areas designated as 
ACEC’s. 

Response: As stated in Chapter 3, noxious weeds in ACEC’s would be 
aggressively controlled using integrated weed management methods 
consistent with protection and enhancement of relevant and important 
values. 

566 1 1	 Comment:  It is not appropriate to have ACEC’s for visual or other 
subjective criteria. 

Response: FLPMA specifically identifies scenic values as criteria for 
consideration that may require special management attention by ACEC 
designation in order to protect and prevent irreparable damage to those 
values. 

567 1 1 Comment:  Management should not be referenced as a purpose for ACEC 
establishment. 

Reasons: 

historic grazing did not damage their value; and 

grazing use is fundamental to biological needs. 

Response:  FLPMA specifically states that ACEC’s are areas where special 
management attention is required to protect and prevent irreparable 
damage to important historic, cultural, or scenic values, fish and wildlife 
resources, or other natural systems or processes, or to protect life and 
safety from natural hazards. The need for management is therefore a 
critical consideration in establishment of ACEC’s. 

568 1 1	 Comment:  It is not clear how many ACEC’s have been established for 
plant or animal habitats. 
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Response: The relevant and important values for each ACEC have been 
described in the introductory section for each specific existing or proposed 
ACEC in the text of Chapter 3. If plants or animals and their habitats are 
relevant and important values, they are discussed in that section. 

569 1 1	 Comment:  It is not clear which plant or animal ACEC’s will have 
grazing, recreation, or mining as secondary objectives. 

Response: ACEC’s do not have secondary objectives, only relevant and 
important values for which the ACEC’s would be managed. Ongoing uses, 
such as grazing, recreation, or mining, may be permitted which do not 
adversely impact relevant and important values. Also see comment 
response 570. 

570 1 1	 Comment:  It would be useful to identify where conflicting management 
actions in ACEC’s may occur. 

Response: The process of adaptive management, including gathering of 
data as part of the future monitoring program, would be used to identify 
conflicting management actions in ACEC’s. Potential future conflicting 
management actions have been identified ACEC’s in the table and text of 
ACEC discussion in Chapter 3. 

571 1 1	 Comment: Acceptable levels of change need to be identified in ACEC’s. 

Response:  Each ACEC would be evaluated in the future for acceptable 
levels of change consistent with the relevant and important values identi
fied for that area. Also see comment response 570. 

572 1 1	 Comment: ACEC’s in Bully Creek should include quaking aspen in shrub 
steppe mosaics. 

Response: There were no specific nominations for ACEC/RNA’s in the 
Bully Creek watershed of areas which include quaking aspen in shrub 
steppe mosaics. 

573 1 1	 Comment:  Long Draw ACEC/RNA:  Extend boundary consistent with 
landscape to better protect sandy soil plant communities. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

National Conservation Area 
574 5 5 Comment:  NCA designation should be separate from plan. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

575 4 9	 Comment: Support NCA for Steens and include Alvord Desert. 

Reasons: 

they are integrally tied; 

large enough area to manage from a landscape approach; and 

major issues involve both areas. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 
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576 4 9	 Comment: The NCA proposal contains no clear approach or planning and 
nothing to evaluate. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

577 1 2	 Comment: The BLM should provide landowners and business owners in 
the proposed NCA a copy of NCA-H.R.-100-24, along with positive and 
negative impacts. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

578 1 1	 Comment:  NCA designation could severely impact cattle industry. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

579 1 1	 Comment: Fire suppression should be reduced in NCA. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

Opinion or Preference 
4 6 Do not support NCA for Steens. 

Reasons:


too much private land within;


too many unknowns of legislation; and


states that BLM would manage wildlife.


3 4 Steens Mountain needs permanent federal protection.


2 2 Steens are of vital interest for recreation.


1 6 The NCA proposal in Alternative C fails to protect the area.


1 6 We are pleased to see the BLM is adding over 28,000 acres to Steens

Mountain ACEC. 

1 1 Alvord Desert is of vital interest for recreation. 

1 1 Frenchglen is of vital interest for recreation. 

6 7  Support NCA for Steens Mountain 

1 6 We urge the BLM to offer thorough discussions of various proposals for 
protection of Steens Mountain. 

1 1  Steens and Owyhee Canyonlands should be national parks or monuments. 

1 1  Need to add P Hill and Pickett Rim to NCA proposal. 

LETTER NUMBER: 016, 017, 022, 075, 094, 103, 104, 107, 109, 110, 122, 123, 124, 130, 157, 163, 165, 
166, 172, 179, 180, 217, 218, 220, 222, 226, 232, 235, 237, 238, 240, 241, 256, 257, 258, 259, 262, 264, 272 

Human Uses and Values 

Some Human Uses and Values comments may be under GRAZING or GENERAL COMMENTS. 

