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Executive Summary 
 

This report documents the public scoping process for the Bureau of Land 
Management’s (BLM) Farmington Field Office (FFO) Resource Management Plan 
(RMP) Amendment for Visual Resource Management.  The Scoping Report includes 
a description of the scoping process and an overview of the planning schedule; a 
description of the scoping meeting; a summary of the comments submitted by the 
public; and an overview of the issues identified through all scoping comments. 
 

The purpose of “scoping” is to identify issues important to the future management 
of public lands and resources.  These issues will guide development of alternatives 
that will be evaluated in the amendment.  The scoping process also provides an 
opportunity to educate the general public about the management of public lands 
and for BLM to gauge the concerns of those who have a stake in the resources of the 
area. 
 

Public Scoping and Issue 
Identification 
Upon publication in the Federal Register of the 
Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an RMP 
amendment, the BLM FFO initiated the first phase of 
the public scoping process, including a call for 
resource information and the identification of issues 
for this planning effort.  The official scoping period 
began June 13, 2011 lasted until September 19, 2011.  

 
Public Scoping Meetings 
During the public scoping meeting, 25 people 
registered their attendance, with some people attending that did not sign in.  The 
meetings opened with a short power point presentation and continued with an open 
house format, with various information tables representing issues such as Livestock 
Grazing, Mineral and Gas Development and other resource areas.  The meetings 
were held from 4:30 PM until 7:00 PM, with the public arriving and departing at 
their leisure.  BLM specialists manned the resource stations and were available to 
answer any questions the public had.  This open house format allowed BLM staff to 
mingle with the public in a casual environment.  Comments were collected at the 
scoping meeting in hard copy (using preprinted comment forms), and solicited by 
letter, fax, or Email. 
 
Besides comments collected during the scoping meetings, additional comments were 
received through letters; no comments were received via Email.   
 
Fourteen comments were received through the various methods.   For organization 
and analysis purposes, comments were categorized into the following topic areas: 
 

Throughout the scoping process, the BLM 

approach has been one of open 
communication and dialogue.  The agency 

solicited input above and beyond minimum 

regulatory requirements.   One public 
meeting was held in Farmington NM.  

Comments were accepted through a 
variety of methods (email, website, mail, 

fax) to ensure that those who wished to 
comment could do so. 
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 Mining and Oil and Gas Development 
 Cultural/Historic Resources 
 Valid Existing Rights 
 Retroactive 
 National Parks 
 Livestock Grazing 
 Other 

 
Scoping Results 
 
Oil and Gas Development and Cultural Resources were the two categories that 
received the most comments for a specific topic (85%).  Most comments 
concerning oil and gas development focused on valid existing rights, economic 
analysis, and if the amendment would be retroactive for preexisting 
infrastructure.  Most of the cultural comments requested that scenic qualities 
surrounding cultural sites be preserved.  One comment was also received 
dealing with Rangeland Health/Livestock Grazing.  
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Introduction 
 
The BLM FFO currently manages approximately 1.4 million acres of public land 
surface and 3 million acres of federal mineral estate in San Juan, Rio Arriba, and 
Sandoval Counties, New Mexico.   
 
The existing Resource Management Plan, developed in 2003, directs the FFO to 
conduct a review of Visual Resource Management  (VRM) objectives upon the 
completion of a new visual Resource inventory.  That inventory was completed 
in March of 2009.  The purpose of this RMP amendment/EA is to address the 
need to update the VRM objectives in the 2003 RMP. 
 
In compliance with NEPA, the FFO initiated a scoping process to determine 
issues related to the development of the RMP and the associated EA.  This report 
describes the scoping process, the methods of comment retrieval, and a summary 
of issues brought forward during scoping categorized by resource area.  

 
  
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

Figure 1.  RMP Planning Area 
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Farmington Field Office RMP VRM Amendment 
Planning Schedule 

 
The process for the Farmington RMP revision and accompanying EA began with 
the publication of the NOI in the Federal Register on June 13, 2011.  The process 
continues through scoping, alternatives development, and the development of a 
Draft EA and Final EA.  
 
