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APPENDIX F
Public Comments and Responses to Comments

The 30-day comment period for the Projects for Implementation of the Steens Mountain
Cooperative Management and Protection Act of 2000 Environmental Assessment (EA) ended on
May 25, 2001.  At that time, a combination of 24 letters, email and phone calls had been received
in the BLM, Burns District Office.  Of those, 13 respondents had no comments other than to
request a copy of the final EA and Decision Record.  Eleven letters had comments on the content
of the EA and are presented in this appendix along with the responses to those comments.  The
following is a list of the comment letters and commentors:

Letter Commentor

A James F. Curtis
B Rachel James
C Tomas Suk
D Western Land Exchange Project
E Wild Wilderness
F Wards of Aggregate Stewardship Practices (WASP)
G Wilderness Watch
H Steens - Alvord Coalition
I Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
J Fred I. Otley - Otley Brothers, Inc.
K Stacy L. Davies
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COMMENT LETTER A (James F. Curtis)

A-1.  The Wilderness Act of 1964 sets limits on management of wilderness
areas.  Section 4 (c) states, “...there shall be no temporary road, no use of
motor vehicles, motorized equipment or motorboats, no landing of aircraft,
no other form of mechanical transport, and no structure or installation
within any [wilderness].  There is, however, a variation to this rule in 43
CFR 6303.1(a) “...except as necessary to meet minimum requirements for
the administration of the area for the purpose of this Act.” In the above
language, Congress acknowledged that even though certain activities are
prohibited, there are times when exceptions to these prohibitions will need
to be made for administration of the area.

Removal of nonfunctional fences within wilderness, while desirable to
restore wilderness character, is not an emergency, and can be accomplished
over several years.  In each case, the chosen tool must be the one that least
degrades wilderness values temporarily or permanently.  Based on these
prescriptions and from comments received, the method chosen for fence
removal in Steens Mountain Wilderness will not include motorized or
mechanized transport.

Methods for constructing fences in the wilderness area will not include
motorized or mechanized transport.
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COMMENT LETTER B (Rachel James)

B-1.  Refer to comment response A-1.
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COMMENT LETTER C (Tomas Suk)

C-1.  Refer to comment response A-1.
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COMMENT LETTER D (Western Land Exchange
Project)

D-1.  We have considered your comment and are of the opinion that we are
proceeding in the proper manner on this EA and the land exchanges
pursuant to the directives of the Act.

D-2.  Refer to comment response D-1.

D-3.  The land exchanges and cash payments are nondiscretionary and
directed by the Act.  Therefore, an economic analysis is unwarranted.
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COMMENT LETTER E (Wild Wilderness)

E-1.  Refer to comment response A-1.

E-2.  Refer to comment response A-1.
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COMMENT LETTER F (Wards of Aggregate Stewardship
Practices (WASP))

F-1.  It is true that the livestock developments discussed in this EA do, in
some cases, have an adverse impact on wilderness values.  The BLM must
balance these impacts with the necessity of adhering to the Steens Act
legislation, which requires the agency to implement a large cow-free
portion of the wilderness.  One of the purposes of the Act (Section 1 (11) )
is to “..promote viable and sustainable grazing ..”.  In addition, the Act
requires the BLM to administer livestock grazing in accordance with the
guidelines set forth in Appendices A and B of House Report 101-405 of the
101st Congress.  These guidelines state that “{T}he construction of new
improvements or replacement of deteriorated facilities in wilderness is
permissible if in accordance with those guidelines and management plans
governing the area involved.  However, the construction of new
improvements should be primarily for the purpose of resource protection
and the more effective management of these resources rather than to
accommodate increased numbers of livestock.”