No. I S 
580 1 2 Comment: The draft should include “impacts to private lands and 

business.” 
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Response: The draft and final are similar in their discussions of impacts to 
private lands and businesses. These impacts are discussed generally, 
identifying how opportunities for continuation or growth of certain types of 
businesses would increase or decrease under the various alternatives. 
Business sectors such as tourism, mining, timber, and livestock grazing are 
examined. Hopefully, this plan provides enough detail to existing business 
owners and operators to guide them in effectively operating their busi
nesses as Federal land management changes with adoption of a new 
resource management plan. 

581 1 1 Comment: Tribal economy and use was not represented in this section. 

Response: A brief discussion of Native American subsistence uses was 
added as part of the environmental justice discussion. Additional informa
tion appears under Cultural Resources and Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern. 

582 1 1	 Comment:  Data selection and analysis are biased towards livestock 
producers. 

Reasons: 

inflates economic importance of grazing; and 

generally flawed. 

Response: The estimate of impacts related to changing livestock use has 
been revised based on additional research into source data. This revision 
reduced the economic importance of forage provided on BLM-adminis
tered lands. 

583 1 1	 Comment: The plan fails to recognize increased recreation use as result of 
decreased grazing. 

Response: The BLM is unaware of any studies that suggest decreased 
grazing use results in increased recreation use in the absence of other 
factors such as special designations, improved public access, recreation 
facilities, or notations on maps. 

584 1 1	 Comment: The economic impact studies by Ashley (1993) and Johnson 
(1995) are flawed. 

Response: Table 2-37,  Expenditures by Activity Category, references 
Rebecca Johnson of OSU. Her 1995 study addresses recreation expendi
tures throughout Oregon and not within the planning area specifically.  For 
this reason, the information on visitor spending was included to provide a 
context for readers about the potential economic contribution of recreation 
to the area but was not used to develop detailed economic impact esti
mates. The study by Ashley refers specifically to the Steens Mountain area 
and is no longer cited in the RMP. 

Opinions or Preference: 
Comment:  Support Alternative D 

LETTER NUMBER: 110, 227, 241 
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Cultural Resources 

No. I S 
585 2 2	 Comment: The Burns Paiute Tribe encourages the BLM to record cultural 

plant distribution during project surveys. 

Response: As a matter of current practice, BLM botanists make thorough 
plant lists that include cultural plants during project surveys. 

586 2 2	 Comment: Alternative C shows little or no Native American recognition. 

Response:  Chapter 1, page 17 in the draft explains the coordination with 
the Tribes.  This is the same across all alternatives. 

587 1 1	 Comment:  Number of cultural sites is in error. 

Response: The number of cultural sites enumerated in Table 2-40 is a 
cumulative total of all known sites in each resource area. Because these 
areas have not been completely inventoried and no Native American 
subsistence areas have been reported to BLM, the total number of cultural 
sites is undetermined at this time. 

588 1 1	 Comment:  Do not mix permanent sites with temporary sites. 

Response: Significant sites are given higher priority than sites determined 
ineligible for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP). They are monitored, patrolled, and protected to the extent 
possible. However, because the entire range of archaeological site types is 
required to represent a full spectrum of prehistoric activities, a number of 
less significant sites are preserved. 

589 1 1	 Comment:  Page 1-17: “Malheur Reservation was largely abandoned by 
the Northern Paiutes in 1878 during hostilities” is not correct and serves no 
purpose in this document. 

Reasons:

 implies that the Northern Paiute left on their own choice, which was 
not the case. 

Response: The sentence was amended to read: “The Northern Paiute 
people were forced off the Malheur Reservation in 1878 because of their 
participation in the Bannock War.” 

590 1 1	 Comment: Page 2-80: regarding “No American Indian subsistence areas 
have been identified”: reword sentence. 

Response:  BLM is in active communication with tribal representatives 
concerning subsistence areas. To date, no locations within the planning 
area have been reported. 

591 1 1	 Comment: The Burns Paiute Tribe is in support of the Castle Rock ACEC 
nomination. 

Response: The Castle Rock ACEC is designated under the Proposed RMP. 
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592 1 1	 Comment: The Burns Paiute Tribe encourages closure of Castle Rock to 
mineral development. 

Response:  In the PSEORMP/FEIS Proposed RMP alternative, 3,280 acres 
of the 14,599-acre Castle Rock ACEC would be withdrawn from locatable 
mineral entry and closed to salable mineral activity.  The entire Castle 
Rock ACEC would be subject to NSO stipulations for leasable minerals. 
Also, refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on page 1. 