Figure 2.  Farmington Field Office RMP Amendment EA Planning Schedule 
 

Visual Resource Management Plan Amendment 
Project Timeline 

 

Environmental Assessment Schedule Time Frame 
 
Public Notice of Intent (NOI) 

June, 2011 

 
Public Scoping Period: 
Public meeting, media advertisement, comment period 

June, 2011 

 
Issue Scoping Report 

September, 2011 

 
Develop Purpose and Need and Describe the Proposed Action: 
Identify issues 

November, 2011 

 
Identify Reasonable Alternatives to Proposed Action 

December, 2011 

 
Develop Primary Draft EA: 
Consolidate scoping issues, identify issues requiring analysis, refine 

proposed action if necessary, analysis and disclose impacts to 

alternative, identify potential mitigation measures. 

January, 2012 

 
Field Office Review of Draft EA: 
Specialists comments 

February, 2012 

 
Public Comment Period: 
Public review of draft EA, public meeting, media advertisement 

March, 2012 

 
Review Public Comments on Draft EA: 
Address comments and revise EA 

May, 2012 

 
Revise EA – Prepare draft Record of Decision 

June, 2012 

 July, 2012 
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Signing of the Record of Decision (ROD) 
 
Distribute Final EA/ROD/ Reader Letter: 
Media advertising 

August, 2012 

 
Post EA on Farmington Field Office Website: 
www.blm.gov/nm 

August, 2012 

 
Initiate 45 day Appeal Period 

August, 2012 

 
 

Scoping Process 
 

Scoping is the process required by the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) in the early stages of developing an RMP amendment to determine the 
scope and significance of issues related to a proposed action, in this case 
updating the VRM objectives in the 2003 RMP.  Knowing the scope and the 
significance of issues allows for an accurate and timely environmental analysis.  
In addition to this, scoping helps identify issues important to the management of 
the area, as well as issues to be examined in the planning process.  The scoping 
process is designed to encourage public participation and to solicit public input.  
Although only one of the many steps in the planning process, scoping is an 
essential step to ensure that all issues are brought to the table. 
 
 
Figure 3.  Planning Process 
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Rationale will be provided in the plan for updating the VRM objectives in the 
2003 RMP.  Alternatives will then be developed and analyzed incorporating the 
issues identified during the scoping process and the Draft EA will be made 
available for public review. 
 
In accordance with the planning schedule (Figure 2), the scoping process 
formally began with the publication of the NOI (Appendix B), documenting 
BLM’s intent to prepare an EA.  Throughout the scoping process, BLM officials 
made presentations to interested parties.  In addition, interested individuals and 
organizations, affected federal, state, and local agencies, as well as affected 
Indian Tribes were invited to submit comments to the BLM.   
 
The scoping period began June 13, 2011 and ended September 19, 2011.  
Although the scoping period ended September 19, 2011, the BLM will consider 
issues brought forward any time during the planning process. Only comments 
submitted during the scoping period, however, are summarized in this report. 

 
Farmington RMP VRM Amendment Website 
 

An important vehicle used during the scoping process to solicit comments and 
educate the public is the Farmington VRM Amendment Website located at: 
http://www.blm.gov/nm/st/en/fo/Farmington_Field_Office/ffo_planning/vi
sual_resource_management.html.   
The website houses the latest information on the development of the EA, 
including the NOI, timeline, Communication Plan, VRM manuals, an Email 
address to send comments, and phone # to contact Farmington VRM specialists.   
 

Public Scoping Meeting 
 

Public scoping meetings provide an opportunity for interested parties to submit 
scoping comments and may be a part of the early and open scoping process 
NEPA requires (40 CFR 1501.7).  These meetings are especially important when 
there is “substantial environmental controversy concerning the proposed action 
or substantial interest in holding the [meeting]” (40 CFR 1506.6c1). 

 
Meeting Logistics and Attendance 
 

A press release was sent to the Farmington Daily Times and the Aztec Talon 
inviting the public to attend a public meeting held in Room 9012 at San Juan 
College from 4:30 p.m. to 7 p.m., to inform the public of plans to update the FFO 
Visual Resource Management objectives.  A public meeting notice was also 
posted on the Farmington VRM Amendment Website.  The total registered 

http://www.blm.gov/nm/st/en/fo/Farmington_Field_Office/ffo_planning/visual_resource_management.html
http://www.blm.gov/nm/st/en/fo/Farmington_Field_Office/ffo_planning/visual_resource_management.html
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attendance for the meeting was 25 people, and some additional people chose not 
to sign in.  Attendance was recorded using a sign-in sheet at a registration 
station.  Several resource-specific handouts were made available to the public.  
Comments were solicited in a manner that provided an opportunity for everyone 
attending the public meeting to provide input.  Hard-copy forms were provided 
to attendees so that their individual comments could be written and handed to a 
BLM representative or mailed to the FFO.  The public was also informed that 
comments could be submitted via the Farmington VRM Amendment Website. 
 