F-2.  The Tombstone Fence was originally installed as a temporary fence in
the Blitzen River WSA to prevent livestock access to the Dry Creek Fire
Rehabilitation areas within the South Fork Blitzen WSA until vegetative
recovery objectives were achieved.  In the EA OR-026-97-031) written for
the rehabilitation efforts, the fence was determined to be an adverse impact
to the “primary wilderness values” of the Blitzen River WSA based
primarily on visual impacts.  However, the analysis also determined that the
“...fence would, in the short term, help natural systems and subsequently
wilderness values to be maintained as livestock are better controlled....” 
(This fence is one of many range improvement projects which exist in the
two WSAs).
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The Steens Mountain Cooperative Management and Protection Act directed
the BLM to manage for sustainable and viable livestock grazing and the
ecological integrity of the area through a cooperative management program. 
As a result, the Tombstone Fence must be considered in the context of the
Act.  The mandated land exchanges eliminated high elevation grazing areas
with the South Steens Allotment.  These areas were included with the
designated no livestock grazing area of the wilderness area.  Consequently,
the areas with the two WSAs have become vital mid elevation grazing areas
for the permittee to maintain sustainable and viable livestock grazing.  The
fence, along with the installation of new water sources in the east sections
of the WSAs, would facilitate the sustainable and viable livestock grazing
program for the area and enhance the ecological integrity of the area by
increased control of livestock distribution.  In addition, the fence and water
sources would serve to further protect the special WSA values as detailed in
the wilderness suitability inventories.  The latter identified sage grouse
habitat and deer winter range as values special to the two WSAs.  The main
locations for the special values are in the western portions of the WSAs. 
The Tombstone Fence, in conjunction with the strategic placement of new
water sources, would serve to control livestock movements both north-
south and east-west and would help draw livestock and wild horses into
eastern portions of the WSAs thus providing further protection for the
special values.  The permanence of the fence needs to be viewed in the
terms of the overarching mandates of the Act to provide for sustainable and
viable livestock grazing coupled with enhancement of the overall ecological
integrity of the Steens Mountain.

F-3.  The Visual Resource Management (VRM) objectives for projects in
Class II and Class III areas would be met.  The VRM objectives for projects
in Class I areas would not be met in all cases.  However, the BLM must
balance the visual impacts with implementation of “no livestock grazing
area” mandated by the Steens Mountain Cooperative Management and
Protection Act of 2000.
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COMMENT LETTER G (Wilderness Watch)

G-1.  The Steens Mountain Cooperative Management and Protection Act of
2000 requires the BLM to administer livestock grazing in accordance with
the guidelines set forth in Appendix A of House Report 101-405 of the 101st

Congress.  These guidelines state that the maintenance of supporting
facilities is permissible in wilderness, and that this maintenance “...may be
accomplished through the occasional use of motorized equipment.”  This
may include, for example, the use of backhoes to maintain stock ponds,
pickup trucks for major fence repairs, or specialized equipment to repair
stock watering facilities.”  For projects not being implemented by grazing
permittee, a minimum tool analysis will be prepared.  Refer to Appendix E
of the EA for a minimum tool analysis example and to comment response
A-1.
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G-2.  Appendix E has been expanded to include a site-specific minimum
tool analysis example.

G-3 The projects mentioned, the swing panel on the Kiger Gorge fence, the
trail to be upgraded for access to this fence and the South Steens Allotment
fences are not within the wilderness or any WSAs.  The existing Tombstone
Fence is in the Blitzen River WSA.

To segregate out the projects in Section D of the EA would not fit with
NEPA and the Act.  The  proposed projects in Section D need to be
included to discuss cumulative impacts of all the projects over the impact
area.  The purposes of the Act also include the continuation of grazing and
cooperation with grazing permittees to promote grazing and other uses that
are sustainable, and conservation and protection of the long term ecological
integrity of the mountain.  Completion of these projects may also reduce the
amount of time that livestock will still be grazing in the no livestock
grazing area.  Refer to response F-2.
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G-4.  Refer to comment response A-1.

G-5.  Refer to comment response A-1.

G-6.  Refer to comment response A-1.
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G-7.  The difference in considering packing in materials with pack stock for
the Wildhorse Fence was the proximity to existing roads outside the
wilderness area and the length of the fence meaning fewer materials to
pack.  Also, the completion of this fence, while critical in securing the no
livestock grazing area, is not as critical as completion of the Eusabio Ridge
Fence.  The Eusabio Ridge Fence has  private land, livestock and wild
horses concerns while Wildhorse Canyon only has livestock concerns.  The
Eusabio Ridge Fence could be difficult to access as there are few ways to
access portions of this fence, especially since there is no guaranteed access
across private land to this fence location.  Refer to response A-1.