593 1 1	 Comment:  Cultural Resources are not specifically considered in the VRM 
section. 

Response: Visual setting is considered when management actions are 
proposed within or near a NRHP eligible site. It is a component of site 
integrity and evaluated and mitigated under the “National Historic Preser
vation Act” (NHPA) as amended.  Visual setting is considered for cultural 
resources. 

594 1 1	 Comment: The visual impact to cultural resources should be considered 
during management actions. 

Response: Visual impacts to significant cultural resources are considered 
when assessing proposed management actions. It is component of site 
integrity and evaluated and mitigated under the NHPA as amended. 

595	 Comment: Restore impacted cultural plant communities in the plan. 

Response: The BLM does not know of any cultural plant communities in 
need of restoration. Also see comment response 590. 

596 1 1	 Comment:  Protect cultural resources from grazing impacts in consultation 
with SHPO and NHPA. 

Response: The BLM does protect significant and nonsignificant (NRHP 
eligible and ineligible) cultural resources from grazing impacts in consulta
tion with SHPO and consonant with the NHPA as amended. 

597 1 1	 Comment: ODFW requests additional clarification language stating that 
legal hunting and fishing activities are allowed. 

Response: The plan presumes that Native American traditional use 
activities on public land would be practiced within applicable state and 
Federal laws. This plan deals only with management of wildlife habitat. 

598 1 1	 Comment: The SEORAC feels that communication with the tribes could 
be improved—a process for improving communication with tribal entities 
could be delineated in the plan. 

Response: Vale District is presently writing a memorandum of under
standing (MOU) with the Burns Paiute Tribe.  The MOU is intended to 
provide structure to the consultation process with the expressed purpose of 
improving communication. 

Opinion or Preference 
1 1	 Support Alternative D. 

1 1	 Commend BLM for restoring requirements for clearances for fence 
construction. 
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1 1 Support Objective 3, Alternative B. 

LETTER NUMBER: 030, 157, 180, 182, 218, 227, 238, 241 

Land and Realty 

No. I S

599 3 8 Comment: BLM should acquire private land within Zone 1.


Response:  Regarding land exchanges/acquisitions—under the Proposed 
RMP alternative, BLM would maintain its land exchange options within 
Zone 1, 2 and 3 areas. When opportunities arise to acquire lands of high 
and public resource values, and such acquisition is determined to be in the 
public interest and meets the requirements of NEPA, it is necessary that 
BLM have the latitude of offering lands with lesser public resource values, 
regardless of which land tenure zone is affected.  The laws and regulations 
are in no way affected or diminished by this RMP.  Potential acquisitions 
and land exchanges are governed by the availability of funds from Con
gress and the priorities established at the state and national BLM levels. 

600 2 8 Comment:  Public land within Zones 1 and 2 should be retained. 

Response: Current policy is to identify public lands with high resource 
values and recommend them for inclusion in SMA’s such as ACEC’s, 
NWSR designation, critical wildlife habitat areas, wild horse herd areas, 
critical fish habitat areas, and threatened and endangered species areas. 
Long-term retention of public lands in these SMA’s is required by law. 

Most of the lands identified in Zone 1 and 2 exhibit public value resources, 
but not the caliber of resources which would qualify them for inclusion in 
SMA’s. For these types of lands, under the Proposal RMP alternative BLM 
would maintain its land exchange options within Zone 1, 2 and 3 areas. 
When opportunities arise to acquire lands of high and public resource 
values, and such acquisition is determined to be in the public interest and 
meets the requirements of NEPA, it is necessary that BLM have the 
latitude of offering lands with lessor public resource values, regardless of 
which land tenure zone is affected. 

In order to clarify the use of terms such as high resource values, public 
resource values and acquired lands, definitions were developed, text 
footnoted, and the term definitions were placed in the Glossary. 

601 2 3 Comment: BLM should not restrict or control access to private land. 

Response: BLM policy is not to deny access to private lands. Oregon 
State laws gives landowners the right to access their private lands. 

602 1 1	 Comment: The purpose for tenure adjustment needs to be emphasized in 
Alternative C. 

Response: To clarify the preferred methods of consolidation of landown
ership, the following changes to consolidated land ownership were made: 
(1) Appendix L, Land Exchanges section added the following sentence: 
“Land exchange is the preferred method for consolidating land owner
ship.”; and (2) Methods of Disposal section added: “ . . . include the 
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following in order of priority.”  BLM is required to identify such well-
blocked public land with public resource values for retention. 

603 1 1	 Comment: The plan must be changed to allow land exchanges in all areas 
of the plan. 