Informal Meeting Comments 
 

Individual comments were categorized by primary topic, regardless of the 
position of the comment towards the topic.  Several comments addressed more 
than one comment category, or topic; these comments were categorized by the 
driving topic unless the associated topics were of equal importance to the issue 
being presented, in which case the comment was placed under both comment 
categories.  Comments categorized as “Other” generally discussed very broad 
management concepts that were not related to visual resource management.  
Only “written” comments were recorded and analyzed in this report.  Informal 
comments addressed to BLM staff during conversations at the public meeting 
were not formally recorded, but noted in general.   
 
There are a variety of scoping meeting comments on other topics that surfaced 
during informal conversations with BLM staff, including, but not limited to the 
following: 
 

 Concern for possible additional restrictions form grazing and range 
management. 

 Possible limitations for the development of the community. 

 Possible limitations concerning the electrification of rural areas. 

 May add additional time required for BLM to permit an action. 
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Written Scoping Comments 
 

In addition to receiving comments during the public scoping meetings, FFO also 
received comments through the mail.  Written comments summarized in this 
report were received during the scoping period (June 13, 2011 through 
September 19, 2011), as well as comments that were received shortly after the 
deadline, yet postmarked by September 19, to compensate for mail delay. 

 
Method of Submittal 
 
Written scoping comments were accepted via mail, e-mail, the website and fax 
resulting in a total of 14 responses, containing 38 comments.  A response is 
defined as one email, fax, letter, or website submittal.  One person could submit 
more than one response.  Because some responses had more than one comment, 
the total number of comments received is greater than the number of 
respondents, or individuals who submitted comments.   
 
 
Table 2.  Comment Source Data  
 

Method of Submittal Comments Received 

Mail/Fax 12  

E-Mail 0  

Website 0  

Scoping Meetings 2  

Total Comments    14 

 

 
Number and Type of Comments Received 
 
Each comment was provided an ID # that corresponded with the 
appropriate Person information.  Each response was read in its entirety 
and all distinct comments were categorized for analysis.   
 
The following table indicates the relative interest of respondents who submitted 
written comments towards various broad topics in a position-neutral 
perspective.  This enumeration is not intended to show bias towards any issue; it 
is simply to indicate the level of interest in various issue areas.  All issues will be 
addressed equally in the EA. 
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Table  3.  Comment Category Enumeration 
 

Comment Category Number Received Percentage 

Oil and Gas Development 16          42 %  

Cultural / Historic Resources                   10          26 %  

Valid Existing Rights 5          13 %  

Retroactive  2           5 %  

National Parks and Monuments 1           3 %  

Livestock Grazing 1           3 %  

General 3           8 %    

     

Total 38 100% 
 
 

Comment Summaries 
 
As previously discussed, each of the comments were categorized into one (or 
more than one if necessary) particular category.  Following is a summary of the 
comments received, organized by such categories. 
 

Oil and Gas Development 
 
Comments submitted focused on the possible economic impacts that may result 
from the VRM amendment.  The concerns identified included: possible 
limitations to the expansion of oil and gas development, limited future leasing, 
restrictive VRM classes are not compatible with existing oil and gas leases, and 
the BLM mandate of multiple use may be compromised.  A comment also urged 
the application of adaptive management that does not compromise safety. 

 
Cultural / Historic Resources 
 
Several comments expressed the desire that visual components of cultural 
resources be protected.  Some specific cultural resources cited include: Chaco 
Cultural National Historical Park, the greater Chaco landscape, The Armijo 
Route of the Old Spanish National Historic Trail, and Dinétah.   
 

 
 
 
Valid Existing Rights 
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Some comments requested that valid existing rights be analyzed and considered 
during the amendment process. 