G-8.  The existing trail in Kiger Gorge is not within wilderness.  The
commentor points out an apparent inconsistency in the CMPA Act.  The
section referred to does state that motorized use would not be allowed in
wilderness.  However, Section 202 (d) (1) requires BLM to manage
livestock grazing in accordance with Appendices A and B of House Report
101-405 of the 101st Congress.  These ‘Congressional Grazing Guidelines’
allow for regulated motorized use by livestock grazing permittees.  Also see
Appendix E of the EA for minimum tool analysis and comment response
A-1.
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G-9.  Refer to comment response A-1.
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COMMENT LETTER H (Steens - Alvord Coalition)

H-1.  See amended Purpose of and Need for Action section of the EA to
provide these explanations.  Also, see response F-2.

H-2.  This was an oversight when the maps were created and WSAs have
been incorporated in the maps for the final EA.

H-3.  Refer to comments  A-1 and G-2.
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H-4.  Comment noted.

H-5.  The EA discusses that fences would be removed and have been
identified to be removed in the first two sentences of the first paragraph of
Section II. (C).  The proposed action was included in the first paragraph and
has been separated from the first paragraph for easier identification.

H-6.  The BLM was directed in the Act to construct fences and water
systems to allow for the reasonable and efficient use of the replacement
forage resources.  The system that was proposed for the Ready Pasture is
believed to be adequate for the use of livestock in the area.  The cost of the
system was not figured in the determination of which alternative would be
the best for what the BLM was charged.  Neither of the other options you
propose, buying feed or buying out the grazing permit are possible since the
BLM cannot expend monies for private ventures and recognizes only the
intrinsic value of the grazing permit.

H-7.  While the idea of a let-down fence has merit, it would not meet
resource objectives in this area.  The purpose of this fence is not only to
prevent cows from the no livestock grazing area, but also to prevent wild
horse movement onto private land.
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H-8.  While it is true that a shorter fence would cause less impact to
wilderness values, the proposed action would follow an existing, though
dilapidated, fenceline.  It is recognized that either fence would result in
adverse impacts to wilderness values, but to implement the intent of the
Steens CMPA, livestock must be kept out of the no livestock grazing area.

H-9.  The No Livestock Grazing Boundary Fence in Kiger Gorge is not in
sage grouse habitat as determined by ODFW and BLM biologists.  That is
why the impacts to sage grouse were not analyzed in the wildlife section for
this project.  The location of the Mid-Kiger Fence is in identified sage
grouse habitat.

H-10.  The comment reflects a need to clarify the proposed action on
Page 8 of the EA.  There are two springs near Burnt Car, one of which is in
the wilderness and WSR corridor and the other is outside the wilderness and
WSR corridor and in the Blitzen River Wilderness Study Area (WSA). 
Neither of these springs is developed.  The spring in the Blitzen River
WSA, outside the wilderness and WSR corridor, is the spring primarily
used by livestock and wild horses.  There is an old concrete structure near
this spring.  The spring within the wilderness and WSR corridor is in very
rugged country and rarely used by wild horses and even more rarely
accessed by livestock.  The proposal is to fence and develop the spring
within the WSA to prevent damage to the spring resources by livestock and
wild horses and create a dependable water supply for the livestock and wild
horses.  The project does not “divert or impound water on any part of a
river segment within the Designated River Corridor.”  This water source is
the only water on public land available to the wild horses and livestock
within the area.  Other water sources within the area are on private land and
are not dependable.  The proposed gap fences would eliminate the rare use
of the springs within the wilderness and WSR corridor by wild horses or
livestock. 
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One of the gap fences is entirely outside the wilderness and in the WSA and
a portion of the other gap fence is within the WSR corridor and wilderness. 
Both these gap fences are located to minimize the length of fence required
and maximize the effectiveness of the gap fences to keep livestock and wild
horses out of the WSR corridor and wilderness.