Response: See comment response 599 and 602. 

604 1 1	 Comment:  Consolidation of land with high profile values should replace 
retain in all of the alternatives. 

Response: See comment response 602. 

605 1 1	 Comment: BLM should not be in the business of increasing holdings at 
the expense of private sector. 

Response:  See comment response 602. 

606 1 1	 Comment: We are opposed to substantial net loss of public lands. 

Response:  Both Harney and Malheur Counties have gone on record as 
preferring that there be no net loss of private land within their boundaries. 
BLM is in agreement with this position, and BLM would conduct its 
activities in accordance with this premise to the extent possible. The 
potential for net loss of public lands is an important evaluation criteria 
when specific land exchanges, sales, or acquisitions are proposed. The 
SEORMP establishes land tenure zones but does not address specific land 
exchanges, sales, or acquisitions. 

607 1 1	 Comment:  Increase the legal access to public lands. 

Response:  Map LAND-1 in the Draft SEORMP/EIS identifies critical 
BLM access needs. Although these access needs were identified,  BLM 
still has to negotiate with willing private land owners for the best access 
routes and compensate the private land owners for any easement acquisi
tions. Obtaining access would depend on the resource values involved and 
public needs. 

608 1 1	 Comment: Commentor is interested in specific lands to purchase or 
exchange. 

Response:  Specific land exchange proposals and sales should be submit
ted to the District Manager in writing. The SEORMP is not the appropriate 
forum for consideration of individual exchange and sales transactions. 

609 1 1	 Comment:  Land tenure adjustments seem restricted in Steens Mountain 
area. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

610 1 1	 Comment:  Pursue land acquisition of private inholdings on Steens 
Mountain and roadless areas. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

Opinion or Preference 
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1 1	 Support Alternative D for Lands and Realty. 

1 1	 We agree with ownership consolidation as long as land values, total private 
ownership, and farming is protected. 

1 1	 A clean-up program should be started on public lands to remove fences, 
culverts, close roads, etc. 

LETTER NUMBER: 001, 036, 100, 107, 180, 218, 232, 237, 239, 240, 241, 247 

Specific Sites 
Some specific sites are also addressed under other sections. 

No. I S

611 16 19 Comment:  Steens Mountains should be allowed to recover from grazing.


Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

612 12 13	 Comment: Alvord Desert should receive increased protection/national 
designation. 

Reasons: 

because of unique geology and rare plants and animals. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

613 18 18	 Comment:  Donner und Blitzen is of special interest and needs further 
protection from livestock. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

614 7 7	 Comment:  Blitzen: Reduce grazing. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

615 7 7 Comment:  Protect the Owyhee River (general protection statement). 

Response: Under all alternatives, significant values associated with the 
Owyhee River corridor are provided some level of protective management. 
Examples include management prescriptions under ACEC designation and 
existing provisions of the river management plan for its three congression
ally designated NWSR’s. As a suitable study river for potential inclusion 
in the NWSRS, the river below Owyhee Dam would be managed to 
comply with established IMPLWR until Congress acts on BLM’s NWSR 
recommendation. Additionally, where the river corridor is within existing 
WSA’s, it is administered in accordance and compliance with the protec
tive measures of the IMPLWR.  Other resource management objectives 
would be met through the adaptive management process. 

616 6 6	 Comment: The Owyhee River system is of special interest and needs 
further protection from livestock. 

Response: The existing river management plan addresses livestock use of 
the three NWSR’s, and has been further addressed through recent judicial 
litigation regarding protection of ORV’s from livestock use impacts within 
the plan’s identified “areas of concern.” The PSEORMP/FEIS Wild and 
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617 5 5 

618 4 12 

619 1 2 

620 1 2 

621 1 1 

Scenic Rivers section of Chapters 2, 3, and 4 have been edited to reflect the

recent litigation.


Under the Proposed RMP and other alternatives, livestock use of public

lands along the river located below Owyhee Dam would be limited to be

consistent with protection of both the ORV’s associated with this adminis

tratively suitable study river for potential inclusion in the NWSRS, and the

important and relevant values of the ACEC.  Presently, livestock use in the

corridor is limited to seasonal trailing.


Comment: Steens Mountain is important and needs increased protection/

national designation.


Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on

page 1.


Comment: The Owyhee Canyonlands is a national-class area and needs

increased protection/and or national designation.