 
Retroactive 
 
Some respondents requested that any changes in VRM management resulting 
from the amendment process only effect future development, and are not 
retroactive to existing development, or to existing structures. 

 

National Parks and Monuments 
 
One commenter recommended that VRM management class I only be assigned 
to National Parks and National Monuments. 
 

Livestock Grazing 
 
One commenter stated that VRM must not restrict new or existing range 
improvements. 
 

General Comments 
 
Three comment letters were received that did express any opinion regarding 
VRM. 
 
 

Planning Issue Statements 
 

 
Information accepted during the internal and external scoping was compiled to 
develop discrete planning issue statements.  The purpose of these planning issue 
statements is to highlight the key issues distilled from these initial planning and 
scoping processes.  These issue statements will be used by the BLM to help 
formulate a reasonable range of alternative management strategies that will be 
analyzed during the planning process. 
 
1. Energy Development   

How will VRM Management Classes be 
assigned to areas that have previously been 
leased under standard terms and conditions?  
How will the VRM Amendment be written to 
insure the protection of valid existing rights, 
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and clearly state that VRM management 
established in the amendment applies only to 
permitting issues that arise after the 
amendment is finalized?  Will the amendment 
address possible economic impacts to the oil 
and gas industry? 
 

2. Cultural Resources 
What techniques may be utilized to preserve 
and protect view sheds adjacent to cultural 
sites such as pueblitos, areas around Chaco 
Cultural  National Historical Park, historic 
sites, sacred sites, rock art, Chacoan outliers 
and roads, or other identified cultural sites. 

 
3. Recreation 

Will the public be impacted by the VRM 
amendment while visiting designated 
recreation areas?  How can view sheds that the 
public sees from recreation areas be preserved 
and protected while honoring valid existing 
rights? 

4. Grazing 
How will VRM management impact grazing?  
Will existing, or future range improvements be 
impacted?  
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Appendix A 
 
 
 
 

Written Comment 
Summary 
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 Written Comment Summary 
 
Category   ID #  Comment # Comment  
 
Oil and Gas Development 2  10    

When an oil or gas producer 
is allowed to develop and 
operate an existing lease, the 
electric utility may be denied 
an easement to extend power 
to the location based upon 
VRM. 

 
    8  11    

We must recognize that 
development on existing oil 
and gas leases has influenced 
the VRM classification of 
substantial portions of the 
FFO landscape. 

 
    8  14    

On un-leased acreage, 
NMOGA suggests a thorough 
analysis of VRM objectives 
in combination with other 
resource values. 

 
8  15    

The economic impacts of 
meeting VRM objectives in 
the RMPA must be 
considered for all alternatives 
in the EA. 

 
8  16    

NMOGA suggest BLM 
identify the process which 
will be used to tier this  
RMPA with site specific 
VRM impact analysis, 
including the economic 
analysis. 
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Category   ID #  Comment #  Comment  
 

 
3  24   

BLM make VRM classes 
more restrictive adjacent to 
developing subdivisions.  

 
3  26    

Creating more restrictive 
VRM Classes would directly 
affect entities providing 
ancillary facilities in support 
of oil and gas development, 
i.e. electricity suppliers. 

 
9  17    

Expressly adjust the visual 
resource inventory 
classifications to 
accommodate other 
management direction in the 
RMP and past management 
decisions to allow surface 
disturbing activities.  

 
9  19    

The BLM should not adopt 
rigid VRM management 
prescriptions because doing 
so may stifle innovation and 
bind the BLM to apply 
mitigation and design 
requirements that may not be 
appropriate. 

 
9  20    

The BLM should prepare a 
map of the proposed VRM 
classes.  The BLM should 
allow the public to review 
and comment of the map, and 
on any other proposed 
management direction, before 
the BLM finalizes the RMP 
amendment.  When the BLM  
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Category   ID #  Comment #  Comment  
 
finalizes the RMP 
amendment, it should prepare 
a final map of the VRM 
classes. 

 
13  33    

Provided the VRI is the basis 
of developing the Visual 
Resources amendment and a 
draft VRM (DVRM), we 
encourage the BLM to work 
collaboratively with the 
stakeholders to incorporate 
the VRI into the DVRM. 