H-11.  The development of a water hole in the South Fork Blitzen WSA
may cause adverse impacts to wilderness values in this area.  However, this
project would be substantially unnoticeable within the landscape as a
whole.  The BLM must balance these impacts with the necessity of
adhering to the Steens Act legislation, which requires the agency to
implement a large cow-free portion of the wilderness.  One of the purposes
of the Steens Act (Section 1 (11) ) is to “...promote viable and sustainable
grazing ....”  In addition, the Steens Act requires the BLM to administer
livestock grazing in accordance with the guidelines set forth in Appendices
A and B of House Report 101-405 of the 101st Congress.  These guidelines
state “{T}he construction of new improvements or replacement of
deteriorated facilities in wilderness is permissible if in accordance with
those guidelines and management plans governing the area involved. 
However, the construction of new improvements should be primarily for
the purpose of resource protection and the more effective management of
these resources rather than to accommodate increased numbers of
livestock.” 

As to the judgment, the water gap at Bradeen Crossing has a fence which
prevents primary access to the water gap and has been closed and not in use
since 1995.  The water gap area is highly armored and in properly
functioning riparian condition.  Nonetheless, on rare occasions wild horses
and livestock have found their way around the fence to water.  The
proposed water hole replaces a water supply in this portion of the pasture
and is necessary to improve distribution and forage utilization by livestock
and wild horses on several square miles of public land.  Improved
distribution is important on that portion of the South Steens Allotment that
will remain following removal of the Blitzen and Penland Pastures from
future grazing and inclusion in the no livestock grazing area.  The
additional gap fences are required to prevent all livestock use at the water
gap.  

H-12.  Comment noted.
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COMMENT LETTER I (Oregon Department of Fish
and Wildlife)

I-1.  We will work with ODFW to correct this data and input it into our
GIS system.
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I-2.  The reason for the 4-wire fence on Eusabio Ridge is that this fence will
receive pressure from livestock on the south side and wild horses on the
north side.  Livestock will be wanting to access higher country to the north
while wild horses will be trying to access part of their former range to the
south.  It is believed that a 3-wire fence would not be substantial enough to
keep livestock and wild horses in their respective areas.  The bottom two
wires of this fence could be moved closer together to increase ground
clearance and still achieve the same purpose.
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COMMENT LETTER J (Fred I. Otley - Otley Brothers,
Inc.)

J-1.  The EA did not analyze how livestock management would meet the
Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Management
and how the existing stable and upward riparian trend would be achieved
under the proposed No Action.  The purpose of this EA was to determine
the effects of the proposed actions and alternatives on the different critical
and noncritical elements of which livestock management is one.  It was not
the purpose to design new grazing systems within the pastures remaining in
the allotment.  This should be left for the new resource management plan. 
Any grazing system with or without the proposed fences and water
developments would still have to meet Standards for Rangeland Health and
Guidelines for livestock management.  The EA has been amended to
include this analysis. 

J-2.  Comment noted.



116

J-3.  Some of this has been incorporated into the EA.

J-4.  Comment noted.

J-5.  Refer to Response J-1

J-6.  Comment noted.

J-7.  Comment noted.
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J-8.  Comment noted.

J-9.  Comment noted.

J-10.  Comment noted.

J-11.  Comment noted.

J-12.  Comment noted.

J-13.  In Section II.  Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, the first
paragraph states that the “Locations of the proposed projects on the maps
are near to where the projects would be constructed.  Site determinations for
well locations and other projects sites are approximate and may be adjusted
by the BLM in the Field.”

J-14.  Comment noted.

J-15.  See Response J-1.
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COMMENT LETTER K (Stacy L. Davies)

K-1.  Comment noted.

K-2.  This fact was not known during the preparation of the EA.

K-3.  During the initial formulation of the proposed projects and
alternatives, the possibility of connecting into the Burke Spring
development in Schouver Flat Seeding was discussed but was dropped. 
The general consensus was that the existing Burke Spring development and
pipeline which waters Schouver Flat Seeding, was not collecting enough
water to supply the pipeline for as many troughs for the Ready Pasture as
discussed in the EA.  The proposal has been modified to a Burke Spring
Pipeline extension supplying one trough in the Ready Pasture.  This
alternative is included in the final EA.

K-4.  Comment noted.

K-5.  This project was originally proposed during formulation of the
proposed projects and alternatives but was dropped from consideration
since it would not conform with the wording of the Act which establishes
Roaring Springs Ranch, Inc., use area in the Miners Field Allotment as that
part of Bone Creek Pasture west of the county road and all of Miners Field
Pasture which includes this piece of land north and west of Fields.  This
project is now reconsidered since impacts to bighorn sheep, which were a
concern of the BLM and ODFW wildlife biologists, would be nonexistent.