Response: It is not possible to interpret the bounds of the commentor’s

envisioned “Owyhee Canyonlands.”  Management prescriptions under the

Proposed RMP and other alternatives address protective management

measures and congressional designation for extensive public lands associ

ated with and abutting the Owyhee River’s entire length through the

planning area. Examples include management prescriptions under ACEC

designation, existing and administratively suitable NWSR’s status, and

OHV use restrictions within and outside of such SMA’s. Further, the

IMPLWR for existing administratively designated WSA’s of the area

requires highly protective management of wilderness values. Any public

lands congressionally designated as wilderness would be managed in

accordance with the “National Wilderness Act” of 1964. The proposed

SRMA’s associated with the area would be managed to balance appropriate

recreation use opportunities while providing protection of important

resource values.


Comment: Owyhee Below the Dam and Birch Creek Ranch: Do not

develop, except for parking.


Response: Any development would need to be in accordance with BLM’s

interim management guidelines for administratively suitable rivers and

allow for protection of known ORV’s and relevant and important ACEC

values. For Birch Creek Ranch, refer to the PSEORMP/FEIS Proposed

RMP alternative under both the Recreation and Wild and Scenic Rivers

sections of Chapter 3 and to Appendix U (Potential Recreation Sites,

Trails, and Improvements of Existing Sites).  For Owyhee Below the Dam,

see comment response 431 and 432.


Comment: The Steens Mountain North Loop Road should not be closed

to landowners during the winter months.


Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on

page 1.


Comment:  Complete Lauserica and Stephens fences as soon as possible.


Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on

page 1.
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622 1 1	 Comment:  Lauserica fence was covered as an EA; remove from Appen
dix.


Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on

page 1.


623 1 1	 Comment: Trout Creek and Oregon Canyon Mountain:  Mud Springs, 
Twin Peaks, and Wood roads should remain open. 

Response: These roads are associated with the Trout Creek group of 
WSA’s, with decisions relating to them addressed in previous BLM 
planning documents associated with BLM’s wilderness review program 
(1989 OWFEIS and 1991 “Wilderness Study Report”). Thus, reflective of 
Chapter 2 regarding WSA’s, these roads are beyond the scope of this plan, 
since they were addressed in these planning documents, and presently their 
subsequent decisions and recommendations await congressional action 
regarding wilderness designation. 

624 1 1	 Comment:  Pueblo Mountains: Arizona Creek road should remain open. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

625 1 1	 Comment: This document does not support the need for another special 
designation for the Steens Mountain area.


Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on

page 1.


626 1 1	 Comment:  Mahogany Mountain and Spring Mountain Allotments are 
suitable for livestock use.


Response: Mahogany Mountain (10509) and Spring Mountain (10504)

Allotments remain allocated for livestock grazing in the Proposed RMP.

Details of current management of these allotments, as all allotments in the

planning area, can be found in Appendix E (Allotment Summaries).


627 1 1	 Comment: Object to elk objective of 1,000 and the mule deer and 
pronghorn objectives, in the High Desert Hunter Unit. 

Response: Big game management objectives are set by the State of 
Oregon under the planning criteria and public involvement process they 
deem appropriate. BLM references to state management objectives were 
included in the draft and final plans to show the public general population 
trends and areas of occupancy within grazing allotments. 

628 1 1	 Comment: Alpine habitats are of special importance and fragile and need 
extra consideration. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

629 1 1	 Comment: Volcanic ashbed habitats should be withdrawn from mineral 
entry. 

Response:  Protective withdrawals would only be pursued where it was 
evident that there was no other way to protect the habitat, and only if the 
withdrawal could be clearly justified in the national interest. 
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630 1 1 Comment: Do not change status of Owyhee Below the Dam. 

Response: While there are presently some measures which assist in 
providing management of some of the significant natural values along the 
river below the dam, projected recreational use demands on the area and 
activities and expressed interest to conduct extractive consumptive uses 
which can adversely effect such values have focused the need to address 
conflicting uses of the area. Management actions under the Proposed RMP 
and most alternatives are designed to retain the area’s significant values. 
Such actions, overall, would result in maintaining the river’s existing 
landscape setting. 

630a 1 1 Comment:  Highly erodible soils should be identified specifically. 

Response:  See comment response 286 and 272. 

631 1 1 Comment:  Object to increasing shrubs on Mahogany Mountain and 
Spring Mountain Allotments. 

Response:  See comment response 187, 190, and 116. 

632 1 1 Comment: Riddle Creek is not part of Harney-Malheur Lake drainage. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

633 1 1 Comment:  Riparian condition and trend for Riddle Creek is outdated. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

634 1 1 Comment:  Many range improvements in the Keeney Pass segment of the 
Oregon Trail probably preclude it from qualifying as a SMA. 