 
13  34    

Overall, COPC supports the 
planning criteria included in 
the NOI; however it is critical 
to ensure the multi-use 
approach to developing and 
implementing the DVRM is 
sustained. 

 
13  35    

The San Juan Basin has a 
significant number of split-
estates and as such conflicts 
arise when surface owners do 
not agree with APD 
stipulations issued by the 
BLM.  The DVRM needs to 
address managing split-
estates, authority to negotiate, 
and processes to resolve 
concerns over VRM 
mandates on a case-by-case 
basis to reduce overall 
conflicts. 
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Category   ID #  Comment #  Comment  
 
13  36    

COPC believes there will be 
an impact on economics 
potentially resulting in fewer 
wells being drilled and less 
revenue for the royalty 
owners including the Federal 
government.  These 
economic impacts need to be 
weighed against the VRM 
objectives. 

 
13  37    

Careful consideration needs 
to be given to safety when 
addressing favorable 
locations from a visual 
impact objective. 

 
13  38    

Actions must comply with all 
applicable regulations and 
must be reasonable, 
achievable, and allow for 
flexibility while supporting 
adaptive management 
principles. 

 
Cultural / Historic Resources 
 
    1  3    

In order to protect the park’s 
scenic resources, we believe 
that a number of additional 
measures should be strongly 
considered as part of the 
Farmington RMP 
amendment, including – first 
and foremost – avoiding, or 
greatly restricting, the 
development of new roads 
and other physical structures 
within the view shed of 
CCHNP. 
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Category   ID #  Comment #  Comment  
 
 

1  4    
It is in the park’s interest to 
avoid scenic impacts 
associated with the main 
entrance roads into the park – 
in particular the north 
entrance route to the park 
(CR 7900/CR 7950). 

 
1  5    

We recommend that the RMP 
amendment address the 
visual effects of artificial 
lighting and methods to 
mitigate light pollution.  

 
1  6    

We hope that this amendment 
to the Farmington RMP will 
serve to better protect 
CCHNP, and related Chacoan 
features more broadly. 

 
1  7    

The Armijo Route of the Old 
Spanish National Historical 
Trail (NHT) that we co-
administer with BLM crosses 
large portions of the public 
lands managed from FFO. 
The visual resources of the 
Old Spanish trail are an 
important element of the 
trail’s setting. We strongly  
advocate the preservation of 
those scenic qualities. 

 
3  25    

BLM should create areas of a 
more restrictive VRM Class 
as buffers around cultural 
resources or traditional 
cultural properties. 
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Category   ID #  Comment #  Comment  
 

7  27    
Re-seeding areas damaged by 
the construction of roads, 
pipelines and well pads is a 
positive step as is painting, in 
colors that match the 
surrounding area, all oil and 
gas equipment, pipes and 
tanks.  We strongly 
recommend that every effort 
be made to locate new wells 
and ancillary equipment as 
far from cultural resource 
sites as is practical. 

 
7  28    

Please make every effort to 
include in the VRM 
amendment provisions that 
will insure the maintenance 
of the visual resources in 
Dinétah. 

 
10  29    

I would urge the BLM to 
continue to recognize that 
Dinétah is an extremely 
sensitive locality to many 
cultural groups in New 
Mexico.  I request that 
amendments to the VRM 
include protections of the 
visual resources of this area 
for all users. 

 
5  8    

I am particularly interested in 
your proposed methodologies 
as they may take into account 
cultural landscapes. 
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Category   ID #  Comment #  Comment  
 
Valid Existing Rights 8  13    

While the inventory identifies 
limited areas of VRM Class 
II in the FFO, we must be 
cognizant of the limitations 
of management towards that 
high standard on areas with 
existing leases. 

 
3  23    

Establishing a more 
restrictive VRM Class on 
public land where oil and gas 
reserves are leased could 
possibly be considered to be 
similar to a breach of 
contract, resulting in court 
action. 

 
9  18    

The BLM should follow the 
IBLA’s direction and the 
BLM Manual by expressly 
designating areas with 
foreseeable development 
(such as areas within existing 
rights-of-way or areas that 
have been leased for oil and 
gas development) as VRM 
Class III or IV.  The RMP 
should expressly state that 
valid existing rights may be 
exercised, subject to 
appropriate mitigation, even 
if the exercise of those rights 
is inconsistent with the VRM 
classification. 