K-6.  Comment noted.

K-7.  The spring to which you refer was not included in the EA as a
proposed project since it would be maintenance of an existing development
and is outside the new wilderness area.  No additional analysis was needed
whereas the spring in the wilderness area would need to be analyzed under
minimum tool requirements to determine which method was appropriate for
maintenance.
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K-8.  Refer to Response K-3.

K-9.  Comment noted.

K-10.  The permittees were involved in discussions about the use of a
propane generator for this well and pipeline system.  Without the well and
pipeline system, this pasture does not have sufficient water to support the
forage offset incurred by the loss of the Long Hollow Pasture for the
permittees use.  The proposed well site is approximately 3 miles from the
nearest power source.  The cost of running a power line from the nearest
source to the well site is about $10,000 per mile or about $30,000 dollars.

K-11.  This alternative was originally considered but was dropped from
inclusion in the EA due to the complexity of determining the exact location
of the boundary between public and private lands, and the reality of the cost
of construction and maintenance of a fence with as many corners and the
types of vegetation through which it would pass.  If the boundary was
followed, much of the fence would have been constructed through aspen
stands which would have made the fence less visible to wildlife and wild
horses and caused problems.  Also, maintenance would be very difficult on
a fence of this design with the heavy snow loads that occur throughout this
area.  The proposed action was and is still proposed in what seemed to be a
more common sense design and location for easier construction and
maintenance.  The project in its final configuration may be somewhat
changed from what is shown on the maps due to changes made in the field
when the project is flagged.
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K-12.  The EA states that the fence may be built mostly on private land as
is shown on the maps.  The project in its final configuration may be
changed from what is shown on the maps due to changes made in the field
when the project is flagged (see Response J-13).  An easement would be
pursued with the private landowner for sections that could be built on
private land.  If this is not feasible or the landowner is not willing to allow
access for construction, then another route for the fence would be pursued
on public land.  The original concept was to put the fence in a common
sense location and of a common sense design that would be more easily
maintained, would work to keep livestock and wild horses in their
respective places, and cause fewer impacts on wildlife.  See response to
K-11.

K-13.  Analysis of a wood post or split rail weave fence would be similar to
that of the 4-strand barbed wire fence.  The only difference would be
impacts to big game which was not discussed.  

K-14.  There was no assumption made that ongoing access across private
property for maintenance of the fence would be pursued with the private
landowner.  The easement would be for the location of the fence where it
could cross private land.  Access for maintenance would be from the north
side of the fence and maintenance would be conducted by a range rider(s).

K-15.  While the intent may have been to keep the no livestock fences on
the boundary, in actuality, the fence on the no livestock boundary would
have more impacts than the proposed action and the other alternative and
may not effectively stop wild horses or livestock from accessing private and
public land respectively.  Other fences such as the Straw Hat Gap fences, if
built on the boundary, would be difficult to build and maintain and would
have substantially more impacts than the smaller gap fences.
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K-16.  Comment noted.

K-17.  Comment noted.

K-18.  Comment noted.

K-19.  After discussing this with the engineer, a rubber tired front end
loader might be able to accomplish this but most likely a bull dozer would
have to be used.

K-20.  This is not an alternative that could be considered as it would allow
livestock to water in the WSR corridor and also be within the no livestock
grazing area.

K-21.  Refer to Response K-20.

K-22.  Comment noted.

K-23.  Comment noted.

K-24.  Comment noted.

K-25.  This is corrected in the final EA.

K-26.  Comment noted.

K-27.  Comment noted.

K-28.  Comment noted.

K-29.  Comment noted.

K-30.  Comment noted.
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K-31.  The impacts to migratory birds has been changed to further explain
the impacts which, if the fences were constructed during the
breeding/nesting season, would be to cause enough disturbance that nests
along the fence route would be abandoned by the adult birds and the eggs
would not hatch or young would perish before fledging.  The number of
nests along each fence route would not be known to be able to say how
many birds would be affected exactly.  Depending on the timing, the birds
may or may not renest.  This impact would only be during the construction
time and would not be expected to have any impact in future years.

K-32.  Comment noted.
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