Response: The presence of developments does not necessarily preclude 
public land tracts from being considered a SMA. The historic Oregon Trail 
route that passes through this corridor is already recognized as a SMA, 
since it is a component of the national historic trail system, and the Keeney 
Pass segment of the trail is listed on the NRHP.  The corridor has qualify
ing important and relevent values associated with the trail and a special 
status plant species for ACEC designation consideration.  Refer to Chapter 
3, ACEC/RNA’s for additional information. Also see comment response 
549 and 555. 

635 1 1 Comment:  Remove the Alvord Hot Spring from the Steens Mountain 
Recreation Lands to help eliminate confusion between public and private 
lands. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

636 1 1 Comment: Removing grazing from Deary Pasture removes water source 
from Jackies Butte Allotment; another water source is needed. 

Response: See comment response 518. 

637 1 1 Comment:  Map LVST-1J:  Rome North is listed as a livestock exclusion 
area; it is needed for Jackie’s Butte permittee. 
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638 1 1 Comment: Rewrite plan to accommodate the livestock users in Deary 
Pasture and Rome North. 

Response:  See comment response to 519 about the Deary Pasture closure. 
The Rome North Pasture of the Jackies Butte Summer Allotment is 
excluded from livestock grazing. This decision is carried forth from the 
“Southern Malheur Management Framework Plan” (1983) and the 
“Southern Malheur Rangeland Program Summary” (1984) because the 
pasture is unfenced and interspersed with various land ownership. Live
stock exclusion is defined as—no scheduled livestock grazing. However, 
uses of the public land including livestock grazing may be authorized as a 
result of adaptive management. Also see comment response 518. 

639 1 1 Comment: Jackie’s Butte permittees want to see range development 
provisions in the plan for their allotment. 

Reasons: 

plan needs to allow fence building to meet objectives. 

Response: Rangeland projects and improvements (such as water develop
ment and/or fencing) on the Jackies Butte Summer Allotment may be 
proposed and completed as a portion of adaptive management and GMA 
evaluation to help reduce resource management conflicts and to achieve 
multiple-use management objectives. 

640 1 1 Comment:  Flooding of the Owyhee River at Deary Pasture is responsible 
for streambank damage and prohibits healthy development of riparian 
areas. Livestock grazing is not responsible for this. Their removal would 
not improve these areas. 

Response: Although floods play a natural process of altering floodplains 
and riparian areas, the riparian areas along the Deary Pasture have also 
been influenced by livestock grazing. Results from the assessment of PFC 
for the Owyhee River in the summer of 1998 indicate that much of the 
existing woody riparian vegetation (such as willows) in the pasture were 2 
to 3 years of growth behind many other riparian sites above and below the 
Deary Pasture. This observation is based on new woody riparian establish
ment in areas scoured by the large flood occurring in early 1993.  New 
growth of woody riparian species in areas above and below the Deary 
Pasture were approximated 5 years of age whereas in contrast, the normal 
woody growth in the Deary Pasture was approximately 3 years of age. 
Authorized livestock use occurred in the Deary Pasture during 1994 and 
1995. Also see comment response 518. 

641 1 1 Comment:  Map LVST-1J is in error—cattle are on west side of Cow 
Creek below Cow Lakes; remove Skinner Ranches private lands from 
shaded area on map. 

Response:  JRA range staff worked with affected livestock operators to 
more accurately define allotment boundaries of West Cow Creek Allotment 
(20902) between the draft and final documents. 

642 1 1 Comment: Appendix E: Antelope Allotment 21002:  season of use should 
be 4/01 to 12/31. 

Response:  The revised “Antelope Allotment Management Plan” (21002) 
was not signed by all permittees authorized to graze livestock in this 
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community allotment; thus, the authorized season us use remains 4/1 to 9/ 
30. 

643 1 1	 Comment: Arock Allotment has no riparian areas; terrain prevents cattle 
from grazing the river. 

Response: The allotment boundary for the Arock Allotment in the draft 
was along the Owyhee River.  That boundary has been adjusted to canyon 
rims and existing fences which preclude livestock from accessing to the 
river.  These adjusted boundaries and any existing boundaries located 
above the river are corrected and portrayed on Map LVST-1J for the 
Proposed RMP.  The areas between the adjusted allotment boundaries and 
the river would not be allocated for livestock grazing use. 

644 1 1	 Comment: Overlapping plans on Steens Mountain are confusing and 
vague. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

645 2 2	 Comment: Leslie Gulch should be allowed to recover from grazing. 

Response:  Livestock grazing was removed from most of Leslie Gulch 
ACEC as a result of the 1995 “Final Leslie Gulch ACEC Management 
Plan—Summary of Management Actions,” thus grazing would not occur in 
most of Leslie Gulch ACEC as a result of implementation of this plan. 