 
11  21    

When BLM has granted a 
permit for a well, the 
electrical lines should not be  
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Category   ID #  Comment #  Comment  
 
subject to additional expense 
for visual impact. 

 
 
13  31    

The majority of the valid, 
existing lease rights held in 
the area were granted under 
standard terms and conditions 
with limited stipulations, 
which consequently restrict 
BLM’s ability to impose 
highly restrictive visual 
management classes in these 
areas 

 
 
Retroactive   8  12    

As you consider future VRM 
management objectives, 
NMOGA strongly rejects any 
proposal that would require 
involuntary retrofitting or 
modifications of existing 
infrastructure to meet a 
higher VRM standard. 

 
13  32    

COPC is not supportive of 
any retrofitting or modifying 
existing infrastructure to 
meet higher VRM standards. 

 
National Parks  11  22    

Visual Class I should only be 
allowed at National Parks and 
monuments 

 
Livestock Grazing  6  9    

Any RMP amendment for 
visual resource management 
objectives must not restrict 
the ability of ranch managers  
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Category   ID #  Comment #  Comment  
 
 
to conduct, maintain, or 
construct new or existing 
range improvements. 

 
Other    4  1    

The Hopi Cultural 
Preservation Office supports 
the identification and 
avoidance of archaeological 
sites and Traditional Cultural 
Properties, and we consider 
the archaeological sites of our 
ancestors to be Traditional 
Cultural Properties. 

 
12  30    

I would like to express my 
concern in my general 
community. 

 
14  2    

The Pueblo of Zuni have no 
current concerns regarding 
the undertaking. 
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Sample Letter 
 

Dear Interested Party:  
 
In compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as 
amended (NEPA), and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, 
as amended (FLPMA). The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Farmington  
Field Office (FF0), Farmington, New Mexico intends to prepare a Resource 
Management Plan Amendment (RMPA) to the 2003 Farmington RMP with an 
associated Environmental Assessment (EA) to address the Visual  
Resource Management in the planning area and by this notice is announcing 
the beginning of the scoping process to solicit public comments and identify 
issues.  
 
The planning area is located in San Juan, Rio Arriba and Sandoval Counties, 
New Mexico and encompasses 1.4 million acres of public land in these 
counties. The purpose of the public scoping process is to determine relevant  
issues that may influence the scope of the environmental analysis, including 
alternatives, and to guide the planning process. The purpose of the RMPA/EA 
is to address the need to update visual resource management in the  
Farmington RMP (2003) as a result of an updated visual resource inventory, 
completed in March, 2009, and changing conditions in the planning area. At 
present, the BLM has identified the following preliminary planning  
Issues: 1) how should visual resources be managed to address areas of scenic 
quality in contrast to increasing development?; 2) How should changes in the 
visual resource inventory be used to address changed to visual resource 
management classes?; 3) What type of protective management prescriptions 
should be considered to address visual resources?  
 
The BLM will use an interdisciplinary approach to develop the plan in order 
to consider the variety of resource issues and concerns identified. Specialists 
with expertise in the following disciplines will be involved in the  
planning process: rangeland management, minerals and geology, outdoor 
recreation, archaeology, paleontology, wildlife, lands and realty, hydrology, 
soils, riparian, sociology, economics and wilderness.  
 
The BLM will hold a public meeting July 6th, 2011 at San Juan College 
Henderson Fine Arts building. The public meeting will be from 4:30 PM until 
7 PM in room 9012.  
 
If you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at 505-599-6320, or 
Janelle Alleman, Outdoor Recreation Planner at 505-599-8944. You may also 
submit comments within 45 days of this letter on issues and planning  
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criteria related to the Farmington Visual Resource Management RMPA/EA by 
mail at the above address, by FAX to 505-599-8999 Attn: VRM Id Team, or by e-
mail to FFO_Comments@blm.gov .  
 