646 1 1	 Comment: Appendix E, page 278, states plans to manage for native fish 
habitat in the Krumbo Allotment.  There are no fish in this allotment. 

Response:  Refer to Comments Regarding Andrews Resource Area on 
page 1. 

647 1 1	 Comment: Various alternatives along the Oregon Trail are Visual Re
source Management (VRM) Class II or II/III; these should not be desig
nated because of existing improvements. 

Response:  Existing and future limitation considerations of cultural 
modifications associated with the National Historic Oregon Trail corridor 
were factors considered when determining the VRM classes associated 
with this nationally-significant cultural resource. VRM Classes II and III 
support both opportunities to mitigate the extent of some existing undesir
able visual impacts and to allow for possible future proposed management 
actions so long as those actions satisfy the SEORMP’s management 
objectives which affect the trail and its landscape setting. 

Opinion or Preference 
1 1	 Bureau of Reclamation wants permission to develop a parking lot up 

Cherry Creek. 

1 1	 Reduce grazing on Malheur Refuge. 

1 1	 Reduce grazing on Fields. 

3 3	 Endorse overlook interpretive center at P Hill. 

2 2	 Trout Creeks are of special interest and are being damaged by livestock. 

2 2	 Hart Mountain is of special interest. 
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1 1	 Pleased about grazing programs in Trout Creek Mountains, Oregon 
Canyon Mountains, Pueblo Mountains, and “Roaring Springs Ranch 
Conservation Agreement.” 

1 1	 Pueblo Mountains are of special interest. 

1 1	 Concerned about past and present damage to desert lands. 

1 1	 Support adaptive management consistent with S&G’s for Donner und 
Blitzen and Riddle Brothers Ranch. 

LETTER NUMBERS (Numbers in bold are much more detailed information): 001, 002, 003, 006, 009, 020, 
021, 033, 034, 044, 063, 064, 065, 066, 067, 071, 075, 079, 080, 081,082, 083, 084, 085, 086, 089, 092, 097, 
102, 106, 107, 109, 112, 113, 114, 116, 119, 121, 124, 165, 166, 167, 205, 217, 232, 256, 257, 260, 261, 264 

Other Comments 

No. I S

648 2 2 Comment:  Not enough time to review and comment.


Response: The Draft SEORMP was available to the public for 120 days. 
This amount of time exceeds that required by the CEQ regulations. 

649 2 2	 Comment:  Not enough meetings in westside urban centers. 

Response: Meetings were held at various locations on the east side of the 
State and in Portland. A meeting held in Bend, Oregon, only drew one 
participant. 

650 2 2	 Comment: The plan pays inadequate attention to weeds. 

Response: The plan includes an objective to “ Control the introduction 
and proliferation of noxious weed species and reduce the extent and 
density of established weed species to within acceptable limits.” Noxious 
weed control remains a priority for the BLM in coordination with private, 
county, and State and other Federal agencies. 

651 1 6	 Comment: The plan fails to reveal the extent of degradation of soils in the 
planning area. 

Response: Soils information is limited as to what types of soils there are 
and what their “normal function” might have been. Further soil impact 
assessments would be conducted during the evaluation of GMA’s by 
addressing soil health in terms of compaction (physical crusting), erosion, 
and loss of production as well as identifying some of the causes of current 
soil conditions. Specific soil conditions would be identified through 
evaluations of GMA’s conducted on a priority basis. An Order III soil 
survey is proposed for Vale District, Malheur County, scheduled for 2002. 

652 1 6	 Comment: The plan must show how far current soil conditions deviate 
from potential natural condition. 

Response:  See comment response 654. 

653 1 6	 Comment: The plan must provide monitoring data to support the conten
tion that soils are improving. 

Response:  See comment response 654. 

654 1 6 Comment: The plan basically ignores microbiotic crusts; should address

importance, status, and causes for degradation.
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655 1 6 

656 1 6 

657 1 1 

658 1 1 

659 1 1 

660 1 1 

Response: The section containing microbiotic crusts in Chapter 2 has

been rewritten to incorporate comments received on this subject. Microbi

otic crusts location and distribution would be identified to the extent

possible during the proposed Order III soil survey and ESI for Vale

District, Malheur County, scheduled for 2002.  Information on microbiotic

crusts acquired from proposed soil surveys for Malheur County and from

pertinent existing studies would be used during the evaluation of GMA’s.


Comment: The costs and benefits of the different alternatives have not

been analyzed.


Response:  Cost-benefit analysis is not required as part of NEPA analysis.

40 CFR 1502.23 specifically discusses cost-benefit analysis and states, “ . .

. the weighing of the merits and drawbacks of the various alternatives need

not be displayed in a monetary cost-benefit analysis and should not be

when there are important qualitative considerations.” This plan strives to

display and discuss various outcomes associated with the alternatives.

Both quantitative and qualitative measures are used. A comprehensive

totaling of costs and benefits was determined to be inappropriate because

many of the outcomes can be both a cost or benefit depending on the

perspective of the reader.


Comment: The number of jobs created by different uses of the land must

be presented.


Response: This plan strives to discuss job impacts where data are avail

able, generally for commodity uses. It is difficult to predict how jobs

would be generated by noncommodity uses. These impacts are discussed

using more qualitative measures. Thus a comparison of employment

impacts from commodity versus noncommodity uses cannot be made.


Comment: We suggest a clear definition of “ecosystem-based manage

ment” be included in the document.


Response: A definition has been added to the Glossary.


Comment: The document should clarify how BLM will incorporate local

citizens and government into ecosystem-based management.


Response: Comments were considered and some changes were made in the

Proposed RMP. Annual planning updates, which typically request input,

will keep the public informed of the implementation process.


Comment: The plan should give further attention to increased roads and

costs.


Response: The plan does not propose additional road development. Refer

to the Road Design and Maintenance section of Appendix O (Best Manage

ment Practices). Access management would be further addressed in

transportation management plans developed for each resource area.


Comment:  Page 377, paragraph 4: All livestock watering troughs should

have wildlife safety ramps.


Response: Safety ramps for wildlife would be added to new developments

and projects that require reconstruction. This was added to PSEORMP/

FEIS Appendix S (Standard Implementation Features and Procedures for

Rangeland Improvements).
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661 1 1	 Comment: BLM has failed to adequately address military overflights in 
the plan on natural and human environment. 

Response:  See comment response 49. 

662 1 1	 Comment: Appendix O, BMP’s: Surface disturbance activities 1–3 
should be eliminated. 

Response: BMP’s 1–3 in Surface-Disturbing Activities section deals with 
landscape alterations from soil disturbing activities and are considered 
appropriate for protection of all resources within the watershed, including 
visual. 

663 1 1	 Comment: Appendix O, BMP’s: Forest Management 1 should be 
eliminated. 

Response:  BMP’s 1 and 2 in Forest Management sections deal with 
landscape alterations from soil disturbing activities and are considered 
appropriate for protection of all resources, including visual, within the 
watershed. 

664 1 1	 Comment: Fire suppression: BMP number 2 should be modified to 
permit use of nonnatives. 

Response: Nonnative species can be used to rehabilitate firelines in low 
precipitation areas and in areas where substantial competition from annual 
vegetation is expected. The use of native plant species is preferred for all 
rehabilitation efforts where their use is expected to result in a successful 
seeding. 

665 2 2	 Comment: Not enough representation of tourists who live outside the 
planning area. 

Response: See comment response 41. 

666 1 1	 Comment: BLM should promote public education and outreach regarding 
the plan. 

Response: See comment response 41. 

667 1 1	 Comment:  Local planning discussion should be expanded to include 
zoning, policies, and goal requirement. 

Response: The State Land Conservation and Development Commission 
(LCDC) (see Appendix B) and county comprehensive land use plans were 
reviewed and no inconsistencies were found. BLM met several times with 
the Malheur and Harney County courts and requested input from the 
county during this process. Also, copies of the Draft SEORMP/EIS were 
sent to other Federal, State, and county agencies and Indian Tribes for 
input and to identify inconsistencies. The reference to “zoned exclusive 
farm use” statement in the Draft SEORMP/EIS was not indicating that was 
the only thing reviewed. See Appendix B, Table B-1, 3, for proper context. 

Opinion or Preference 
1 2 The goal of the plan is to eliminate access to nongovernment persons. 

1 1 Grazing should not occur in areas that are still relatively weed free. 

1 1 Federal government has no constitutional right to own or manage land. 

LETTER NUMBERS: 005, 075, 110, 166, 174, 176, 180, 202, 217, 232,  238, 240, 266 135 
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Reprinted LettersReprintedReprintedReprinted LettersLettersLetters
The following letters were received during the 120-day Draft SEORMP/EIS comment period. A letter number 
preceded by the letter “L” appears at the upper left corner on the first page of each letter. Some letters were found 
to be duplicates after they were numbered; hence there are no letters numbered L-164, L-254, L-255, L-257, L
259, L-265, and L-269. Some letters appear to be unnumbered on the first page, but those letters were written by 
the same respondent and mailed in the same envelope (and were considered the same letter). A few blank spaces 
are found in this record due to scanning duplication; these are noted for the reader. 
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