Sincerely,  
 
 

Dale Wirth  
Branch Chief, Range and 
Multiple Resources  

 
cc: NM930 
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Mailing List 

 
Fluid Minerals 
 

BP America Production, Inc. 
ConocoPhillips Company 
Robert L. Bayless Producer, LLC 
Devon Energy Production Company, L. P. 
Bolack Minerals Company 
Dugan Production Corporation 
Burlington Resources Oil & Gas Company 
El Paso Gas Marketing Co. 
ChevronTexaco 
Energen Resources Corporation 
ConocoPhillips Company 
T. H. McElvain Oil & Gas Properties 
Merrion Oil & Gas Corporation 
Williams Production Company 
XTO Energy Inc. 
Texaco Exploration and Production 

 
Solid Minerals 
 

BHP Billiton 
Farmington Sand & Gravel 
EDCO 
Andrea Corporation 
Chevron Mining 
Skanska 
Four Corners Materials 
Farnsworth 
 

Navajo Nation 
 

Navajo Nation President Ben Shelly 
Baahaali Chapter President Isabelle Morgan 
Baca/Prewitt Chapter President Cecil Lewis Jr. 
Becenti Chapter President Benjamin Benally 
Casamero Lake Chapter President Fernie Yazzie 
Chichiltah Chapter President Jess Kirwin 
Churchrock Chapter President Johnnie Henry Jr. 
Counselor Chapter President Samuel Sage 
Crownpoint Chapter President McGarrett Pablo 
Huerfano Chapter President Ben Woody Jr. 
Iuanbito Chapter President Dorothy Rogers 
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Lake Valley Chapter President Tony Padilla Jr. 
Littlewater Chapter President George S. Jim 
Manuelito Chapter President Milton Davidson 
Mariano Lake Chapter President Anthony Begay 
Nageezi Chapter President Ervin Chavez 
Nahodishgish Chapter President Lloyd Morgan 
Ojo Encino Chapter President Roger Toledo 
Pinedale Chapter President Anselm Morgan 
Pueblo Pintado Chapter President Billy Chiquito 
Red Rock Chapter President Charles B. Lee 
Torreon/Star Lake Chapter President Joe L. Cayadito Jr. 
Whitehorse Lake Chapter President Andrew Jim 
Tsayatoh Chapter President David Lee 
 

Pueblo Consultation 
 

Pueblo of Acoma Governor Randall Vicente 
Pueblo of Isleta Governor Frank Lujan 
Pueblo of Laguna Governor Richard Luarkie 
Ohkay Owingeh Governor Ron Lavato 
Pueblo of Cochiti Governor Robert Pecis 
Pueblo of Jemez Governor Michael Toledo 
Pueblo of Nambe Governor Ernest Mirabal 
Pueblo of Picuris Governor Gerald Nailor 
Pueblo of Pojoaque Governor George Rivera 
Pueblo of San Felipe Governor Raymond Sandoval 
Pueblo of Santa Ana Governor Lawrence Montoya 
Kewa Pueblo Governor David F. Garcia 
Pueblo of Tesuque Governor Mark Mitchell 
Pueblo of Zuni Governor Arlen P. Quetawki, Sr. 
Pueblo of Sandia Governor Malcolm Montoya 
Pueblo of San Ildefonso Governor Perry Martinez 
Pueblo of Santa Clara Governor Walter Dasheno 
Pueblo of Taos Governor Nelson J. Cordova 
Pueblo of Zia Governor Marcellus Medina 
 

Tribal Consultation 
 

Hopi Tribal Council Chairman LeRoy N. Shingoitewa 
Southern Ute Indian Tribe Chairman Matthew J. Box 
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe Chairman Gary Hayes 
 

SHPO 
 

The Hopi Tribe, Mr. Leigh Kuwanwisiwma, Director, Hopi Cultural Preservation 
Office 
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Jicarilla Apache Nation, Dr. Jeff Blythe, SHPO, Office of Cultural Affairs 
Navajo Nation, Dr. Alan S. Downer, THPO, Navajo Nation Historic Preservation 
Department 
Ohkay Owingeh (Pueblo of San Juan), Mr. Anthony Moquino, NAGPRA 
Representative 
Pueblo of Acoma, Ms. Theresa Pasqual, Director, Historic Preservation Office 
Pueblo de Cochiti, Mr. Gilbert Herrera, NAGPRA Representative 
Pueblo of Isleta, Valentino Jaramillo, Cultural Affairs Committee 
Pueblo of Jemez, Mr. Christopher Toya, Traditional Cultural Properties Project 
Manager 
Pueblo of Laguna, Larry Lente 
Pueblo of Picuris, Richard Mermejo, NAGPRA Representative 
Pueblo of Pojoaque, Mr. Vernon Lujan, NAGPRA Representative 
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe, Mr. Terry Knight, Sr., NAGPRA Representative/THPO 
Zuni Tribe, Mr. Kurt Dongoske, Acting Director, Historic Preservation 
Pueblo of San Ildefonso, Mr. Brian Montoya, NAGPRA Contact 
Pueblo of Sandia, Mr. Frank Chavez 
Pueblo of Santa Ana, Mr. Ben Robbins, Tribal Resource Administrator 
Pueblo of Santa Clara, Mr. Ben Chavarria, (NAGPRA Contact) 
Pueblo of Taos, Mr. Donovan Gomez, Tribal Administrator 
Pueblo of Zia, Mr. Peter Pino (NAGPRA Contact for CO/UT), Tribal Administrator 
New Mexico Historic Preservation Division, Jan V. Biella, Department of Cultural 
Affairs 

 
Right-of-ways 

Williams Four Corners LLC 
Dugan Production Corporation 
XTO Energy 
Enterprise Field Services 
ConocoPhillips Co 
El Paso Natural Gas Co 
BP America Production Co. 
Transwestern Pipeline Company 
Farmington Electric Utility System 
Jemez Mountains Electric Coop 
Continental Divide Electric Coop 
Western Area Power 
Alltel Communication Inc. 
AT&T Mobility II Inc 
American Tower Corp 
Navajo Tribal Utility Authority 
Acme Television of New Mexico 
Qwest Corp 
Sacred Wind Communications 
Broadband Broadrange Inc. 
Cortez Pipeline Partnership 
State of New Mexico DOIT 
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KOB TV LLC 
Verizon Wireless 
KOAT TV Hearst Argyle 
Four States Communications Inc 
Voice Ministries 
Navajo Ministries Inc. 
Basin Broadcasting 
San Juan College 
BIA 
FastTrack Communication Inc 
BOR 
San Juan County 
Devon Energy Prod. Corp, LP 
Vangard Wireless 
New Mexico Gas Co 
T Mobile West Corp 
Comcast 
GTP Acquisition Partners II LLC 
Clear Channel Communications 

 
Other Interested Parties 
 

Chaco Cultural National Historical Park, Superintendent Barbara West 
Senator Jeff Bingaman 
Representative Martin Heinrich 
Senator Tom Udall 
Representatives Steve Pearce 
Representative Ben Lujan 
Governor Susana Martinez 
Lt. Governor John Sanchez 
Commissioner Genevieve Jackson 
Commissioner Carol Bowman-Muskett 
Commissioner David Dallago 
Commissioner Barney Trujillo 
Commissioner Felipe Martinez 
Commissioner Alfredo Montoya 
Commissioner Orlando Lucero 
Commissioner Donald Leonard 
Commissioner Glenn Walters 
Commissioner Donald Chapman 
Commissioner Darryl Madalena 
Commissioner David Dallago 
Commissioner Genevieve Jackson 
Commissioner Barney Trujillo 
Commissioner Alfredo Montoya 
Commissioner Orlando Lucero 
Commissioner Felipe Martinez 
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Department of Game and Fish, Director Tod Stevenson 
New Mexico State Land Office, Ray Powell, MS, DVM 
New Mexico Oil & Gas Association, Steve Henke 
New Mexico Wilderness Alliance, Stephen Capra, Executive Director 
Independent Petroleum Association of New Mexico, John Thompson, President 
Sportsmen for Fish & Wildlife, Robert Espinoza Sr., Executive Director NM 
Earthworks, Gwen Lachelt, Director 
New Mexico House of Representatives, James R. J. Strickler 
San Juan Citizens Alliance, Mike Eisenfeld 
Nature Conservancy, Terry Sullivan, State Director 
WildEarth Guardians, John Horning, Executive Director 
Diné Care, Lori Goodman 
US Fish & Wildlife Service, Dr. Benjamin Tuggle, Regional Director 
City of Aztec, Mayor Sally Burbridge 
Jicarilla Ranger District – Carson NF, Mark Catron 
City of Farmington, Mayor Tommy Roberts 
City of Bloomfield, Mayor Scott Eckstein 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


